The Journal
of

Political Science

® American Foreign Policy Towards Indonesia :

o A case study of ‘‘Sukarno Period”.

® Bureaucracy : Participant in Decision-Making

~ in the Political System of Pakistan,

® Pakistan and the Admission of New Members
in the United Nations.

D Identifying Hazards to United Nations Peace
Process.

» The U-2 Incident, . . . . -

Published by the Department of Political Science,
Government College, Lahore, Pakistan.

ohVIl . No. 12



Editors :
Saeed Osman Malick
Hameed A. K. Rai

Books and Pamphlets for review, correspondence
relating to advertisements, communication for subs-
criptions, bulk orders, and reprint of articles should
be sent to the Manager of the Journal.

The opinion expressed in articles and reviews
are those of the contributors and should not be
construed in any way representing those of the
Manager and Editorial Board.

The Journal can be obtained from Booksellers
or from the Manager of the Journal, Department
of Political Science, Government College Lahore,
Pakistan. '

Published by Rai Hameed Ali Khan, Manager of the
Journal of Polltical Science,

Printed by : Shaukat Ali—Bukhari Printing Press,
Paisa Akhbar, Lahore,




Jaurnal of Political Science

Vol, VIII Sammer, Wiater, 1985 No. 1, 2

CONTENTS

1. American Foreign Policy Towards Indonesia :
A Case Study of Sukarno Period.
—~Arshad Syed Karim e 1

2. Bureaucracy: Patticiiaant in Decision-
Making in the Politcal System of Pakistan.
—Dr. Muhammad Sarwar cee 26

3. Pakistan and the Admission of New
Members in the United Nations.

: —Hameed A. K. Rai ' 37
. Identifying Hazards to the United
Nations Peace Process.

—Dr. Shafgat Hussain Chaudhry ... 72
. The U-2 Incident.
—Dr. Farhat Madmud ... 81

The Journal of Political Science, Government College,
Lahroe, Pakistan.






AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY TOWARDS
INDONESIA : A CASE STUDY OF
“SUKARNO PERIOD”.

Arshad Syed Karim!

INTRODUCTION

The Netherland Indies (Indonesia) came into
world picture after the signing of the Armistice
and the final conclusion of the Second World War.
It also came under strains, stresses and pressures
of the ‘“‘power bloc.” Naturally, the United States,
greatly concerned about the future of democratic
institutions, began to take increased interest in that
country. There were some important points in the
period immediately following the Second World
War. Indonesia was badly hit by war and needed
assistance for social economic, and political recons-
tructions. So the leaders of the United States felt
a woral and humanitarian obligation to create close
contact with Indonesia. Also, Indonesia struggling
for independence, began to look hopefully towards
the United States, and her attitude towards impe-

rialism. _
The importance of Indonesia to the United

States can be considered under two main headings.
Firstly, Indonesia after the war constituted a

1. Ashad Syed Karim is Associate Prcfessor in the Department
of Political Science, University of Karachi,
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power vacuum, Secondly, American interest in
Indonesia was important for economic reasons.

The purpose of this paper is to throw light on
the attitude of the United States government to-
wards Indonesia during the first fifteen years of her
independence. This includes America’s approach
to the colonial people of Indonesia in their struggle

for independence. The attitude of the United

States government is also studied partly from the
point of view of what being America’s commitments
in Western Europe had upoa American action in
Asia. Finally, the United States bscame vitally
concerned with the growth of communism in that
area. ‘

Importance of Indouesia ‘

Indonesia, formally known as the Dutch East
Indies, is the larget and most populated country in
the Southeast Asia. It has a vast mineral resource.
It exports 40 per cent of the world rubber, 20 per
cent of its tin, and a good amount af tea, tobacco,
spices, copra, coffee and petroleum.? ‘

The Dutch ruled the East Indies for about 300
years, Their rule was a kind of indirect, maintain-
ing local institutions especially laws and customs,
thus gained a reputation for model colonial adminis-
tration.? But it never meant that the country

1. **Southeast Asia : ' Critical Area in a Divided World.” The
DLepartment of State Publication, 5841, Far Eastern Series,
65, June 1955, p. 15. See also Rupert Emerson, The Nether-
lands Indies and the United States, (Boston: World Peace
Foundation, 1942), pp. 23-4. )

2. Virginia Thompson, ‘Empire’s End in Southeast Asia,”
Headline Series, 78, (New York, November 20, 1949), p. 9.
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was autonomous, local council or assembly was by
any means democratic?® Indonesia was of great
significance to the Netherlands As Arthur Keller
holds, ‘““The Netherlands will be far poorer without
Indies . . . it is the Indies which make Holland a
world power.”*

Growth of Nationalism in Indonesia

Throughout World War II, strong winds of
nationalism blew across the orient, creating vast
political transition and a breakdown of the system
established by the western colonialism. The growth
of nationalism in Indonesia developed out of the
Dutch rule. During the war the colonial powers in
this case Holland, could not provide any security
to the Indies, and the defeat of Holland in the
carly stages of the war further accelerated the
nationalistic feelings. The slogan, ‘Asia for Asia-
tic’” gained impetus. ;

The European Revolution had a great effect on
all colonies for the awakening of nationalistic
feelings. introduction of industrial change and
development brought new feelings of independence
to the colonial soil. During the nineteenth century
Indonesia had started building industries of tea,
rubber, cotton and tin. These were also influence
on the Indonesian people for their national indepen-
dence. ‘

-3, Amrey Vandenbosch, “The Netherlands Indies,” Annals

" of the American Academy of Political and Secial Sciences,
Vol. CCXXVI, p. 9i. ,

4. Arthur Keller, ¢,Netherlands Indijes as a Paying Propesition”’,
Far Eastern Survey, 1X, 1940. ‘
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The early natsonalist sentiments were voiced
in 1908. 1Its main aim at first was the educational
and economic improvement of the people. It was
followed by an organized call by Sarakat Islam in
1911, for economic independence from the Chinese
traders and settlers. By 1916, this organization
grew into a full-fledged political party.> This was
the time when communist forces in Russia were
gaining tremendous power and its effects brought
the communist party of Indonesia into existence in
1920.¢

Further, indication of nationalist movement
was seen through the formation of Partal National
Indonesia (PNI) in 1927 under the leadership of
Achmed Sukarno.” This was a radical party which
advocated the adoption of the principle of non-
cooperation and mass action for the achievement
of complete independence. In 1928, Sukarno
managed to unite many nationalist organizations
into a Federation of Indonesian National Political
Parties (PPKI),® thus establishing the nationalist
movement on a mass basis for the first time. Sukarno
was arrested in 1929 and the PNI was officially
dissolved, but Sultan Shahrir and fater Mohammed
Hatta continued the activities of the PNI.? In later

5. Willard A. Hanna, 4 Note on Indonesia, (New York :
American University Field Staff, 1956), p. 5. ,

6. Bernard H. Viekke, 4 History of East Indian Archipelago,
(Cambridge Hardvard University Press, 1943), p. 346.

7. Philip F. Vandiviers, Background Influences of Present-Day
Indgnesia, (Berkley : University of California Press, 1959),
p. 6.

8. Willard A. Hanna, Bung Karno I, (New York : American
University Field Staff), p. 9.

9. Vandiviers, op. cit., pp. 6-7,
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years until the occupation by Japan In March 1942
many movements for independence were launched.?®
With the occupation by Japan a new tactic was
adopted by the Indonesian leaders. A kind of agree-
ment was reachcd among the three big leaders that
Sukarno and Hatta will collaborate with the Japa-
nese whereas the third Ieader Shahrir will organize
an underground movement to resist the new inva-
ders.® The harsh rule of the Japanese further
intensified the nationalistic feelings.’*? On their
part, the Japanese began to associate more and
more with the collaborating nationalist leaders.
This leadership publicly declared independence on
August 17, 1945.2® The first reaction of the United
States over this development was voiced in a State
Department Press released on September 23, 1946.4

The United States government has viewed with
increasing concern in the Netherlands East
Indies. It had hoped that conversations bet-
ween the Indonesians and the Netherlands
authorities would have resulted in a peaceful
settlement recognizing alike the natural aspira-
ration of the Indonesian people and the legiti-
mate rights and interests of the Netherlands ...

10. Sidney B Bay, ‘Revolt in Netherlands Indies,” *“Current
History, Vol. IX, December 1945, p. 544.

11. Charles Wolf, Jr, The Indonesian Story, (Ncw York: John
Day, 1948), pp. 9- 14

12. Sulltagm Shahrir, Out of Exile, (New York John Day, 1949),
p

13. 15id., pp. 249=53.

4. U Sog he Department of State’s Bulletin, September 23, 1945,
p- 1021.



6

The United States recognizes the primary res-
ponsibility for arriving at agicement lies with

the Netherlands authorities, as representatives
of the territorial sovereign, and the Indonesian
leaders.

The Japanese capitulation not only left a power
vacuum in the Paciflc, but also left the whole of
‘Southeast Asia with a deep confirmation of its dis-
like, and distrust of foreign rule, coupled with, for
the first time, armed and partially trained native
populations ; the stage was set for a struggle bet-
ween the old order and the new. ‘

U.S. Relations With Indonesia, : Contact Prior to
Indonesian Independence.

No contact was found between the U.S. and the
Netherlands Indies prior to World War I. After
the war the U.S. emerged out as a big power and
normal trade relations were established between
those two countries which continued to increase,
And by the year 1940, the U.S. was the chief con-
sumer and supplier of the Netherlands Indies. Later.
the U.S. realized that the Indies was not only im-
portant for raw materials but was also a vital strate-
gic area. In 1940, Secretary of State, Cordell Hull,
officially recognized the. importance of the Indies.
In these words, ‘““the Netherlands Indies is very im-
portant and even the United States depends subs-
tantially upon them for some of the most important
commodities, >

15. U.S. Department of State Bulletin, April 20, 1940.
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After the defeat of Holland in World War 11,
the United States got a free hand in direct
dealing with the Indies. While the United States
government was concerned about violence and the
national chaos, there was no possibility of direct
U.S. intervention. After the surrender of Japan,
the British troops arrived in Indonesia in October
1945, The main task of the British troops was to
maintain the law and order until the time the law-
ful government of the Netherlands, which was in
exile in London, can take up the administration.

The return of the Dutch authorities in Indo-
nesia was that the provisional government of the
Republic started fighting and also negotiations.: In
the beginning the Dutch were not willing to nego-
tiate, but after a year they also agreed for the nego-
tiations. During all this time the United States
played a passive role in indonesian affairs, Secre-
tary Hull, in his “Memoirs,” describes the United
States position :

At no time did we press Brltam France or the :
Netherlands for an immediate grant of self-
government to their colonies. Our thought
was that it would come after an inadequate
period of years, short or long depending on the
state of development of respective colonial
peoples, during which these people would be
trained to govern themselves.

So until 1945, as far as Indonesia was concerned
all that the U S. State Department could do was

16. Cordell Hull, The Memmrs of Cordell Hull, Vol. 1I, (New
York ; Macmlllan and Company, 1948), p. 1599. :
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to ‘“‘hope that all parties in the Netherlands will
see the necessity of an early resumption of conver-
sations looking towards a peaceful solution of the
conflict.?”’ In November 1946, the British withdrew
their forces. Until this time the U.S p olicy towards
Indonesia was one of “keeping aloof.” In the
meantime the nationalist uprising and sporadic
fighting continued during 1946. Under considerable
pressure the parties agreed to sign the Liggadjati
Agreement on November 15, 1946. This agreement
provided a ground for the common desire of the
parties to inaugurate new forms of voluntary
cooperation.’® But inspite of hope raised in the
Agreement, the Republican looked upon the Dutch
plan as a means of emasculating the indepeadent
movements channeling it in the direction of Dutch
interest. There were violations of the Agreement,
which resulted in fighting, followed by negotiations
As the efforts for sincere negotiations failed, the
Dutch proceeded, in July 1947, to restore order by
“police action.” Even after the Dutch “‘police
action” the policy of the U.S. was one of “keeping

aloof.”

Perhaps being an ally the U.S. could not afford
to question the ‘‘Dutch Imperialism” in Indonesia,
Fighting and hostilities continued and the Indone-
sian question was brought to the notice of the
United Nations, Security Council in July 1947,

17. U.S. Department of State Bulletin, December 23, 1945,

p. 1022, :
18, For complete text of agreement see The Department of

State Bulletin, March 14, 1948, pp. 323-26. -
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After the question was brought to the notice of the
Security Council the U.S. took more interest in
the Indonesian affairs. As hope for any peaceful
settlement was fading, the U.S. of its own free will
volunteered the use of its good offices for settling
the dispute.?® The U.S. could not take any practi-
cal steps of her offer, because Indonesia did not
accept the offer. The U.S. was caught in a dilemma,
she was sincerely in favour of Indonesian indepen-
dence and on the other -hand, could not afford to
displease her European ally in going directly against
the Netherlands. Mr. Finkelstein, criticizing the
U.S.-policy at this time, said that, ““Washington
programatically acknowledged the Dutch preponde-
rance of force ian its efforts to achieve peaceful
settlement.’*20

However, American government was still work-
ing on the Committee of Good Offices, of which Dr.
Frank Graham was the chairman. Inspite of negoti-
ations fresh fighting broke out in Indonesia in De-
cember 1947. '

By this time the U.S. very clearly accused the
Dutch. The American Delegate, Mr. Philip Jessup,
called for a Security Council meeting and in a
sharp warning to the Dutch said :#

.....The United States is unable to conclude

that the Netherlands has either consistently or

19. US. The Department of State Bulletin, August 24, 1947,
p. 387-

20. L. S. Finkelstein, American Policy in Southeast Asia, (New
York : American Institute of Pacific Relations 1951), p. 18.

21. U.S. The Department of State Bulletin, January 2, 1948,

pp. 94-5.
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conscientiously endeavoured to exhaust all
possibilities of resuming negotiations and the
United States fails to find any justification for
renewal of military operation.

The Good Offices Committee, however, helped
in renewed negotiations, and finally both parties
agreed to meet upon the neutral territory provided
by the U.S. paval transport, the U.S.S. Renvile.
At the outset of the discussions on December 8§,
1947, the G.O.C. was able to - secure = complete
acceptance of its proposals of the Indonesian Re-
public. On the other hand, the Dutch placed many
reservations on any acceptance made by their dele-
gation.?? Expressing its satisfaction on the agree-
ment reached, the U.S. State Department stated
that “‘the full and unreserved support of the U.S. is
placed behind the acceptance of the Renville Agree-
ment by the Security Council.”’® But the agree-
ment did not last long. The Dutch and the Indo-
nesian accused each other of truce violation. As
time went by, several incidents occured. The
G.O.C. tried to get both parties to negotiate. But,
the efforts failed and renewed fighting broke out in
October 1948. On December 13, 1948, the Nether-

" Jands started full scale military operation.®* In the
Security Council at Lake Success on January 7, 1949
the U.S. position was presented by Mr. Jessup.

22. U,S8 Congress, Senate “Statement of Senator Graham on

Indonesian Situation,” Congresswnal Record, 8lst Congress.

1st Session, 1949, Vol. XVC, Part 3, p. 3922.
23. US The Department of State Bulletm. February 20, 1948
143.
24, U N. Documents S/1144, Decembe 13, 1948.

Nlmo.—?:'_‘:."'rlm



Condemning the Dutch and supporting the struggle

of the Indonesian people he said :*
The U.S. can find no adequate justification for
military action taken by the Netherlands in
Indonesia- In many important respects reasons
put forward by the Netherlands are not suppor-
ted by the Committee of Good Offices...... The
Government of the U.S. looks with admiration
on the efforts of the Indonesian people both in
the Republic and elsewhere to gain their inde-
pendence and. has seated fastly sought to support
‘them.

Mr. Jessup’s statement clearly meant a change
in the U.S policy’ This change was perhaps a clear
indication that the U.S. surveying the entire sitna-
tion of Southeast Asia, reached a conclusion, that
making friendship with Indonesia will help in get-
ting support from other countrics in that area.
Moreover, the American public opinion, after the
second “‘police action” by the Netherlands, was
very sympathetic towards Indonesia.2® The U.S,
Senate also favoured the Indonesian Republic. On
February 7, 1949, in adopting the ‘‘Brewster Reso-
lution,” the Senate favoured immediate condemna-
tion of the Dutch policy. The ‘‘Brewster Resolu-
tion” also provided immediate ceasation of direct
or indirect financial aid to the Netherlands Govern-
ment and opening of bonafide negotiations with the

25. U.N. Security Council, Official Records, 402nd Meeting,
January 21, 1949, p. 3.

26. Alstair M. Taylor, Indonesian Independence and the United
Nations, (New York: Cornell University Press, 1960),
pp. 366-7,
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Indonesian Republic.2?” The Netherlands Govern-
ment realizing that her allies are now not supporting
her, agreed for negotiations, and a Round Table
conference at the Hague was called on August 23,
1949. Agreements were reached and on November
1, 1949, the new Republic of Indonesia- was born.
The U.S. recognized the new Republic on Novem-
ber 3, 1949,28

Trade Contacts
In the determination of American foreign policy

towards any country, trade is a major consideration.
Indonesia with its rich natural resources could be a
great help to the U.S* During World War Il the
American nation was almost completely depsndent
on the Indies for certain imports.2°

Before World War I trade contact between the
U.S. and the Netherlands Indies were virtually non-
existent. Howeve, after the war the U.S. trade
with the Indies increased considerably.® The
investment of the United State’s businesses in the
Netherlands Indies was primarily concerned with
strategic materials, particularly oil and rubber,
during the pre-war period with all these commercial
interests and with an eye on the future trade
America could not afford to neglect Indonesia.

27. Congressional Records, 81st Congress, 1st Session, Vol. 95,
Part I, p. 831.

28. U.S7§ge3Department of Siate Bulletin, November 14, 1949,
pp. 752-3.

29. US. Deparment of Commerce, Bureau of Foreign and
Domestic Commerce, Foreign Commerce Year Book, 1949.

30. Jan O. Brock, Economic Development of the Netherland
Indlig.;, New- York : Institute of Pacific Relations' 1942),
p. .
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" Morever, Indonesia occupied a very strategic geo-
graphical position in Southeast Asia.

Objectives of the U.S. Policy Towards Indonesia

At the end of World War Il, John Carter
Vincent, Director of the Office of Far Eastern
Affairs, U.S. Department of State, stated the over-
all objective of the American Foreign policy. These
objectives were, he said, ‘‘(1) to provide for the
security of the U.S. and the maintenance of inter-
pational peace, and (2) to bring about in the rela-
tion between ourselves and other states mutually
beneficial commercial and cultural exchanges which
will promote international welfare and under-
standing.””® In implementing this policy as it re-
lates towards Indonesia, the American Government
attempted to maintain a position of non-involve-
ment. With its policy of non-involvement, the U.S.
reaffirmed its earlier status quo position, as well as
its non-involvement policy.

The determinants of American policy towards
the colonial dependencies of Southeast Asia, which
in terms of Indonesia also, can be divided into three
major categories. These are: (1) commercial re-
lation ; (2) ideology of American people ; and (3)
international involvement.

In projecting future U.S. foreign policy towards
any area of the world, it is essential, first of all, to
define the assumptions on which this policy is ex-

31. Yohn Carter Vincent, et al., “Our Far Eastern Policies in
Relation to ovrall National Objectives.”” American Future
in the Pacific, (New Brunswick : Rutgers University Press,
1947), pp. 3-4. we
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pected to be based. The U.S. policy towards
Southeast Asia and particularly towards Indonesia
seemed to have been based on the assumption that
in the days ahead the cold war stragegy between the
United States, and the Soviet Union would hence-
fourth be focussed not on preparations for a mili-
'tary showdown, but on plans for economic and
ideological competition. Therefore, if this assump-
tion is correct, the U.S. policy towards Indonesia
as in any other non-Soviet Bloc countries should
have as its main objective not the military build up
or use of force, but strengthening their political
stability, their economic development, the improve-
ment of thelr social welfare and expansion of their
educational facilities. '
U.S, Relations with Indonesia since 1947

Indonesia became independent on November
1, 1949. The Constitution of the new Republic was
promulgated in August 1950, The main objectives
of the Constitution were described in its preamble,
the principle of Pantgasila was adopted as the
guiding principle.® The Pantgasila had some
influence in Indonesian foreign policy. Under the
Mutual Security Act of 1951, the states receiving
military aid were to pledge to contribute to the
defensive strength of the Free World, but those
getting economic and technical aid were not requir-

32. Pantgasila are five principles of coexistence which India and
People’s Republic of China had jointly agreed upon as a
basis for relatins among nations. The five principles in-
clude ; (1) respect for each other territorial integrity and
sovereignty ; (2j non-aggression: (3) non-interference in
each others internal affairs; (4) equality and mutual bene-
fit ; and (5) peaceful coexistence. S
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ed to make this commitment. Indonesia came
uvuder the later category. The exception to these
laws was the signing of an agreement between U.S.
and the Indonesian Republic in 1951, under which
arms were supplied to Indonesia to strengthen her
constabulary. In January.1952, the communist and
the Masjuni Party opposed any military alignments.
As a result, the Sukiman Cabinet resigned, but
Indonesia kept out of military alignment like.the
SEATO.

In the fiscal year 1955, Indonesia received about
seven million dollars from the U S., largely in
technical aid, and in 1956 about eleven million
dollars.® In 1956 the ties between the U S. and
Indonesia were strengthened. President Snkarno
visited the U.S. and addressed the Congress on May
17, 1956. His gestures were very friendly and he
wanted the American people to understand and'
~ respect thre' feeling of Nationalism in Indonesia.?
The Indonesian President’s visit created a better
understanding between the two countries. Vice
President Nixon made a return visit to IndoneSIa in
July 1956 and created a very good impression 3%

Political instability led President Sukarno to
suggest a new formula of govetnment in 1957 ; the
formula included the abolition of political parties
and establishment of a ““guided democracy.” But
this formula did not work and the internal instabi-

33. Russull H. Fi field, The Diplomacy of Southeast - Asia, 1845-
1958 (New York : Harper and Bros., 1958), p. 160.

34. U89292’hc Department af State Bulletm June 14, 1956, -

85. lbw’ July 16, 1955, p. 83. '
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lity and economic problems of Indonesia not only
continued but increased. Disputes over West New
Guinea with the Netherlands and over Borneo
with Malaya further complicated the situation. One
particular episode, though was temporary did harm
the U.S.-Indonesian relations. This was the issue
of Pardang Revolt, in 1958. It was suspected by
Indonesian leaders that the U.S. was encouraging
and supporting the revolt. A rebel bomber piloted
by an American, Allen Pope, was shot down by the
government forces over Ambon on May 18, 1958.%6
The revolt was suppressed by the government and
by that time the U.S. very clearly decided not to
give any evidence for more suspicions on the part
of Indonesia and the U.S. government thereafter
clearly opposed the rebellion and supported the
Sukarno government.¥ :

. When Indonesia was grantéd independence by
the Netherlands, the question of West New Guinea
was not discussed and it remained a part of Nethers
lands Empire. The Indonesian government claimed
that part of West New Guinea which was governed
by the Dutch Controversies grew and the Afro-
Asian countries supported the claim of Indonesia,
and interpreted that issue as a case of Dutch
 imperialism.3® Threat to peace in that area over
‘this issue brought the case before the United
Nation General Assembly. Here once again the

36. Fifield, op. cit., pp. 307-11
7. Herbcrt Feith and Daniel Lev, “The End of the Indoneslan‘

Rebellion,” Pacific Affairs, Spnng 1963, p. 41.
33. Fifield, op. cit., p 219.
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U.S. did not support the Indonesian claim whole-
heartedly and remained absent from voting.®® Later
during President Kenedy’s administration the U.S.
showed favour to Indonesia and with her great
moral support the matter was decided in favour of
Indonesia afer negotiations between the two
parties.®

The most important point and also quite contro-
versial for the American policy makers that might
have a far reaching effect on American-Indonesian
relations, was the financial assistance to Indonesia.
Since its independence Indonesia had been receiving
financial help in different categories. Between fiscal
year 1951-59 the U.S. had given 373 million dollars
to Indonesia.4! In 1962 and ending 1963 the U.S.
had further given 138 million dollars, Since inde-
peadence Indonesia received 780 million dollars as
aid and grants from the U 8.2 “The Economic
situation of Indonesia is chaotic and so is the .
Eight-Year Plan......”” So must be any new pro-
gramme,”” observes Mr. Hanna, ‘‘unless the Indo-
nesian government achieves such thorough going
reforms as would constitute at least a 90 per cent
shift in policy directions.”® But in spite of this
observation. President Kenedy recommended to
Congress to pass this foreign aid bill in which aid

39. Loc cit.
40. U.S. Review, September 1962, pp. 39-43.

41. Fifield, op. cit. p, 268.
42. Congressional Quarterly Weckly Review, June 14, 1963,

p. 8010. . )
43. Hanna, American University Field Staff, op. cit., Japuar.y

1963, p. 1.
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to Indonesia was included. Growing opposition
was voiced in the Congress for aid to Indonesia.
 Representatives William Bromfield (R-Mich) and
John Pilcher (D-Ga) were bitterly opposed to any
aid to Indonesia.®® Apart from government aids
and different agencies and firms had have their
aids and investments in Indonesia. General Lucius
Clay in his economic aid report to President Kenedy
observed : ““We do not see how external assistance
can be granted to this Indonesia pation...unless it
puts its internal house in order, provide fair treat-
ment to foreign creditors and enterprises, and refrain
from international adventures.”*$
Conclasion _

Indonesia came under the direct contro! of the
Netherlands about 300 years ago. The Dutch rulers
could not understand the nationalistic movement
which started in the early part of the 20th century.
Failure to understand the nationalistic sentiments
led to a wave of anti-western feeling in the country.

In early stages that intensified nationalist move-
ments, the U.S. could hardly interfere in the affairs
of Indonesia. The reasons was that the Dutch after
World War II, became the allies of the U.S. and the
U.S. could not question the sovereignty over her
colonies. However, this does not mean that the
U.S was totally inactive between the years 1945-
1947. The U.S., during this period watched the

e S S— ot

44. Coréggli%vsional Quarterly Weekly Review, June 14, 1963,
p. .

45. Loc cit. .
46. Business Week, April 27 1964, pp* 59-60.
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natiocalistic uprising closely and hoped that a peace-
ful settlement : f the dispute would arise.

The U.S. became deeply concerned about the
Indonesian problem in July, 1947, when the Dutch
started unilateral “‘police action.” Even at this
stage, the U.S. was passive and did not make any
direct approach to declare her sympathy for the
Indonesian people. It may perhaps be said that if
the U.S. had condemned the Dutch Colonial Policy,
it would have raised the prestige of the U.S. in the
eyes of Asians. The U.S. beeame involved in
August 1947 when the Indonesian question was
brought before the United Nations. Since then,
the U.S. became more active. It was mostly be-
cause of the U.S. efforts that Renville Agreement
was signed, though the agreement did not produce
any lasting solution., In October 1948 the Dutch
started their second “‘police action.”” At this time
the U.S. could not continue its ‘‘keeping aloof*’
policy, and condemned the Dutch action on
January 7, 1949. The change in the U.S. attitude
was necessiated by the growing anti-western feelings
in Indonesia, and also because of the democratic
principles wer¢ on test in Indonesia. Moreover,
the U S., having taken up world leadership among
“frec nations’” was concerned about the freedom of
Indonesian people. The Hague Round Table Confe-
rence and the mounting pressure on the Netherlands,
brought an end to coloialism in Indonesia. On
November 1, 1949 the Republic of Indonesia came

into existence.
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After the attainment of independence, Inde-
nesia under the leadership of Sukarno, followed an
independent foreign policy, on the pattern of
former Indian Premier, Nehru’s neutralism. In
following a neutral policy, Indonesia had always,
due to her past experience, cendemned western
colonialism. As far as the U.S. is concerned, Vice
President Nixon, on, July 4, 1956, declared his
government’s view of recognizing the independenct
foreign policies of free nations, Irrespective of the
foreign policy of Indonesia, the U.S. has given subs-
tantial aid to Indonesia, in the post-war period.
Also she has supported Indonesia in her claim for
the West New Guinea.

A few important issues certainly created prob-
lem for the American policy makers. These issues
were : (1) growing strength of the communist party
of Indonesia , (2) growing Indonesian indebtedness
of the U.S.S.R. ; (3) Indonesia’s time to time claim
of adjacent territories. That developed a growing
opposition in the U.S. Congress for any kind of -
aid to Indonesia. It was suggested that American
national interest called for strengthening the econo-
my of Indonesia¥ American economists recom-
mended foreign credit of 350 million dollars
with 90 million dellars as the U.S. coatribution,
Atfirst the U.S. government was prepared to join in
this programme, but after Indonesian opposition to
Malaysia developed in the Fall of 19563, it withdrew
its offer. The future policy of Indonesia towards

I bt S it

41. dwierican University Field Staff. January, 1963, p. 2.
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the U.S. aﬁd others thus depended upon the aid or
refusal of aid Indonesia receives from the rival
power bloc. '

Mr. Alden observed in 1955, “‘Indonesia’s
policy of active neutralism is so deeply and firmly
rooted in the experience for her colonial past that
there is little likelihood that the country will, in
foreseeable future, become part of the free world
block.”#® But it was also evident that ‘‘the delicate
matter of sovereignty is a greater factor. Having
recently won her independence, Indonesia is deter-
mined not to loose freedom of action by tying her-
self to one bloc or amother.”® This is true for
Indonesia, and also a reminder for the U.S. policy.
To put it into President Sukarno’s own words :5

Over half the world the burning words
which freed the American word of indepen-
dence have been closely studied as a source of
inspiration and a plan of action. Yes, this
period is the period of Asian and African re-
surgence -....Nationalism may be an out-of-date
doctrine for many in this world, for U.S,, of
Asia and Africa, it is the main spring of our
efforts. Understand that, and you have, the
key to much of post war history. Fail to
understand it, and no amount of thinking no
torrent of words, and no Niapara of Dollars

— N m—

43. Robert Alden, “Indonesia Backs Neutrals Aims,” New Yark
Times, June 7, 1955, p. 8.

49. Loc cit.
50. Address to the Congress by President Sukarno, U.S. Depart-

ment of State Bulletin, June 4, 1956, p. 29.
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will produce anything but bitterness and dis-

illusionment,

At the end of the period under review the U.S.
showed her relation with Indonesia in an unhappy
way when the U.S. Senate on August 13, 1964,
voted overwhelmingly to prohibit any aid to
Indonesia and to end the training of Indonesians at
American military schools.5!

To sum up, we can conclude with the words
of Mr. Herbet Faith, when he remarked :5

= But further deterioration in Indonesian
relations with America is by no means a neces-
sity, and even if Indonesia becomes decisively
estranged from the U.S. it could conceivably
maintain close ties with, and receive sizable aid
from France, West Germany the Netherlands,

and Japan.
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BUREAUCRACY : PARTICIPANT IN
DECISION—MAKING IN THE
POLITICAL SYSTEM OF PAKISTAN

Dr. Muhamrhad Sarwar

The bureaucrat’s task is to carry out policies
decided by political leaders. As such their func-
tion is confined merely to the execution of political
decisions made by their political masters, wherever
their own partisan or ideological convictions. In
practice, bureaucracies in most of the countries
have become active participants in decision-making.!
In modern governments with -extensive social and
political responsibilities bureaucracy acquires a
political influence far greater than the existing rules
suggest. Especially in complex industrial societies,
technicality and complexity of policy matters neces-
siate expert knowledge. Bureaucracy accumulates
skill, experience and specialised knowledge which
politicians can hardiy hope to mach; as officials

I s m—— it

1. The term ‘bureaucracy’ confers up images of inefficiency and
red tap, viz, unnecessary delay, producing greater of emps
loyees. But these are exceptions not rules. Here it is used
in technical sense refering to class of administrators devoted
to the task of execution of rules, havng certain noteworthy
features such as rule-making on set patterns irrespective of
persoral motives, recruitment on merit, security of service,
established rules of promotion, transfers, impartiality and
anonimity, and disciplined heirarchy. ~For Detailed study
See. F. A. Nigro and Lloyd G. Nigro, Réadings in Public
Adminisération, Harper and Row, New York, (1983) pp.
164—168.-

26



27

are permanent politicians are formal transient. So
administrative agencies are also involved in deve-
Joping policy proposals that constitute important
source of information for decision-making. Toa
degree this is desirable and unavoidable since the
execution of laws requires bureaucrats to apply
statutes to real-life situation.

Delegation of much discretionary authority is a
normal practice in modern societies.® Bureaucracies
do not merely initiate proposals, rather exert
pressure for their adoption. Thus practically the
policy comes to be determined by them. Bureau-
cracies often act like interest groups and can also
ignore decisions made by the political leadership ;
lethargy and outright resistance can delay or sabo-
tage virtvally any programme, and can block or
restructure an unwanted reform.® Nevertheless,
such issues as discretion of bureaucracy, political
control over the bureaucratic elite, role in a period
of . npational reconstruction and development, are
generally conditioned by the nature of a political
system and cultural legacy of a society, ’

In liberal democracies, the government no
longer holds monoply on decision-making ; rather it

M St (st ot

2. John C. Whalke aud Alex N, Dragnich, Government and
Politics, (New York : 2nd ed, 1971), p. 477. v

3. James. E. Anderson, Public Policy-Making, New York,
Pracger Publishers, 1965), p. 41.
It is to be noted that despite central control the bureaucratic
resistance can thwart the desircs of the Soviet pelitical
leadership. The Soviet bureaucracy sabotaged the political
decision relating to industrial policy when. Stalin was stiil
in power. For details See: David F. Roth, Frank L.
Wilson, The Comparative Study of Pohtlcs, (2nd €d) New

Jersey, 1980) p. 295.
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must share it with a number of nonpolitical bodies.
The polltical leadership’s ability to control politics
is thus limited not only by the difficulty of imposing
control on large and complex societies but also by
the fact that many decisions are made by autono-
mous groups beyond its control. This accounts for
limited discretion of civil service in multi types of
socio-economic activities. Moreover, civil service
in most of the western liberal societies preserves
the tradition of remaining loyal to political leader-
ship. Political neutrality and responsiveness to
political control are firmly established as norms of
the civil service in such systems. Its general record
of partisanship and acceptance of political directions
is good.

The broad scope of governmental activity in
Communist Nations gives the leaders much greater
control over their social systems than is the case in
liberal democracies. As the government owns and
controls all enterprises, political leadership ulti-
mately controls all social organizations and state-
controlled bureaucracies provide all services. The
apex of political leadership is located in the party
rather than the official government offices. The
party is in effect a counter-bureaucracy charged
with overseeing the governmental bureaucracies.
It controls the appointment and removal of key
bureaucratic officials.*

— f—— ———

4. Stephen White, John Gardner etc., Communist Political
System ; An Introduction, Macmillan Press, London, (1982)
pp, 19-24.
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In developing countries, the major reason of
the civil servant’s important role in policy-making
_is that the political leadership has been either too
weak to control the bureaucracy or it has been
domineering to an extent of making it an instru-
ment for political regimentation, In both cases
bureaucracy could resort to wide discretionary
authority, i e. either as a domineering group or as
an ally of the ruling elite. No doubt bureaucracy
may be source of innovation and political initiatives,
which is particularly valuable in developing count-
.ries where interest groups are poorly established
and technically competent advice is nct readily
available to political leaders. But the bureaucracies
in the developing societies have invariably acted as
powerful interest groups. Their size and comp-
iexities make political control difficult. It requires
trained, perceptive and powerful political leaders
prepared to spend a considerable amount of time
~ and energy mastering the bureaucracies they over-
see. Such leaders are upusual in developing poli-

The glimpses of the typical role of civil servants
in a developing polity can be traced in an appraisal
of Pakistan’s bureaucracy. With independence
Pakistan inherited from its colonial past a wells
developed bureaucracy. Uader British rule it was
subject to control by the British Colonial Office but
was not politically accountable to Indian Legislature,
nor in fact to the British Parliament. Furthermore,
the scope of the bareaucracy’s activities was broad,
including the formulation and-applicatioa .of policy
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and even judicial tasks. As a result the bureaucracy
was more highly devloped than other political
institutions. But it was foreign in that it was
tainted with involvement in colonial rule and
manned at the upper levels by British civil servants.
1t was small in size, hence more organized, discip-
lined and effective. Secondly demarcation of cadres
was clear ; old ICS class filled decision-making
positions as well as key posts on all levels. They
enjoyed wide discretionary authority. The bureau-
cratic elite was oriented to Western Values as most
of them were Englishmen,

After independence a serious vacuum occured
in the administrative set up as number of civil ser-
vants was limited. The first effort was the filling
up of this vacuum with native Pakistanis. But it
weakened the civil service by overloading it with
young and inexperienced officers. The new bureau-
cratic class, however, emerged with the requirement
of the new order. But it was closely modelled on
the British Colonial Civil Service. So public ad-
ministration remained imitative rather than indi
genious. The heritage of colonial rule continued |
to shape administrative practice long after expat-
riates were replaced by native personnels. The new
bureaucratic elite continued the policy of adminis-
trative system reflecting colonial trends.S Their
luxurious way of life made them alcof from the rest
of the society. Karl Von Vorys while commenting

e ——————

5. Kha_]id Bin Saeeq; Pakistan ! The formative Phase, Karachi :
Pakistan Publishing House, 1960.), p. 351.
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on their role remarks that the CSP class recruited
at their early age was ‘‘too inexperience to cope
smoothly with adjustment problems in a society
which has its own ascriptive pattern of authority
and where they arc viewed as strangers with some
fear and much suspicion.$

~ As a matter of fact, in a period of national re-
construction governments have to rely much on
organised structures viz. bureaucracy. It can play
a valuable role as a disciplined force in politically
unsiable societies. Pakistan Civil Service has, of
course, been the mainstay of the state during politi-
cal upheavals. The buieaucracy stood when other
segments of society faltered and collapsed. It con-
ducted the business of government and helped
forge a new state.” The bureaucrats in Pakistan fully
exploited their position and tried to become the
actual policy-makers. The actual need was the
development of such institutions as could feed for
long term planning and for policy-making.

The bureaucracy cculd not cope up with the
requirements of a new socio-political order.?
Commenting on the style of bureaucratic decision-

— 0 s .

6. Karl, Von vorys,  Political Development in Pakistan
(Princeton University Preee, (1965), p. 116.

7. For a detailed study, See : Bralbantl, R. Public Bureau-
cracy and Judiciary in Pakistan, in J. Lapa Lombara (ed)
Bureaucracy And Political Development Princeton Univer-
sity Press (1963) pp. 360- 440.

8. A new service structure was proposed in Cornilius Report
in which the supremacy of the CSP class was curtailed. The
demand was made for the publication of this report in the
last days of Ayub rule.. Herbert Feldman, From crisis to
crisis. Pakistan—1962 63, (LHR { Oxford Umverslty Press,
1972) pp. 169-13.
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making, Ziring writes : ‘‘Schooled in an imperial
tradition, the civil-military bureaucrats stressed
authoritative decision-making and frowned upon
debate and controversy’’® He further says :

CSP Officers were accused of harbouring colo-
nial mentality, of being little more than ‘‘brown
englishmen™ in the conduct of -their duties.
The CPS, by tradition, training and experience
had become a closed corporation; a definite
sense of superiority reinforced the notion that
the CSP was the saviour of Pakistan and its
dealings with the public only tended to exagge-
rate paternalistic instincts which grated the
sensibilities of the attentive public.1
During Ayub period the civil servants actively
participated in decision-making, thus the military
regime tried to use bureaucratic machinery as a
vehicle of socio-economic change. so much the
government depended on this class that certain
military officials got annoyed. The real problem
was that there was too much politics in the civil
service, During Yahya period the bureaucracy had
to be practically excluded from active participation
in policy-making. Thz major reason was the hosti-
lity of General Pirzada and certain other Generals

— S ——

‘9. ‘Lawrence Zirling., Pakistan : The Enigma of Political Deve-
lopment,:England, Dawson Ltd., (1980) p. 87.

10. 1bid., p:9; See also; Lawrence Ziring and Robert Laporte,
Jr. “The Paklstan Bureaucracy Two Views’ Asian survey
Dec., 1974, Vol. XIV pumber 12, pp. 1090-92 ez Saq: For an
explanatxon of -the process that led ‘to the accumulation
of decision-making power in few civil servants see ; Robert
Laporte Jr. Power -and Privilege : Influence and decision-
-making -in Pakistan, (Berkeley': Umvers1ty of Cahforma.

Press, 1975) pp. 5-75.
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against this class.’t This also accounts for the
removal of three hundred senior government offi-
cials under 3 Martial law regulation in October,
19g8.1 1 an | ‘

* Earlier Ayub Khan had made slight changes
in the service structure to control CSP by introduc-
ing military personnel training at Civil Service
Academy. But the Constitution of the *‘‘Second
Republic’” provided old guarantees to civil service
that existed under the constitution of the “First
Republic”®®, Under Yahya Khan, government ad-
ministration took a distinctly military cast, certain
military officers replaced CSP officers.. The distance
between the Army and the bureaucracy was greater
than at any other time in the history of Pakistan.

This class suffered great loss of prestige and
influence under PPP’s regime along with elite central
service which had 800 members in 1972. After
assuming political power Mr. Z. A. Bhutto struck
down on this class with wholesale dismissal of some
1,300 civil servants.}® Influence of this class was

11. Hamid Yusuf, Pakistan in Search of Democracy 1947-47,
LHR, 1980, p. 99 ; Fazal-i-Muqeem Khan, Pakistan’s crisis
in leadership, National Book Foundation, (1973) Karachi,
p. 19. '

12. Ibid., pp. 99-100. (Hamid Yusuf, op. cit).
~1’3. Robert Laporte, Jr. Power And Privileges: Influence And

Decision-Making in Pakistan;, Berkley, London, University

of California, 1975, p. 118;

14. Ibid., p. 12: In his various statements during 1968-70,

Mr. Bhutto had strongly crijicized ' the role of civil service.
Commenting on the political situation in Pakistan in 1968,
he said: “‘'The system adopted in our country is anything
but Laissez faire . . . . . all the leavers are so controlled by
the government that it can direct the flow of wealth into the

T  (Continued)
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curtailed more than that of the military in decision-
making. The Government, however, continued to
use this class as information source to feed decision-
making. Final decision was made by a political
rather than an administrative leaders.?®> ‘Bhutto
wanted alternatives, not decisions’ was commonly
heard in Islamabad. The Constitution of the ““Third
Republic” did not include guarantees for civil
servants. Itis worth mentioning that the unified
service structure introduced by -this regime was
also designed to curtail the influsnce of CSPs. So
all this altered the elite nature of civil service.

Bhutto’s personal dislikeness of certain civil
servants, and the need to curtail their power, were :
important reasons for Administrative Reforms i
announced on 20th August, 1973. As certain poli-
cies of the PPP regime, especially those relating to
nationalisation, were not liked by civil servants,
the left of the party in particular, was against this

—— e 2 St

(Continued)

pockets of whomsoever it pleases . ... In this way govern-
ment servants, not to speak of minisiers from the managing
personnel of the vast enterprise of getting rich through part-
cipation in authority.” Hamid Jalal and Khalid Hasan
(eds) Awakening The People, Karachi, Feroze Sons, p. 114.
It is to be noted that the dismissed civil servants were not -
given a fair trial. The White Paper issued by the govern-
ment of Pakistan quotes relevant records to show how a
determined effort was made by the Establishment Division
to prevent the Federal Service Tribunal from functioning
-as an independent judicial body.” See: 3rd White Paper
Vol. Il as reported in the Pakistan Times. 24 Jan, 1979.

15. Asif Hussain, Elite Politics in an Ideological State: The
case of Pakistan, England, Dawson Publishing, (1979) p. 76.
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class.® Through the introduction of Agrarian Re-
forms heaviest blow was struct to absentee landlords
especially at high ranking civilian officials who were
to surrender all lands in excess of 120 acres aquired
during their tenure of service or after retirement.?

The bureaucratic clite, on the other hand,
remained non-co-operative. Having lost their for-
mer power and prestige they showed. little enthu-
siasm for the new programme, nor submitted any
creative schemes themselves. In order to substitute
the arrangement, Mr. Bhutto established a cell of
assistants on the pattern of think tank to assist
him in technical affairs.’®* There was considerable
overlap between politics and the civil services during
this period, while the recruitment and promotion
of bureaucrats was presumbly based on merit,
political loyalty and service to the regime often

et b et W

16. Qamar-ul-Islam, head of Planning Commission, was critical
of policy initiatives taken by the regime. In order to break
the source of their power and peculiar character and training
Dr. Mubashir Hasan initiated certain' steps. For instance,

" doors of civil service were opened through other ways apart
from competitive examinations. See: Shahid Javed Burki,
State And Socicty in Pakistan, 1971-77, London, The Mac-
millan Press, 1980, pp-102-03; “Between 1973-74 the Estab-
lishment Ministry inducted 1374 officers into government
service,.a number three times a large as the one that would
have been possible under the old system.” So political
motive could be visible behind Administrative Reforms.
Ibid. p. 102.

17. Pakistan Times, Lahore, 2 March, 1972,

18. Hassan Habib., Public Policy : - Formulation And Review
with Particular Reference to Pakistan, Karachi, Wajid Ali’s
Publications, 1976, p. 95; For detailed comments on the
new civil service structure. Sece: Lawrence Ziring And
Robert Laporte.” The Pakistan Bureaucracy : Two views’
Asian Survey, Vol. XIV No. 12. December, 1974. pp. 1092-93.
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influenced entry into and advancement within the
bureaucracy.

The introdiiction of Adininistrative Reforms
wids one of tHé steps taken by the PPP regime to
change the influience structuré. But the elite stfuc-
ture remained intact although there was slight
reshuffling in its composmon Later, the pohtlcal
- change in 1977, brought corresponding change in the
influence structure. The traditional elite-civil military
bureaucracy-once again entered in the decision-mak-
ing arena. There has been increase in the power of
bureaucracy under military rule to the point that
it has been the chief partner of the military in
governing the country. As a result the entire
political process underwent depoliticization and
political dec1s1on-makmg assumed the colour of
administrative style of demsmn-makmg

Experience of Pakistan and many other Middle
East countries shows that bureaucracy ceases to be an
effective instrument for achieving the economic and
social change to which ‘modernising regimes are at
least committed. So bureaucracy has proved less
useful as ‘an agent of developtient. An effective
bureaucracy coupled with a vigorous modernising
elite is probably a prerequisite of economiic prog-
ress, unfortunately this -combination :is rarely
achieved.




PAKISTAN AND THE ADMISSION OF
NEW MEMBERS IN THE UNITED
NATIONS

Hameed A. K, Rai

There are two main theories for the recruitment
“of Members for an International Organisation of
-sovereign states. :

The first is known as the “Principle of Univer-
sality” which advocates that the strength of any
such Organisation depends on -its including the
greatest possible number of States : the fewer the
‘States outside it, the greater will be the number of
the Members pledged to carry out its dlsc:phne and
to perform the duties which it imposes.

‘The second method is called the “‘Principle of
Select1v1ty Its advocates maintain that, as a rule
- the strength of a public Internatlonal Orgamsatlon
i depends not on its including the greatest _possible

number of States, but on its lncludmg the greatest
possible number of “like-minded” States, such as
can'be entrusted to work’ together harmomously and
‘therefore eﬂﬁclent]y

It is clearly impossible to choose between the
two rival principles on their theoretlcal menlts
alone. The choice must depend on the fanctions
of the particular organisation for which the choice
;must “be -made -in_ practice. Jf Lhc fu,nctlonmakes

37
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efficiency dependent on wuniversal membership,
selectivity has little to commend it. A via media
between the two extremes has been suggested by an
American writer in the following words :

“Controversy over Membership questioas
is endemic in International Organisations, and
- it is complicated by the fact that genuine differ-
ence concerning the constitutional merits of
principles governing Membership policy are
subtly mixed with competing claims based upon
calculations . of political advantage. From a
purely constitutional point of view, no principal
can be singled out as the “right one” but
the theoretical ideal might be formulated
as the ‘‘rule of essentiality’’.  According
to this concept, membership policy should be
rationally adopted to the functional purposes
of each specific institution. States should be
accepted or excluded, sought after as members
or left alone, on the basis of Judgment as to
~ whether their pamclpatlon is essential to or
incompatible with the reallzatlon of the aims of
the Orgamsatlon

. _For example, the membershlp of Norway might
be deemed essential in the IMCO, a maritime ship-
ping organisation but might not be, at the same
time. essential for the Chad to be a member of this
Organisation, , N

e S et v

I Inis L. Claude, Suords Into Plaughahares 2nd ed. (New
‘ York ; Random House, 1050), 6.
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Membership in the League

The League of Nations never formally accepted
the principle of indiscriminate universality, as ex-
pounded by some states like Argentina,

It did, sometimes, ignore dubiously qualified
or politically unpopular states, but on the whole, it
‘sought to encourage rather than to discourage the
potential applicants. This attitude of recepectivity
was developed from ‘‘admission by invitation™ as
an alternative to application by would be mem-
bers.2
Membership in the United Nations

In the case of the United Nations, the Moscow
Declaration of 1948 stressed that for a general or
quasi-universal international organisation, univer-
sality was recognised as ‘‘an ideal towards which it
was proper to aim.”

In the Charter of the United Nations, Article
4, -which regulates the admission of new members,
states : e
(1) Membership in the United Nations is open to

all other peace-loving States, which accept the

obligations contained in the present, Charter
and, in the judgment of the Organisation, are
able and willing to carry out these obligations.
(2) The admission of any such State to Member-
ship in the United Nations will be affected by a

2. .Alexander Rudzinski, ‘*Admission of new Members : The
United Nations and the League of Nations”, International
Concilliation, No. 480, April 1952, p. 164. .
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decision of the General Aﬁ'seﬁlbiy uptSﬁ the
recommendat:on of the Security Council. »

Thus, there are five objective qualificationis for
membership : Statehood : ‘‘peace-lovingness” ; ac-
ceptance of the obligations cohtained in the Char-
ter ; ability to carry out these obligation ; and
finally, willingness to carry them out.

In certain cases, some of these quahﬁcatlons
i. e., Statehood and “‘peace-lovingness” may ‘cause
genuine difficulties of interpretation, If these are
to be decided by an impartial Tribunal—in the chse
‘of ‘an applicant State—there is ho problém, dut in
the United Nations these are ‘adjudicated by the
Securlty Council- 4nd the General Assembly ‘which
are, in composition and function, -political organs.
Both of these organs decide by‘a majority -vote, but
in the Security Council the majority, however
massive it may be, 'can always be -stultified by a
single negative vote of a permanent member.

In this situation, 1t is a matter of secondary
importance whether a gnven apphcatlon for member- |
ship does or does not satisfy the five substantive
requirements laid down in the Charter. For practi
cal purpose, the decisive test W1ll be whether the
_candldate is or is not acceptable, to all the perma-
nent members of the Security Couicil. t‘s, thus,
‘the attitude of the permanent members rather than
the prowswns of the Charter which has been the
sole obstacle to the achievément of umversa‘hty in
the United Nations,




a
The Positions of tire Uihte’d States and the Soviet
Union

The ‘deadlock on the admission of new members
which lasted uatil 1935, was the result of the policy
of “‘competitive exclusion”, adopted by the United
States and the Soviet Union. FEach of them had at
one time followed the notion that applicant states
should be admitted en bloc in order to achieve the
ideal of Universality.

Within a few months after the establishment
of the United Nations, applications for membership
were teceived from ‘eight countries’.® The United
States proposed in the Security Council the admis-
sion of all eight applicants, “to.accelerate advance-
ment of the Universality of Membership”. This was,
in effect, a “‘package proposal” that was rejected
by the ‘Soviet Union, which insisted upon a consi-
deration of ‘each application individually. The
result was, the -admission of Afghanistan, ‘Iceland
‘and Sweden ; a-Soviet veto against Ireland, Jordan
and Portugal ; and the -failure of Albania and
Mongolia to secure the required minimum of-seven
votes in the Security-Council.

This precedent set'the pattern for the future.;
‘hencéforth, the Soviet Union ‘proposed-admission
"én bloc-and ‘the Western Powers demured.

States which desired admission can “be -divided
‘into 'two ‘groups ; political ‘tembérs of the Soviet
‘bloc in ‘the United Natjons, which were denied

A ey e Gt

3. The States were Albania, the Mongoelian People’s Republic,
Jordan, Afghanistan, Ireland, Portugal, Iceland and Sweden.
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necessary support of seven members of the Security
Council ; and potential adherents to the Western
bloc, which were consistently blocked by the Soviet
veto. ‘ ' ,

Thus the membership problem had been sub-
jected to the “‘politicization” which had become a
characteristic feature of the United Nations. The
Soviet policy of preventing the admission of non-
communist States unless Soviet proteges, were
simultaneously accepted, and the American policy
of denying seats to the Soviet Satellites even at the
expense of States acceptable to the United States,
aequired an importance for political prestige
which exceeded their objective political signifi-
“cance. ‘ o

From the legal point of view the United State
position was sound. The Charter lays down the
conditions that would be members should be ““peace-
loving” and be deemed to be ‘‘able and willing”
to abide by the obligations of membership Thus,
the United States, by -influencing its frieads ‘to
cast a negative vote on the application of new mem-
bers, did not pass the legal bounds. Moreover, the
United States criticism of the Soviet position was
supported by an advisory opinion of the inter-
national Court of Justice that no member can
properly justify its vote to exclude applicants on
grounds other than stated in Article 4 of the
Charter ; and that ‘‘every application for admission
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should be examined and voted on separately and
on its merits.”’*

7 The Soviet position‘, on the other hand, 'though
weak from the legal point of view, was clearly in
accord with the const1tut10nal ideal of Universality.

Professor Inms L. Claude has beautifully de-
picted the cold war picture on the Membership
question, with regard to the positions of the United
States and the U S.S.R., as follows :

““The United States is to emphasize the
political. primacy in the United Nations by
admitting only such states as are likely to follow
American leadership ; failing this, it is pre-
pared to accept the exclusion of all condidates.
The U.S.S.R, on the other hand, seems not
to aim so much at excluding American-spon-
sored applicants as at making sure that they
will not beadmitted without its own proteges.

For the United States, it is one group or
nothing ;- for the Soviet Union, it is both
groups or nothing. The United States sceks
a political Victory; the U.S.S.R. seeks to
avoid a political dzfeat. The membership
‘struggle is a typical display ‘of the political
practics of a self-confident majorlty and a
defensive minority.”?

]

4. Advisory Opinion of International Court of Justice, 28th
May, 1948. . Reports of Judgements, Advisory Opinion and
Orders, 1948, pp 57-66.

5. Claude, op. cit., p. 101,



44

Pakistan’s Role

As Pakistan experienced a good deai of ha‘rd-f
ship for its membership in the United Nations it
‘was well aware of the difficulties which other newly
independent states had to face in the United Na-
tions for their membership. Since becoming a
member of the United Nations, Pakistan has taken
a special interest in helping new States to gain
admission.

The year 1947—when Pakistan was admitted |
to the United Nations—was the beginning of the
Cold War and there was a deadlock in the |
Security Council on the admission of new members. |
The first Soviet ““package proposal” which came |
after the comming into force of the peace-treaties |
with Ttaly, Finland, Hungary, Romania and Bulgaria |
in September 1947, was blocked. The Soviet con-
tention was that the United Nations must eithcr%
admit all these ex-enemy states, or non of them. |
" Thus, the applications of Ttaly and Finland received
:a Soviet veto and the three East European *‘People’s
Democracies™ failed to "secure the required mini- |
‘mum- of votes. ) 4

In an attempt to resolve the deadlock, some of
the members -tried -to make -aceeptable wvarying |
interpretations of Articles 3 ‘to.6.and 27.0f the |
United Nations Charter, ?

The representative of Australia, while jinter-
preting Article 27, exptesssd (the view:that:since |
the Charter merely required a recommendation |
from the Security Council, the unanimity of five |
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permanent members was not necessary. Therefore,
the real decision has to be taken by the General
Assembly and it was empowered to reverse a rejec-
tion by the Council.

The representative of Pakistan, declared that
he could not agree with the views of the Australian
representative.

“The question of membership in the United
Nations”, he said “was dealt with in Articles
- 3-6 of the Charter. Articie 4 provided that
the applicants should, in the judgment of the
United Nations as a whole, be able and willing
to carry out the obligations of the Charter. It
did not say that judgement should be made
either by the Security Council or the Assembly
alone. The wording of paragraph 2 clearly
showed that the final decision shouid be taken
by the Assembly, subject to a recommendation
from the Council ; the object of the Article
was that States should be admitted only with
the approval of both.”¢

The representative of Pakistan stressed further
the role of the Security Council, and said : '

“If the Charter had considered that the
function of the Council was in any way inferior or

- ancillary to a decision by the Assembly, it would
‘have been worded differently. It would have
stated 'that the Assembly should take a decision

6. G.A.O.R., 2nd Session, First Commitice, 100th M&:et:mgl
8 November, 1947, p. 360,
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-after considering the opinion of the Security
Council. The object of the Charter was clearly
that successful applicants should have the
approval of both organs.””?

In the same meeting, disapproving the attitude
adopted by the Soviet Union, the representative of

Pakistan said :

““.....he did not believe that a member of
the Security Council was justified in opposing L
the admission of a State which it agreed was |
fully qualified, on the grounds that other States
were not also admitted. That was nota valid |
argument and was contrary to the Charter.
No member was justified in taking an unreason-

- able attitude, simply- because another delega-

uon was being unreasorable,”’®

The representative of Pakistan also appealed

to the permanent members of the Council to ob-

~serve a policy of ‘“‘reasonableness” ; and supported
a Polish proposal that the five permanent Member

of the Security Council which had primary responsi-

bility in the matter, should consult together for

resolving the differences and arrive at a solution

on the issue of membership. '

~ In 1948, in the Special Session of the General
Assembly, Pakistan supported Burma’s admission -
to the United Nations ; Burma was admitted unaui-
mously. ' | T

1 — —— —

7. Ibid, p. 361.
8. Ibid., p. 362.




47

In the third session, of the General Assembly,
in 1948, the Ad Hoc Political Committee considered
the application of Eleven States, which had been
rejected by the Security Council, and recommended
to the General Assembly -to send back these appli-
cations to the Security Council for reconsideration.
It adopted ten draft resolutions. Pakistan sub-
mitted a proposal for the admission of Ceylon,
which was adopted in the form of amendmeant to
resolution ‘J’. -The General Assembly adopted all
the resolutions forwarded by the Political Com-
mittee. Pakistan voted in favour of ali the resolu-
tions. |

The representative of Pakistan declared in the
General Assembly that his delegation would always
support an application for admission to the United
Nations, provided that : :

“The applicant was a sovereign state, that
its statehood and soverecigaty had been
established and that its application was not a
means of establishing legality of either of those
factors. Moreover, the applicant must be a
peace-loving state, able and willing to discharge
the obligations placed upon membes states by
the Charter. His delegation would support
such an application, irrespective of the bloc to
which the state would adhere after it had been
admitted to membership.””?

The question of the admission of Israel was

9. G.4.0.R,;, 3rd Sesslon 176th Plenary Meetmg, 8 December.
1948, p. ?91.
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included in the Agenda of the General Assembly
on 7 March 1949 and was referred to the Ad Hoc
Political Committee by a vote of 31 to 18, with 17
absteutions, Pakistan voted against at both the
ogcasions. Speaking in the Committee, the repre-
sentative of Pakistan stated : |
G that the recommendation of the
Security Council did not comply with the terms
of Article 27 of the Charter as it had not
received the concurring votes of the five perma-
nent members of the Council. Moreover, the
United Kingdom had, both generally and spe-
cifically, made it clear that its abstention counld
not be constryed as an affirmation. He con-
tended that the Committee had before it no
Secyrity Council decision which had been taken
in accordance with the terms laid down in the
Charter and ,propgsgd either returning the
recommendation to the Security Council or
obtaining an advisory opinion from the inter-
national Court of Justice,”’ )

The representatives of Lebanon presented a
draft resolution for postponing Israel’s admission
until it accepted the General Assembly Resolution
of 11 December 1948 on Jerusalem and the refugee
problem - Pakistan, with Brazil, Denmark, Syria,
Turkey and the United Kingdom supported it, but
the draft resolution was rejected by.the Committee -
by a vote of 25 against to 19 in favour, with 12 abs-
tentions.

10. :G.4.0:R., 3rd Session, Part II, Ad:Hoc. ppgmcalco t
42nd Meetmg, 3 May, 1949, pp. 182183, - mmittee,
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A draft resolution, jointly sponsored by Aus-
- tralia, Canada, Guatemala, Haiti, Panama, The
United States and Paraguay recommending that the
General Assembly admit Israel to the United Na-
tions, was adopted by 33 vote to 11, with 13 abs-
tentions.

The General Assembly, adopted the resolution
recommended by the Committee by a vote of 37 to
12, with-9 abstentions.t

‘Pakistan voted against, along with other Muslim
States except Turkey, which abstained.

Israel’s failure to implement the United Nations
Resolution was the ostensible reason for Pakistan’s
opposition. This was supplemented by Pakistan’s
Ideological policy to support the Muslim cause.

The general question of admission of members
was also discussed in 1949. The Soviet Union
repeated its “‘package proposal’ but now included
eight other applicants, in addition to the five pre-
vious states. The deadlock in the Council conti-
nued. The general assembly again, by ‘Resolution
A to K 296 (IV), decided to recommend the applica-
tions of Austria, Ceylon, Findland, Ireland, Italy,
Jordan, South. Korea, Portugal and Nepal, to the
Security Council for reconsideration. Pakistan

voted in favour of all the resolutions.

— ot ——

11. The States which voted against Israel’s admlsswn to the
United Nations were Afghanistan, Burma, Egypt, Ethopia,
India, Iran, Iraq, Lebanonm, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Syria
and Yemen. Belgium, Brazil, Denmark El Salvador,
Greece, Sweden, Thailand, Turkey and the United Kingdom
abstained.

G.A.O.R., 3id Sess1on, 207th Plenary Mesting, 11 May. 1949
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At the Fifth Session in. 1950, the General
Assembly had before it the Advisory Opinion of the

International Court of Justice and three draft Reso-
tions.

The joint draft resolution sponsored by Brazil,
Canada, the Philipines, Sweden and Syria, requested
the Security Council to keep the applications under
consideration in accordance with the terms of Reso-
lution 296 (IV). It was supported by the representa-
tives of France, Thailand, the United Kingdom
and the United States.

‘A U.S.S.R. draft resolution recommended that
the Security Council review the applications of
Albania, Mongolia, Romania, Bulgaria, Hungary,
Finland, Italy, Portugal, Ireland, Jordan, Austria,
Ceylon, and Nepal for admission to the United
Nations.

El Salvador, submitted a draft resolution call-
ing upon the Security Council to reconsider the
applications of Austrlia, Ceylon, Finland, Ireland,
Italy, Jordan, the Republic of Korea, Portugal
and Nepal for admission to membership in the
United Nations and asked the Secretary-General to
invite each of these Governments to send an obser-

ver to the Session of the General Assembly and its
Committees.

A number of representatives including those
of Argentina, Egypt and Pakistan who favoured all
the three resolutions stressed the principle of the
universality of the United Nations and expressed
regret that so many countries which could makea
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- substantial contribution to the work of the United
Nations were excluded for reasons which had
nothingto do with the Charter.

After the debate, the General Assembly adopted
the joint draft resolution by 46 votes to 65, with 2
abstentions.’? The other two draft resolutions
: were rejected by the Assembly. |

The International Court of Justice, in an advi-
sory opinion on 8 March 1950, rejected the view of
the Argentinian representative that the General
Assembly can admit a new member after a rejection
by the Council. This coincided with the view ex-
pressed earlier by the representative of Pakistan.

““However, the deadlock in the Security
Council continued and the great Power, not-
withstanding the opinion of the Court, allowed
themselves to be guided by political considera=

" tions rather than to consider all pending appli-
~ cations for membership on their merits,”3

Speaking in the Assembly on the question of
admission of new members, the representative of
Pakistan asked :

. ...is there not a single applicant from
among those who have hitherto been blocked,
or perhaps at least one from each side, which
may be regarded as fulfilling the conditions
laid down in Article 4, and whose admission

e e e fmte

12. G.A.O.R., 5th Session, 318th Plenary Meeting, 4 December,
1950, Resolution 495 (V).

13. K. Sarwar Hasan, Pakistan and the United Nations (New
York, Manhattan Publishing Company, 1960), p. 247. :
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may be recommended by the Security ‘Council
-asa token of the fact that the permatient mem-
ber of the Security Coubicil are now prepared
to move forward in respect of this question on
some reasonable :basis 2”14

Th the same Session, Indonesia was admitted
unanimously to the United Nations.

In the Sixth Session of the General Assembly,
the question of the admission of new members was
discussed in the First Committee. The representa-
tives of Australia, China, Columbia, the Dominican
Republic, Egypi, Greece, India, Iraq, the Nether-
lands, Nicaragua, The Philippines, Pakistan, Saudi
Arabia, Syria and the United States said that in
order to give the Organisation the universal character
- all the States which fulfilled the-conditions of Article
4 of the Charter should be admitted.

The representatives of Pakistan, Iraq, Mexico
and Norway, felt that the questions of membership
could not have a satisfactory solution unless the
powers which had the right of veto'feel the obliga-
tion to seek agreement,.

- A Peruvian draft resolution by which the
Assembly would state that a State desirous for
membership should be peace-loving and accept the
obligations of the Charter be willing to settle
dlsputps by pacific means in Interpational law;
according to the advisory opinion-of International

14. G.4.0.R., 5th Session, 23rd Plena:y Meceting, 25th December,
1950, p. 97
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Court of Justice, no United Nations member is en-
titled to lay conditions, which are outside the scope
of Article 4 of the Charter, on the admission of a
new State ; invite all States which had applied or
may apply for membership to present to. the Securi-
ty Council and Assembly, all appropriate evidence
relating to their qualifications under Article 4 of
the Charter, and recommend that the Security
Council reconsiders all pending applications as well
as the new applications in the light of such facts as
applicant States may present.and that it base its
~action exclusively on the conditions contained in |
the Charter and on facts establishing those condi-
tion. The revised draft was adopted as a whole by
36 votes to 9, with 12 absentions' Pakistan voted
in favour of the resolution. '

A USS.R. draft resolution by which the As-
sembly would recommend that the Security Council
consider the applications of Albania, the Pecople’s
Republic of Mongolia, Bulgaria, Romania, Hungry,
Finland, Italy, Fortugal, Ireland, Jordan, Austria,
Ceylon, Nepal and also Libya for membership in the
United Nations was adopted as a whole by 2. votes
to 12, with 25 abstentions.

India, Egypt, Afghanistan, Burma, Yugoslavia,
Indonesia, Iraq and Syria from the non-ahgned bloc
voted for the resolution,

The-representative of Pakistan abstained and
while explaining his vote, said that he would have
preferred that the Assembly’s recommendations
should cover all pending applications.



54

" A joint draft resolution was submitted by Costa
Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras and Nicora-
gua and was also adopted as a whole by the Com-
mittee by a vote of 41 to 6, with 11 abstentions.

The General Assembly considered the three
resolutions forwarded by the Gommittee. The
Peruvian draft resolution was adopted by 43 votes

_to 8, with 7 abstentions. A motion that the
U.S.S.R. draft required two-thirds majority was
adopted by 29 votes to 21 with 5 abstentions. The
U.S.S.R. draft resolution was not adopted as it
failed to obtain the required two-thirds majority.
The third draft resolution was adopted by 36 votes
to 5, with 14 abstentions. Pakistan voted in favour
of both the resolutions.

In the meantime, Pakistan was elected a mem-
ber of the Security Council on 13 December 1951,
for a period of two years, to start its term from Ist
January, 1952. On 6 February 1952, the question of
the admission of members was discussed. Two
draft resolutions, one by France for the admission
of Italy and the other by the Soviet Union for the
‘““simultaneous admission of fourteen State’’® were
submitted.

The representatives of Brazil, Chile, France,
and Greece, opposed the U.S.S.R. draft resolution.
The representative of the United Kingdom said
that in the interests of the Organisation to broaden
its basis, he would abstain on the U.S.S.R. draft

I et M ittt

15. The Fourteen States were ‘Albania, Mongoha Bulgaria,
Romania, Hungry, Finland, Italy, Portugal Ireland, Jordan.
Austna. Ceylon, Nepal and leya '
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resolution. In the voting, the French draft resolu-
tion recommending for the admission of Italy re-
ceived 10 votes in favour and 1 against, but was not
adopted because of the Soviet veto.

The U.S.S.R. draft resolution was rejected by
- 2 votes in favour (the U.S.S.R. and Pakistan) to
6 against, with 3 abstentions (Chile, France and the
U.K.). |

It should be noted that the Pakistan delegate,
for the first time, moved its professed position of
considering all the applications for membership,
separately, and voted in favour of the Soviet draft
resolution for ‘‘simultaneous’” admission of 14
States. The reason for this was explained by the
reresentative of Pakistan at a later meeting of the
Security Council. Making a reference to the
U.S.S.R. draft resolution, he said :

*“The Security Council will recall that my
delegation voted in favour of the draft resolu-
tion. We did so for the following reasons ;
First, voting for the U.S.S.R. draft resolution
seemed to us to be easiest and quickest way out
of the paralysis with which the Council is
seized as regards the question of the admission
of new members. Secondly, we believe that
there are a large numbel of countries in the list
contained in the WU.S.S.R. draft resolution
whose admission to the United Nations would
be a source of great strength to the Organisa-
tion. Thirdly, we believe that to be useful and
real the United Nations must reflect as faith-
fully as possible the political state of the world
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of authority over areas, territories and peoples,

we say that whatever view may be held as

regards the internal administration of those

States, it is better for them to be within the

purview and orbit of the United Nations than

outside it. That is why we voted in favour of
the Soviet Union’s draft resolution.”16

On 8 June, 1952, in the Security Council, the
U.S.S.R. proposed an item ‘‘simultaneous admission
of 14 States” to be included in the provisional
agenda. The U.S.S.R. also submitted a draft reso-
lution to that effect. ‘

The U.S.S.R. proposal to include the itent in
the agenda was rejected by the Security Council by
a vote of 7 to 1 with 3 abstentions (China Pakistan
and the United Kingdom). The Council then adop-
ted unanimously a joint proposal by Chile and the

“Netherlands which included the U.S.S.R. proposed
items—‘'The Admission of New Members: consi-
deration of General Assembly Resolution 506 (VI).”

A Greek proposal to postpone consideration

of the question was adopted by the Council by 8
- votes to 1, with 2 abstentions (China and Pakistan).

. A Pakistani-Chilean draft resolution urging the
" permanent ‘members of the Security Council to
- consult each other on the basis of General Assembly
~'request contained in Resolution 50¢(VI), was consi-
* dered unnecessary and was not put to vote, for the

e ypt i+

'16. S.C.O.R: 600th Meeting, 16 September, 1952, para 14, 51.




~57
pérmanent members showed their readiness to hold
consultations.

The U.S.S.R. draft resolution for ‘‘simulta-
neous” admission, submitted on 8 June, 1952, was
discussed by the Council between 2 to 8 September,
1952, The representatives of Brazil, China, France,
Greece, Turkey, the United Kingdom and The
United States opposed the word ‘‘simultaneous”.
The Council then rejected the U.S.S.R. draft reso-
lution by a vote of2 in favour (U.SS.R. and
Pakistan) to 5 against, with 4-abstentions (Chile,
France, Turkey and the United Kingdom).

Pakistan also submitted a draft resolution
recommending the admission of Libya to the United
Nations. Pleading the case of Libya, the represen-
tative of Pakistan appealed to the members of the
Security council :

“Qur conduct with regard to the applica-
tion of Libya at this occasion”, said Professor
Bokhari, “is a supreme test of whether we, as .
members of the United Nations consistently
carry out our owh moral obligations. Apart
from that, 1 think it would be a wonderfull
spectacle for the world of today that in three
years’ time a subject people should be helped
by the United Nations first to achieve indepen-
dence and sovereignty, and then to achieve full
membership status along with the rest of us in
this Organisation. 1 do not think that anyone
around this table should have the heart to mar
that spectacle. Therefore, I strongly appeal
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to my colleagues to take an exceptional view of

the application of Libya and unanimously to
support its membership.”’?

The representatives of Brazil, Chile, China,
France, Greece, Turkey, the United Kingdom and
the United States spoke in favour of the Pakistan
draft resolution. They pointed out that the General
Assembly had adopted a favourable decision, with- .
out a single opposing vote. Libya was fully quali-
fied for membership and the United Nations had a
heavy responsibility towards that country since it
was responsible for Libya’s independence.

The representative of the ‘Soviet Union reite-
rated his delegation’s view that :

*Libya’s application could not be regarded
as a new one and declared that the U.S.S.R.
had never opposed in the past and did not
then oppose the admission of Libya to mem-
bership in the United Nations on the same
basis as other, equally eligible, States.”!8

The Pakistan draft resolution was not
adopted because of the Soviet veto. The votes
were 10 to 1, with no abstentions. The applications
of Japan, South Vietnam, Cambodia and Laos were
also not recommended for the same reason. -

The Soviet Union also submitted a draft resolu-
tion recommending the admission of North Vietnam
to the United Nations. This was rejected by the

————

17. S.C.O.R. 600th Meeting, 16 September, 1952, para. 26.
18. 1bid.
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Council by a vote of 10 against to 1 in favour (the
U.S.S.R.), with no abstention,

Here for the first time, in the Security Council,
Pakistan voted against the admission of a State
to the United Nations. The - representative of
Pakistan while explaining his vote said that in his
Government’s view North Vietnam was not fulfilling
the qualification for membership, under -Article 4
of the United Nations Charter.

In the Seventh Session of the General Assembly,
in 1952, the question of the admission of members
was considered by the Ad Hoc Political Committee.
A five-power draft resolution, recommending the
establishment of a Special Committee to make a
detailed study of the question of the admission of
new members and report it to the 8th Session of
the General Assembly, was adopted as a whole by
a vote of 45 to 5, with 8 abstention. The repre-
sentative of India, speaking on this resolution, con-
sidered that it was difficult to see how a Special
Committee such as proposed by the five-power
resolution would yield better result than the Secu-
rity Cougcil. If an agreement was possible, he
said, there was no reason why it could not be
achieved in the Council rather than in such a Com-
mittee. If agreement was not likely, there was no
reason to establish a Special Committee to ascertain
the fact.

The representative of Pakistan, Chile and Haiti
also considered that the agreement by the Perma-
nent Members of the Security Council was a pre-
requisite of any solution. |
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Poland submitted a draft resolution’ by which
the Assembly would request the Security Council
to consider the applications of Albania, Mongolia,
Bulgaria, Romania, Hungary, Finland, Italy, Porty-

- gal, Ireland, Jordan, Austria, Ceylon, Nepal and

Libya, in ordgr to submit a recommendation on
the ‘‘simultaneous admission of all these States to

~ the United Nations.

The representative of Pakistan stated that the
States listed in the Polish draft resolution, fulfilled
the conditions laid down by the Charter and deserv-
ed to be admitted. He therefore supported the
draft resolution. The representative of India also
supported the Polish draft resolution, making it clear
that he interpreted ‘‘simultaneous admission” to
meana series of admissions that took place at the same
time, none of which was dependent upon the ad-
mission of one or several of the others. Although
it provided neither an absolute nor a complete

remedy, the proposal had the advantage of increas-
ing the membership of the Organisation, thereby
enabling it to be more representative, of the world
‘as it was. Similar views were also expressed by

the representatives of Argentina, Burma, Egypt,

Indonesia, Iraq, the Philippines and Syria. The
Polish draft resolution was rejected by a vote of
28 against to 20 in favour, with 11 abstentions.

Pakistan also supported resolutions for the reconsi-
deration of the applications of Japan, South Viet-
nam, Cambodia, Laos, Libya and Jordan, which

- were adopted.
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The -General Assembly then considered the
- report of the Political Committee .on 2 December,
1952. Resolution A (originally the five-power
Central American draft resolution) for the establish-
ment of a Special Committee was adopted by a
roll-call vote of 48 to 5, with 6 abstentions. The
representatives of Burma, Afghanistan, India, Indo-
nesia, Liberia and Pakistan abstained. Pakistan
voted for the resolution’s Part B to C which re-
quested the Security Council to reconsider the appli-
cations of Jordan, South Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos,
Libya, and Jordan.

In the Eigth Session of the General Assembly,
in 1953, the Ad Hoc Political Committee again dis-
cussed the quettion of the admission of members
and passed a resolution for the establishment of a
Committee of Good Offices. The representative
of Pakistan, speaking about the deadlock on ad-
mission, stressed the importance of the principle
of the universality of the Organisations : '

~ “The United Nations”, he said “could not
be a monopoly of the privileged nations-at the
expense and detriment of other nations. . The
Charter was based upon the principle -of the
peaceful co-existence of all political, economic
and social system of the world.”’1®

The resolution recommended by the Commlttee
was adopted by the General Assembly. The Com-
mittee of Good Offices, w-ith_ .Egypt, the Nether-

i et et

19.. G.A.O.R., 8th Session, Ad Hoc Polmcal Commlttee. 11th
Meeting, 14 ‘October, 1953, p. 55.
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lands and Peru as members, was established.
Pakistan voted in favour of the resolution.

In the Ninth Session of the General Assembly,
in 1954, Australia introduced a draft resolution in
the First Committee, jointly sponsored by Australia,
Pakistan and Thailand, which was designed to
break the ““log jam” in the admission of new mem-
ber and to which the Secretary-General had referred
in his annual report with the suggestion that a begin-
ning in breaking the deadlock might be made with
some of those cases which did not directly enter
into the balance between conflicting camps.

The joint draft resolution also provided that
the General Assembly would note that the signa-
tories of the Geneva Agreement had expressed
their conviction that Laos and Cambodia were
peace-loving states within the meaning of Article 4,
able and willing to carry out the obligations of
the Charter, and should, therefore, be admitted
to the United Nations. It would request the Secu-
rity Council to take note of that declaration. The
Soviet bloc opposed the draft resolution,

Another joint draft resolution submitted by
Argentina, Cuba and El Salvador asked again,
recommending the applications of Austria, Ceylon,
Finland, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Jordan, Libya, Nepal
and Portugal. By a United States amendment the
name of the Republic of Korea and Vietnam were
added to the list of applicants.

The U.S.S.R. repeated’ its draft resolution, by
which the Assembly would recommended to the
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Security Council to reconsider the ¢‘simultaneous”
admission of 14 States. This draft was also support-
ed by Indonesia, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, Sweden
and Syria. But some representatives, including
those of Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Iran and Pakistan,
stated that they would have voted for the U.S S.R.
draft resolution if it did not provide for *‘simultane-
ous’’ admission of a number of States.

; A joint draft resolution submitted by Argetina,
Cuba, El Salvador and India, provided that the
General Assembly, noting the growing general
feeling in favour of the universality of the United
Nations and the views of the Committee of Good
Offices, would : (1) express appreciation of the
efforts of that Committee ; (2) send back the
pending applications to the security Council, toge-
ther with a full record of the discussions, for further
consideration and positive recommendation ; (3)
suggest that the Council consider the desirabi'ity
of invoking the provisions of paragraph 2 of Article
28 of the Charter?® to help resolve the problem ;.
(4) request the Committee to continue its efforts ;
(5) and request the Council and the Committee of
Good offices to report to the Assembly during the
current session, if possible, and in any event, during
the Tenth regular Session. This draft resolution,
generally supported by the members was adopted
unanimously by the Committee. An Indian and

20. Article 28, para 2 of the U.N. Charter provides that the
Security Council shall hold periodic meetings at which each
of its members may, if it wishes, be represented by a member
of ithc: Government or other specially designated represens
tative.
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Indonesian motion not to yote on the other draft
tresolution was also adopted by a vote of 25 to 24,
with 6 abstentions. In consequence, no vote was
taken on the other three draft resolutions. The
General Assembly unanimously adopted the resolu-
tion -recommended by the Committee.

In the Tenth Session, 1955, the question was
again discussed in the First Committee. A 29-
power draft resolution, introduced by Canada, and
to refer the question back to the Security Council,
was adopted as a whole by a roll-call vote of 52 to
2, with 5 .abstentions. This was adopted :by the
General Assembly, in the same form by 52 votes: to
2, with 5 abstentions 2 :

In the meantime, the Soviet Union announced
in the Security Council that it would withdraw its
veto from the applications of sixteen states?? The
U.S.S.R. then introduced a draft resolution to that
effect, which was approved by the Security Council,
by 6 votcs to 0, with * abstentions (Belgium, Chma
and the United States).

In the General Assembly, a 41-power draft reso-
lution, with Pakistan as co-sponsor was submitted
for the admission for those sixteen states, whose
admission had been recommended earlier, the. same

T R piem o —

21. G.A.O.R,, 9th Session, 552nd Plenary. Mseting, - 8. December.
1955 Resolution 918 (X). China and Cuba voted against,
but Belgium, France, Greece, Israel and the United States
abstained.

22, Thc Sixteen -States :were Albania, Jordan, Ireland, Portugal,
Italy, Austria, Hungry, Romania, Bulgaria; Fxnland Ceylon,
-Cambodia, Laos, Libya and: Spmn :
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day the Security Council. The Assembly adopted
it without: any vote, since there was no objection.

‘The American abandonment of opposition in
principle to “package deals” and both Soviet and
American concessions regarding the cotent of the
package, marked the end of the ‘‘Membership
problem’ which had existed for several years. Once
the “log jam” had been broken in 955, the new
States, which emerged from the ashes of European
Colonialism were henceforth admitted to the United
Nations without any significant hinderance, with
the exeeption of divided States which remained as
an issue of the Cold war.

In 1956, Sudan, Morocco, Tunisia, Japan,
Ghana, and Malaya were admitted to the Organisa-
tion. Pakistan co-sponsored resolutions for their
admission. . In 1957, the applications of South
-Korea, South Vietnam, North Korea and North
Vietnam were discussed in the Political Committee.
Pakistan supported recommending the applications
of South Korea and South Vietnam, but abstained
on those of North Korea and North Vietnams.
The reason for abstention was explained by the
representative of Pakistan in the following words :

“.e...If however, a draft resolution was
presented that the Democratic People’s Re-
public of Korea and fthe Democratic Republic
of Vietnam accepted the obligation set forth
in the Charter, particularly those of Article 1
and 4, the Pakistan delegation would examine
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those applications and vote in accordance with
the principles he had just outlined.””#*

It should also be remembered that Pakistan
voted in favour of the Resolution in 195V which
branded North Korea as an aggressor. Thus, on
principle, Pakistan’s abstention did not seem to be
a deviation from its stand on admission of new
members.

In 1958 and 1960, Guinea, Cameroun, Mada-
gascar, Somalia, Congo, Dahomy, Niger, Ivory,
Coast, Chad. Congo, (Leopoldville), Gabon, Central

~ African Republic, Cyprus, Mali, Senegal and Nigeria
were admitted as new members to the United
Nations ; Pakistan was a co-sponsor to the the
resolutions of fifteen of them. Welcoming the new
States, the Pakistani representative said : -

“.m...0n behalf of the Government and
people of Pakistan, I warmly welcome the
admission of the States of Africa and of Cyprus
to the United Nations. Belonging to a country
which became free only a few yearsago, we
still retain the memory of the first ecstacy of
becoming free. The tremendous upsurge of
freedom which we have witnessed in the African
Continent during the last year or two now
reaches culmination in the admission of all
these States to the United Nation?4,”

L et ]

23. G.A.O.R., 12th Session, Special Political Committee, 20th
Meeting, 28th January, 1957 p- 2.

24. G.A.O.R. 15th Session, 865th Plenary Meeting, 20 September,
- 1960, para 62.
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‘In 1961, in the 16th Session, the General
Assembly admitted Sierra Leone, Mongolian Peo-
ple’s Republic, Mauritania and Tanganyika to the
United Nation’s. Pakistan voted for the admission
of these states, except Mauritania on which it abs-
tained : The reason being the claim by Morocco
that Mauritania had been a part of it, even before
the French gained control of the area. Now,
Morocco has become independent ; - therefore,
Mauritania should be restored back to it. But
French Colonial power was willing to give indepen-
dence to Mauritania. It is necessary to mention
that the population of Mauritania is also Muslim,
Thus, Pakistan did not like to displease Morocco
by voting in favour of Mauritania’s admission, but
at the same time was happy that another Muslim
State has come into being. The only course left
for Pakistan was to abstain. The representative of
Pakistan, explaining his abstention said that “‘future
developments would be only in the 1nterests of
the people of Mauritania.”

In 1962 Rwanda, Burundi, Jamaica, Trinidad
and Tobago, Uganda and Algeria, were admitted
to the United Nations. Pakistan had been actively
pleading the cause of Algerian Muslims in their
struggle for indepndence. Thus, welcoming Algeria
to the United Nations, the representative of Pakistan
expressed his jubilation. He said :

“It is difficult for me to give adequate
expression to the emotions of joy and happiness
we feel today as we see the delegation of
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Algeria led by Prime Minister Ben Bella, take
its rightful place in our midst. For seven long
years the people of Pakistan watched—often
with anguish, on occasions with anger, but
always with admiration and hope—the unflin-
ching struggle of their brothers across the ocean
to break the shackles of foreign boundage, be-
come a free people and thus be enabled truly to
mould and shape their course of destiny. Their
sorrows were our sorrows their sufferings found
an echo in our hearts. Today, as that long
struggle reaches culmination, with hearts elated
with joy, we welcome the. representatives of

Free Algeria here and acclaim and salute the

leaders of a people that fought bravely,

triumphed honourably and remained true to

their cherished goal.’’®5

In 1963 and 1964, Kuwait, Zanzibar, Kenya,
Malawi, Malta and Zambia wete admitted. Then
from 1965 to 1968, Gambia, Maldive Islands, Singa-
pore, Guyana, Botswana, Lesotho, Barbados,
Republic of Southern  Yemen, Mauritius,
Swaziland and Equatorial Guinea were admitted
new Members to the United Nations U.AE,
as Angola, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Balize,
Benin, Bhutan, Burundi, Camaroon, Capeverde,
Chad, People’s Republic of China, Comoros,
Costa Rica, Djibouti, Dominica, Fiji, Grenada,
Guinea-Bissau, Mozambique, Papua New Guinea,
Qatar, Seychelles, Suriname, and Zimbabwe were

25. G A.O.R., 17th Session, 1146th Plenary Meeting, 8 October,
1962 para. 168-170.
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admitted to the the United Nations. Pakistan
supported their admission. After the resolution
of deadlock on the issue of membership, the new-
comer states had been generally admitted by
acclamation without any significant hinderance.

Conclusion ,

Pakistan’s position on the admission of new
members had been almost completely consistent
with the provisions of the United Nations Charter.
It had supported the admission of all new states
except Israel to the United Nations. Pakistan’s
policy on the Memberhip question had been mainly
guided by its neutralistic attitude as it weighed
each case on its merits. This seems to be in
accordance with Pakistan’s non-aligned policy
which it followed from 1947 to 1952.

The Afro-Asian influence had been prominant
because Pakistan fully identified itself with them
by supporting the admission of all the new emerging
States to the United Nations.

The Muslim influence had also been dominent
on Pakistan’s policy as Pakistan pleaded strongly
the admission of all Muslim States to the United
Nations by sponsoring and supporting resolutions.
It has shown a special fervour for the Muslim cause
as it, first, vehemently opposed the creation of
Israel and later opposed its admission to the United
Nations.

The Cold War and alliance politics had not
shown any affect on Pakistan’s policy. This might
had been, because of the reason that when Pakistan
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joined the Western Military Pacts in 1954 and 1955,
the deadlock on the membership issue was on the
verge of resolution. It had not sided with either
of the blocs and had supported every measure which
was taken to widen the representation of the Organi-
zation towards its goal of universality. This neutral
attitude and respect for the United Nations Charter
has been expressed by the Pakistani representative
in the following words :

“It is regrettable that the efforts made
during the last seven years had not culminated
in a compromise. The- only visible change in
the situation was that, instead of going to the
root of the problem and diagnosing the real
cause of the dilemma, an effort was now being
made to violate the provisions of the Gharter
by twisting them right and left to serve the
purposes of one party or the other. Such an
attitude was hysterical rather than practical.
The peoples of the United Nations which had
promised to respect the letter and spirit of the
CGharter, seemed determined to drift further and
further apart. Instead of practising tolerance
and striving towards unity they seemed to have

agreed to accomplish nothing. Such a dep-
lorable state of affairs should be brought to an
end if civilized and peace-loving nations were
to survive. If an atmosphere of mutual under-
standing and reciprocal concession could not
be created it was preferable to admit failure
and to face its consequences rather than attempt
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flagrantly to violate the provisions of the Chater
which should be preserved for posterity.

For the Pakistan delegation the provisions
of the Charter stood inexorably in cold print
and the ingeneous submission of certain mem-
bers were unacceptable. Any attempt to short
circuit the provisions of the Charter or to make
them serve partisan political ends would jeo-
pardize the very foundations of the United
Nations. There was no grounds for reading
between the lines, however great the desire
to attribute to certain articles more meamng
than they actually contain.”2¢

Pakistan’s position on this question had not
been influenced by its power relation with India :
As the question had been mainly a colonial one
except for the admission of few European states.
Therefore, there had not been any clash of interests
between India and Pakistan. Their stand on this
question had been almost similar.

Pakistan had also emphasised the importance
of small states with respect to their role in the
United Nations. It had attempted to make it clear
that the United Nations, as an Organisation, should
not be considered as a mistress of the Great Powers,
but rather a Universal Organisation designed to
promote the well-being of the human race through
beneficient co-operation.

et et o

26. G.A.0. R 8th Session, Ad. Hoc Political Commlttee, 4th
Meeting, S Octobcr, 1953, p. 13,



IDENTIFYING HAZARDS TO
UNITED NATIONS PEACE PROCESS

Dr. Shafqat Hussain Chaudhrv

The concept of Peace keeping has proved rele-
vant in many conflict situations and useful in several
ways. Applied as an ad hoc measure, though, in
almost all conflict situations over the past about
four decades, the process of U.N, peacckeeping has
piled up a wealth of experience and lessons that
may eventually render peacekeeping more effective.
Any future attempt at resolving an international
conflict needs to be preceded by identification of the
‘nature and causes of problems involved in the peace
process in the field. The present discourse, there-
fore, aims at pointing out these problems of
the situation that stem from war, and the war-like
environments prevailing after the cease-fire
The U.N. Peacekeepers step in when the belli-
gereny or strife has, in principle, come to an
end, yet the war-like activities have not been
completely halted. They are, thus, faced with a
state of affairs where hostilities are still at rampant
with destabilizing impact on the cease-fire. There
are several sources of friction inhibiting smooth
flow of peace process. In the following, these prob-
lems and frictions alongwith their causes and origins
- are discussed.

_



Broadly, the problems relate to the confusions
created by the war itself, but the geography of the
area and strategical positions of the combatants also
create overlapping, and hence problematic situations.
Resultantly no well-defined or ascertainable cease-fire
Iine (CFL) persist. Therefore, the greatest menace
to peace process emanate from the obscurity of CFL
which makes it difficult to know the precise loca-
tion of the respective armies at the time of cease-
fire. The fact of being ignorant about the axact
point of location of the armies at the time of cease-
fire restricts ability of a peacekeeper in persuadmg
parties to stop firing.

The usual justifications for violating the cease-
fire would be the alleged occupation of a certain
territory by the opposite side, not under her control

at the time of cease-fire. The occupying party
would deny and counter-allege the same. The fact

of the matter is that immediately after the cease-
fie both the combatants always try to take advantage
of the vacuum and try to bring under control a
few more areas preferably of strategic importance.
Consequently, clashes would take place in order to
eject the opponent. A peacekeeper would be caught
up in the middle of a bewildering situation of con-
flicting claims. = 7 :

Once a cease-fire has gone into effect, another
problem crop up due to recognizable geographical
features of the area. Unlike a river, canal or road
which provxde a neat straight line of cease-fire, the
deserts and sparsely populated areas would have
no well-defined and ascertainable geographical
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features for determining a cease-fire line. To illus-
trate this problem through an example let us consi-
der the situation that existed after the cease-fire of
1965—war between India and Pakistan. In several
sectors, the fighting occured around villages which
were no more than a group of scattered mud huts,
thatched roofs, huddled around a well with occa-
sional track crossing, one ridge looking much the
same as other. Prior to cease-fire, Pakistan army
had advanced to a considerable distance into Indian
territory in the Rajasthan desert. It was not an
advance on a broad front though. Given the
geography of the area, the two armies could not
have possibly confronfed each other all along the
boarder. They concentrated on villages of strategic
importance without mecessarily taking over every
village that came along the way. The Pakistani -
troops might have captured, let us say, a group of
three villages but there might be a fourth one,
behind or around those villages, left unoccupied.
Indians might decide to establish a claim over this
fourth village. They might even move troops into
it although there was supposed to be a freeze on
movement of this kind after the cease-fire had gone
in to effect. They might then send fires or lay ambu-
shes to make life uncomfortable for Pakistanis in the
other three villages hoping to induce them to with-
draw. The Pakistan troops on the other hand might
retaliate in order to eject Indians from that fourth
village. The result was recurrence of fighting. In
fact rival claims of control over territories, preced-
mg the cease-ﬁre, has been one the common excuses
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for starting shoot out and or violating the cease-fire.
No doubt parties are  expected to stay where they
are at the cease-fire time and it is quite illegal to
overthrow the other. Both would act to resist in
similar cases, on similar ground and contention,
The U.N. observers or peacekeepers would
have no sure way of finding which point of territory
was under whose control at the time of cease-fire.
Without an immediate demarcation of CFL, they
cannot effectively ask a party to withdraw from the
territory occupied illegally after the cease-fire. It
takes considerable efforts and time to stablize a
cease-fire, let alone a cease-fire line.

Another source of friction has been an attempt
to nibble away at the position of the opposite side.
~ For tactical gains or in order to place oneself in a
strategically better position, a party would edge
forward which obviously would be resisted by the
opposite side. This would be dangerous and destab-
lizing trend, jeopardizing peace process.

With the intention of strengthening forward
positions, the conflicting partics may also resort to
mining, protective wiring, digging trenches, bunker-
building and adding more troops. Such defensive
lay outs would make one side apprehensive of the
motives of her opponent. Irritated by the defensive
activities around the forward locations, a party
might cause shooting to break out.

Physical proximity of the rival troops could
be yet another source of trouble. In a conflict
ridden area. sometimes, the troops of disputants
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happen to be physically in very close positions.
The closer they are to each other, the greater the

chances of provocation and hence eruption of hosti-
lities Such a situation constituted a major obstacle

toward a normalization of relationships between
Turkish and Greek communities in Nicosia (Cyprus).
“The area within which the U.N. soldiers were
able to operate was the width of a narrow street on
either side of which the opposing armed forces
were entrenched. In a situation, where a shouted
abuse, a thrown brick, or the accidental discharge
of a rifle could bring about an immediate shooting
response, the U.N. soldiers on observation duty or
patrol could do little to prevent the exchange of
fire. Sandwitched in between as they were, they
could but observe and report, though this was no
easy matter when their field of observation was
restricted to tens not hundreds of yards.””

After the 1965 war between India and Pakistan,
similar sitautions existed where the troops were
dangerously close to each other. At the BRB
Canal, each army could glare at and even make pro-
vocative gestures to the apponent from their bank
of canal. Informing the Secretary-General about
the situation, the field commander General Bruce
Mcdonald wrote that ““from a purely military point
the present cease-fire is hazardous in certain locali-
ties because incidents are virtually unavoidable

A — . tp—

1. Rikhe, Harbottle, Egge., The Thin Blue Line: International
Peci:i)eékeepmg And Its Future. Yale University Press, 1974
P
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‘when the positions held by troops of the opposing
sides are as close as they are now, that is, some-
times fitteen or twenty yards apart.’®

A problem may also emerge when a party tends
to use the presence of UN peacekeepers in the
field to ensure a solution favourable to its own
~ interest. For example in 1967, Israel refused to
withdraw its armed forces from the western sphere
of the Guif of Aqaba, thus creating problem for the
UN. To explain the problem, a speech excript
from the General Assembly proceedings may be
quoted. ““The object of that refusal is clearly to
exert pressure on Egypt to make it accept a settle-
ment of the question of navigation in Gulf. If
possible, Israel hoped to achieve the same result
through the United Nations Emerging Force. Thus
under the conditions laid down by Israel for the
withdrawal of its troop, all matters still pending
between the two countries must be settled to the
satisfaction of Israel under pressure exerted on
Egypt by UNEF which must replace the Israeli forces
along the shore of the Gulf of Aqaba.?

A tremendous hazard to the peace process
came from accidental shooting which could be
sparked off by a number of factors. A wandering
animal in the middle of night, might run over a -
minefield. The sound of the blast might make
one party suspicious of the intentions of the other,
One would think that “‘the bastards (others) are at

2. U.N. Document, S/6719. Add. 1. 5 October, 1965.
3. U.N.Document. G.A,O.R., 11th. Sess., 651st. Mtg,
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it again, heralding (sic) attack on us.”’* Test firing
close to the forward areas was another cause of
accidental rupture of the cease-fire. Test or practice
firing, even though not aimed at the opposite camp,
would easily provoke the other side. Her troops,
hearing what seemed to be battle sounds from across
the CFL, would become nervous and tense. In parti-
cular, when they are in close proximity to the other
side, they might shoot out simply of exitement, fear
or suspicion. Such incidents could spark off a full-
scale fighting.

Continued violation of each other’s air space
for observation or reconnaissance could be another
source of trouble. Shooting incidents may take
place on account of even marginal over-crossings
in the air space. There could not be sure way of
detecting air violations by the peacekeeprs unless the
parties agree to a total ban on observation flights.

A hazard to peace process relate to extensive
patrolling also. Militarily, every army in the
world is taught to dominate no-man’s land and the
best way to achieve it is by patrolling. Such an
activity would inevitably result into clashes because
the patrolling trcops might run into each other.
Added to this could be the problem of high crops
in the forward areas. The crops would be not only
hazardous to the observation task of the peace-

e bt e

4. Comments of Major General Bruce F. Mcdonald, Chief
officer of UNIPOM, during an interview with the aythor in
ottowa on 8 January, 1976. : '
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keepers but also arouse suspicions of the parties
about possible infiltration. ‘

In addition to the problems essentially stemm-
ing from the geographical and strategical aspects
of the conflict for field, political factors would also
play their part in making the situation worse for
UN peacekeepers Fighting provides an oppor-
tunity for demonstrating heroism. Acts of heroism -
create stories for home consumption but they also put
strains on the peace process. Some of the cease-fire
violations take place as a result of an urge and en-
thusiasm for heroism. After the cease-fire, an adverse
military situations is always an accute irritant for a
country. Pressure from public and press might
induce a foreign or defence minister to pressurise
the army to rectify the adverse situation. Surely,
in order to recapture the lost territory, use of arms
and hence violation of peace is inevitable. Some-
times, in addition to the regular troops, there are
the para-military groups and the irregular elements
or units who are not officially under the control of
a country. These armed elements, not in uniform,
may still continue occupying new positions: or may
not yet cease firing. Simply for political face-
saving, party concerned would not assume responsi- -
bility for these irreguler elements. Indeed their
presence and activities in the war zones would be
embarrassing for the parties and, all the more, jeo-
pardising to peace process.
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The crux of the problem, however; is the
mutual mistrust of the parties concerned. Unless
the parties to a conflict are sure of the sincerity
and good intention and behaviour of each other,
uncertainty would prevail and persist. That means,
restoration of trust, goodwill and confidence in
each other is the single most vital element in
efforts at removing hazards to the peace process.
The UN attemps to do that. :



THE U-2 INCIDENT
Dr. Farhat Mahmud

Premler Nikita Khrushchev announced in the
Supreme Soviet on 5 May 1960 that the Soviet
Union had shot down a U.S. spying U-2 aircraft
over Sverdlovsk. He left some doubt concerning
.the origia of the flight stating that the U.S. spy
plane “‘must have been based’” on the territory of
Turkey, Iran or Pakistan, countries bound to the
United States in the ““agressive CENTO bloc,” and
issued a ‘“‘most serions warning’ to those countries
which place their territories at the disposal of
aggressive forces and thus make it easier for those
forces to act against us. The Government of these
countries . . . . are playing with fire, for retaliatory
blows will h1t these countries too and they will pay
for their short-s1ghted actions.!

Khrushchev’s statement was followed by a series
of lies on the part of Eisenhower administration
and, needless to say, by Pakistan., The United
States State Department immediately denied the
flight of any spy mission. It stated that the U-2
was probably a National Aeronautics and Space
Administration (NASA) mateorological plane that
had taken off from Adana, Turkey, and was reported

S Cr—— v bo—

Dr. Farhat Mahmud as hrecently come back after a long
stay in Canada and U.S.A.
. 1. Dawn, 6 May 1960. -
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missing. Its pilot might have lost conciousness
through lack of oxygen, which he had reported,
and ‘‘accidently violated Soviet airspace.””® Such
flights, a NASA statement of 5 May 1960 explained,
had operated ““from bases in . . . Alaska, England,
Germany, Turkey, Pakistan, Japan, Okinawa and
the Philippines” since 1956. According to NASA,
Gary Powers, the pilot of the U-2, was a civilian
employed by Lockheed Aircraft3 In actual fact, as
has been often stated since, the plane did not belong
to NASA, but to the CIA, and Gary Powers was
not an employee of Lockheed, but of the Central
Intelligence Agency. Lincoln White, the Director
‘of the Office of News in the State Department, once
again stated on 6 May 1960 to the newsmen with
great emphasis ; ‘“Now our assumption is (that)
the man (Gary Powers) blacked out. There was
absolutely no—N-O-ns—deliberate attempt to vio-
late Soviet airspace. There never has been.”*

The Pakistan Foreign Office issued a stronger
denial about the U-2 having taken off from a U.S.
base in Pakistan stating that the Soviet leaders
appeared to have a ‘“‘pathological conviction™ that
foreign bases existed in Pakistan. ‘“There are no
bases in Pakistan. The allegation made by Mr.
Khrushchev so far it refers to Pakistan is, therefore,
wholly incorrect.” It was actually Pakistan’s

et ot s et

2. US Department of State Statement of 5 May 1960. Textin
. gegarlment of State Bulletm, 23 May 1960.
; :
4. Quoted in David Wise, The Politics of Lying, Government
Dec;ptton Secrecy and Power (New York : Vintage, 1973),
p. 49.
5. Dawn, 8 May 1960.
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denial which was wholly incorrect because, accord-
" ing to Marchetti and Marks :

From 1956 until the end of 19¢9 the U.S.-
Air Force operated a huge base near Peshawar
in Pakistan which was primirily an inteliigence
facility. For several years before Gary Power’s
abortive flight over the Soviet Union in 1960,
the CIA’s U-2 planes used Peshawar as a princi-
pal take off point for reconnaissance flights
over . . . the Soviet Union.® :

Khrushchev revealed on 7 May that Gary
Powers had been captured alive, and according to
his testimony’ he had flown from Turkey to Pesha-
war, stayed there for three days, and was flying
from Peshawar to Bude in Norway, taking photo-
graph of sensitive Soviet Military mstallatmns, when
he was shot down. :

The U.S. State Department, having not counted

on the pilot being captured alive, had to admit that
-a U-2 “‘probably” had flown over the USSR “to .
obtain information.”” Such flights were necessiated
by the “‘excessive secresy” practiced by the Soviet
Union in contrast to the “‘free world,” by “‘apprehen-
sion over surprise attack,” and by “legitimate
national defence.” However there was ‘‘no autho-
rization of any such flights” as far as the authorities
in Washington were concerned.” The statement
~ of the State Department tacitly admitted that it had
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6. Victor Marchetti and John D. Marks, The CIA4 and the Cult
of Intelligence (New York ¢ Dell, 1975), p. 285. -

7. State Department’s Statement of 7 May 1960 in the Depart-
ment. of State Bulletin, Vol. XLII, No. 1091. pp 818-819.
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told a lie the previous day and, what was worse,
that extremely sensitive and dangerous undertak-
ings were carried on by the agencies of the U.S.
Government without authorization or knowledge
of the President. The Secretary of State, Chris-
tian A. Herter, therefore, took care to point out
"twé days later that the President had issued ‘‘direc-
tives” to gether ‘*by every possible means” the
information required to protect the United States.
He admitted conducting ‘‘extensive aerial surveil-
lance” over the Soviet Union, and implied, with
what looked like arrogance of power, that the U.S.
would continue doixjg so. The United States, Herter
said, would continue to take ‘‘such measures as are
possible” to lessen the danger of a surprise attack
on its territory.® Finally, President Eisenhower
in his press conference of 11 May 1960, described
the intelligence gathering as a * distasteful but vital
necessity,” and assumed responsibility for authoriza-
tion of espionage of the Soviet Union in every feasi-
ble way. ‘“‘Eisenhower,” wrote David Wise.

Often liked to emphasize that America’s
‘moral’ and ‘spiritual’ power was the true source
of its strength. Yet this man, who pro-
Jjected such a persuasive image of personal
honesty, was hopelessly impalled on a lie and
finally forced to admit it publicly to to the na-
tion and the world.? :

Premier Khrushchev, in his statement of 7 May

pom———

8. Statement by Secretary Herter, 9 May 1960, in Ibid p. 816.
9. David Wise, Politics of Lying, op. cit., p. 48.



1960, while revealing Gary Powers® intinerary and
his capture, ‘left some room for Pakistan to accept
mistake and express regrets to the Soviet Union :
It was possible,” Khrushchev said, ‘“that the count-
ries where American afrcraft were based did not
know what was being done by the Americans. But
they ought to know for their own good, because
they might be the sufferers of the Americans playing
with fire,>’10 :

~ The Government of Pakistan refused to take
Khrushchev’s hint. The Pakistan Foreign Office,
as if the issue was how many days Gary Powers had
stayed in Peshawar and not whether the U—2
had flown from the American base, described as
““‘without foundation™ Khrushchev’s allegations that
the American aircraft shot down over the Soviet
Union had remained in Peshawar for three days.
Meanwhile President Ayub Khan, in London for
the Conference of Commenwealth Heads of State,
ordered an “‘inquiry” into the situation, and stated
that if the Soviet allegation were fonnd correct,
a protest would be lodged with the United States.

The Pakistan Foreign Secretary, also in London,
clearly feeling that the Foreign Office was not dis-

tinguishing itself with its statements, advised it not
to issue any more statements on the matter pending
the proposed inquiry.*

At the Czechoslovak National Day reception in
Moscow on 9 May 1960, an ‘‘unsmiling and grim”

—— g mm—

10. Dawn, 8 May 1960,
11. Ibid., 9 May 1950.
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Premier Khrushchev talked to Norway’s Ambas-
sador, Oskar Gunderson, and to the CGounsellor of
Pakistan, Salman Ahmad Ali, who was deputizing
for the Ambassador at the reception. .K_hrushchév
warned : '

If you continue to let the Americans fly
from your air bases into Russia, then we
will not only shoot down the U.S. planes but
will have to aim our rockets at your bases as
well « :

..Those whom you lease your territory
operate against us. Their lands are for from
us, but your lands are near, that is why as a
warning to remote targets, we shall find the
range of the near ones.

He went on to warn the Pakistan Counsellor
specifically : “‘Peshawar,”” Khrushchev said, ‘‘had
now been marked on a map and a ring made around
it by Soviet defence forces. In futre if Peshawar
was used as a base against the Soviet Union then
immediately retaliatory measures would be taken.”*1?

Commenting on Khrushachev’s warning, a
spokesman of the State Department said that it was
typical that the Soviet Union should single out as
the objective of its threats small countries which
bore no responsibility for the recent incident. The
United States, he said, would stand by'its allies
subjected to “‘intimidation” by Khrushchev. Asked
if they included Pakistan, he replied, *“That is

A s st teeretrns

12. 1bid, 11 May 1960. -



87
correct.”’® - The Pakistan Government, assured of
‘United States’ support, put up an insolently bold
front to the Soviet Union. President Ayub said in
London : “After all, Russian threats are not new
things to us. We are not afraid of such threats,”
Dawn, always close to the Government since the
creation of Pakistan, in a positively offensive’ and
abusive edltonal saw nothmg “‘unusual®® ‘about the
U-2 incident, -and naturally, therefore, nothing
wrong in the U-2 using Pakistan as a bage to spy
upon the Soviet Union. The fault, if it lay anyw-
here, was Khrushchev’s of the Soviet Union and its
people : *‘Mr. Nikita Khrushchev has turned out to
be the world’s cleverest showman and the Com-
‘munists continue to -overshine others as the past
masters in the art of propaganda. Thus an incident,
whiehi is by no means unusual, has been magnified
'beyond all proportions.” The newspaper recalled
the U.S proposal for ‘open skies,” and therefor the
blame for flights like the U-2 squarely rested at the
‘door of the Soviet Union and her ‘flashy and bois-
terous leader.” “‘His blatant threats of using
rockets against all and sundry,” Dawn wrote,
“particularly the weaker countries who are his
neighbours, show him up not as a man of peace or
even as a normal human being, but as a cruel bully.” ?
The newspaper ended by advising the U.S: to con-
tinue spying because of her obhgatlons to ‘the ‘free
world,” and the Pakistan Government to continue

13. Ibid.,
14. Mammg News, ll May 1960
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on the course they were alreadyr following, because’
“After all, if war does come none of us will escape
its ravages, and whether we punctiliously keep our
own bases inviolate or not, the Russians are not
.going to spare us on that account. They are not
that sort of gentle people.”’® President Ayub,
still - in London, stated that Americans were
Pakistan’s friends. The Pakistanis did not know
where the U.S. planes went after taking off from
Pakistan ' Pakistan also absolved itself of any
responsibility for the U-2 flight. Ayub Khan said
that Pakistani inquiries showed no aircraft had
taken off from Peshawar in the direction of the
Soviet Union. In case an aircraft had been diverted
in the course of the flight, Pakistan would protest
to the United States.” Back in Pakistan, in his
press conference of 17 May 1960, Ayub Khan was
questioned about the Soviet threat to eliminate
the bases in case another U-2 flew from Pakistan.
He answered : “‘These harsh things have to be
faced. If such a thing comes, Pakistan is not gomg
to be alone.” He added :

If the attack comes, we will see If the
attack comes, Pakistan will face it Pakistan
is not completely helpless. Pakistan hoped
that such an attack would not come. But if it
does the source from where it comes will not
remain unattended. The retaliation may not
come from Pakistan, but somewhere else. -

et e it
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Militarily, the free world has to live under the
umbrella of American nuclear deterrent. So
long as there is strong government in that
country and there are wise men at the helm of
affairs in that couatry, the free world has
reasonable cause to assure itself that if a
nuclear attack comes, they can seek protection
under American efforts.

His greater worry was that the American
nuclear deterrent would not be able to stop com-
munist “‘infiltration and subversion,’’ and that situa-
tion, as far as the *‘free world” was concerned,
would be “‘far more dangerous and more likely to
happen.”® In the same press conference, Ayub
Khan said that the Soviet Union was not so foolish
as to risk a world war simply to cripple Pakistan.
- He was himself being less than wise in not
realizing that if a world war did come, the Soviet
Union would have to eliminate the bases the
Americans could use in Paklstan

The U-2 incident ended witha protest being
lodged by the Pakistani Government with the
United States and an assurance obtained that there
would not be a repetition of the incident. The
assurance was readily given because President
Eisenhower had already declared in Paris, where
his meeting with Khurushev ended in a fiasco be-
cause of the U-2 incident, that ‘‘the flights were sus-

18. Ibid, 18 May 1950,
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pended after the recent incident and were not to be
resumed,>1? ,

The American ‘‘communication base in Pakistan
needless to say, was allowed to continue its ““surveil- g
lance.”

The People’s Republic of China criticized the
U-2 incident as “Eisenhower’s Gangster Atti-
tude,”?® but unlike *he Soviet Union, did not say
anything against Pakistan,

The attitude of the Pakistan Government dur-
ing the U-2 crisis was irrational, and, to say the
least, showed insolence towards a neighbouring
Super Power, which was bad diplomacy.. At the
same time, Ayub Khan’s attempt to rationalize,

- openly, even a nuclear attack on Pakistan revealed
the ultimate limit in his following the U.S. cold
war policy. It showed a little too much reliance
on United States’ readiness to go to a nuclear war
in defence of Pakistan. Lastly, it manifested his
lack of knowledge about the huge destruction a
nuclear attack would cause on Pakistan and a
callous disregard for the lives of Pakistan’s com-
mon man. President Ayub, with the military back-
ground, was satisfied that if Pakistan were attack-
ed, then the Soviet Union would be attacked too.
In what way that would beneflt Pakistan, the Presi-
dent did not say.

Just how much destruction a nuclear attack on
Pakistan would cause ? IF, Stons’s Weekly, quoting

—

19. President Eisenhower’s Statement of 16 May 1960, in Unrited
States Departmeat of State Bulletin, 6 June 1960. :
20. Peking-Review, 24 May 1960.
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the Consumer Reports for January 1962, reported

that,

a 100-MT bomb would...... set afire an area

as large as Vermont,

and a 1000-MT bomb

would ‘easily do the same for an area equiva-
lent to the states of New York, New Jersey
and Pepnsylvania all put together.

Even elaborate shelters with their own air
and water supplies, sealed off from fire, deep

enough to survive blast,

guarantee exit

radioactivity) land-scape that

somehow able to

from under tons of rubbles,
would still be unable to gnarantee survival in
the permanently scarred and peisoned (with

weapons are able to create 2!

thermonuclear

This is how the area of New York, New Jersey
and Pennsylvania, to be rendered unlivable bya
single 1000-MT bomb, compares with Pakistan,?

State é;eidlln Province in Pakistan éqre?v['ln

New York | 49,576 Punjab 62,245
_|.\.

New Jersey | 7,836 Bahawalpur 17,508

Pennsylvania| 45,333 N.W.F.P. 22,598

Total 102,745 102,351

21. LF. Stone’s Weekly, 8 January, 1962.
22, Source for areas of States in the U.S. and the Provmces of
Pakistan ; Encyclopaedia Britannica, 1973.
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In other words, a 1000-MT bomb would comp-
letely ‘destroy the whole of the Punjab including
Bahawalpur, the North West Frontier Province and
a part of another province also. Still, the Dawn edi-
torial of 11 May 1960, in response to Khrushchev’s
threat was captioned, ‘‘So What ?”

It was puerile thinking, to say the least, on the
part of the framers of Pakistan’s foreign policy
which led to the incidents like the U-2.

The absurdity of their attitude apparently

“did not occur to the frammers of this policy.

They were satisfied that they were being guided

correctly and that it was the only honourable

course for a people to sing for their supper,

however ridiculons the words, music and the
rendition were.®

The Pakistan Foreign Office did not distinguish
itself also in handling the crisis once the incident
had occurred. Besides showing tbe ineptness of
the Foreign Office, the U-2 incident exposed the
blind adherence of the Government of President
Ayub Khan to the cold war policies of the United
States. The belief of the Pakistani rulers that the
U.S. would start a nuclear war with the Soviet
Union in case of an attack on Pakistan showed an
element of naivete. There was element of naivete
about the magnitude of the destruction which the
nuclear weapons could cause, and the Government

et et it st

23. M.A.H. Ispahani, “The Foreign Policy of Pakistan : 1947—"
1964"°, Pakistan Horizon, Vol. XVII, No. 3, 1964, pp. 247—
248, .
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of Pakistan not only showed disregard for sover-
eignty and territorial integrity of a neighbouring
Super Power, but also a callous distegard for the
lives of the Pakistani people. The attitude of the
Pakistani policy makers towards the Soviet Union
throughout the U-2 crisis was arerogant, to say the
least, and they failed to realise that the Soviet Union
would have actually bombed Pakistan ia order to
remove it as a base of operations for the United
States in case of a nuclear war. This could have
happenad in case of a war between the Super
Powers over any issue around the aorld like Laos
(1961), Berlin (1961) or the cuban crisis (1962).
The U-2 incident also shows that the coafronta-
tional policy followed by the Government of
Pakistan towards the Soviet Union in the 1980s is
not a new phenomenon.
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