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SIXTEEN HUNDRED AND SIXTIETH MEETING
Held in New York on Friday, 25 August 1972, at 3 p.m.

President: Mr, Edovard LONGERSTAEY (Belgium).

Present: The representatives of the following States:
Argentina, Belgium, China, France, Guinea, India, Italy,
Japan, Panama, Somalia, Sudan, Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northemn
Ireland, United States of America and Yugoslavia.

Provisional agenda (S/Agenda/1660)
1. Adoption of the agenda.

2. Admission of new Members:

(a) Application of the People’s Republic of Bangladesh
for admission to membership in the United
Nations:

Note by the Secretary-General (5/10759);

{b) Report of the Committee on the Admission of New
Members concerning the application of the People's
Republic of Bangladesh for membership in the
United Nations ($/10773).

The meeting was called to order at 3.35 p.m.

Adoption of the agenda
The agenda was adopted.

Admission of new Members:

{a) Application of the People’s Republic of Bangladesh for
admission to membership in the United Nations:

Note by the Secretary-General (S/10759);

(b} Report of the Committee on the Admission of New
Members concerning the application of the People’s
Republic of Bangladesh for membership in the United
Nations (S/10773)

1. The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): Mem-
bers of the Council will recall that the meeting yesterday
was adjourned following the adoption of a motion pre-
sented by the representative of the Sudan. We shall
therefore now continue the discussion of the item on our
agenda,

2. Mr, BOYD (Panama) (interpretation from Spanish):
Since I have been absent for several weeks this is the first
time that [ have had an opportunity to welcome most
cordially the representative of Guinea, Ambassador Jeanne
Martin Cissé. For the same reason [ have not yet been able
to congratulate you, Sir, on your assumption of the
presidency for the month of August.

3. At yesterday’s meeting we would have wished to give a
brief explanation of the position of the Government of
Panama with regard to the admission of Bangladesh, but
out of simple courtesy we thought we should accede to the
request of the members of the Council who said that they
needed 24 hours to consult their Foreign Ministers. Panama
considers that the People’s Republic of Bangladesh is an
independent and sovereign State, which has submitted its
application for admission to membership in the United
Nations in accordance with the standards established in
Article 4 of the Charter and with the provisional rules of
procedure of the Security Council. Since Bangladesh fulfils
all the requirements for membership established by our
Organization, we announce that we shall vote in favour of
its prompt entry as a new Member of the United Nations.

4, In the Committee on the Admission of New Members
we studied with interest the arguments of some countries in
favour of postponing the admission of Bangladesh. How-
ever, we reached the conclusion that there was no justifi-
cation for the delay proposed. In the opinion of my
Government the immediate admission of Bangladesh to the
United Nations could create circumstances which would
make more likely the reaching of an arrangement satis-
factory to the parties affected by the recent conflict on the
Asian subcontinent,

S. The People’s Republic of Bangladesh has the undeniable
right to be a Member of the United Nations and the
delegation of Panama considers that its presence would
contribute to strengthening the aspirations to peace and
progress of the international community and, in particular,
of the developing countries.

6. For the reasons I have stated my delegation is in favour
of the draft resolution contained in document S/10771,
under which the Security Council would approve the
application for admission of Bangladesh to the United
Nations. At the same time we announce with regret that we
cannot support the draft resotution [S/10768 and Corr.1]
submitted by the delegation of China.

7. The PRESIDENT /(interpretation from French): 1
should now like to make a statement in my capacity as the
representative of BELGIUM. As the Belgian representative
in the Committee on the Admission of New Members stated
at its meeting of 11 August, Belgium favours the admission
of Bangladesh to the United Nations. My Government
recognized that new State several months ago. It has given
it considerable assistance and will continue to do so in
order that that young country can rehabilitate itself and
build its future on a sound basis.



8. Also, Belgium wishes to contribute to the creation of a
climate of relaxation of tension in the Indian subcontinent,
and we firmly believe that the presence of Bangladesh
within our Organization is an important factor if we want
to bring about such a relaxation of tension.

9. My country takes pleasure in the participation of the
new State in the work of the specialized agencies; indeed
we sponsored the entry of Bangladesh into the World
Health Organization. This participation will make it pos-
sible also to increase the assistance of the international
community to Bangladesh.

10. Hence Belgium will vote in favour of the draft
resolution contained in document S/10771 and introduced
by India, the United Kingdom, the USSR and Yugoslavia.

11. Indeed, after having considered the candidacy of
Bangladesh, my Government came to the conclusion that
the country fulfils the five conditions laid down in
paragraph 1 of Article 4 of the Charter. Furthermore, we
maintain the view that the enumeration of the five
conditions is exhaustive and not given simply as an
example. In other words, it shares the advisory opinion
issued on 28 May 1948 by the International Court of
Justice! to the effect that a Member of the United Nations
which is called upon, in virtue of Article 4 of the Charter,
to pronounce itself by its vote either in the Security
Council or in the General Assembly on the admission of a
State to membership of the United Nations is not juri-
dically entitled to make its consent to the admission
dependent on conditions not expressly provided by para-
graph 1 of the said Article. Hence, my delegation will not
be in a position to support the draft resolution introduced
by the representative of China.

12. However, this position of principle does not exclude
an assessment of certain factval circumstances which are
involved in an examination of the candidacy of a new State.

13. With regard to Bangladesh my delegation would have
preferred the Council to have some time for reflection so
that it could have all the information necessary to enable it
to render a more valid judgement on this question. We
would have hoped—and we have not concealed this—that
the new State could enter with the unanimous support of
the 15 members of the Council and the support of Pakistan.
In particular, my country attaches very great importance to
the objective laid down by the founders of the United
Nations when they drafted Article 27 of the Charter. In the
Security Council, the organ bearing primary responsibility
for the maintenance of international peace and secuuity,
this rule of the unanimity of the five permanent members
has the purpose of avoiding any confrontation and hence of
promoting settlement by conciliation.

14. Furthermore, my Government would have hoped that
on the eve of the introduction of the candidacy of
Bangladesh for membership in the United Nations outstand-
ing questions stemming from the events of December last
could be settled to the satisfaction of all the parties
concerned,

L Conditions of Admission of a State to Membership in the United
Ngtigns (Article 4 of the Charter), Advisory Opinion, I1,C.J, Reports
1948, p, 57.

15. Mr. FARAH (Somalia): Yesterday [1659th meeting] |
said that the Council might today be faced with a new set
of circumstances that could well induce it to postpone the
question of a decision on the admission of Bangladesh to
another date, should that be the view of a majority of
members. I must note that no such development has arisen,
and so we are being asked to take a vote on the two draft
resolutions that have been presented.

16. Before I go on to explain the vote of my delegation or
to let the Council know what further course of action my
delegation will propose, let me mention an aspect of
yesterday’s procedural debate which I consider to have
been unfortunate.

17. It was implied during the course of the procedural
discussion on an adjournment that those who spoke in
favour of it were necessarily opposed to the admission of
Bangladesh. That was certainly not the case with my
delegation. The adjournment was quite properly called for
by the representative of the Sudan. It was requested to
enable delegations to reflect upon some of the important
statements that had been made, to consult with each other
where appropriate and to communicate with their Govern-
ments, as is expected of them when dealing with a question
that is both delicate and controversial.

18. When this Council met on 11 August [1658th meet-
ing] to consider the application of Bangladesh, I pointed
out that had the issue been a straightforward one there
would have been no difficulty in my delegation pronounc-
ing itself in one way or the other. But it has become quite
evident from the debate that has ensured both in this
Council and n the Committee on the Admission of New
Members that there are widely opposed viewpoints—not so
much on the admission of Balgladesh per se as on the
timing and conditions under which it should join the
United Nations. In those circumstances it seems only right
and proper that the Council should proceed with great
circumspection and without undue haste.

19, My delegation has studied carefully the arguments put
forward by both sides. It has also made it own independent
study of the situation. We maintain that because of the
rigid positions taken within this Council the twa draft
resolutions as they now stand would, like the main
characters of a Shakespearean tragedy, both end up lying
dead on the table before us. However, since the majority of
members appear to be bent upon staging the kind of scene ]
have envisaged, I shall state my delegation’s position on the
two drafts.

20. With regard to the draft resolutiun presented by the
delegation of China, while my delegation agrees in principle
to a further postponement of the consideration of the
application of Bangladesh, it does not consider it equitable
to make it a condition that the application should be
considered only after all the provisions of Security Council
resolution 307 (1971) have been fully implemented.

21. We hold that view because a great many of the
provisions of that draft resolution are directed solely
towards relations between India and Pakistan. It is true that
the Simla Agreement, which my Government has warmly




welcomed, has paved the way for a settlement of some of
the questions outstanding between India and Pakistan. It
would be wrong to insist that Baqgladesh’s application
should await a complete settlement of these questions since
the reaching of such a settlement might be a protracted
process. It should suffice for Bangladesh to comply with
those provisions of resolution 307 (1971) which concern it
directly. For that reason my delegation will abstain on the
draft resolution submitted by China, as it now stands
pefore the Council, should it be put to the vote.

72, On the second draft resolution [S/10771], namely,
the four Power draft resolution submitted by the Soviet
Union, India, the United Kingdom and Yugoslavia—~my
delegation will also abstain if it is put to the vote in its
present form. Admittedly there is much substance to the
case that has been made by a majority of members of this
Council for the early admission of Bangladesh and their
position is supported by precedents, by the fact that
Bangladesh has satisfied certain criteria~not all, certainly—
and by reference to certain realities. These realities, which
are recognized by my Government, include the principle of
universality, the fact that Bangladesh has established itself
as a viable State of 75 million people, the fact that it is
recognized by more than 86 States and the fact that it has
already been admitted to membership of many of the
specialized agencies.

23, But tliere is another set of realities which have been
put forward and which cannot be dismissed as if they did
not exist or had no relevance at all to the question. It has
been pointed out, and with justice, by those who are
opposed to the immediate approval of Bangladesh’s request
for membership of the United Nations that Bangladesh has
still to comply with certain provisions of Security Council
resolution 307 (1971) relating to the conflict which over-
took the Asian subcontinent last winter and to which it was
a party, Among the provisions of that resolution was a
demand for the release of all prisoners of war and other
civilian internees and detainees. My delegation was glad to
note from the communication submitted to this Council
yesterday by the Chargé d'affaires of the Embassy of
Bangladesh in Washington [$/10774] that his Government
had complied faithfully with regard to the protection of all
ethnic and linguistic minorities in Balgladesh, for whose
safety considerable concern has been expressed both in this
Council and outside. But that same communication un-
fortunately made no mention whatsoever of the 80,000
Pakistani prisoners of war and the 10,000 civilian internees,
including many women and children, whose release and
repatriation are subject to the approval of the Government
of Bangladesh,

24, pr the context in which we are being asked to
fecognize a  direct relationship between resolution
307(1971) and the application of Bangladesh for United
Nations membership is that of the concern frequently and
widely expressed for the authority of the Security Council,
It would be quite proper and appropriate to ask: what is
the basis and the authority of resolution 307 (1971)? The
resolution certainly did not arise or spring up in a vacuum.
It i’ based on the purposes and principles of the Charter. It
der}ves its authority from the Charter. The Charter of the
United Nations presupposes in Article 2, paragraph 6, that

States not Members of the Organization should act in
accordance with the principles embodied in the Charter,
The most important of these principles is the maintenance
of international peace and security and this may comprise
active measures for the maintenance of peace, as was
envisaged in resolution 307 (1971).

25. While some States may argue that the Charter is
binding only on the contracting parties, States not Members
of the Organization which prefer to ignore its provisions or
decisions which flow from them have been made to
understand in other cases that they do so at their own risk.
The case of Bangladesh cannot be an exception. The
authority of the Security Council is of course seriously
undermined when decisions of the Council on matters of
international peace and security are ignored. Certainly, to
approve the application of Bangladesh without reference to
the letter and spirit of resolution 307 (1971) would be
doing a disservice to the world Organization. One is
compelled to ask whether any other Member State has
sought membership of the United Nations while holding in
its custody, directly or indirectly, 90,000 prisoners of war
and civilian internees of another nation, and particularly of
a Member State of this Organization. Where is the prece-
dent for an applicant State coming to this Organization
seeking membership and yet holding in custody 80,000
troops and 10,000 civilian internees, contrary to a Security
Council resolution? Never in the history of this Organi-
zation have we been faced with such a situation and, as I
said yesterday, we have to treat each case on its merits,

26. This is a delicate and very highly political situation not
easily dismissed by referring to the very general terms that
are outlined in Article 4 of the Charter.We must look to
the letter and to the spirit of Article 4 and to the system of
international law that has flowed from it.

27. Finally, it is difficult for my delegation to see what
purpose will be served by pushing forward a draft reso-
lution which seems destined to be defeated, when with
more time and more diplomacy exerted both inside and out-
side the United Nations and with the exercise of more perse-
verance and goodwill by all those actively concerned in this
delicate situation, an outcome favourable to Bangladesh
could be obtained.

28. The two sets of realities maintained respectively by
those who support immediate approval and those who
would postpone approval of Bangladesh’s application are
not irreconcilable. It is well within the bounds of political
possibility that a climate which is highly favourable to the
admission of Bangladesh can be created. Such a climate
would ensure that Bangladesh’s accession to membership of
the United Nations—surely a unique and significant event in
its national life—would not be clouded by controversy and

rejection.

29. My delegation greatly regrets that neither of the draft
resolutions before the Council would lead to this happy
outcome and that it would therefore be obliged to abstain
on both draft resolutions in their present form. In order to
give expression to the viewpoints that have been expressed
by my delegation in the course of this debate and also by the
delegations of Guinea and the Sudan, 1 have the honour of




moving, on behalf of these three States, the following
amendment to the draft resolution contained in dogument
S/10771:

“At the end of the operative paragraph, add the
following: subject to the immediate implementation of
those provisions of the Geneva Conventions of 1949
rélating to the release and repatriation of prisoners of war
and civilian internees as mentioned in Security Council
resolution 307 (1971)” /S/10775]

30. If that amendment is accepted by the sponsors of the
draft resolution, my delegation—and I am sure the delega-
tions of Guinea and the Sudan—would have no difficulty in
rethinking our position and voting in favour of the draft
resolution.

31. Mrs. CISSE (Guinea) (interpretation from French):
Members of the Security Council will recall that from the
very beginning of the debates on the application of the
People’s Republic of Bangladesh for membership in the
United Nations my delegation has emphasized the need to
give more time to the parties to the conflict to carry out
and complete negotiations that would enable both sides to
implement the relevant United Nations resolutions and
thereby arrive at a normalization of relations in that part of
the South Asian subcontinent [1658th meeting/. We
suggested then sending a mission which would inquire into
the situation prevailing in that area and report back to the
Council. After many consultations we had to renounce the
idea of sending that mission.

32. The position of my Government is governed by
respect for the principles to which all Members of the
United Nations have subscribed: respect for the Charter and
therefore the relevant resolutions of the General Assembly
and of the Security Council.

33. Guinea is not against the admission of Bangladesh to
the United Nations. My delegation in the course of the
work of the Committee on the Admission of New Members
has at all tirtles reaffirmed this position. Out attitude in no
way means any hostility or any discrimination towards the
People’s Republic of Bangladesh. Since we ourselves are a
developing country, we understand the legitimate aspira-
tions of the people of Bangladesh, but we wish to be
consistent. We know the dramatic circumstances in which
the People’s Republic of Bangladesh came into being, and
this i$ why Wwe continue to affirm that its admission cannot
be dissociated from the implementation of resolution
307 (1971).

34. My delegation has always sought to encourage all
attempts to negotiate and we have always been against
hasty solutiohs, which, in our opinion, instead of assisting
in the progress of negotiations, would hamper them. It is
for these reasons that my delegation would have no
difficulty in voting in favour of the draft resolution
submitted by China.

35. For the reasons I have just explained, we have
proposed, together with the two other African States, an
amendment to the four-Power draft resolution. We believe
that, were this amendment accepted, it would give us time
and would meet the purposes of my delegation. In the

event that the amendment were not accepted, my delega-
tion would find itself compelled to abstain from voting on
draft resolution S/10771.

36. Mr. President, before concluding, I should like you to
allow me to discharge a pleasant duty towards the
delegations of Argentina, Japan, Italy, France and Panama,
which in very kind and cordial words have associated
themselves with the expression of welcome addressed to me
by the Council. 1 should like to say to them that lhave
been very moved by their very cordial words addressed {0
me and my country and I wish to assure them of my ardent
desire for fruitful co-operation with them as well as with all
members of the Security Council.

37. The President (interpretation from French): 1have no
more speakers on my list. If no other representative wishes
to speak at this time, I shall take it that the Council i
prepared to proceed to the vote.

38. Mr. SEN (India): Mr. President, I do not wish to speak
on the substance of the proposals before us, particulady if
you have ruled that we are about to begin to vote, but |
should like to know what procedure we are to follow. An
amendment has been proposed to our draft resolution, |
believe it is a formal amendment, If that amendment is 10
be voted upon in the process of our voting on the different
texts, I should like to comment on that amendment now
rather than later, but it is entirely for you to decide when |
should speak.

39. The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): ! shall
now inform members how we are going to proceed, and
explanations of positions on the amendment can then be
made.

40. As [ stated yesterday at the beginning of the meeting,
two draft resolutions have been submitted to the Security
Council: the first, in document S/10768 and Corr.l by
China; and the second, in document S/10771, by India, the
Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and Yugdslavia. Since
then, in the course of this meeting, an amendment has been
submitted to the latter draft resolution by Guinea, Somalia
and the Sudan and distributed as document $/10775. In
accordance with rule 32 of the provisional rules of
procedure, I intend to put to the vote first the draft
resolution submitted by China, then the draft amendment
submitted by the three African countries and finally the
four-Power draft resolution,

41. Mr. VINCI (Italy): It is the understanding of my
delegation that the representative of Somalia introduced an
amendment and put a question: he asiied what the position
of the sponsors of the four-Power draft resolution would be
with regard to that amendment; he asked whether or not
the sponsors of that draft resolution are ready to accept the
amendment. So, before we proceed to a vote, I think it
would be very helpful to all the members of this Council,
and particularly my delegation, to know exactly what the
position of the sponsors is. Finally, we do not have before
us the text of the amendment, It might be helpful also to
all delegations to have the text in front of them before we
take a final decision, after having heard the views of the
sponsors of the four-Power draft resolution.



42. The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): A
question has been put by the representative of Italy to the
four sponsors of the draft resolution in document S/10771.

43. Mr. SEN (India): Quite obviously, I cannot speak for
all four sponsors of the draft resolution. So, in the present
position, Mr. President, T would suggest, with your permis-
sion, that all sponsors have liberty of action on this
amendment—in other words, each one may express his
views on the amendment and, after that has been done, it is
entirely up to each one to vote as he wishes.

44, It was because of this complication that I suggested
that I should comment on the proposed amendment of the
Somali delegation before it was put to the vote, but you,
Mr, President, said that we should do that after the vote.
But now the situation has again changed, so, on behalf of
the Indian delegation, I shall proceed to comment on the
amendment, presented by Somali on behalf of the three
African delegations,

45, T have just been told that all the sponsors will agree to
whatever I may say. Whether that is due to crystal-gazing or
some kind of unity of thought, I do not know. However,
the representative of Somalia, our friend and colleague
Ambassador Farah, very eloquently—as usual—argued his
case both for delay—for not acting in haste—and for the
obligations of Bangladesh; he referred to precedents and
also to the general principle of upholding the Charter in
both letter and spirit.

46, Let us take each one separately. First, I believe that no
single delegation, however faithful to the Charter, can claim
superiority to the International Court of Justice, which is
an organ of the United Nations and the custodian of all that
is good and noble in our Charter. Time and again, delegation
after delegation—including your own, Sir, the Belgian
delegation—has drawn the attention of the Council to the
judgement which the International Court of Justice has
given on this matter: that no external circumstances, no
additional conditions, no irrelevant matters should be
brought up on the question of admission. Whether
Bangladesh is as good as Pakistan or as good as India or as
good as any of us seated around the table is a different
matter. What we are discussing is the limited question of
the admission of Bangladesh and there we are limited also
by the interpretation of the Charter as given by the
International Court of Justice that is clear and categoric
and admits of no doubt.

47. Secondly, regarding the question of haste, this point
has been brought up again and again. There are two reasons
for this haste. Since last night I have made a tabulation
regarding the admission of all new Members since 1965. 1
have tabulated how long it took between the time the
applications were made and the time the Council reached a
decision. In no case, excepting that of Oman, has there
been any significant delay. The case of Oman was a very
special case. The Arab League was meeting, and we waited
for its decision.

48. Without wishing to bore the Council too much, I shall
quickly give the list. 1965: Gambia, 20 days; Maldives, 18
days; Singapore, 17 days; Barbados, 5 days. 1966:

Botswana, 14 days; Guyana, 13 days; Lesotho, 7 days;
People’s Republic of Southern Yemen, 8 days; Mauritius,
13 days—Mauritius applied in April, so there was no hurry;
Swaziland, 2 days; Equatorial Guinea, 4 days; Fiji, no
delay—it applied on 10 October and the Council approved
the application on the same day; Bhutan, quite a delay, but
the application was received at Christmastime and again
there was no hurry; Qatar, 11 days; Bahrain, 3 days;
Oman—1I have already explained that this was a special case;
United Arab Emirates, 3 days. So, since the Charter was
revised to increase the number of members in this Council,
and since the thaw in the cold war, there has been no delay
whatsoever in disposing of any application for membership.

49. Now we come to a special case. Bangladesh is a State.
We are asked: how can it come here and not release the
prisoners of war? Yesterday the Ambassador of the Sudan
used the words “blackmail” and “humiliation”. First, I do
not like the word “blackmail” anywhere, not even in
detective novels, and certainly not in the Council. But never
mind the word. We do not want anybody to be humiliated;
we do not want anyone to be blackmailed. Time and againa
large number of problems which stand between Bangladesh
and Pakistan have been mentioned. The representative of
the Sudan mentioned some; I could mention many more.
But the fact of the matter is that all these problems can be
solved—at least negotiated and it is to be hoped solved—if
there is negotiation on the basis of equality. And it is
because this fundamental principle of international law or
international behaviour that two countries, two States, two
parties must always meet as equals has not been accepted
that all these troubles have started. Again, I say that this
has nothing to do with the admission of Bangladesh,

50, May I just read out a sentence from the letter which
Mr. Karim, the Chargé d’affaires of the Embassy of
Bangladesh in Washington, wrote to you, Sir, two days ago.
“Bangladesh . . . is prepared to settle all its outstanding
problems”—not that of the prisoners of war alone, not that
of the war criminals alone, not that of the civilian internees
alone, not that of the 30,000 or 40,000 Bengali soldiers in
Pakistan alone, not that of the 10,000 civil servants in
Pakistan alone, but a host of other problems—“with
Pakistan on the basis of the sovereign equality of States,
national dignity, respect for territorial integrity and non-
interference in each other’s affairs.”

51. Now, I cannot expect that any self-respecting State
seated around this table or anywhere else would ask for
anything less for negotiations. But, as 1 said, this has
nothing to do with admission.

52. Therefore, in view of those considerations we would
categorically reject the amendment suggested. May I also
say that, with the addition of that amendment, there is very
little difference in substance between the Chinese draft
resolution and ours.

53. Mr. FARAH (Somalia): In order to bolster the
submission I have made that the amendment I proposed on
behalf of the three African delegations should be con-
sidered favourably, I should like to direct the attention of
the Security Council to the text of a statement issued
yesterday evening by the International Commission of



Jurists, an international body which has concerned itself
actively in situations involving human rights and other
similar problems. It reads as follows:

“The International Commission of Jurists has urged the
Indian Government to take immediately all necessary
steps i order to liberate and repatriate the Pakistani
prisoners of war detained in India. The Third Geneva
Convention of 1949 provides clearly that conclusion of a
peace treaty or an armistice is not required between the
parties to a conflict but that prisoners of war must be
repatriated without delay after cessation of hostilities,
There cannot be any dispute that active hostilities have in
fact ceased in view of the cease-fire, the actual cessation
of fighting and above all the Simla Agreement.”

54. This is the kind of concern to which I drew attention
and which exists not only within but also outside the
United Nations

53, With regard to the relevance of resolution 307 (1971)
or the question of the criteria laid down in Article 4 of the
Charter, it is interesting to note the following extract from
the International Court of Justice Reports concerning the
1948 advisory opinion of the Court on the interpretation of
Article 4 of the Charter. It reads as follows:

“While the Court considers the conditions laid down in
Article 4 to be exhaustive, it did not exclude the right to
take into account any factors, including political factors,
which it is possible reasonably and in good faith to
connect with the conditions laid down in that Article.”

56. 1 submit that the amendment which has been
proposed for the Council by the three African States is
made in good faith to connect this very delicate political
problem of prisoners of war to Article 4; and this require-
ment is not contrary to international law or to the norms
which we have established in pursuance of international
law,

57. There is another very interesting extract from the
International Court of Justice Reports, as follows:

“Quite aside from the convincing argumentation con-
tained in the well-documented joint dissenting opinion of
the British, Canadian, French and Polish Judges of the
Court, even the Chilean Judge who voted with the
majority of the International Court of Justice admits in
his tavourable individual opinion that ‘even if the
conditions of admission are fuifilled by an applicant,
admission may be refused on important political grounds
and in cases in which the admission of a State is liable to
disturb the international situation’.”

} am not saying that the admission of Bangladesh would
disturb the international situation—far from it, What [ am
saying is that when we are considering the admission of
Bangladesh to membership of this Organization, we should
take into account whether it has complied at least with the
elementary obligation to act in conformity with the
provisions of the Geneva Conventions of 1949,

58, 1 see that the sponsors of the draft resolution are not
happy about the amendment we have proposed, but I hope

that those who are in favour of that draft resolution will
have time to reflect on the arguments which 1 have put
forward. In that spirit I hope the Council will come to an
amicable arrangement.

59. Mr. KOMATINA (Yugoslavia): My delegation is 2
sponsor of the draft resolution, but on previous occasions,
before it became a sponsor, it had expressed its point of
view against postponement and against linking the admjs-
sion of Bangladesh with other questions or developments
external to it. I shall therefore be very brief.

60. We take this attitude not because we are unsympa-
thetic to or unmindful of the urgent need for fusther
progress in the settlement of outstanding issues between
India, Pakistan and Bangladesh, in the best interests of all.
But is it not true that whatever important positive
breakthroughs have been made recently in international
relations, especially between great Powers but also in other
areas, have been made precisely because everything has not
been linked to everything else and “the best has not been
made an enemy of the good”? Whatever progress has been
made anywhere has been achieved by introducing a positive
ingredient, a dynamic incentive, into the situation and not
by waiting until everything else has been settled first to
introduce it.

61. That is why we think that the admission of Bangladesh
into the United Nations would have a beneficial influence
on the over-all situation and would be a dynamic incentive;
and that is why we maintain that a further delay would be
not only unjust but also unjustified.

62. The argument is being used that delaying considers-
tion of a country’s application is not new in the life and
practice of our Organization; that in numerous individual or
collective cases applicant States had to wait, for various
reasons, for years and months. That is true; we all know
that; and we all know and remember the reasons for it And
that is precisely why we hope that we have outgrown thal
unhappy dark stage in international life, in the life and
development of our Organization. We want to believe that
we are making at least some progress and that nation States
do not have to wait, as in the worst days of the cold war, to
exercise their right to enter the world Organization.

63. The proposed amendment would delay the solution of
this problem and link it with other problems and develop-
ments and, therefore, as a sponsor of the draft resolution
we will vote against it.

64. Mr., IBRAHIM (Sudan): In the Security Council
meeting yesterday my delegation asked that the voting be
postponed to this meeting, I am indebted to you,
Mr. President, and the other Council members for gra-
ciously acceding to my request. Although partly motivated
by a desire to get fresh instructions, the move was also
designed to help all the representatives on the Council to
reconsider their positions and to seek conciliation and
agreement. Above all, the delay was motivated by our
concern for our friends on the South Asian subcontinent,
including the new nation of Bangladesh.

65. At the last meeting it was unmistakably evident to all
assembled around this table what the result of a vote would



be. Some delegations, while professing concern that the
door of the United Nations should be opened to Bangla-
desh, insisted that the same door should be slammed in its
face by hands other than their own. Their impetuous haste
would have been understandable if the vote could have
resulted in Balgladesh’s admission. But yesterday of all days
the writing on the wall was in capital letters and easy to
read. It was like rushing headlong towards disaster.

66. The annals of this august body are replete with
precedents of a similar nature. Indeed, in recent years the
Council has developed the practice of operating on a
consensus basis whenever possible. The evolution of the
practice has merited a scholarly study entitled Consultation
and Consensus in the Security Council, by F. Y. Chai2. Our
move yesterday was in keeping with that tradition.

67. T have striven to stress the agony my delegation felt at
having to arbitrate between friends, that is, between
Bengalis and Pakistanis. On the one hand, we uphold the
principle that Security Council resolutions should be
respected and given effect; on the other, we uphold the
right of Bangladesh to be admitted to membership of the
United Nations. By supporting the four-Power draft reso-
lution, as amended by the African delegations, we believe
we would be striking a happy compromise between the two
aspects of the problem. Again, by asking for a postpone-
ment of the vote at the last meeting, we thought we had
saved the day for Bangladesh, of all the parties concerned.
It is Bangladesh and only Bangladesh that would have
suffered if the outcome of the vote had been a rebuff to its
application.

68. We are fully cognizant of the realities of the situation
on the subcontinent. The difficulties encountered by
Bangladesh are known and appreciated by us. Similarly the
legitimate desire of Pakistan to obtain the release of its
prisoners of war is taken into account. More importantly,
one should not be oblivious to the cumulative effects of
negotiations held between the parties involved and their
expected fruition. Only today, 25 August, The New York
Times reports:

“both Pakistan and Bangladesh would compromise and
evolve a formula to begin talks. The Pakistani National
Assembly was expected to recognize Bangladesh when it
convened 10 days ago. President Bhutto had carefully
prepared the groundwork for recognition to avoid serious
domestic repercussions.”

69. Given this encouraging set of facts it would be a pity if
those siding with the admission of Bangladesh should insist
on having its hopes shattered and its application for
membership rejected by pressing for a vote on the two draft
resolutions at hand. We submit that things are improving on
the subcontinent at such a pace that a short day would
probably suffice to setile all residual disputes. According to
The New York Times report, which I just cited, it could be
said that such conciliation is already overdue and its
achievement by the parties concerned should not take
anyone by surprise. It is therefore on that basis that my

2 United Nations Institute for Training and Research, New York,
1971,

delegation is submitting and supporting the amendment so
ably introduced by my colleague, the representative of
Somalia. The three African countries submit the amend-
ment in the hope that negotiations in progress will bear
fruit by the time the matter is brought before the General
Assembly, on the basis of absolute equality between
Pakistan and Bangladesh. In that contingency, which we
hope will materialize, my delegation, together with those
that find themselves in the same position, would be able to
vote in favour of the admission of Bangladesh without
having to sacrifice its principles and its concern for the
resolution of the Security Council.

70. The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): Since
no one wishes to speak at this time we shall proceed to the
vote on the first draft resolution. I put to the vote the draft
resolution submitted by China and contained in document
S/10768 and Corr.1.

A vote was taken by show of hands.
In favour: China, Guinea, Sudan.

Against; India, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
Yugoslavia.

Abstaining: Argentina, Belgium, France, Italy, Japan,
Panama, Somalia, United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland, United States of America,

The results of the vote was 3 in favour, 3 against and
9 abstentions.

“The proposal was not adopted, having failed to obtain the
affirmative votes of nine members.

71. The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): | call
on the representative of China it explanation of vote; after
the vote.

72. Mr, HUANG Hua (China) (interpretation from
Chinese): In defence of the principles of the Charter of the
United Natjons, the implementation of the relevant reso-
lutions which pave. expression to the will of the over-
whelming majority of the countries of the world and the
fundamental interests of the entire people on the South
Asian subcontinent, the Chinese delegation has put forward
a right and reasonable draft resolution on the application of
“Bangladesh” for membership in the United Nations.
However, as the result of the strenuous obstruction and
sabotage by the Soviet and Indian delegations, such a draft
resolution, which is in full accord with the principles of the
Charter, could not be adopted in the Security Council. The
Chinese delegation cannot but express its utmost regret.

73. In order to prevent the Security Council from
adopting this entirely just draft resolution of the Chinese .
delegation, so as to drag into the United Nations “Bang
ladesh”, which has violated the principles of the Charter
and the relevant resolutions and is therefore not qualified at
all to be admitted into the United Nations, the delegations
of the Soviet Union and India, have not hesitated to distort
the principles of the Charter and its relevant provisions and
have tried hard to separate consideration of the application



of “Bangladesh” for membership in the United Nations
from the implementation of the relevant United Nations
resolutions, This runs entirely counter to the principles of
the Charter and is totally untenable from a legal point of
view. This cannot be tolerated in any way.

74, Taking into consideration the specific conditions and
situation in which “Bangladesh” came into being, it is quite
obvious that the question of the application of “Bangla-
desh™ for membership in the United Nations can in no way
be examined without taking note of the resolutions of the
General Assembly and the Security Council concerning last
year's war of aggression on the South Asian subcontinent.

75. What do the relevant United Nations resolutions say?
Security Council resolution 307 (1971) referred in explicit
terms to “all those concerned”, which naturally include
India and Pakistan as well as the authorities of “Bangla-
desh™ now applying for membership in the United Nations.
General Assembly resolution 2793 (XXVI) called upon
them to “take forthwith all measures for . . . withdrawal of
their armed forces on the territory of the other...”.

76. Paragraph 1 of Security Council resolution 307 (1971)
demanded the withdrawal of all armed forces to their
respective territories as soon as practicable. Paragraph 3
called upon “all those concerned™ to observe the Geneva
Conventions of 1949, which stipulate in clear-cut terms
that “Prisoners of war shall be released and repatriated
without delay after the cessation of active hostilities”.

77. The former called for “taking forthwith all measures”
and “withdrawal as soon as practicable”, and the other said
“without delay”. More than eight months have now elapsed
since the adoption of the two resolutions; yet the Indian
Government has not yet withdrawn all its troops to its own
territory. In his speech the Indian representative tried to
deny the presence of Indian troops in “Bangladesh”.
However, as far as we know, Indian troops have not been
completely withdrawn from there. Verbal denial by the
Indian representative and the “Bangladesh” authorities does
not count. Therefore, the Chinese delegation is of the
opinion that the Secretary-General should present a report
to the Security Council on the full implementation of the
two resolutions. The Indian Government has now detained
more than 90,000 Pakistani prisoners of war and civilians.
One of the pretexts used by the Indian Government for
doing so is that “Bangladesh” does not agree to the release
and repatriation of these prisoners of war, “Bangladesh”
even ingists on their trial. Article4 of Charter II of the
United Nations Charter, on membership, states in clear-cut
terms that applicants for membership in the United Nations
must not only declare their readiness to “accept the
obligations contained in the present Charter” but also “in
the judgement of the Organization, are able and willing to
carry out these obligations” before they will be qualified,
“in the judgement of the Qrganization”, to be admitted as a
Member of the United Nations. By what they have done,
the Indian Government has not shown the slightest respect
for the principles of the Charter and the relevant United
Nations resolutions. How can the “Bangladesh™ authorities
which have shown open contempt for the principles of the
Charter and refused to comply with the relevant resolutions
expect the Security Council to shut their eyes and made a

“judgement”, asserting that they “are able and willing” to
carry out the obligations contained in the Charter?
Inability and unwillingness to carry out the obligations
contained in the Charter are the very proof of a dirset
contravention of Article 4 of the Charter and the complete
lack of qualification for being admitted into the United
Nations. Is it not an open misinterpretation and mockery of
the Charter to describe the requirement of the applicant’s
implementation of the United Nations resolutions direetly
related to it as adding “extraneous conditions™ to Article 4
of the Charter and as “anti-constitutional®?

78. The Soviet Government supported the Indian Gover.
ment in launching a war of aggression against Pakistan, This
in itself constituted a most grave violation of the Charter.
Yet they are now tirying to pin the “anti-constitutiona”
label on others. They have indeed stopped at nothing in
confounding black with white and reversing right and
wrong, reaching the height of truculence. One may stil
recall that on 7 December last year the General Assembly
adopted by 104 votes resalution 2793 (XXVI) the above-
mentioned act of aggression by the Soviet Union and Indi,
This resolution mentioned, in particular, in its fifth
preambular paragraph:

“Mindful of the provisions of the Charter, in particular
of Article 2, paragraph 4”,

which stipulates:

“All Members shall refrain in their international relations
from the threat of use of force against the territorial
integrity or political independence of any State, or in any
other manner inconsistent with the purposes of the
United Nations™.

As everyone is aware, it is precisely the Soviet and Indian
Governments that have committed aggression against
another country by the use of force as mentioned in this
connexion. It is again they who are tryving to impose
“Bangladesh” upon the United Nations by forced argumens
in wilful distortion of the Charter. The facts are clear: the
“anti-constitutional” label can only be placed on the Soviet
and Indian Governments.

79. If we give deeper thought to the matter, we wil
understand that the Soviet and Indian Governments simply
harbour ulterior motives in obstinately opposing a post-
ponement of the consideration of *Bangladesh’s” appli-
cation for membership and insisting on dragging ‘“Bangla-
desh” into the United Nations before the serious imple-
mentation of the relevant United Nations resclutions. Are
the Soviet and Indian Governments really concerned about
the application of “Bangladesh” for membership in the
United Nations? To be frank, what really concerns them is
not whether “Bangladesh” will be admitted into the United
Nations, nor the vital interests of the people on the South
Asian subcontinent who ardently desire peace and develop:
ment, They zre deliberately taking advantage of the
consequences of the war of aggression and refuse to
withdraw all the Indian iroops of aggression and are
detaining the more than 90,000 prisoners of war and
civilians as hostages, for the purpose of blackmailing
Pakistan and pressuring the United Nations. Indian Prime



Minister Mrs, Indira Gandhi said that pending the “final
settlement” of the Jammu and Kashmir dispute, she will
not permit the repatriation of Pakistani prisoners of war,
This statement alone reveals their true intention. President
Bhutto of Pakistan stated on many occasions and reiterated
on 10 August: “We are prepared to meet with Mujib
Rahman and to discuss with them all important issues
between. us free from any preconditions,” But this reason-
able proposal on the part of President Bhutto was again
rejected unreasonably as a result of the obstruction put up
by the instigators behind Mujib Rahman, In trying to force
“Bangladesh” into the United Nations when India, in
collusion with “Bangladesh”, is refusing to comply with the
relevant United Nations resolutions, the purpose of the
Soviet and Indian Governments is to legalize their violation
of the United Nations Charter, and further to exert pressure
on Pakistan and seek a chance to expand aggression against
Pakistan. Their act definitely is not aimed at, nor will it
ever lead to, a relaxation of tension on the South Asian
subcontinent or the normalization of the relations between
the parties concerned, On the contrary, their aim is, and
can only be, to maintain and aggravate the tension on the
South Asian subcontinent so as to gain profit therefrom.

80. It is necessary to point out here that in recent years
Soviet social-imperialism has played and is still playing a
most insidious role in the development of the situation on
the South Asian subcontinent. Last August the Soviet
Government concluded with the Indian Government a
so-called treaty of peace, friendship and co-operation,
which is in essence an aggressive treaty of miljtary alliance,
whereby the Indian Government has finally and openly
stripped off its cloak of “non-alignment”, Subscquently,
the Soviet Government directly instigated and supported
India inlaunching a war of aggression against Pakistan. After
the cease-fire, it has worked hard to obstruct a reasonable
solution to the relationship between the parties concerned
on the South Asian subcontinent in an attempt to aggravate
their division and antagonism. The sole purpose of Soviet
social-imperialism in so doing is to utilize the contradictions
it has created single-handedly to further control India and
““Bangladesh” and infiltrate into the regions of the Indian
Ocean and the South Asian subcontinent so as to expand its
spheres of influence and contend for hegemony. The
aggressive design of social-imperialism knows no bounds.
Today it can bully Pakistan at will, and the next day it can
use its old trick against other countries of the subcontinent,
Such talk as devotion to the “normalization” of the
situation on the South Asian subcontinent and “relations of
co-operation” and fostering “a brotherly atmosphere” are a
sheer hoax. In so obstinately refusing to postpone the
consideration of and so hastily pressing for a vote by the
Security Council on “Bangladesh’s” application and forcing
the Chinese delegation to vote against it, they are merely
using “Bangladesh” as a pawn to take the chestnuts out of
the fire for them. Anyone with a sober mind has seen
through their manoceuvre. Today they push their “secure
boundaries” to the Indian Ocean and the Mediterranean,
and the next day they can press further into the Pacific and
the Atlantic. It is known to all what they have done to
some of their “allies”, and we will not dwell on it here. In
recent years, with honey in mouth and dagger in heart, they
have committed aggression, subversion, control and inter-
ference in the name of support and assistance against a

series of third world countries, including countries in Aftica
and the Middle East, Is there any lack of evidence in this
tespect? Some of their schemes have already been revealed,
and some are being revealed. The acts and deeds of
social-imperialism have opened the eyes of the people, If
certain people on the South Asian subcontinent still have
some sense of national confidence, why cannot they take
the initiative to unite the South Asian subcontinent first
and to facilitate a reasonable settlement of the relevant
issues and why should they allow themselves to be led by
the nose? Out of consideration for a genuine relaxation of
the situation on the South Asian subcontinent and the vital
interests of the entire people on the South Asian sub-
continent, the Chinese delegation wishes to speak out the
truth here in advance.

81. In short, the controversial issue before us is an
extremely important question of principle. The Chinese
delegation definitely cannot agree to the Security Council
considering “Bangladesh’s” application for membership in
the United Nations in the present circumstances in contraven-
tion of the principles of the Charter and in disregard of the
relevant United Nations resolutions which gave expression to
the will of the overwhelming majority of the countries of the
world. All States Members have formally declared their sup-
port of the Charter. Many countries have voted in favour of
the relevant United Nations resolutions. Whether recognition
has been accorded to “Bangladesh” or not, first of all the
Members of the United Nations are under the unshirkable
obligation to urge the full implementation of these reso-
lutions and to urge India, Pakistan and ‘“Bangladesh™ to
reach agreement through consultations on an equal footing
for a reasonable settlement of the issues between them,
before the application of “Bangladesh” can be considered.
Therefore the Security Council should in no way submit to
the unreasonable demands of the Soviet and Indian
delegations. If they are to have their way, the Security
Council will repeat its serious mistakes of violating the
Charter, and that will mean the Council killing its own
resolutions with its own hands, thus discrediting the United
Nations and the Council, which will forfeit the trust of the
people of the world.

82, Since the Soviet Union and India, clinging to their
obdurate course, have now unreasonably opposed the
reasonable proposal of the Chinese delegation and pressed
for the Security Council’s approval of the admission of
“Bangladesh” into the United Nations, we, as one of the
permanent members of the Council and in defence of the
principles of the Charter and the interests of the people of
the South Asian subcontinent and the whole world, will be
compelled to fulfil determinedly our sacred duty and vote
firmly against the unreasonable demand of the Soviet
Union and Indian delegations, so as to defend the prestige
and authority of the United Nations and the Council.

83.~ In this connexion, the Chinese delegation deems it
necessary to state that we are firmly opposed to the
aggressive policies and unreasonable demands of the Soviet
and Indian Governments. But we are friendly to the people
of those countries and the entire people of the whole South
Asian subcontinent, No one can destroy such friendly
relations, which will certainly grow in the course of our
common struggle in the future.



84, The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): As no
other representiatives wish to speak at this stage, the
Council will now proceed to a vote on the amendment
submitted by Guinea, Somalia and the Sudan [S/10775].

A vote was taken by show of hands.

In favour. Guinea, Somalia, Sudan, United States of
America,

Against: India, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
United Kingdom' of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,
Yugoslavia.

Abstaining: Argentina, Belgium, China, France, Italy,
Japan, Panama.

The result of the vote was 4 in favour, 4 against, 'with
7 abstentions,

The proposal was not adopted, having failed to obtain the
affirmative vote of nine members,

85. The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): The
Council will now praceed to vote on the four-Power draft
reselution /S/10771].

A vote was talen by show of hands.

In favour: Argentina, Belgium, France, India, Italy,
Japan, Panama, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United
Kingdom of !.reat Britain and Northern Ireland, United
States of America, Yugoslavia.

Against: China.
Abstaining: Guinea, Somalia, Sudan.

The result of the vote was 11 in favour, 1 against, with
3 abstentions.

The draft resolution was not adopted, the negative vote
being that of a permanent member of the Council.

86. The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): 1shall
now call on those representatives who wish to explain their
votes after the vote,

87. Mr. PHILLIPS (United States of America): My delega-
tion regrets that this Council had been unable to agree on a
recommendation for the admission of Bangladesh to the
United Nations. We also regret that it was not possible to
agree upon a further but limited postponement which
might have made possible a resolution of the underlying
problems which have contributed to the impasse we face.

88. As the record makes clear, we shuuid have been
gratified to see the entry into the United Nations of the
People’s Republic of Bangladesh, The United States recog-
nized Bangladesh on 4 April of this year and established for-
mal diplomatic relations on 18 May. Previously the United
States had maintained an official mission in Dacca since
1949 and over the years many Americans, in both official
and private capacities, have derived much satisfaction from
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their association with the development efforts of the people
of Bangladesh. We are pleased with the friendly relations
existing between our country and Bangladesh.

89. Bangladesh has emerged from the tragic events of last
year with its economy and infrastructure disrupted ang
damaged. A massive international relief effort under United
Nations auspices was mounted to assist the people and
Government of Bangladesh in their task of economic and
social reconstruction, and I take pleasure in the fact that to
date the United States has committed $286.4 million to
this effort.

90. We sincerely hope that progress will continue towards
the normalization of relations between the nations of th
subcontinent. Such progress, we believe, can best b
advanced by full and speedy implementation of all the
provisions of resolution 307 (1971) adopted by the Secu.
rity Council last December. In particular, we strongly
believe that the provisions of the Geneva Convention
relative to the treatment of prisoners of war should be
implemented as soon as possible.

91. Mr. President, may I comment briefly on the vote of
the United States on the amendment proposed by the
delegation of Somalia. In this connexion, we realiz,
Mr. President, that in voting for this amendment which was
not carried, the effect of this language would have been
debatable given the ruling of the International Court of
Justice and the provisions of the Charter. But we regarded
the resolution as a recommendation of the Council for
admission of Bangladesh none the less. We voted for the
language contained in the proposed amendment because of
the great importance the United States attaches to the
release of prisoners of war.

92. The peoples of the Indian subcontinent have rich and
ancient cultures which have contributed much to the
knowledge and enrichment of mankind everywhere, Unfor-
tunately, these same peoples have in recent times been the
victims of great suffering and sorrow. It is our earnest hope
that progress towards amelioration of these conditions ¢an
be advanced. For our part we are prepared to co-operat
fully with the United Nations and with all the peoples-of
the region to this end.

93. Mr. CARASALES (Argentina) (interpretation from
Spanish): 1 should like to explain very briefly the vote of
my delegation in connexion with the amendment submitted
by the delegations of Guinea, Somalia and the Sudan.

94, In the substantive statement I made yesterday Iwished
to make clear two fundamental elements which were at the
basis of the position of the Republic of Argentina on this
subject: first, that our attitude was based solely on legal
considerations, and, secondly, that within the context we
felt that no conditions could be set for the admission ofa
State to the United Nations unless these conditions were
specifically covered in Article 4 of the Charter, however
just, reasonable and desirable such conditions might appeat
to be or even be in fact.

95. Therefore, in order to be logical and consistent I cold
not vote in favour of the amendment.



96. However, I should like to reiterate now—and this too
explains our abstention—what I said yesterday regarding
our aspiration and expectation that the problems pending
on the subcontinent, in particular the return of the
prisoners of war and civilian detainees, will be satisfactorily
solved in the shortest possible time.

97. Mr. SEN (India): T should like to explain our vote
briefly and also comment, with your permission,
Mr. President, on some of the matters covered in our
discussion,

98. Despite many different attempts, for many different
reasons, to prevent the Council from coming to a decision,
we have at long last been able to vote on the draft
resolutions before us. We have already discussed at length
why there was so much reluctance in the Council to come
to a point of decision. It is not necessary for me to go into
them again. Essentially, many members felt that faced with
a veto some other way should be found. What do our
decisions show? The draft resolution contained in docu-
ment S/10768 and Cotr.1 has not been acceptable to the
majority of the Council. The considerations contained in it
for linking the application of Bangladesh with extraneous
preconditions have been repudiated by the same vast
majority, on the basis of the Charter. 1 is clear that the
inadmissibility of the arguments advanced by the sup-
porters of that draft resolution has been affirmed by the
Council’s decision on it.

99. However, the draft resolution contained in document
S/10771 received affirmative votes from 11 of the 15
members of the Council. It was not adopted only because a
single permanent member voted against it. Even though it
was not adopted, the decision clearly shows that the vast
majority of the Council is in favour of the admission of
Bangladesh and believes that Bangladesh satisfies the
requirements of the Charter. This view is indeed shared by
the vast majority of the members of the General Assembly
which have already recognized Bangladesh.

100. Although the Council is at present unable to make
the necessary positive recommendation to the General
Assembly, it is our hope that the objection will be
githdrawn even before the Assembly meets on 19 Septem-
er.

101. The sponsors of the draft resolution contained in
document §/10771 would wish to express their apprecia-
tion to the delegations which supported it. This support,
which was never in doubt, affirms the adherence of those
delegations to the principles of the Charter, to the
universality of the United Nations and to the cause of peace
and justice. As for the delegations which did not vote for
our draft resolution—in fact, only one voted against—we
have nothing to say. We leave it to the Members of the
United Nations and, indeed, to history to draw their own
inferences and conclusions.

102, It is for the People’s Republic of Bangladesh alone to
express its views about the Council’s decision on its
application for admission to the United Nations, in so far as
it is concerned. However, in so far as the interests of that
region are concerned, we are one of the three States of the
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region, and we are bound to say that this decision will not
make any positive contribution to the realization of peace
and co-operation and harmony which all of us desire and
for which all of us are working. These efforts have the best
hope of success if they are carried out in the full mutual
acknowledgement of the sovereignty and equality of the
three States of the subcontinent. This acknowledgement
has today not been encouraged. We shall of course
persevere in our efforts with all sincerity, but the decision
of the Council cannot be considered a welcome develop-
ment for the future either of the subcontinent or of the
United Nations.

103. Listening to the representative of China, I felt that
his was probably the longest explanation of vote 1 had ever
heard in the Council or in the General Assembly, To put it
colloquially, I think he never had it so good. However,
India is fortunately not accountable for its actions or the
facts to the Chinese delegation, just as that delegation is not
accountable for its manners or the methods of its presenta-
tion. I think we can easily leave it to history and the men
and women of the world to decide what has happened and
what is happening.

104. 1 shall conclude by simply saying that we are
extremely fortunate that, although there were four spon-
sors of the draft resolution, India and the Soviet Union
attracted the special attention of the Chinese delegation.

105. Finally, may 1 just point out a common feature of
the two resolutions to which so many references have been
made. They simply say: “Calls upon all Member States to
refrain from any action which may aggravate the situation
in the subcontinent or endanger international peace”.

106, Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Repub-
lics) (translation from Russian): In its statement yesterday
on the four-Power draft resolution, the Soviet delegation
appealed to all members of the Security Council, and
particularly to its permanent members, to show under-
standing of the needs and interests of the People’s Republic

_of Bangladesh and to vote in favour of the four-Power draft

resolution.

107. Yesterday, when the representative of the Sudan
proposed that the meeting should be adjourned for one
day, we reiterated the wish that that day should be used to
enable the Security Council to adopt unanimously a
resolution recommending the admission of the People’s
Republic of Bangladesh to the United Nations. However,
our appeal, which was supported by a majority of members
of the Security Council, met with no understanding from
one representative. And now, as we ourselves have seen, as a
result of the veto exercised by the delegation of China, the
four-Power draft resolution, which received the support of
11 members of the Council has not been adopted. Thus,
through the obstructionist attitude of the delegationt of
China, the request of the Government of Bangladesh for the
admission of the People’s Republic of Bangladesh to the
United Nations cannot at present be granted.

108, What has the consideration of this question in the
Security Council and in the Committee on the Admission
of New Members shown? Fitst and foremost that an



overwhelming majority of members of the Council is in
favour of granting this legitimate and justified request of
the Government of Bangladesh. At the same time it has
revealed that the objections of the delegation of China to
the admission of Bangladesh to the United Nations are
groundless, unconstitutional and contrary to the Charter.

109. In his statement in explanation of vote, the representa-
tive of China as usual resorted to all kinds of fabrications
and anti-Soviet attacks for the sole purpose of concealing
the true reason for the Chinese delegation’s vote against the
draft resolution recommending the admission of Bangladesh
to the United Nations. We do not intend to follow the
course suggested by the representative of China and engage
in polemics with him on questions which have no con-
nexion with the admission of Bangladesh to the United
Nations., We do .not wish to engage in polemics with him
because the fabrications directed against the Soviet Union
which were contained in his speech are completely unsub-
stantiated and groundless. We consider that his statement
demonstrates lack of respect not only for the people and
the Government of Bangladesh, which have applied for
admission to the United Nations, but for the United
Nations itself, the Security Council of which is meeting to
consider not Soviet-Chinese relations, but the question of
the admission of Bangladesh to the United Nations.

110. The stateinent of the representative of China was not
original, He saw everywhere the “hand of Moscow” and, as
has been correctly pointed out by the representative of
India, on a question on which 11 delegations voted in
favour of the fiur-Power draft resolution, he referred only
to the Soviet Uaion and India. The *hand of Moscow™ has
been seen in events throughout the world during the entite
existence of the Soviet Socialist State by all the enemies of
the Soviet Union, irom the time of the October Revolution.
That well-known anti-Soviet figure, John Foster Dulles,
even saw the “hand of Moscow™ in the Chinese revolution
and the formation of the People’s Republic of China in
1949. Today the representative of China is repeating that
approach used by the enemies of the Soviet Union, !
congratulate him.

111, Everything that has been said today by the represen-
tative of China p.oints to but one thing. The statement by
the Chinese representative bears witness to the complete
bankruptcy and untenable nature of the position of the
delegation of China and the absence of any serious
arguments or justification for that position, which has been
rejected by [l members of the Security Council and has
failed to obtain the support of three more.

112. The representative of China has asked us to give
deeper thought to the matter. Certainly, let us give deeper
thought to what has happened here. What basically is
demonstrated by the stand taken by the Chircse delegation
against the admission of the People’s Repu_iic of Bangla-
desh to the United Nations?

113. First, it signifies a stand against the interests of the
national liberation movement of oppressed peoples in
general, and the national liberation movement of the people
of East Bengal in particular. It is a well-known fact that the
formation of the People’s Republic of Bangladesh was a
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result of the triumph of the national liberation struggle of
the people of East Bengal. Thus, an attempt to block the
admission to the United Nations of a new young State with
a population of 75 million can only signify an intention to
deal a damaging blow to the interests of the principal
achievement of the national liberation movement of the
people of East Bengal and fo the interests of the indepen-
dent State of Bangladesh. The people of Bangladesh
dreamed of establishing their own State. They succeeded in
establishing it. And now, as a result of the attitude of the
delegation of China alone, the door of the United Nationsis
being slammed in the face of that State.

114, Chinese representatives in United Nations organs
and elsewhere have spoken many fine words about Peking’s
support for the national liberation movement of oppressed
peoples, trying to present the People’s Republic of Chinaas
the principal defender and protector of the national
liberation movement. However, when it became a question
of concrete support, who actually supperted the national
liberation movement—the Soviet Union or the People's
Republic of China? I do not think that I need say any
more.

115. It is paradoxical that a State which calls itself the
People’s Republic of China has made every effort, including
the use of the veto, to obstruct the admission to the United
Nations of another people’s republic~the People’s Republic
of Bangladesh,

116. Secondly, the stand taken by the Chinese delegation
against the admission of Bangladesh to the United Nations
represents a stand against the developing countries in
general and against the interests of the developing State of
Bangladesh in particular.

117. It is well known that the people of Bangladesh have
experienced truly unprecedented privations and suffering,
Following the natural disasters, the people suffered the
burden of an armed struggle for their independence and
then the destructive consequences of those military opera-
tions. Like the peoples of a dozen other developing
countries in Asia, Africa and Latin America, the people of
Bangladesh inherited a legacy from the past which presen-
ted serious problems and difficulties for their economic and
social development. The people of this young developing
State are making efforts—let us be blunt, heroic efforts~to
overcome the difficulties and to reconstruct and develop
Bangladesh. They need solidarity, all-round assistance ant
supporst from all States and peoples; they need the support
of the United Nations; they have appealed to the United
Nations, through their representatives, for support, for our
co-operation and for the solidarity of the Organization. For
that reason, the stand taken by the delegation of China
against the admission of the new and developing State of
Bangladesh to the United Nations can only signify an
attempt to deprive the people of Bangladesh of suppost
from the United Nations, to isolate them and to leave them
alone with the problems they face. At the same time, that
stand represents an attempt to set certain developing States
against others: certain conditions for admission to the
United Nations are set for some States, while no such
conditions are set for others. We are opposed to such an
approach to developing States.



118, Thirdly, the stand taken by the delegation of China
against the admission of Bangladesh to the United Nations
represents 4 stand against the development of favourable
irends and the improvement of the atmosphere in the
[ndian subcontinent, and in Asia as a whole. It is a
well-known fact that encouraging trends have recently
developed in relations between States in that area. An
exceptionally important agreement was reached between
the leaders of India and Pakistan at Simla, The Agreement
petween the Prime Minister of India and the President of
Pakistan was greeted with satisfaction in the Soviet Union
and throughout the world as a demonstration of wisdom
and of the readiness of both States in that area to search for
a solution to the problems that had arisen between them by
agreement and in accordance with the interests of the
peoples of the Indo-Pakistan subcontinent.

119. It is quite obvious that anyone who genuinely
supports the complete restoration of normal relations
between India, Pakistan and Bangladesh will not create
obstacles to the admission of the People’s Republic of
Bangladesh to the United Nations. And, conversely, anyone
who opposes the admission of Bangladesh to the United
Nations is interested in arousing distrust, enmity and hatred
among the countries of the subcontinent.

120. The Soviet Union maintains good relations with all
the countries of the subcontinent. I need only mention that
" during 1971 and 1972 the Soviet Union has been visited by
the Prime Minister of India, Indira Gandhi, the Prime
Minister of Bangladesh, Mujibur Rahman, and President
Bhutto of Pakistan. As a result of talks between the Soviet
leaders and the leaders of those countries, important
agreements were concluded which are aimed at extending
co-operation with those countries in all fields. The Soviet
Union, unlike the People’s Republic of China, is not
pursuing a policy of favouritism in the Indian subcoutinent.
It is seeking good relations with all countries, and our
actions confirm our words.

121, Fourthly, the stand taken by the delegation of China
against the admission of Bangladesh to the United Nations
represents a stand against the principle of the universality
of the ‘United Nations. Many representatives have already
spoken of that here. One of the most populous countries in
the world, Bangladesh, has requested admission into the
Organization. It would be in the interests not only of the
young developing State, but also of the United Nations
itself to grant that request. [t would lfead to a further
strengthening of the principle of the universality of the
United Nations and to a further reduction in the number of
States which, because of the obstructionist policies of a
number of Powers, cannot enter this international Organiza-
tion.

122. The Soviet delegation hopes that in the near future a
favourable solution will be found to the problem of the
admission not only of Bangladesh but also of the two
German States—the German Democratic Republic and the
Federal Republic of Germany--and a number of socialist
States which are at the moment outside the Organization.

123. The Chinese delegation, however, has obstructed the
admission of Bangladesh to the United Nations. The irony
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is that opposition was voiced to the universality of the
United Nations by the representatives of a country which
was itself for more than 20 years the victim of gross
discrimination, and which was deprived by imperialist
forces and imperialist States (some of whom are now
hurrying to register themselves as the best friends of the
People’s Republic of China) of the right to occupy its
lawful place in the United Nations. Now, having taken its
place in the Security Council and in the Organization,
thanks primarily to the support of the socialist countries
and the Afro-Asian countries, a majority of developing
States Members of the United Nations, the People’s
Republic of China has used its power as a permanent
member of the Security Council to obstruct the implemen-
tation of the principle of the universality of the United
Nations.

124, Fifthly, the stand taken by the delegation of China
against the admission of Bangladesh to the United Nations
represents a stand against the Charter of the United
Nations, which clearly and unequivocally lays down the
conditions for the admission of new Members to the
Organization. Throughout the 27 years of its history, the
Organization has always unswervingly been guided by
Article 4 of the Charter of the United Nations in consider-
ing the admission of new Members to the Organization.
Now attempts are being made to foist arbitrarily on the
Security Council certain new conditions which are contrary
to the Charter. The delegation of China is attempting to
arrogate to itself the right to teach the Organization how to
conduct its affairs, how to admit new Members, on what
conditions and so on. During the debate on the question of
the admission of Bangladesh to the United Nations, we had
several opportunities to observe the representatives of
China declaring the work of a whole committee unlawful,
declaring a vote unlawful, or declaring the actions of a
chairman unlawful. Those who like to broadcast and to use
for their own propagandist and demagogical purposes the
“theory” of the struggle against “super-Powers™, are in fact
attempting to arrogate to themselves the right to conduct
themselves in the United Nations as some sort of “super-
super-Power”, as a mentor to all countries and all peoples.
In his statement, at today’s meeting of the Security Council,
the representative of China even tried to give lessons to the
peoples of the world, attempting to present matters as if
the opinion of the delegation of China was the ultimate
truth.

125. Finally, the Soviet delegation considers that the
stand taken by the delegation of China against the
admission of Bangladesh to the United Nations is a stand
against the idea of co-operation among sovereign States
Members of the United Nations, which lies at the very
foundation of all the Organization’s activities and is one of
the most important principles embodied in the Charter.

126. If we are to take up the Chinese representative’s
suggestion to think deeply about the matter, it will be seen
that all this is the true reason, the true motivation for the
position of the Chinese delegation.

127. For that reason, the clumsy manoeuvres and crude
anti-Sovietism to which the Chinese delegation resorted in
justifying its position in opposition to the interests of the



people of Bangladesh cannot confuse the members of the
Security Council and international public opinion as to the
genuine wishes and intentions of the delegation of the
People’s Republic of China.

128. The position of the Soviet Union on this matter, as
on others, is one of principle. It is not subject to any
considerations of expediency. Our position was one of
principle on the question of the restoration of the lawful
rights of the People’s Republic of China over a period of 22
years before the question was satisfactorily solved. As a
matter of principle we are in favour of the admission of the
People’s Republic of Bangladesh to the United Nations. We
have no need to change our position. The representative of
China will have to change his, because the People’s
Republic of Bangladesh will be admitted to the United
Nations. The Soviet delegation is certain that that will
happen in the near future, that Bangladesh will participate
in the work of the Organization and that its representatives
will take part also in the work of the Security Council.

129. The Soviet delegation will welcome the representa-
tives of the people of Bangladesh, whose legitimate and just
struggle the Soviet Union has supported and continues to
support firmly and consistently.

130, Mr. VINCI (Ttaly): I do not think it will take me
much time to explain the vote of my delegation. From the
statements made by the Italian delegation in the Committee
on the Admission of New Members and at yesterday’s
meeting of the Security Council 1 think it is clear why we
voted in favour of the four-Power draft resolution and were
not in a position to support the draft resolution introduced
by the People’s Republic of China. I think that the reasons
given on those occasions indicate why we were not in a
position to support the amendment introduced by the
representative of Somalia on behalf of his own delegation
and those of Guinea and the Sudan-although I must say
that we were sympathetic with the concern for the
humanitarian problem reflected in the text of that amend-
ment.

131, I should now like to say just a few words about our
position and vote on the motion for adjournment for 24
hours introduced yesterday by the representative of the
Sudan. We had followed with great attention the many
arguments from one side or the other in favour of or against
this proposal. My delegation voted in favour of the 24-hour
adjournment for two reasons. First, we thought we would
still be in a position to act today within the time-limit of 35
days established by rule 59 of the provisional rules of
- procedure or, if my calculations are wrong, which is likely
since my mathematics are not very good, we would have
had no difficulty—as we have had so many times in the
past—in waiving that limit. Secondly, we felt there were no
réasons not to follow the usual practice, which is to enable
members of the Council to seek further instructions after
having heard the statements made in the Council itsetf—in
this case, the statements made yesterday. In fact, we
thought that, however unlikely it was, there was no reason
to rule out any possibility of changes of position, even in
such a short time. It has happened before; why could it not
have happened again?
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132, From the report of the Committee on the Admission
of New Members it was already clear that eleven delega.
tions, including my own, would vote for the admission of
Bangladesh, We felt that if in a few hours it could be
possible to achieve, if not unanimity, which was very
unlikely, at least an increase of the votes, even by one, the
result would be more gratifying for the People’s Republic
of Banglade:h.

133, May I add a few comments of a more general nature,
It had been stated yesterday that each Member is entitled
to protect its own interests. Let me make one point clear,
My delegation has no interests to defend or protect in this
case. Even if it had, it would always place the interests of
the main party concerned, the People’s Republic of
Bangladesh, the interests as we see them, rightly o
wrangly, of the other two countries in the Asian subcon.
tinent, and the interests of the United Nations as a whole
above our own interests. This, I believe, is a widely shared
opinion around this table. I wish to add that this hasbeen
our position from the very beginning of the tragedy whith
the proud population of Bangladesh has had to live
through.

134, In conclusion, what we were aiming at was first the
immediate admission of Bangladesh into the United Nations
for the reasons I indicated in my statement yesterday. if
this solution was unattainable—as it has been shown to
be—our second aim was and still is the membership of
Bangladesh at the earliest possible stage during the next
session of the General Assembly.

135. My delegation cannot but voice its deep regret at
seeing that what we had feared has occurred, namely, the
rejection of the four-Power resolution, a result which
amounts to a postponement of Bangladesh’s application for
some time, perhaps a long time—exactly the opposite of
what we had wished. I sincerely hope, however, that the
situation in the Asian subcontinent may evolve in the spiri,
if T may say so, of the Simla Agreement towards an
atmosphere of reconciliation and co-operation between all
those countries in that important area so as to make it
possible for the Council to reconsider Bangladesh’s applica-
tion at an early date. :

136. Mr. DE LA GORCE (France) (interpretation from
French): As it announced yesterday in giving the reasons
for its attitude, the delegation of France abstained on the
vote on the draft resolution submitted by China and voted
in favour of the text sponsored by India, the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom and Yugos-
lavia. For the same reasons we abstained on the draft
amendment proposed by Guinea, Somalia and the Sudan.

137. Yesterday 1 said that we were in favour of the
implementation of Security Council resolution 367 (1971).
Nor are we less in favour of course of the strict observance
of the Geneva Conventions. Having said this, however, we
do not believe that when considering the application for
membership before us we should consider anything othet
than the conditions to be found in the Charter itself. -

138. On observing the results of the votes we have just
taken the French delegation deeply regrets that it was not



possible today to recommend to the General Assembly the
admission of Bargladesh, Despite the problems that remain
pending, the opposition that exists between the parties
concerned, we believe that a favourable solution to the
request of the new State would have been justified.
However, now [ am thinking in terms of the future. We
hope that the parties concerned will draw sound conclu-
sions from the debate and that they will resolutely try to
find acceptable solutions, It is up to the Governments
which we represent here to contribute to this quest all the
support that each one is able to give.

139. The French Government, for its part, has already
embarked on this undertaking. We are prepared to lend our
assistance to any attempt that may be made to open the
way to negotiation, to conciliation and to the settlement of
the outstanding problems. We should like to hope that the
efforts of the parties, encouraged by the international
community, will in as near a future as possible, result in a
more favourable situation and that the Council will be able
to recommend to the General Assembly the admission of a
State which in our opinion is already entitled to be here at
the United Nations.

"

/ 140. Mr. HUANG Hua (China) (translation from Chinese):
Since the outset of its participation in the work of the
United Nations, the Chinese delegation has always been
very serious and cautious on the use of the veto. Proceeding
from the desire of defending the principles of the Charter
of the United Nations, the implementation of the relevant
United Nations resolutions which gave expression to the
will of the overwhelming majority of the countries of the
world as well as the fundamental interests of the entire
people on the South Asian subcontinent and of facilitating
the relaxation of tension on the subcontinent, the Chinese
delegation maintains, in regard to “Bangladesh’s” applica-
tion for membership in the United Nations, that pending
the true implementation of the relevant General Assembly
and Security Council resolutions and a reasonable settle-
ment of the issues between India and Pakistan and between
Pakistan and “Bangladesh”, the Security Council should
not consider the application, that is, it should postpone its
consideration until the above-mentioned resolutions have
been fully implemented, so as to create conditions for a
reasonable settlement of the issues on the South Asian
subcontinent, This is a very reasonable and just proposal.
However, in total disregard of the Charter and the relevant
resolutions as well as the desire of many delegations for a
postponement, the Soviet delegation in collaboration with
the Indian delegation has clung to its obdurate course,
pressed hard and tried to force the Council to adopt a
decision for admitting “Bangladesh™ in the present circum-
stances. This involves an important question of principle:
do they have regard for the purposes and principles of the
Charter? Should the Charter obligations be carried out?
And should the relevant United Nations resolutions be
respected? Since China has taken part in the work of the
United Nations, China must act according to principles.

141. We can never compromise on important questions of
principle. Based on this principled stand, and after very
serious and careful consideration, the Chinese delegation
has made the firm decision to use the veto in defence of the

.principles of the Charter and the relevant United Nations

resolutions.

142, It can be seen very clearly from the present debate
that the Chinese delegation has been impelled to use the
veto. It is entirely just for the Chinese delegation to do so.
Meanwhile people can see even more clearly that the Soviet
Union harbours ulterior motives in colluding with India
deliberately to create a situation in which to compel the
Chinese delegation to apply a veto. Their purpose in
obstructing a reasonable solution to the application of
“Bangladesh” for membership in the United Nations is to
continue to obstruct the implementation of the relevant
United Nations resolutions and a reasonable settlement of
the issues between India and Pakistan and between Pakistan
and “Bangladesh” as well as the relaxation of tension on
the South Asian subcontinent. Things are very clear. The
acts of the Soviet social-imperialists have fully revealed
their sinister designs to use others as counters or stakes to
maintain and aggravate tension on the South Asian subcon-
tinent, so as to fish in troubled waters for further control
of, and interference in, the whole subcontinent. The people
throughout the subcontinent will surely come to realize
more clearly, through these instances, who are their true
friends and who are their real foes.

143, There exists a profound friendship between the
Chinese people and the entire people of the South Asian
subcontinent, which no one on earth can destroy and which
will surely continue to grow in the just struggles against
their common enemies.

144, The people of the whole wotld are clearly aware that
the Chinese people has consistently and firmly supported
the just struggles of the oppressed nations and people of the
world and firmly opposed imperialist schemes of aggression,
interference, control and subversion.” This is a fact which
cannot be altered by any sophistry of social-imperialism,
The Soviet social-imperialists have been carrying out aggres-
sion, interference, control and subversion against other
countries on the South Asian subcontinent and other parts
of the world. The facts in this respect are too many to be
enumerated. I have only mentioned a few instances in my
previous statement. These are iron-clad facts which are clear
to all to see and which no amount of fine words can

possibly deny.//"

145. Mr. IBRAHIM (Sudan): Naturally my delegation
would have gone along with this draft resolution sponsored
and supported by some of our best friends. We do not
doubt their good intentions or question their platform.
Further, our attitude towards Bangladesh is basically the
attitude of a sympathizer and a well-wisher. We are sure
that, when the differences are amicably straightened out in
the subcontinent, they will find in our country and people
a staunch friend that does not abandon its friends in time
of need or betray a principle for a material benefit.
Needless to say, my delegation would have found it more
expedient to ride the wave and court the approval of our
Bangladesh brothers, humouring their strong supporters
who are also dear to us. That would have been sheer
hypocrisy and opportunism—a game we can never be good
at. However, regardless of the position we have taken on
the issue at hand, my delegation would like to make this
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solemn affirmation. The traditional ties and obligations that
have bound us to what was previously Pakistan, and what is
still Pakistan, are the very same ties that have continued to
bind us to what is now the people of Bangladesh.

146. My delegation has already explained why it has opted
for postponement of admission until certain conditions
have been fulfilled; without such a fulfilment this Council
would not be justified in any way in considering the issue
of admission. My delegation, therefore, thinks that its
position on this matter not only is principled, disinterested
and highly motivated but also takes note of the realities in
the region and the provisions of Security Council resolution
307 (1971), without by any means prejudicing the de facto
or even the de jure existence or status of Bangladesh,

147. It was not possible for my delegation to vote against
the draft resolution contained in document S/10771,
because of the many considerations it has touched upon,
the most outstanding of which is that it has never been our
intention to block the way to Bangladesh now that its
fearful trip is done. Equally it was not possible for my
delegation to vote for that draft resolution, because of the
many considerations we touched upon in our statement at
the 1659th meeting. Therefore my delegation was left with
only one option: that is, to abstain. It is our hope,
nevertheless, that the differences among the kith and kin in
the subcontinent will be reconciled soon by the peoples of
the region themselves in the best spirit of brotherhood and
a desire for peace and amijcable coexistence,

-148. 1 should like to say one last word. We have
constantly warned against such a stalemate as the one we
are facing now, which could never be described as being in
the best interests of Bangladesh or of the countries of the
subcontinent at large. Perhaps some parties deliberately
hunt for such unhappy situations so that they may unleash
their verbiage and exhibit the superiority of their muscles
over those of the weak and the deprived and then gloat
under their self-made laurels, My delegation finds this
exercise most regrettable and self-defeating.

149. Mr. ISSRAELY AN (Union of Soviet Socialist Repub-
lics) (translation from Russian): In connexion with the
statement made by the representative of China, I should
like to draw his attention to the indisputable fact that the
Chinese draft resolution was opposed not by two delega-
tions, those of the Soviet Union and India, which were the
only ones he referred to, but by 11 delegations. That draft
resolution failed to obtain the support of 14 delegations
out of 15, but nevertheless, the representative of China sees
no one except the Soviet and Indian delegations.

150. The Soviet delegation is, of course, flattered by the
Chinese delegation’s special attention to us, but where is
the truth of which the Chinese delegation is the alleged
champion? Its conduct reminds me of a lieutenant in a
story from & Russian classic who believed that the entire
regiment was marching out of step, and that he alone was in
step.

151. Labels, nicknames and crude attacks have never
convinced anyone of anything except, perhaps, of one
thing: that the person responsible for such attacks has no
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serious arguments. The Chinese delegation’s much-used
label of “social imperialism™ which appeared in the Unjted
Nations vocabulary when it arrived, is of no help to the
United Nations nor to international co-operation.

152. The fact that the Chinese representative attempted
all kinds of justification for China’s veto in two statements
shows better than anything else that China used the veto
for unjust ends. Just ends do not need justification and
explanations.

153. My, SEN (India). After having resisted all appeals for
provocation, I simply want to say that not only did we not
hope or work for the Chinese veto but even at this moment
we should be very happy if China withdrew its veto,

154. Mr. FARAH (Somalia): My delegation is most
concerned at the outcome of this debate on the application
of Bangladesh. There would indeed have been no need for
the situation to have developed in the first place had certain
delegations within this Council not pushed their views to
the point of a vote.

155. But we should not indulge in recriminations nor
should we apportion blame, since it became quite evident as
early as 11 August how this tragedy would end. The two
draft resolutions are as dead as door nails,

156. The purpose and perhaps the advantage of this
debate have been that it has given prominence to an aspect
which is closely related to the question, that is, the matier
of prisoners of war and civilian internees. I must confess
that my delegation was disappointed, to say the least, to see
the voting pattern on the amendment introduced by the
three African delegations. Eight months have clapsed since
those prisoners were taken into custody, and there has been
no demand from this Council, under any guise, for their
release.

157. The Security Council resolution 307 (1971)

“Calls upon all those concerned to take all measures
necessary to preserve human life and for the observance
of the Geneva Conventions of 1949 and to apply in ful
their provisions as regards the protection of the wounded
and sick, prisoners of war and civilian population.™

Now, in order to bind not only India and Pakistan but also
Bangladesh to the observance of the Geneva Conventions,
the resolution deliberately used the phrase “all those
concerned”, One of these Conventions, relating to prisoners
of war, enjoins the detaining Power—in this case we are told
that there is a joint responsibility of the Government of
India and that of Bangladesh—under article 118 to release
and repatriate all prisoners of war immediately on cessation
of active hostilities. Now, this obligation is, in the view of
my delegation, unequivocal, unilateral and unconditional

158. We still hope that with the Council’s wise guidance
we shall now devote our efforts in the future towards
creating the climate to bring the parties closer s that when
the application of Bangladesh next comes before this
Council it will meet with a unanimous vote of approval.



159. With that comment, one point must be underlined:
you cannot isolate the application from the question of the
prisoners of war in the custody of Bangladesh. No State
applying for membership of the United Nations can claim
to have met the criteria of Article 4 of the Charter when it
hotds in custody 90,000 prisoners of war of a State Member
of the Organization. This is intolerable, and no interpreta-
tion or misinterpretation of international law is going to
change this position. We want Bangladesh to join the
United Natjons, but he who craves equity must come with
clean hands.

160. The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): As
there are no other names on the list of speakers, I should
like in my capacity as representative of BELGIUM to
explain the vote of my delegation.

161. My delegation was not able to support the amend-
ment submitted by the delegations of Guinea, Somalia and
the Sudan. Indeed, as [ have indicated according to the
advisory opinion of the International Court of Justice,
Article 4 of the Charter is limitative in character and sets
forth restrictively the five conditions which States wishing
to become Members of our Organization must fulfil.
Nevertheless, 1 believe it useful to quote the appropriate
text of the advisory opinion of the Court,

“It does not, however, follow from the exhaustive
character of paragraph 1 of Article 4 that an appreciation
is precluded of such circumstances of fact as would
enable the existence of the requisite conditions to be
verified.”

Hence, the abstention of my delegation is to be interpreted
as the expression of the serious concern of the Belgian
Government at the fact that 80,000 prisoners of war and
10,000 Pakistani officials are still in camps almost nine
months after the cessation of hostilities and have not been
liberated nor repatriated. This regrettable state of affairs is
contrary to the relevant provisions of the Geneva Conven-
tions of 1949, Furthermore, as a founding Member of the
United Nations, Belgium cannot accept that human lives be
used as hostages for purely political purposes and negotia-
tions,

162, Speaking as PRESIDENT of the Council, I wish to
say that since none of the draft resolutions before it today
have been adopted, the Security Council must report to the
General Assembly in accordance with rule 60 of the
provisional rules of procedure. Paragraph 3 of rule 60
reads as follows:

“If the Security Council does not recommend the
applicant State for membership or postpones the consid-
eration of the application, it shall submit a special report
to the General Assembly with a complete record of the
discussion.”

163. We have before us a draft special report which is to
be submitted to the General Assembly. It seems, however,
that that draft report has been distributed in English only.
That being so, I shall suspend the meeting for approxima-
tely 10 minutes, in order to allow for distribution in all the
languages of the Organization.
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The meeting was suspended at 6.20 p.m. and resumed at
6.45p.m.

164. The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): The
report has now been circulated in the five languages. After
certain consultations, 1 would suggest the following slight
stylistic changes in the text:

165. In paragraph 2, after the words “11 votes”, the
names of the countries that cast those votes should be
inserted in parenthesis to bring the text into line with what
follows—*‘3 members (Guinea, Somalia and the Sudan)”,
The text will thus be more balanced.

166. In paragraph 4, the phrase “certain United Nations
resolutions” should be replaced by “General Assembly
resolution 2793 (XXVI) and Security Council resolution
307 (1971)”.

167. In paragraph 6, after the words “9 votes”, the names
of the countries that cast those nine votes should be
inserted

168, In paragraph 8, the names of the countries that
abstained should be inserted after the words *‘9 absten-
tions”.

169. In paragraph 9, the names of the countries that cast
the eleven favourable votes should be inserted. Also in
paragraph 9 of the French text, the words “et 7absten-
tions” have been omitted after the word “Yugoslavia”.
Furthermore, the names of the countries that abstained
should be inserted in all language versions.

170. Finally, the first words of paragraph 10 should be
changed to read as follows: “Accordingly the Security
Council does not recommend the applicant State for
membership, and it decided . . .”, the rest of the paragraph
remaining unchanged. This formulation is more in keeping
with rule 60 of the provisional rules of procedure,

171. Mr. FARAH (Somalia): The sponsors of the amend-
ment would like a descriptive passage to be inserted in
paragraph 7 concerning the nature of that amendment so as
to follow the pattern regarding other draft resolutions
which were before the Council. In this respect I would
suggest that after the document number of the draft
resolution, “(8/10771)”, in paragraph 7, the following
words be added:

“which would have made the recommendation contained
in the draft resolution subject to the immediate imple-
mentation of the provisions of the Geneva Convention
relating to prisoners of war”.

172. Mr. SEN (India): It is Mr. Farah’s own amendment
and he can formulate it in any way he likes. But I think
that if we are going to say “the Geneva Convention”, it is
better to say “the Geneva Convention of 1949” rather than
“relating to prisoners of war” because the title of the
Convention is somewhat different.

173. Mr. FARAH (Somalia): All that I ask is that we follow
the text of our amendment. If I remember correctly we said



“the Geneva Convention of 1949 relating to prisoners of changes which have been suggested, the report of the
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war”. Security Council is approved.
174, The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French}:
Since there is no objection to any of the slight stylistic The meeting rose at 7 p.m.
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