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[Item 22]*

1. Mr. VAVRICKA (Czechoslovakia) pointed out
that although the provisions of the Charter regarding
membership were simple and unequivocal and the im-
mediate solution of the problem of admission of new
Members was essential to the proper operation of the
United Nations, the deadlock on the problem continued.
It arose from the policy of discrimination and favour-
itism followed by certain States, in particular the United
States of America. In his statement to the Committee
at its 4th meeting, the United States representative had
continued his unwarranted attacks on the peoples’ de-
mocracies and had even alleged that those of them which
were applying for membership had failed to observe the
provisions of the treaties of peace. That allegation was
unfounded; it was precisely because they did respect
those treaties to the letter that certain circles in the
United States would bar them from membership.

2. There could be no equitable solution of the prob-
lem so long as certain States persisted in accepting
for membership only those countries whose political,
econontic and social régimes pleased them, and in
debarring the peoples’ democracies although the latter
fulfilled the requirements laid down by the Charter.
In all the discussions and studies on the issue in the
United Nations no valid argument had been put for-
ward to justify their exclusion. The policy of discrim-
ination was contrary to the purposes and principles
of the Charter, impeded the development of friendly
co-operation among nations, and undermined the Or-
ganization’s prestige. The five applicants from the peo-
ples’ democracies had been among the first countries
to request admission. By their peaceful policies based
on the equality of States and non-intervention in the
internal affairs of other States, and by their steady im-
provement of living standards, they had demonstrated
that they unquestionably met the conditions prescribed
in Article 4 of the Charter.

3. Moreover, the authors of the Charter had never
intended the United Nations to be composed solely of

* Indicates the item number on the agenda of the General
Assembly.

States with similar political ideologies or similar politi-
cal and economic structures. Such a body would not
be truly representative and could not effectively carry
out its function of maintaining world peace. There was
a growing awareness among Member States of the
harmfulness of a policy designed to transform the Or-
ganization into such a group. The United Kingdom
representative, for example, had at the 431st plenary
meeting uttered a warning that only if it included all
sides could the United Nations become the centre for
harmonizing the actions of nations for the attainment
of the common goals. Unfortunately, to judge from the
recent remarks of the United Kingdom representative
in the Committee, that warning had not been issued in
all sincerity.

4. Various so-called legal arguments had been invoked
te disguise the discriminatory policy of one group of
States. Repeated attacks had been made, in violation of
the Charter, on the unanimity rule in the Security Coun-
cil. Yet, the Special Committee had very properly found
that the unanimity rule applied to the admission of
new Members and that the General Assembly could not
admit them in the absence of a favourable recommenda-
tion from the Security Council. It was to be hoped that
those who persisted in maintaining that the veto was
inapplicable in that connexion--and it was encourag-
ing to find that their number was diminishing—would
seek a solution through strict adherence to the pro-
visions of the Charter.

5. The USSR, in line with its policy of respecting
the sovereign rights of States and of strict observance
of the Charter and of the obligations it had assumed
by virtue of the Potsdam Agreement and the treaties
of peace, had submitted a draft resolution for the simul-
taneous admission of fourteen States (A/AC.72/1L.2).
The proof that it had not been guided by its approval
or disapproval of the political and economic régimes
of the applicants it supported was that most of them
were capitalist States and some did not even maintain
diplomatic relations with the USSR. Nevertheless, the
Peruvian representative had opposed the USSR draft
resolution with arguments often refuted, most recently
in the Special Committee, namely that the definite ex-
clusion of certain States not mentioned in that draft
resolution constituted a moral danger and that there
was a risk of overlooking certain legal principles which
must not be ignored. The Egyptian representative on
the Special Committee had, however, stated that what
was really immoral was to keep applicants waiting,
not because they were not qualified, but because of
ideological differences between two groups of States,
while the same representative and the Philippine rep-
resentative had demonstrated that nothing in the Charter
prohibited simultaneous admission, and that, therefore,
admission en bloc infringed no legal rule.

6. The USSR draft resolution contained the only fair
and constructive solution of the problem in present
circumstances and should be adopted without delay. It
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had obtained more and more support, so much so that
at the General Assembly’s sixth session the majority
of Member States had declared their readiness to en-
dorse it. Developments since then had brought out the
harmful effects of unilateral pressure in so delicate a
problem.

7. The presence of the fourteen States named in the
USSR text would strengthen the authority of the
United Nations and contribute to a peaceful settlement
of European problems. Their co-operation within the
United Nations would unquestionably lessen interna-
tional tension. Czechoslovakia hoped that the United
Nations, in conformitiy with the principles on which
it was based and in accordance with the aspirations
of all those in the Organization who sought an instru-
ment for the developmeat of friendly international re-
lations and the maintenance of peace, would accede to
the request of all fourteen applicant States.

8. Mr. KIANG (China) observed that the main con-
clusions of the Special Committee were that the una-
nimity rule in the Security Council applied to applica-
tions for membership and that Article 4 precluded the
General Assembly from admitting any State to member-
ship without a favourable recommendation from the
Security Council. The International Court of Justice, in
its advisory opinion of 1950,! had also upheld the need
for such a recommendation as a prerequisite to a decision
by the Assembly. China fully shared those views.

9. A distinction must be made between the existence
of the right of veto and the use of that right. The seven-
year deadlock on the admission of new Members was
to be attributed to the misuse of the veto by one of the
permanent members of the Security Council, which
up. to September 1952 had exercised it on applications
for membership no less than twenty-seven times, where-
as each of the fourteen applicants had obtained more
than the seven affirmative votes required, including
those of the four other permanent members.

10. China favoured a liberal interpretation of the pro-
visions of the Charter on admission to membership
and had supported the applications of ail States which,
in its view, would strengthen the unity of the free world.
It had supported the Assembly’s recommendation (res-
olution 296 K (IV)) that the permanent members of
the:Security. Council should agree among themselves
to refrain from exercising the veto on applications for
membership. ‘China, for its part, was in favour of a
liberal interpretation of the provisions of the Charter
relating to the admission of new Members. In the case
of an applicant State whose qualifications gave rise to
some legitimate doubt, his delegation would be inclined
to exercise its discretion so as to give such a State
the benefit of the doubt.

11.  His delegation would vote in favour of the Peru-
vian draft resolution (A/AC.72/L.1/Rev.l), because
it took full account of the findings of the Special Com-
mittee and aimed at a political solution, while fully
recognizing the moral and legal basis of Article 4 of
the Charter. Moreover, it placed in its proper perspec-
tive Article 2, paragraph 5, upon which the United
States representative had so ably commented. None of
the five applicants sponsored by the USSR could be
said to have fulfilled that requirement during the action
taken by the United Nations for the suppression of
the communist aggression in Korea,

1 See Competence of Assembly vegarding admission to the
United Nations, Advisory Opindon: 1. U, J. Reports 1950, p. 4.

12. The Chinese delegation would vote against the
USSR draft resolution, first, because it was at variance
with the provisions of the Charter and the advisory
opinion of the International Court of Justice delivered
in 1948% and, secondly, because it excluded five qualify-
ing States, Japan, the Republic of Korea and the three
associated States of Indo-China, whose applications
China had supported in the Security Council. On the
other hand, the draft resolution advocated the admis-
sion of the Mongolian People’s Republic which it would
he purely fictitious to describe as a State.

13. It could not be said that the principle of universal-
ity of the United Nations was recognized in the Charter
to the fullest extent. Otherwise no distinction would
have been made between “original” Members and other
Members. The maintenance of peace and security,
not universality, had been the Organization’s primary
objective from its inception. Articles 4, 5 and 6 all
pointed to natural limitations on the universality of
the United Nations, so that the Charter did not permit
the achievement of mechanical universality at the ex-
pense of the essential qualifications for membership.

14. Mr. ENGEN (Norway) complimented the Peru-
vian representative upon his devotion to the interests
of the Organization and upon his unshakable optimism.
His draft resolution was realistic in that it sought to
put an end to the deadlock by negotiation among the
members of the Security Council, and it was modest
in that it gave no grounds for unjustified expectations.
An understanding within the Council was the ‘only
way to banish the intolerable and depressing’ spectacle
of a score of countries waiting for the Members of the
United Nations to make up their minds. The Peruvian
draft resolution merited unanimous support and would
certainly have that of Norway. '

15. The need was urgent to reconsider the restrictive
interpretation of Article 4 which was debarring a num-
her of States from membership. A comparison of the
States awaiting admission with those already Mem-
bers would show that both categories exhibited an. equal
variety of political régimes, levels of social develop-
ment and records in international relations. Article 4
should be interpreted in a manner that was consistent
with the present membership of the United Nations.
He merely put forward that suggestion as indicating
an area in which possibilities of understanding could be
explored. '

16. The USSR draft resolution did not at . present
offer a way out of the stalemate. Nevertheless, as the
United Kingdom representative had stated, nothing in
the Charter should prevent an agreed political solution
if Members were willing to seek such a solution under
the terms of the Charter. Moreover, the same repre-
sentative had been right in suggesting that the USSR
draft resolution was not the only possible political
solution. It was not the device of simultaneous admis-
sion that militated against the draft resolution. There
was nothing either in the International Court’s advisory
opinion or in the Charter to prevent it. What the Court
had deemed inadmissible was that a Member should
make its vote for admission of one State conditional
upon the admission of another. That was why Norway
recognized that the USSR draft resolution at present
provided no solution, It did, however, indicate the
direction in which a possible future solution might he

2 See Admission of a State to the United Nations (Charter,
Art d). Advisory Opinion: 1. C. J. Reports 1948, p. 57.
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found.” Consequently, consistent with its attitude to
similar proposals in the past, Norway would vote in
favour of the USSR draft resolution. It was, at any
rate, the only concrete proposal from one of the per-
manent members of the Security Council, the group
which bore a special responsibility for finding ways of
breaking the deadlock. Norway considered that all pos-
sibilities, however meagre, should be explored.

17. Mr. TJONDRONEGORO (Indonesia) said that
the problem had been very carefully studied by the
Special Committee, whose report (A/2400) indicated
that the chief difficulty was again that of finding a
criterion which would be applicable to requests for
admission and which would both be in conformity with
the principles of the Charter and acceptable to all the
permanent members of the Security Council. The prob-
lem was generally accepted to be a political rather than
a legal one, yet a great effort had been made, in all
sincerity, to break the deadlock by mere legal arguments
with the object of interpreting Article 27 of the Charter
in such a way as to circumvent the right of veto in
respect of the admission of new Members. Other sound,
legal arguments had supported as correct the procedure
followed by the Security Council in accordance with
Article 27.

18. In his delegation’s opinion, however, the real prob-
lem lay not in Article 27 hut in Article 4, and not in
the legal but in the political aspects of the latter article,
as had been recognized in the Special Committee. Many
speakers had pointed out the political character of the
issue and had agreed that the fundamental difficulty
was due to the deep disagreement, not to say distrust,
existing between the great Powers. That ideological
conflict had been a heavy liability in the quest for peace,
and the need for a change of atmosphere had been
rightly mentioned by many representatives. The dead-
lock on the admission of new Members could only be
broken by removing the problem from the realm of ideo-
logical controversy and by approaching it impartially
and without prejudice.

19. 1t was contrary to the spirit of the Charter—the
Egyptian representative in the Special Committee had
even called it immoral—to keep applicants waiting for
admission not because of their lack of qualifications
but because of ideological differences existing between
the great Powers. If that situation were to persist, the
Organization would lose in prestige and dignity.

20. Although the Preamble to the Charter said that
the United Nations were determined “to practice toler-
ance and live together in peace with one another as
good neighbours” and “to employ international ma-
chinery for the promotion of the economic and social
advancement of all peoples”, many countries and hun-
dreds of millions of people were still excluded from
the Organization. The requirements of Article 4 were
simple enough; to be peace-loving, to accept the obliga-
tions in the Charter, and to be able and willing to carry
them out.

21. That apparent simplicity left room, however, for
arbitrary interpretation, partly because the term “peace-
loving” had lost much of its true significance. It had
originally been used by the authors of the Charter in
the context of the war against the Axis, and been in-
tended to apply to themselves, the supporters of the
Axis being deemed unfit to join the United Nations.
That clear-cut yardstick, fashioned subjectively by the
political exigencies of 1945, was no longer so useful

today. The world picture had radically changed—in
some respects for the worse, as demonstrated by the
gulf dividing the former Allies—but the rigid political
conception of 1945 had given way to more liberal rela-
tions between States. New nations and new States had
arisen and governments had been replaced. The world
had to be accepted as it was today, and the fight for
peace was no longer the concern of the original Mem-
bers of the United Nations but of the whole world.
At the present time all nations were dedicated to the
common cause of peace, though the paths leading to it
might differ. Even concepts of peace might differ, but
the United Nations existed to harmonize action for
peace and to solve differences on the method of its
achievement. Those differences did not affect the ac-
ceptance by all nations, whether Members or not, of
the principles of the United Nations Charter as the
universal guide towards peace. Thus the United Na-
tions had grown in stature since 1945 and had become
the universally accepted instrument of peace. To foster
that growth it was essential that all nations should par-
ticipate in its work. The continued exclusion of States,
although not less peace-loving than existing Members,
all of whom were “peace-loving” by definition, in the
terms of Article 4, might cause them to lose faith in
the Organization and the present Members would have
to bear the responsibility.

22.  All applicants whose existence as States was rec-
ognized and who had sincerely expressed their ad-
herence to the principles and obligations of the Charter
should therefore be regarded as fulfilling the require-
ments of Article 4. Not to do so would be presumptuous,
for present Members had no monopoly of the concern
for peace. Certain statements made by Mr. Dulles in his
book War and Peace and in his speech on 17 September
(434th plenary meeting) also seemed to support that
view.

23. The Indonesian delegation would therefore accept
all the fourteen States mentioned in the USSR draft
resolution as complying with Article 4 of the Charter.
In its view, whether they were admitted simultaneously
or not was a procedural matter, but it did not wish to
regard that proposal as a kind of bargain, but only as
the practical solution of a protracted deadlock. Simul-
taneous admission had been accepted in the past with-
out infringing the Charter, as pointed out in annex 7
of the Special Committee’s report.

24. The Indonesian delegation could not in principle
be opposed to the Peruvian draft resolution, for a com-
mittee of good offices might be very useful, on the under-
standing that its task would be one of mediation for
the purpose of finding a generally acceptable inter-
pretation of Article 4. Since the exact function of the
proposed committee had been variously interpreted, it
would be useful to give it a clear directive on the way
in which it should set to work to break the deadlock
on the application of Article 4.

25. U MYINT THEIN (Burma) said that after
much arduous and earnest labour the Special Com-
mittee had prepared a very comprehensive report, How-
ever, as had been anticipated, it contained no recom-
mendations and indicated that a solution was not in
sight, although it very ably summarized the legal and
factual position.

26. Other representatives on the Committee had
reiterated their interpretation of the legal position, but
Burma would bow to the advisory opinion of the In-
ternational Court of Justice, not only because it agreed
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with that opinion but because it felt that a decision
must be achieved at some stage.

27. Certain representatives had stated that the present
impasse was due solely to the Soviet Union’s uncom-
promising attitude. In fact, the record of the first open
contest for membership in 1946 showed that Albania
and the Mongolian People’s Republic had then been
voted down by the United States, the United Kingdom
and the Netherlands; Jordan and Portugal by the
USSR and Poland; and Ireland by the USSR alone.
Subsequently, Afghanistan, Iceland, Sweden, Thailand,
Pakistan, Yemen, Burma, Israel and Indonesia had
been admitted without opposition and without use of
the veto by the Soviet Union. After 1950, however,
the principle of universality had been completely
ignored.

28. It was true that the USSR had been using the
veto, but it should be remembered that since 1951 the
USSR had been one among eleven. The other great
Powers had had sufficient support from like-minded
Members to prevent a Soviet-sponsored applicant from
receiving the necessary majority, thus avoiding the in-
dividual use of the veto. It might therefore be said that,
owing to the force of circumstances, the USSR was
using the right of veto defensively, and that any other
great Power might do the same if it found itself similarly
isolated. The frustrating and deplorable aspect of the
matter was that applicants were being kept out not
because they lacked the necessary qualifications but
because they were the candidates of the other side.
The sconer a way out of the #mpasse was found, the
better it would be for the United Nations and the world
in-general, and his delegation, believing in the prin-
ciple -of universality, would vote for the USSR draft
resolution even if it savoured of a “package deal”,
In spite of Burma’s sufferings during the war, it would
have found it more satisfactory if Japan had been in-
cluded in the list.

29. His delegation would also support the Peruvian
draft resolution, in the hope that the time would come
when a committee of good offices such as that proposed
in it would prove useful.

30.  The respective attitudes of the United States and
the USSR in 1946 had been summarized in a passage
in the Secretary-General’s memorandum on the his-
torical background of the question on the admission of
new Members (A/AC.64/1..1). The United States of
America had then been in favour of admitting all the
applicant countries so as to achieve universality of mem-
bership more quickly, The USSR was opposed to whole-
sale admission. The whirligig of time, however, had
made those countries reverse their positions. The delega-
tion of Burma hoped that with even the slight détente
the great Powers would find it possible to be magnani-
mous.

31, Mr. ARDALAN (Iran) referred to the previous
discussions in the First Committee of the General As-
sembly and the former 4d Hoc Political Committee set
up at the seventh session and reviewed briefly the his-
tory of the problem which also formed the subject of
the Secretary-General’s memorandum (A/AC64/L.1).
It followed that there could be no obscure points out-
standing. While congratulating the officers and mem-
hers of the Special Committee, he regretted that India,
the USSR and Czechoslovakia had not been represented
on it. *-* ‘

32, The suggestions contained in the Special Com-
mittee’s report fell into two groups, the one containing

the Peruvian and the joint draft resolutions, Argentine
amendment and the Cuban explanatory memorandum,
and the other the Argentine proposal and the explana-
tory memorandum by Egypt and the Philippines. The
draft resolutions submitted by the Central and South
American countries were based on the view that the
impasse arose from the Security Council’s interpreta-
tion of Article 27. In their opinion, the admission of
new Members should be regarded as a procedural
matter; the Assembly would make the final decision
and bore the final responsibility. His delegation was
convinced that the desire of those countries for uni-
versality was genuine but considered that due weight
should be given to the legal arguments in favour of
the Security Council’s point of view, summarized by
the South African representative at the 3rd meeting:
namely, that the admission of new Members had on
each occasion been regarded as a matter of substance.

33. In view of those deep divergencies of opinion it
would be well to avoid a hasty decision which might
only create new difficulties. That might have been the
Special Committee’s object in refraining from submit-
ting any positive recommendations, though it was re-
grettable that it had not succeeded in finding a solution
for a problem that affected so profoundly the prestige
of the United Nations.

34, His delegation was convinced that, with all due
allowance for the provisions and reservations of Article 4
of the Charter, Chapter I was so drafted as to make it
clear that the purposes and principles of the Charter
were based on the rule of universality, The great
Powers, who were chiefly responsible for maintaining
peace and security, must respect those principles. Un-
tortunately, their present divergencies had made it im-
possible to solve the problem of the admission of new
Members, a question that affected the very basis of the
Organization. Some of the applicants had made great
contributions to civilization, yet the Organization was
deprived of their co-operation, as well as of new ideas
that might help to settle its difficulties.

35. Some way of breaking the deadlock must therefore
be found, and previous statements had indicated that it
could only be found in the form of an understanding
among the permanent members of the Security Council.
36. - The Peruvian draft resolution would help to create
an atmosphere of understanding and the Iranian delega-
tion would accordingly vote for it.

37. On the USSR draft resolution, his delegation’s
attitude was the same it had been the preceding year
on a similar Polish draft resolution (A/AC.61/1.35/
Rev.1); it would have supported the latter had it been
broader in scope. It would therefore abstain in the vote
on the Soviet Union draft resolution. '

38 Mr. ESENBEL (Turkey) considered that the
main questions before the Committee were, first, whether
the admission of a State could be the subject of a veto
in the Security Council, and secondly, whether the veto
of a permanent member of the Security Council could
prevent a State from being admitted to membership.

39. Article 4, paragraph 1, of the Charter stated that
membership in the United Nations was open to all
peace-loving states which accepted the obligations con-
tained in the Charter and which, in the judgment of the
Organization, were able and willing to carry out those
obligations. His delegation was inclined to think that the
words “judgment of the Organization” implied that both
the Security Council and the General Assembly were
concerned in making that judgment. If the intention
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had been to recognize the competence of the General
Assembly or of the Security Council alone, the Charter
would have said so.

40. Article 4, Paragraph 2, of the Charter provided
that the admission of any State to membership in the
United Nations would be effected by a decision of the
General Assembly upon the recommendation of the
Security Council. That phrase implied that the Security
Council must weigh the evidence and make a recom-
mendation to the General Assembly which would then
decide freely on the question of admission. It was true
that the Security Council had a special and important
function, but that special function related only to ques-
tions of international peace and security. The Council
might be considered equal to the Assembly but there
was nothing in the Charter to suggest that it should be
regarded as superior to the Assembly.

41. His delegation took the view that recognition of
the use of the veto on questions such as admission to
membership would amount to an admission that the
power of decision vested in the General Assembly was
primarily concentrated in the hands of the Security
Council ; but if that were the case, the Charter would
not have stipulated that the General Assembly should
decide on matters relating to membership.

42. Such a use of the veto did not seem to be com-
patible with either the spirit or the letter of the Charter,
and it was regrettable that the Security Council had not
taken into consideration the recommendation of the In-
terim Committee of 15 July 1948 that the admission of
new Members should be governed by a procedural vote?

43. The argument that the International Court of
Justice had decided that a recommendation by the
Security Council was necessary before the Assembly
could decide on questions of membership might be
countered by the contention that the Court had nowhere
stated that the unanimous vote of the five permanent
members of the Security Council was required.

44, 1t had been stated that the list in paragraph 1 of
the statement! by the four sponsoring governments on
voting procedure in the Security Council made at San
Franeisco was not exhaustive and that the admission
of new members would therefore come into the category
of matters on which decisions of the Security Council
were subject to veto. But it could equally well be
argued that the second list in that statement was like-
wise not exhaustive and that the question of new admis-
sions would therefore be governed by a procedural vote.
His delegation had great doubts about the applicability
of the unanimity rule to matters relating to membership
of the United Nations.

45. Clearly, the problem was primarily political, but
the Peruvian, Central American and Argentine pro-
posals introduced during the previous session were
worthy of earnest consideration and might become the
basis of a juridical solution if the political approach
failed. His delegation would support the Peruvian draft
resolution but would, as it had done in the past, vote
against the USSR draft resolution, which ignored the
principle that each application for admission should be
examined separately.

46. Mr. ASTAPENKO (Byelorussian Soviet Social-
ist Republic) reiterated his delegation’s view that the

3 See Official Records of the General Assembly, Third Ses-
sions, Supplement No. 10,

¢ See United Nations Conference on Imternational Orgomisa-
tion, TTL/1/737 (1), - -

question of the admission of new members could and
must be decided on the basis of observance of the condi-
tions and procedures laid down in the Charter, The
opponents of the principle of unanimity'in the Security
Council had claimed that that principle was not applic-
able since the question of admission to membership was
a procedural matter. They had now raised the question
of revising the Charter, their object being to abolish the
principle of unanimity of the five permanent members
of the Security Council, a principle that precluded the
use of the United Nations main organ by one group
of members as a tool in their policy directed against
other States.

47. It was clear that the USSR was not to blame for
the anomalous position which had arisen with regard to
the admission of new members. The demand by the
USSR that the principle of unanimity should be applied
in that matter was designed solely to protect the peoples’
democracies against hostile policies and to ensure that
the requirements of the Charter were observed in con-
nexion with the admission of new Members. The various
proposals made by the Soviet Union showed that that
country’s attitude was correct and was consistent with
the Charter and with the principles of the equality of all
States and equal treatment for all applicants for admis-
sion.

48. The stalemate that had arisen was due to the
fact that some Members wished to ignore the provisions
of the Charter and were endeavouring to gain admission
only for candidates who found favour in their eyes while
waging a campaign of slanderous inventions against
those applicants of whose political ssytems they did not
approve. That policy had been responsible for the re-
fusal of admission to democratic, peace-loving States
such as Albania, the Mongolian People’s Republic, Bul-
garia, Hungary and Romania, all of which had made
valuable contributions to victory in the Second World
War and were “peace-loving” States, The United States
was endeavouring to restrict admission to potential mili-
tary allies and to those who agreed with its policies, It
would be possible to maintain valid, and not merely
imaginary, accusations against many of the States whose
applications were favoured by the United States, By
advancing unfounded arguments which were at variance
with the Charter against the admission of the five States
he had mentioned, the United States was blocking the
admission of the other nine applicants.

49. The objections to the USSR proposal for the
simultaneous admission of fourteen states were without
any basis. The Security Council resolution in document
S/177 and General Assembly resolution 34 (I) con-
cerning the admission of Afghanistan, Iceland and
Sweden showed that the Charter did not rule out such
a procedure. Moreover, the applications of the fourteen
States had been considered individually on several oc-
casions. Consequently, the USSR draft resolution did
not violate the principle of the individual consideration
of all applications; it made no innovation in the pro-
cedure for considering such applications and was in com-
plete conformity with the Charter.

50. The history of the question of the admission of
new Members showed that some States had made re-
peated attempts to circunmvent the provisions of the
Charter ; the matter had been brought before the Inter-
national Court of Justice and various committees es-
tablished, despite the objections of his delegation, in an
attempt to complicate the issue and to postpone a deci-
SR - :
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51. The question required no further study. A decision
could be taken immediately on the basis of the USSR
draft resolution, which commanded wide support and
had the approval of the peoples of the world; if the
General Assembly adopted that draft resolution it would

decide, once and for all, one of the most important
questions before it and would thus make a valuable con-
tribution to the lessening of international tension and the
strengthening of peace and security.

The meeting rose at 12.45 p.m.

Printed in U.S.A.
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