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I am delighted to learn that Muktadhara Foundation and the NRB Worldwide Inc in New 
York are going to publish a commemorative book on the occasion of the 'Bangladeshi Immigrant 
Day' and 'Bangladesh Trade Fair 2019'.

Father of the Nation Bangabandhu Sheikh Mujibur Rahman was a visionary leader and 
architect of our independence. He led the nation at every struggle and democratic movement 
including the historic Language Movement in 1952. Bangabandhu had given all out e�orts in 
acquiring the due recognition of Bangla language both at national and international level. In 1972, 
Bangla was included in the constitution as state language.

On September 25. 1974 Bangabandhu delivered his maiden speech at the United Nations 
General Assembly (UNGA) in Bangla. It was a historical event for Bangali nation. With his speech 
Bangabandhu established the dignity of 'Bangla'  at international arena. �is year, on 27th February 
the New York State Senate adopted a resolution declaring 25th September as 'Bangladeshi 
Immigrant Day'. Celebrating 'Bangladeshi Immigrant Day' on every 25th September will be a great 
way to respect and honor the memories of the Father of the Nation's �rst speech in UNGA.

I thank the New York State Senate and Muktadhara Foundation for their noble endeavour 
to recognize Father of the Nation Bangabandhu Sheikh Mujibur Rahman's �rst Bangla speech at 
the United Nations General Assembly. I urge the countrymen from home and abroad to follow the 
path shown by the Father of the Nation and transform Bangladesh into a prosperous and developed 
country.

I wish the endeavor of Muktadhara Foundation & NRB Worldwide a grand success.

Khoda Hafez, May Bangladesh Live Forever

Md. Abdul Hamid

PRESIDENT
PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF BANGLADESH

BANGABHABAN, DHAKA

MESSAGE

12 Ashwin 1426
27 September 2019
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Father of the Nation of Bangladesh
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MESSAGE

PRIME MINISTER
GOVERNMENT OF PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF

BANGLDESH

3 Ashwin 1426
18 September 2019

I am happy to know that 'Bangladeshi Immigrant Day' is going to be celebrated on 27-29 
September 2019 in New York, USA.

�e New York State Senate has declared 25 September as Bangladeshi Immigrant Day to 
recognize the greatest Bangalee of all times, Father of the Nation Bangabandhu Sheikh 
Mujibur Rahman's �rst Bangla speech delivered at the United Nations on the day in 1974. 
In this regard, I recall with deep gratitude Bangabandhu Sheikh Mujibur Rahman, the �rst 
Bangalee, who made history by internationalizing Bangla language.

I recollect the historic moment when the Father of the Nation in his maiden speech at the 
UNGA rea�rmed, in Bangla, the Bangalee Nation's unwavering commitment to the 
principles and purposes of the UN. Guided by Bangabandhu's foreign policy principle- 
'Friendship to all, malice to none'- Bangladesh has consistently been promoting peace, 
tolerance, non-violence and human development at the UN and beyond.

�e non-resident Bangladeshis have been making important contributions for the overall 
development of Bangladesh. I believe that 'Bangladesh Immigrant Day' will help strengthen 
bonding among the people of two friendly countries.

I wish 'Bangladeshi Immigrant Day' a grand success.

Joi Bangla, Joi Bangabandhu
May Bangladesh Live Forever

Sheikh Hasina
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It is a great pleasure to learn that NRB Worldwide Inc. is organizing ‘Bangladeshi Immigrant Day in 
New York on 27-29 September, 2019.

I deeply appreciate the commendable role of the organizers to hold the great event in observance of the 
declaration of Bangladeshi Immigrant Day by the New York Senate. I also thank New York State Senate 
as well as Muktadhara Foundation for their initiative to recognize the �rst speech of our Father of the 
Nation Bangabandhu Sheikh Mujibur Rahman delivered in Bangla at the United Nations in September 
1974. In this regard, we, with utmost admiration remember our Father of the Nation, the �rst Bengalee 
who made a history by internationalizing Bangla Language.

Father of the Nation Bangabandhu Sheikh Mujibur Rahman dedicated his whole-life for the service of 
his people. �roughout his life he struggled for establishing a “Sonar Bangla”-a golden Bengal of peace 
and stability. Following his footprint, his able daughter Hon'ble Prime Minister Sheikh Hasina has been 
successfully steering the country on the “Pathway to Prosperity.” Her Vision 2021 and the Vision 2041 
towards transforming the country into a Middle-income and a Developed country by 2021 and 2041 
respectively have registered successful outcomes. Today Bangladesh is globally acclaimed as a role model 
for Development. Our annual GDP growth rate has increased from 4.5 percent in 2006 to 8.13%. 
Below poverty level decreased almost half with a reduction from 42 percent in 2006 to 21.3 in 2018. 
We have elevated ourselves from the status of an LDC to that of a lower middle income country.

On this spectacular journey, the Non-Resident Bangladeshis are making important contributions 
towards the overall development of Bangladesh. I hope that their e�ort will further be extended for the 
development process of our Motherland.

I wish the event all the success.

Joy Bangla, Joy Bangabandhu.

(Dr. A. K. Abdul Momen, MP)

MESSAGE

ciivóª gš¿x

Foreign Minister
Government of the

People’s republic of Bangladesh
Dhaka
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It is a great pleasure to learn that ‘Bangladeshi Immigrant Day and Bangladesh Trade Fair is going to be 
organized by NRB Worldwide Inc. in New York on September, 2019.

I deeply appreciate the commendable role of the organizers to hold the signi�cant event in observance 
of the declaration of Bangladesh Immigrant Day by the New York Senate. I also thank New York Senate 
& Muktadhara Foundation for their kind initiative to recognize our Father of the Nation Bangabandhu 
Sheikh Mujibur Rahman's �rst Bangla speech delivered at the United Nations in September 1974. In 
this regard we, with utmost admiration remember our Father of the Nation, the �rst Bangalee who made 
history by internationalizing Bangla Language.

I am happy to learn that Bangladesh Immigrant Day & Bangladesh Trade Fair 2019 is going to be held 
in 27-29 September 2019 in New York, USA. I heartily congratulate the organizer of this event, NRB 
Worldwide Inc, A member of Grater New York Chamber of Commerce associated Muktadhara New 
York Inc. for their diligent e�ort to introduce the contribution and status of Bangladeshi business, 
Bengali language and culture as well.

I believe that the convention will create an ample scope for the participants for reciprocal 
communication and developing the business relation in the context of competitive global trade. It is very 
encouraging that the festival this year will showcase the glorious tradition and remarkable achievements 
of Bangladesh. E-trade fair will also create the opportunity of showcasing our own products and build 
pro table new business relationships among the participants. e overseas Bangladeshis will have an 
opportunity to get acquaintance with the recent innovations and products of Bangladesh.

I �rmly believe that the Bangladesh Trade Fair will make a bridge between all the Bengali immigrants 
around the world. I wish the Bangladeshi Immigrant Day and Bangladesh Trade Fair-2019' a great 
success.

Joy Bangla, Joy Bangabondhu.

          Tipu Munshi, MP

MESSAGE

Tipu Munshi, MP
Commerce Minister
Government of the

People’s republic of Bangladesh

Date: 15 September 2019
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It is indeed a great honor and a matter of prestige that the U.S. Senate has recently passed a Resolution 
(No. 322) proclaiming September 25, 2019, as Bangladeshi Immigrant Day in the State of New York 
commemorating the Father of the Nation Bangabandhu Sheikh Mujibur Rahman's historical maiden 
speech in Bengali language in the General Assembly of the United Nations on 25 September 1974. �e 
observance of the Day, as enunciated in the Resolution, would truly be a recognition to the 
accomplishments of the Bangalee people around the globe as well as to their supreme sacri�ce in the War 
of Liberation in 1971. �e proclamation will also enhance the pro�le of cultural diversity and 
strengthen the fabric of the communities living side by side in New York State.

I am pleased that the Muktadhara Foundation is celebrating the Bangladeshi Immigrant Day, and 
organizing the Bangladesh Trade Fair during 27-29 September 2019 in Jackson Heights, New York. I 
appreciate the e�orts of the Muktadhara Foundation for hosting multicultural events in New York 
through trade and book fairs and cultural events. Such ventures in a place far away from the motherland 
help build bridges among peoples and cultures and reduce the divergences among generations.

New York is a magical place, that shines as a beacon of freedom and opportunity to many who have 
come together from di�erent parts of the world. People from diverse societal and cultural backgrounds 
have created a cosmopolitan society where di�erent cultures exist side by side creating a beautiful 
tapestry of cultural vibrance. �e Bangladesh diaspora has also blended in this intrinsic artistry.

It is fortunate for me to be a part of this event through this message. I wish all success to the Bangladeshi 
Immigrant Day as well as to the Bangladesh Trade Fair.

         (Mohammad Ziauddin)

MESSAGE

EMBASSY OF THE
People’s Republic of Bangladesh
3510 International Drive, NW

Washington, D.C. 20008
Phone: (202) 244-2745

Fax: (202) 244-2771
E-mai l : mission.washington@mofa.gov.bd

Ambassador



GLOBAL BUSINESS | 09

 

 

THE CITY OF NEW YORK 
OFFICE OF THE COMPTROLLER  

SCOTT M. STRINGER  

MUNICIPAL BUILDING    •    1 CENTRE STREET,  5TH Floor   •    NEW YORK,  NY 10007  
PHONE:  (212) 669-3500   •   @NYCCOMPTROLLER 

WWW.COMPTROLLER.NYC.GOV 

 
September 27, 2019 
 
Muktadhara Foundation  
37-69th Street, #2 
Jackson Heights, NY 11372 
 
Dear Friends, 
 
It is my pleasure to extend best wishes to all attending the Muktadhara Foundation’s Bangladeshi 
Immigrant Day Parade 2019. 
 
For years, the Muktadhara Foundation has been devoted to promoting and preserving Bangla 
culture in our City and across the country. The Muktadhara Foundation is committed to 
highlighting Bangladesh’s rich history and traditions by hosting fairs, events and celebrations. 
Today’s Bangaldeshi Immigrant Day Parade honors the accomplishments of the hardworking 
Bangladeshi immigrants that add to the diverse fabric of New York City. This parade is an 
outstanding representation of the heritage and contributions of Bangladeshi New Yorkers.  
 
Thank you to Muktadhara Foundation for bringing us together today to celebrate community and 
service. Please accept my best wishes for continued success. 
  
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Scott M. Stringer 
New York City Comptroller 
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I am very much pleased to know that an spectacular Event by name “NRB Global Convention & 
Bangladesh Trade Fair-2019” coinciding with an Investment Seminar is going to be held in New York 
City on 27-29 September 2019.

�is is taking place once again at a time when Bangladesh is eagerly waiting for celebration of the birth 
centenary of Father of the Nation Bangabandhu Sheikh Mujibur Rahman- the greatest son of the soil. 
�e March 17 deadline next year is not very far and ahead of that great occasion “NRB Global 
Convention” once again will bring an opportunity to highlight Bengali heritage & culture and showcase 
the resounding achievements of Bangladesh in many areas. Bangladesh registered the fastest growth in 
the Asia-Paci�c economies comprised of 45 countries, according to Asian Development Bank (ADB). 
In FY2018-19, Bangladesh attained 7.9% growth which was fastest since 1974. I am convinced that this 
Event will open a new window of opportunity for introducing Bangladesh to the newest and fastest 
growing Bangladeshi immigrant community who currently number, I was told, more than three million. 
Bangladeshis are now serving as leaders in their newly-adopted communities - they rank among the best 
doctors, engineers, pharmacists, educators and business entrepreneurs. I am happy to note that 
Bangladeshi immigrants from almost all States are expected to join this Convention and major 
American chain stores are also expected to participate in the Event. �is will provide an opportunity to 
showcase their products to our community. I hope, this Event will particularly project the invaluable 
contribution that the expatriate Bangladeshis have made to the development of the country they live in. 
I congratulate Muktadhara New York Inc. for their unwavering support extended to the North 
American Bangalee diaspora as well as promote Bangladesh business, heritage and culture to the 
mainstream Americans.

I wish the “NRB Global Convention & Bangladesh Trade Fair 2019” a grand success.

(Mahbubur Rahman)
President
International Chamber of Commerce
Bangladesh

MESSAGE

Mahbubur Rahman
President
International Chamber of Commerce
Bangladesh
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I am happy to learn that Muktadhara Foundation Inc. New York is going to organize Bangladeshi 
Immigrant Day & Bangladesh Trade Fair-2019 which will be held in September 2019 at New York, 
USA. I heartily congratulate the organizer of this event, for their diligent e�ort to introduce the 
contribution and status of Bangladeshi business, Bengali Language and Culture as well.

I believe that the event will create ample scope for the participants for reciprocal communication and 
developing the business relations in the context of competitive global trade. It is very encouraging that 
the festival this year will highlights di�erent national issues like Bangabandhu’s Vision, Bangladeshi 
Immigration, Impact of Proposed US Tari� on China and opportunities for Bangladesh RMG sector for 
expansion, Legal Remittance Flow and Safe Investment in Bangladesh etc. Bangladesh Trade fair will 
open up the opportunity of showcasing own products and build pro�table new business relationships 
among the participants. �e Overseas Bangladeshis will have the great opportunity to get acquaintance 
of the recent innovations and products of Bangladesh. �is event also contributes for better 
inter-cultural understanding among various communities in the USA. I �rmly believe that the 
Immigrant Day and the Fair will make a bridge between all the Bengali Immigrants around the world. 

On behalf of the Federation of Bangladesh Chambers of Commerce and Industry (FBCCI), the apex 
trade body of Bangladesh, I hope the Convention and the Fair a Resounding Success.

 

(Sheikh F Fahim)
President
FBCCI

MESSAGE

Sheikh F Fahim
President

FBCCI

11 September 2019
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It is a moment of pride for us to reminisce that the Father of the Nation Bangabandhu Sheikh Mujibur 
Rahman, for the �rst time in its history, delivered a speech in Bangla at the General Assembly of the 
United Nations on 25th September 1974. In reorganization of this historic moment and 
commemorating of contribution of Non Resident Bangladeshis(NRBs) in the United States of America 
(USA) to boost US economic growth, the Senate of New York proclaimed that ‘Bangladeshi Immigrant 
Day' will be celebrated in New York on 25th September every year, which adds supremacy to 
Bangladesh as a nation.

I am delighted to know that Muktadhara Foundation Inc. based in New York, USA and sister 
organization of NRB Worldwide Inc., is planning to organize a groundbreaking event titled “NRB 
Global Convention & Bangladesh Trade Fair 2019" in New York to celebrate the auspicious occasion of 
Bangladeshi Immigrant Day (NRB Day).

New York is the home of the largest Bangladeshi Diaspora in the USA. I would like to extend my thanks 
to the Muktadhara Foundation Inc. for undertaking this commendable initiative. �is event will play a 
positive role in further deepening economic, social and cultural integration between Bangladeshi 
diaspora and diverse and cosmopolitan communities in USA.

�e Bangladeshis community in the USA contributes to the development of Bangladesh in many ways, 
especially by remitting Millions of Dollar in every year, exchanging technical knowledge. Today, 
Bangladesh is at the stage of graduating into a developing economy. Bangladesh stepped into higher 
growth trajectory, marking 8.13% economic growth. Based on consistent economic growth in recent 
years, Bangladesh emerges as the new economic frontier in Asia and development miracle to the world.

More engagement of Bangladeshi diaspora living in the USA is important to maintain the momentum 
of the accelerated economic growth of Bangladesh. Bangladesh o�ers stronger ecosystem for engaging 
Bangladeshi diaspora in reaping trade, business and investment opportunities in diverse socioeconomic 
fronts. I hope this event will be an e�ective platform to disseminate and share the economic success story 
of Bangladesh to the di�erent communities in USA and will open up more opportunities to connect 
Bangladeshi diaspora in the economic development journey of Bangladesh.

My heartiest congratulation goes to Bangladeshi diaspora living in the USA.

I wish a grand success of this event.

(Osama Taseer)
President

Dhaka Chamber of Commerce & Industry (DCCI)

MESSAGE

XvKv †P¤^vi Ae Kgvm© G¨vÛ BÛvw÷ª

Dhaka Chamber of Commerce & Industry
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From Editor’s Desk
Bangabandhu, a beacon of hope for mankind
Bangladesh became a member of the United Nations on 17 September, 1974. A week later, on 25 September, 
Bangabandhu Sheikh Mujibur Rahman delivered a speech at the 30th session of the UN General Assembly. In this 
meeting of nations, Bangabandhu spoke in Bangla. �is was the �rst time someone addressed the UN General 
Assembly in Bangla. 
For Bangladeshis this was a proud moment for their country and the language they so dearly love. With that speech 
a greater dream was born. Bangla is the sixth most widely spoken language in the world. Combining Bangladesh and 
India, over 250 million people speak in this language. Twenty-�ve years later, UNESCO, a specialized agency of the 
United Nations, declared 21 February as International Mother Language Day in clear recognition of the language 
movement in Bangladesh in 1952. In 2012, the United Nations General Assembly recognized the day. �is 
recognition accorded by the world body was deeply appreciated by Bangladesh and its people. After all, as the Father 
of the Nation himself had said, the United Nations is a meeting place for the entire world. Now demands are being 
made to make Bangla one of the o�cial languages of the United Nations.  
�e �ag of Bangladesh that Bangabandhu raised at the United Nations has now been raised at Capitol Hill, 
Washington DC and New York as well. �e state of New York has been celebrating International Mother Language 
day since 2001. �ey celebrate Bangladesh’s Independence Day as well. In 2018, the day Bangabandhu gave his 
speech at the United Nations, 25 September, was proclaimed as Bangladeshi Immigrant Day by New York State 
Senate signed into law by Governor Andrew Cuomo.  
We thank Muktadhara Foundation and New York State for this wonderful recognition. 
Forty-�ve years ago, a great leader man came to the United Nations and �rmly placed Bangladesh and the Bangla 
language on the world map. It is only natural that that day has now become an o�cial celebration in New York State. 
�e declaration of Bangladeshi Immigrant Day is actually a commemoration of the indelible mark that Bangabandhu 
had left behind. It is only �tting that the observance of the �rst Bangladeshi Immigrant Day coincides with the 100th 
anniversary of Bangabandhu’s birth.  
It feels strange that in the 1970s, it was just a few Bangladeshis who lived in the US. Now there are nearly 300,000 
Bengalis in New York alone. One can overhear people conversing in Bangla while riding buses and subways. Jackson 
Heights has become the heart of the Bengali community. Here the �ag of Bangladesh �ies high. How proud 
Bangabandhu would have been if he was around to see the progress Bangladeshis have made in just four decades.   
�e diplomatic journey that was launched on 25 September 1974 by Bangabandhu has earned great plaudits for 
Bangladesh in countries worldwide. Once free from the con�nes of Pakistani prisons, he went to Britain where he 
declared that Bangladesh had irrevocably separated itself from Pakistan. �ree years later, he appeared at the United 
Nations, taking Bangladesh’s rightful place in the world organization. �is was the culmination of a dream and a 
vision of the Father of the Nation. 
Less than a year later, on 15 August 1975, Bangabandhu was gunned down by a group of traitors. �ey even passed 
a law codifying that the crime of murder could not be prosecuted. 
Even though he left us so early, his vision lives on, inspiring Bangladesh to gain global recognition for its progressive 
policies at home and abroad. �e foreign policy that he advocated – friendship to all and malic e to none – is now 
the centrepiece of Bangladesh’s diplomatic triumphs at the United Nations and beyond. 
Of course, it all started with the speech that Bangabandhu delivered on 25 September 1974. It is no coincidence that 
another speech, delivered on 7 March 1971, had launched Bangladesh’s war of independence. It is �tting that UNESCO 
has recognized Bangabandhu’s speech on 7 March 1971 as a common treasure of the world community. It would be 
equally �tting if the speech made on 25 September 1974 is accorded similar recognition by the world body.  
Joy Bangla, Joy Bangabandhu 

(Bishawjit Saha)
Editor
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e½eÜy †kL gywReyi ingvb 

RvwZms‡Ni mvaviY cwil‡` 1974 

m‡bi 25 †m‡Þ¤^i GB HwZnvwmK 

fvlY cÖ`vb K‡ib| RvwZmsN mvaviY 

cwil‡` evsjv fvlvq cÖ`Ë fvl‡Yi 

m¤ú~Y© e³e¨ GB †jLvq Zz‡j aiv 

nj|

AvR GB gnvb cwil‡` Avcbv‡`i 

mvg‡b `y‡Uv K_v ejvi my‡hvM †c‡q 

wb‡R‡K fvM¨evb g‡b KiwQ| 

gvbeRvwZi GB gnvb cvj©v‡g‡›U 

evsjv‡`‡ki mv‡o mvZ †KvwU gvbyl 

cÖwZwbwaZ¡ jvf Kivq Avcbv‡`i g‡a¨ 

†h m‡šÍv‡li fve j¶ K‡iwQ, AvwgI 

Zvi Askx`vi| ev½vjx RvwZi Rb¨ 

GUv HwZnvwmK gyn~Z©| KviY Zvi 

AvZ¥wbqš¿‡Yi AwaKvi AR©‡bi msMÖvg 

AvR weivU mvd‡j¨ wPwýZ|

GKwU ¯^vaxb †`‡ki ¯^vaxb bvMwiK 

wnmv‡e gy³ I m¤§vbRbK Rxeb 

hvc‡bi AwaKv‡ii Rb¨ ev½vjx RvwZ 

eû kZvãx a‡i msMÖvg Pvwj‡q 

G‡m‡Q| Zviv †P‡q‡Q we‡k¦i mKj 

RvwZi mv‡_ kvwšÍ I †mŠnv‡`¨©i g‡a¨ 

emevm Ki‡Z|

RvwZmsN mb‡` †h gnvb Av`‡k©i 

K_v ejv n‡q‡Q Zv Avgv‡`i RbM‡Yi 

Av`k© Ges G Av`‡k©i Rb¨ Zviv Pig 

Z¨vM ¯^xKvi K‡i‡Q| Ggb GK 

wek¦-e¨e¯’v MV‡b ev½vjx RvwZ 

DrmM©xK…Z, †h e¨e¯’vq gvby‡li kvwšÍ 

I b¨vqwePvi jv‡fi AvKv•Lv 

cÖwZdwjZ n‡e Ges Avwg Rvwb 

Avgv‡`i G cÖwZÁv MÖn‡Yi g‡a¨ 

Avgv‡`i jv‡Lv jv‡Lv knx‡`i we‡`nx 

AvZ¥vi ¯§…wZ wbwnZ i‡q‡Q| Avgv‡`i 

Rb¨ we‡kl †mŠfv‡M¨i K_v, evsjv‡`k 

Ggb GK mg‡q RvwZms‡N cÖ‡ek 

K‡i‡Q, hLb GB cwil‡`i †cÖwm‡W›U 

c` AjsK…Z K‡i‡Qb Ggb GK gnvb 

e¨w³ whwb wQ‡jb GKRb mwµq gyw³ 

msMÖvgx|

kvwšÍ I b¨vqbxwZi msMÖvg

gvbbxq †cÖwm‡W›U, MZ eQi 

Avj‡Rwiqv‡m© AbywôZ †RvU wbi‡c¶ 

kxl© m‡¤§jb mdj K‡i †Zvjvi Kv‡R 

Avcbvi g~j¨evb Ae`v‡bi K_v ¯§iY 

KiwQ| hvu‡`i gnvb AvZ¥Z¨v‡M 

evsjv‡`k AvR RvwZms‡N ¯’vb jv‡f 

m¶g n‡q‡Q, GB my‡hv‡M Avwg Zvu‡`i 

Awfb›`b RvbvB| evsjv‡`‡ki gyw³ 

msMÖv‡g †hme †`k I RvwZ mg_©b 

Rvwb‡q‡Qb Avwg Zvu‡`i cÖwZI RvbvB 

Avgv‡`i AšÍ‡ii Mfxi K…ZÁZv| 

bejä ¯^vaxbZv msnZ Kivi Kv‡R 

hy×weaŸ¯Í †`k cybM©V‡b Ges 

RbM‡Yi Rb¨ AwaKZi Kj¨vYKi 

Kv‡R, P¨v‡jÄ MÖnY Kivi Kv‡R †hme 

†`k I RvwZ evsjv‡`k‡K mvnvh¨ 

K‡i‡Qb Avwg Zvu‡`iI evsjv‡`‡ki 

Rbmvavi‡Yi AvšÍwiK ab¨ev` †cŠu‡Q 

w`w”Q| evsjv‡`‡ki msMÖvg b¨vq I 

kvwšÍi Rb¨ mve©Rbxb msMÖv‡gi 

cÖZxK¯^iƒc| myZivs evsjv‡`k ïiæ 

†_‡K we‡k¦i wbcxwo‡Z RbM‡Yi cv‡k 

`vuov‡e GUvB ¯^vfvweK|

RvwZms‡Ni R‡b¥i ci Zvi GK 

PZy_©vsk kZvãxi AwfÁZvq †`Lv hvq 

†h, Zvi Av`k© ev¯Íevq‡b weivU evavi 

gy‡L Aweivg msMÖvg Pvjv‡Z n‡q‡Q| 

RvwZms‡Ni mb‡` †h AvZ¥wbqš¿Y 

AwaKv‡ii cÖwZkÖæwZ †`Iqv n‡qwQj, 

Zv AR©‡bi Rb¨ Gwkqv, Avwd«Kv I 

j¨vwUb Av‡gwiKvi jv‡Lv jv‡Lv gyw³ 

†mbvbx‡K AvZ¥vn~wZ w`‡Z n‡q‡Q| GB 

msMÖvg GL‡bv Pj‡Q| Mv‡qi †Rv‡i 

†e-AvBwbfv‡e GjvKv `Lj, RbM‡Yi 

b¨vqm½Z AwaKvi‡K bm¨vr Kivi 

Kv‡R kw³i e¨envi I eY©‰el‡g¨i 

weiæ‡× P‡j‡Q GB hy×| G hy× e¨_© 

nqwb| Avj‡Rwiqv, wf‡qZbvg, 

evsjv‡`k I wMwb wemvD-G weivU Rq 

AwR©Z n‡q‡Q| G Rq Øviv cÖgvwYZ 

n‡q‡Q †h BwZnvm RbM‡Yi c‡¶ I 

b¨v‡qi P~ovšÍ weRq AeavwiZ|

fwel¨‡Zi c_

c„w_exi eû ¯’v‡b Ab¨vq-AwePvi 

GL‡bv Pj‡Q| Avgv‡`i Avie 

fvB‡qiv GL‡bv jo‡Qb Zvu‡`i f~wg 

†_‡K Rei `LjKvix‡`i m¤ú~Y© 

D‡”Q‡`i Rb¨| c¨v‡j÷vBwb RbM‡Yi 

b¨vqm½Z RvZxq AwaKvi GL‡bv 

AwR©Z nq bvB| Dcwb‡ekev` 

D‡”Q‡`i cÖwµqv Z¡ivwš^Z n‡jI P~ovšÍ 

j‡¶¨ GL‡bv †cŠu‡Qwb| G K_v 

Avwd«Kvi Rb¨ Av‡iv `„pfv‡e mZ¨| 

†mLv‡b wR‡¤^vwe I bvwgweqvi RbMY 

RvZxq ¯^vaxbZv I Pig gyw³i Rb¨ 

P~ovšÍ msMÖv‡g GL‡bv e¨vc…Z| 

eY©‰elg¨ GB cwil‡` Pig Aciva 

e‡j wPwýZ nIqv m‡Ë¡I gvby‡li 

we‡eK‡K Zv GL‡bv aŸsm Ki‡Q| 

GKw`‡K Ab¨vq AwePv‡ii aviv‡K 

DrLv‡Zi msMÖvg, Ab¨w`‡K weivU 

P¨v‡jÄ Avgv‡`i mvg‡b| AvR we‡k¦i 

mKj RvwZ c_ †e‡Q †bqvi KwVb 

msMÖv‡gi m¤§yLxb| GB c_ evQvB 

Kivi cÖÁvi Dci wbf©i Ki‡Q 

Avgv‡`i fwel¨r| Abvnvi, `vwi`Ö, 

†eKviZ¡ I eyfy¶vi Zvobvq RR©wiZ, 

cvigvYweK hy‡×i Øviv m¤ú~Y© aŸsm 

nIqvi k¼vq wknwiZ wefxwlKvgq 

RM‡Zi w`‡K Avgiv G¸‡ev bv, 

Avgiv ZvKv‡ev Ggb GK c„w_exi 

w`‡K, †hLv‡b weÁvb I KvwiMwi 

Áv‡bi we¯§qKi AMÖMwZi hy‡M 

gvby‡li m„wó ¶gZv I weivU mvdj¨ 

Avgv‡`i Rb¨ GK k¼vgy³ DbœZ 

fwel¨r MV‡b m¶g| GB fwel¨r n‡e 

cvigvYweK hy‡×i Avk¼v †_‡K gy³| 

we‡k¦i mKj m¤ú` I KvwiMwi Áv‡bi 

myôy eÈ‡bi Øviv Ggb Kj¨v‡Yi Øvi 

Ly‡j †`Iqv hv‡e †hLv‡b cÖ‡Z¨K 

gvbyl myLx I m¤§vbRbK Rxe‡bi 

b~¨bZg wbðqZv jvf Ki‡e|

evsjv‡`‡ki eZ©gvb A_©‰bwZK Ae¯’v

mv¤cÖwZK Kv‡j †MvUv we‡k¦ †h 

A_©‰bwZK wech©q †`Lv w`‡q‡Q Zvi 

cwi‡cÖw¶‡Z GKwU b¨vqm½Z 

AvšÍR©vwZK A_©‰bwZK e¨e¯’v M‡o 

†Zvjvi Kv‡R Avgv‡`i Av‡iv Z¡wir 

e¨e¯’v MÖnY Kiv DwPZ| G eQ‡ii 

†Mvovi w`‡K AbywôZ GB cwil‡`i 

we‡kl Awa‡ek‡b we‡k¦i eZ©gvb 

¸iæZi A_©‰bwZK Ae¯’v m¤ú‡K© 

Av‡jvPbv n‡q‡Q| Avwg Ggb GKwU 

†`‡ki c¶ †_‡K K_v ejwQ, †h 

†`kwU eZ©gv‡b A_©‰bwZK `y‡h©v‡M 

¶wZMÖ¯’ †`k¸wji ZvwjKvi kxl©¯’v‡b 

i‡q‡Q| G ¶wZ KZUv ¸iæZi─ Avwg 

†m m¤ú‡K© wKQyUv Av‡jvKcvZ Ki‡Z 

PvB|

hy‡×i aŸsm¯‘‡ci DciB evsjv‡`‡ki 

Rb¥ n‡qwQj| Zvici †_‡K Avgiv 

G‡Ki ci GK cÖvK…wZK wech©‡qi 

m¤§yLxb n‡qwQ| me©‡kl Gev‡ii 

bRxiwenxb eb¨v| mv¤cÖwZK eb¨v 

wech©q KvwU‡q DVvi D‡Ï‡k¨ 

evsjv‡`‡ki cÖwZ mvnv‡h¨i nvZ 

evwo‡q †`Iqvi e¨vcv‡i mwµq e¨e¯’v 

MÖnY Kivi Rb¨ Avgiv RvwZmsN, 

mswkøó ms¯’vmg~n I †m‡µUvwi 

†Rbv‡i‡ji Kv‡Q K…ZÁ| 

Avj‡Rwiqvi †cÖwm‡W›U ey‡gw`b I 

ciivóªgš¿x ey‡Zwd¬Kv evsjv‡`‡ki 

mvnv‡h¨i Rb¨ †RvU wbi‡c¶ 

†`kmg~‡ni cÖwZ Av‡e`b Rvwb‡q‡Qb|

eÜy‡`kmg~n I gvbeKj¨vY 

ms¯’v¸‡jvi KvQ †_‡KI fv‡jvB mvov 

cvIqv hv‡”Q| cÖvK…wZK wech©q 

evsjv‡`‡ki AMÖMwZ ïay cÖwZnZ 

K‡iwb, †`‡k cÖvq `ywf©¶ Ae¯’vi m…wó 

n‡q‡Q| GKB m‡½ wek¦e¨vcx 

gy`ÖvùxwZi `iæY Avgv‡`i g‡Zv GKwU 

†`‡ki Rb¨ `vq cwi‡kv‡ai †¶‡Î 

†KvwU †KvwU UvKvi NvUwZi m…wó 

n‡q‡Q| Rbmvavi‡Yi Rxebavi‡Yi 

gvb wbQK †eu‡P _vKvi ch©vq †_‡KI 

bx‡P †b‡g †M‡Q| gv_vwcQy hv‡`i 

evwl©K Avq 100 Wjv‡iiI Kg Zv‡`i 

Ae¯’v Av‡iv †kvPbxq| wek¦¯^v¯’¨ 

ms¯’vi wnmve Abyhvqx †eu‡P _vKvi 

Rb¨ †h b¨~bZg Lv`¨ cÖ‡qvRb Zvi 

†_‡K Kg Lv`¨ †L‡q hviv †eu‡P wQj 

Zviv m¤ú~Y© Abvnv‡i w`b KvUv‡”Q| 

`wi`Ö Afvex †`k¸‡jvi fwel¨r 

m¤ú‡K© †h Avfvm †`Iqv n‡q‡Q Zv 

Av‡iv nZvkvRbK|

AvšÍR©vwZK A_©‰bwZK cwiw¯’wZ

µgvMZ g~j¨e…w×i d‡j Lv‡`¨i `vg 

Mwie †`k¸‡jvi µq¶gZvi evB‡i 

P‡j †M‡Q| Ab¨w`‡K abx I DbœZ 

†`k¸wj n‡”Q Lv‡`¨i g~j 

idZvwbKviK| K…wl hš¿cvwZ I 

DcKi‡Yi Am¤¢e `vg evovi d‡j 

Mwie †`k¸‡jvi Lv`¨ msMÖ‡ni †PóvI 

†Zgb mdj n‡Z cvi‡Q bv| wek¦e¨vcx 

gy`ÖvùxwZi d‡j Dbœqbkxj †`k¸‡jvi 

Dbœqb cwiKíbvi e¨q eû¸Y †e‡o 

†M‡Q| Zv‡`i wb‡R‡`i m¤ú` Kv‡R 

jvMv‡bvi kw³I n«vm †c‡q‡Q| 

B‡Zvg‡a¨B †hme †`k e¨vcK †eKvi 

mgm¨vq fyM‡Q Zviv Zv‡`i AwZ bMY¨ 

Dbœqb cwiKíbv¸‡jvI †K‡U †Qu‡U 

K‡jei †QvU Ki‡Z eva¨ n‡q‡Q| GB 

cwiKíbv¸‡jv ev¯ÍevwqZ n‡j gvÎ 

cvuP †_‡K Qq kZvsk nv‡i Avq e…w×i 

m¤¢vebv wQj| we‡k¦i mKj RvwZ 

HK¨e×fv‡e GB cwiw¯’wZi 

†gvKv‡ejv Ki‡Z AMÖmi bv n‡j 

gvby‡li `ytL-`y`©kv Ggb weivU AvKvi 

aviY Ki‡e, BwZnv‡m hvi Zyjbv 

cvIqv hv‡e bv| Aek¨ eZ©gv‡b 

AmsL¨ gvby‡li cyÄxf~Z `ytL-`y`©kvi 

cvkvcvwk gywó‡gq gvbyl †h Af~Zc~e© 

‰elwqK mg…w× I myL-myweav †fvM 

Ki‡Q Zvi Zyjbv BwZnv‡m weij|

G Ae¯’vi cwieZ©b NUv‡Z cv‡i 

Avgv‡`i g‡a¨ gvbweK 

HK¨‡eva-åvZ…Z¡‡ev‡ai cybR©vMiY| 

cvi¯úwiK wbf©ikxjZvi ¯^xK…wZB 

†Kej eZ©gvb mgm¨vi hyw³m½Z 

mgvavb NUv‡Z m¶g| eZ©gvb `y‡h©vM 

KvUv‡Z n‡j Awej‡¤^ HK¨e× cÖ‡Póv 

`iKvi| eZ©gv‡bi g‡Zv GZ e‡ov 

P¨v‡j‡Äi †gvKv‡ejv RvwZmsN 

AZx‡Z KL‡bv K‡iwb| G P¨v‡jÄ 

n‡”Q GKUv b¨vqm½Z AvšÍR©vwZK 

e¨e¯’v M‡o †Zvjvi Rb¨ hyw³i 

kw³‡K Kv‡R jvMv‡bvi †Póv| G 

e¨e¯’vq _vK‡e wb‡Ri cÖvK…wZK 

m¤ú‡`i Dci cÖwZwU †`‡ki mve©‡fŠg 

AwaKv‡ii wbðqZv| G e¨e¯’v M‡o 

Zyj‡e AvšÍR©vwZK mn‡hvwMZv, ev¯Íe 

KvVv‡gv, hvi wfwË n‡e w¯’wZkxj 

b¨vqm½Z A_©‰bwZK e¨e¯’vq we‡k¦i 

mKj †`‡ki mvaviY ¯^v‡_©i ¯^xK…wZ| 

GLb Ggb GKwU mgq hLb Avgv‡`i 

Ø¨_©nxb K‡É †NvlYv Ki‡Z n‡e †h, 

Avgv‡`i GKUv AvšÍR©vwZK `vwqZ¡ 

i‡q‡Q| G `vwqZ¡ n‡jv we‡k¦i cÖwZwU 

gvbyl hv‡Z Zvi e¨w³‡Z¡i weKvk I 

gh©v`vi Dc‡hvMx A_©‰bwZK, mvgvwRK 

I mvs¯‹…wZK AwaKvi †fvM Ki‡Z 

cv‡i Zvi e¨e¯’v Kiv| gvbevwaKvi 

msµvšÍ mve©Rbxb †NvlYvq G 

AwaKv‡ii M¨vivw›U †`Iqv n‡q‡Q| 

gvbevwaKvi msµvšÍ †NvlYv Abyhvqx 

Avgv‡`i AvšÍR©vwZK ØwqZ¡ Ggbfv‡e 

cvjb Ki‡Z n‡e hv‡Z cÖwZwU gvbyl 

wb‡Ri I cwiev‡ii myL-mg…w×i Rb¨ 

cÖ‡qvRbxq Rxebavi‡Yi gvb cÖwZôv 

AR©‡bi wbðqZv jvf K‡i|

AvšÍR©vwZK AwaKvi cÖwZôv, mg‡SvZv 

I kvwšÍc~Y© cwi‡ekB †h A_©‰bwZK 

`yie¯’v `~i Ki‡Z m¶g, †m m¤ú‡K© 

Avgiv m¤ú~Y© m‡PZb| G cÖm‡½ ejv 

cÖ‡qvRb, eZ©gvb A¯¿ cÖwZ‡hvwMZv 

wbqš¿Y Kivi Rb¨ Riæwi e¨e¯’v MÖnY 

Kiv `iKvi| A¯¿ cÖwZ‡hvwMZv nÖvm 

Kiv m¤¢e n‡j A_©‰bwZK m¼U `~i 

Kivi cwi‡ekB ïay M‡o DV‡e bv, G 

cÖwZ‡hvwMZvq †h wecyj m¤ú` AcPq 

n‡”Q, Zv gvbeRvwZi mvaviY Kj¨v‡Y 

wb‡qvM Kiv m¤¢e n‡e|

kvwšÍc~Y© mn-Ae¯’vb

evsjv‡`k cÖ_g †_‡KB †RvU wbi‡c¶ 

‰e‡`wkK bxwZ AbymiY K‡i‡Q| GB 

bxwZi g~jK_v kvwšÍc~Y© mn-Ae¯’vb 

Ges mK‡ji m‡½ ‰gÎx| kvwšÍi cÖwZ 

†h Avgv‡`i c~Y© AbyMZ¨ Zv GB 

Dcjwä †_‡K R‡b¥‡Q †h, GKgvÎ 

kvwšÍc~Y© cwi‡e‡kB Avgiv Avgv‡`i 

KóvwR©Z RvZxq ¯^vaxbZvi dj 

Av¯^v`b Ki‡Z cvi‡ev Ges ¶yav, 

`vwi`Ö, †ivM‡kvK, wk¶v I †eKvi‡Z¡i 

weiæ‡× msMÖvg Kivi Rb¨ Avgv‡`i 

mKj m¤ú` I kw³ wb‡qvM Ki‡Z 

m¶g n‡ev| myZivs Avgiv ¯^vMZ 

RvbvB †mB mKj cÖ‡Póv‡K, hvi j¶¨ 

we‡k¦ D‡ËRbv nÖvm Kiv, A¯¿ 

cÖwZ‡hvwMZv mxwgZ Kiv, Gwkqv, 

AvwdÖKv I j¨vwUb Av‡gwiKvmn 

c…w_exi cÖ‡Z¨KwU ¯’v‡b kvwšÍc~Y© 

mn-Ae¯’vb bxwZ †Rvi`vi Kiv| GB 

bxwZ Abyhvqx fviZ gnvmvMi‡K kvwšÍ 

GjvKv ivLvi cÖ¯Ív‡e Avgiv Aweivg 

mg_©b Rvwb‡q G‡mwQ| fviZ 

gnvmvMi‡K kvwšÍ GjvKv ivLvi cÖ¯Íve 

GB cwil‡`I mwµq kw³kvjx 

Aby‡gv`b jvf K‡i‡Q|

Avgiv `w¶Y-c~e© Gwkqv‡K kvwšÍ, 

¯^vaxbZv I wbi‡c¶Zvi GjvKviƒ‡c 

†NvlYvi AKyÉ mg_©b Rvwb‡qwQ| 

Avgv‡`i wek¦vm †RvU wbi‡c¶ 

m‡¤§j‡b we‡k¦i †h D`xqgvb 

RvwZmg~n GKwÎZ n‡qwQ‡jb, Zviv 

kvwšÍi c‡¶ kw³kvjx mg_©b 

RywM‡q‡Qb| Zviv we‡k¦i wecyj 

msL¨vMwiô gvby‡li Awfbœ cÖwZÁvi 

K_vB Avevi †NvlYv K‡i‡Qb| GB 

†NvlYvi j¶¨ RvZxq ¯^vaxbZv i¶v 

Ges kvwšÍ I b¨vqwePvi cÖwZôv Kiv|

gvbeRvwZi Aw¯ÍZ¡ i¶vi Rb¨ kvwšÍ 

GKvšÍ `iKvi| GB kvwšÍi g‡a¨ mviv 

we‡k¦i mKj bi-bvixi Mfxi Avkv 

AvKvO&¶v g~Z© n‡q i‡q‡Q| b¨vqbxwZi 

Dci cÖwZwôZ bv n‡j kvwšÍ KL‡bv 

¯’vqx n‡Z cv‡i bv|

Dcgnv‡`‡k weev`-wem¤^v‡`i wb®úwË

Avgiv kvwšÍKvgx e‡j Avgv‡`i GB 

Dcgnv‡`‡k Avgiv 

Av‡cvk-gxgvsmv-bxwZi Abymvix| 

Avgv‡`i `…p wek¦vm evsjv‡`‡ki 

Af¨y`q Dcgnv‡`‡k kvwšÍ I 

w¯’wZkxjZv cÖwZôvi mnvqK n‡q‡Q 

Ges AZx‡Zi msNvZ I we‡iv‡ai 

e`‡j Avgv‡`i wZbwU †`‡ki 

RbM‡Yi g‡a¨ Kj¨vYKi mn‡hvwMZv 

I eÜy‡Z¡i m¤úK© cÖwZôv Kiv m¤¢e 

n‡e| Avgiv Avgv‡`i gnvb wbKU 

cÖwZ‡ekx fviZ, evg©v I †bcv‡ji 

mv‡_ eÜyZ¡c~Y© m¤úK© cÖwZôv K‡iwQ| 

AZxZ †_‡K gyL wdwi‡q cvwK¯Ív‡bi 

mv‡_ bZyb m¤úK© ¯’vc‡bi cÖ‡PóvqI 

wjß i‡qwQ|

AZx‡Zi wZ³Zv `~i Kivi Rb¨ 

Avgiv †Kv‡bv cÖ‡Póv †_‡KB wbe…Ë nB 

bvB| 195 Rb hy×-Acivax‡K ¶gv 

cÖ`k©b K‡i GB Dcgnv‡`‡k kvwšÍ I 

mn‡hvwMZvi bZyb BwZnvm iPbvi 

Kv‡R Avgiv Avgv‡`i AvšÍwiKZvi 

cÖgvY w`‡qwQ| GB 195 Rb 

hy×-Acivaxi weiæ‡× gvbeZv-we‡ivax 

Aciv‡a wjß _vKvi AmsL¨ 

mv¶¨cÖgvY wQj, Zey mKj Aciva 

fy‡j wM‡q Avgiv ¶gvi Ggb D`vniY 

m…wó Ki‡Z †P‡qwQ, hv GB 

Dcgnv‡`‡k kvwšÍ, mg…w× I 

mn‡hvwMZvi GK bZyb Aa¨v‡qi m~Pbv 

Ki‡e| Dcgnv‡`‡ki kvwšÍ wbwðZ 

Kivi Kv‡R Avgiv †Kv‡bv c~e©kZ© w`B 

bvB wKsev `iKlvKwl Kwi bvB| eis 

RbM‡Yi Rb¨ Avgiv GK myKygvi 

fwel¨r †cÖiYv Øviv DØy× I 

cÖfvevwš^Z n‡qwQ| Ab¨vb¨ eo we‡iva 

wb®úwËi Kv‡RI Avgiv b¨vqwePvi I 

cvi¯úwiK mg‡SvZvi Dci ¸iæZ¡ 

Av‡ivc K‡iwQ| 63 nvRvi cvwK¯Ívwb 

cwiev‡ii `yM©wZ GKwU Riæwi gvbweK 

mgm¨v n‡q i‡q‡Q| cvwK¯Ív‡bi cÖwZ 

AvbyM‡Z¨i K_v Zviv Avevi cÖKvk 

K‡i‡Qb Ges ¯^‡`‡k cÖZ¨veZ©‡bi 

Rb¨ Zv‡`i bvg †iWµ‡mi 

AvšÍR©vwZK KwgwUi Kv‡Q ZvwjKvfy³ 

K‡i‡Qb| AvšÍR©vwZK †evSvcov I 

AvBb Abymv‡i ¯^‡`‡k cÖZ¨veZ©b 

Kivi AwaKvi Zv‡`i i‡q‡Q| GB 

m‡½ gvbeZvi ZvwM‡` Zv‡`i mgm¨vi 

Avï mgvavb cÖ‡qvRb| mv‡eK 

cvwK¯Ív‡bi m¤ú‡`i b¨vqm½Z 

evu‡Uvqviv Avi GKwU mgm¨v, hvi Avï 

mgvavb `iKvi| evsjv‡`k 

Av‡cvk-gxgvsmvi Rb¨ cÖ¯ÍyZ| 

Avgv‡`i cÖZ¨vkv GB Dcgnv‡`‡ki 

RbM‡Yi e…nËg ¯^v‡_© cvwK¯Ívb 

Avgv‡`i AvnŸv‡b mvovv †`‡e Ges 

b¨vqwePvi I cvi¯úwiK †evSvcovi 

wfwË‡Z AgxgvswmZ mgm¨vi mgvav‡b 

GwM‡q Avm‡e| Zvn‡j Dcgnv‡`‡k 

cwiw¯’wZi ¯^vfvweKxKi‡Yi cÖ‡Póv 

mdj nIqvi c‡_ Avi †Kv‡bv evav 

_vK‡e bv| evsjv‡`k Zvi mKj 

cÖwZ‡ekx †`‡ki m‡½ mr 

cÖwZ‡ekxmyjf m¤úK© cÖwZôvi cÖ‡Póv 

Pvwj‡q hv‡e| †h m¤ú‡K wfwË n‡e 

kvwšÍc~Y© mn-Ae¯’vb, ci¯ú‡ii 

mve©‡fŠgZ¡ I AvÂwjK ALÐZvi cÖwZ 

kÖ×v cÖ`k©b Ges G‡K A‡b¨i 

Avf¨šÍixY wel‡q n¯Í‡¶c bv Kiv|

we‡k¦i G GjvKvq Ges Ab¨ÎI kvwšÍ 

cÖwZôvi cÖ‡Póvq Avgv‡`i mg_©b 

Ae¨vnZ _vK‡e|

RvwZmsN I gvby‡li AMÖMwZ

GB `ytL `y`©kv msNvZc~Y© we‡k¦ 

RvwZmsN gvby‡li fwel¨r 

Avkv-AvKvO&¶vi †K›`Ö¯’j| bvbvb 

Amyweav I evavwecwË m‡Ë¡I RvwZmsN 

Zvi R‡b¥i ci wmwK kZvãx Kv‡jiI 

†ewk mgq a‡i ivR‰bwZK, 

A_©‰bwZK, mvgvwRK Ges mvs¯‹…wZK 

†¶‡Î gvbeRvwZi AMÖMwZ‡Z 

¸iæZ¡c~Y© Ae`vb †i‡L‡Q| Ggb 

†`‡ki msL¨v Lye Kg, hviv 

evsjv‡`‡ki g‡Zv GB cÖwZôv‡bi 

ev¯Íe mvdj¨ I m¤¢vebv Abyave‡b 

m¶g n‡q‡Q| W. KyU© IqvìnvBg Ges 

Zvui †hvM¨ I wb‡ew`ZcÖvY 

mnKg©xe…‡›`i †cÖiYv`vbKvix †bZ…‡Z¡ 

GB RvwZmsN Avgv‡`i †`‡k ÎvY, 

cybe©vmb I cybM©V‡bi weivU KvR 

K‡i‡Q| evsjv‡`‡ki eyK †_‡K hy‡×i 

¶Z `~i Kiv, hy×weaŸ¯Í A_©bxwZi 

Drcv`b ¶gZvi cybiæ¾xeb Ges 

gyw³hy‡×i mgq fvi‡Z AvkÖq 

MÖnYKvix †KvwU Lv‡bK D`&‌ev¯Íyi 

cybe©vm‡bi e¨e¯’v Kiv G Kv‡Ri 

j¶¨| †m‡µUvwi †Rbv‡ij, Zvui 

mnKg©xe…›` Ges wewfbœ AvšÍR©vwZK 

ms¯’v GB weivU `vwqZ¡ cvj‡b mgš^q 

mva‡bi †cÖiYv RywM‡q‡Qb I †bZ…Z¡ 

w`‡q‡Qb| evsjv‡`‡ki miKvi I 

RbM‡Yi c¶ †_‡K Zvu‡`i cÖwZ 

K…ZÁZv RvbvB| Avgv‡`i `…pwek¦vm, 

Dcgnv‡`‡k Aewkó †h gvbweK 

mgm¨v i‡q‡Q, Zvi mgvav‡bI 

RvwZmsN GB iK‡gi MVbg~jK 

g‡bvfve wb‡q GwM‡q Avm‡e|

evsjv‡`‡ki mv¤cÖwZK me©bvkv eb¨vq 

¶wZMÖ¯Í †jvK‡`i mvnv‡h¨i Rb¨ 

cÖ‡qvRbxq ÎvY mvgMÖx Avni‡Yi Kv‡R 

RvwZmsN †h cÖ‡Póv Pvjv‡”Q, Zvi Rb¨ 

Avgiv K…ZÁ| cÖvK…wZK `y‡h©v‡Mi 

Ke‡j c‡o †hme †`k evi evi 

¶wZMÖ¯Í nq, evsjv‡`k Zv‡`i 

Ab¨Zg| ZvB cÖvK…wZK `y‡h©vM †_‡K 

D™¢~Z cwiw¯’wZi †gvKv‡ejvq Ges 

wek¦mgv‡Ri `ªæZ GwM‡q Avmvi 

Dc‡hvMx wbqwgZ cÖwZôvb MV‡b 

evsjv‡`‡ki we‡kl ¯^v_© wbwnZ 

i‡q‡Q| Aek¨, m~Pbv wnmv‡e GB 

ai‡bi GKwU e¨e¯’v B‡Zvg‡a¨B 

n‡q‡Q| GB e¨e¯’v RvwZms‡Ni 

wech©q ÎvY mgš^qKvixi Awdm 

¯’vcb| ms¯’vwU hv‡Z Kvh©Kifv‡e Zvi 

f~wgKv cvjb Ki‡Z cv‡i, †mRb¨ 

Zv‡K kw³kvjx K‡i M‡o †Zvjv 

GKvšÍ `iKvi| RvwZms‡Ni mKj 

m`m¨ †`‡kiB G e¨vcv‡i we‡kl 

`vwqZ¡ i‡q‡Q|

wcÖq †cÖwm‡W›U,

me©‡k‡l Avwg gvb‡ei Amva¨ mvab I 

`yiƒn evav AwZµ‡gi A`g¨ kw³i 

cÖwZ Avgv‡`i c~Y© Av¯’vi K_v Avevi 

†NvlYv Ki‡Z PvB| Avgv‡`i g‡Zv 

†`kmg~n, hv‡`i Af¨y`q msMÖvg I 

Z¨v‡Mi ga¨ w`‡q, GB Av`‡k© wek¦vmB 

Zv‡`i evuwP‡q ivL‡e| Avgv‡`i Kó 

¯^xKvi Ki‡Z n‡Z cv‡i| wKš‘ 

Avgv‡`i aŸsm bvB| GB Rxeb hy‡×i 

†gvKv‡ejvq RbM‡Yi cÖwZ‡iva ¶gZv 

I `…pcÖwZÁvB †klK_v| 

AvZ¥wbf©kxjZvB Avgv‡`i j¶¨| 

RbM‡Yi HK¨e× D‡`¨vMB Avgv‡`i 

wba©vwiZ Kg©aviv| G‡Z m‡›`‡ni 

†Kv‡bv AeKvk bvB †h, AvšÍR©vwZK 

mn‡hvwMZv Ges m¤ú` I 

cÖhyw³we`¨vq Askx`vwiZ¡ Avgv‡`i 

KvR‡K mnRZi Ki‡Z cv‡i, 

RbM‡Yi `ytL-Kó jvNe Ki‡Z cv‡i| 

wKš‘ Avgv‡`i b¨vq D`xqgvb 

†`kmg~‡ni Aek¨B wb‡R‡`i 

Kvh©¶gZvi cÖwZ Av¯’v ivL‡Z n‡e| 

g‡b ivL‡Z n‡e, ïay RbM‡Yi 

HK¨e× I mw¤§wjZ cÖ‡Póvi gva¨‡gB 

Avgiv Avgv‡`i wbw`©ó j‡¶¨ †cŠuQ‡Z 

m¶g n‡Z cvwi, M‡o Zyj‡Z cvwi 

DbœZZi fwel¨r|
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e½eÜy †kL gywReyi ingvb 

RvwZms‡Ni mvaviY cwil‡` 1974 

m‡bi 25 †m‡Þ¤^i GB HwZnvwmK 

fvlY cÖ`vb K‡ib| RvwZmsN mvaviY 

cwil‡` evsjv fvlvq cÖ`Ë fvl‡Yi 

m¤ú~Y© e³e¨ GB †jLvq Zz‡j aiv 

nj|

AvR GB gnvb cwil‡` Avcbv‡`i 

mvg‡b `y‡Uv K_v ejvi my‡hvM †c‡q 

wb‡R‡K fvM¨evb g‡b KiwQ| 

gvbeRvwZi GB gnvb cvj©v‡g‡›U 

evsjv‡`‡ki mv‡o mvZ †KvwU gvbyl 

cÖwZwbwaZ¡ jvf Kivq Avcbv‡`i g‡a¨ 

†h m‡šÍv‡li fve j¶ K‡iwQ, AvwgI 

Zvi Askx`vi| ev½vjx RvwZi Rb¨ 

GUv HwZnvwmK gyn~Z©| KviY Zvi 

AvZ¥wbqš¿‡Yi AwaKvi AR©‡bi msMÖvg 

AvR weivU mvd‡j¨ wPwýZ|

GKwU ¯^vaxb †`‡ki ¯^vaxb bvMwiK 

wnmv‡e gy³ I m¤§vbRbK Rxeb 

hvc‡bi AwaKv‡ii Rb¨ ev½vjx RvwZ 

eû kZvãx a‡i msMÖvg Pvwj‡q 

G‡m‡Q| Zviv †P‡q‡Q we‡k¦i mKj 

RvwZi mv‡_ kvwšÍ I †mŠnv‡`¨©i g‡a¨ 

emevm Ki‡Z|

RvwZmsN mb‡` †h gnvb Av`‡k©i 

K_v ejv n‡q‡Q Zv Avgv‡`i RbM‡Yi 

Av`k© Ges G Av`‡k©i Rb¨ Zviv Pig 

Z¨vM ¯^xKvi K‡i‡Q| Ggb GK 

wek¦-e¨e¯’v MV‡b ev½vjx RvwZ 

DrmM©xK…Z, †h e¨e¯’vq gvby‡li kvwšÍ 

I b¨vqwePvi jv‡fi AvKv•Lv 

cÖwZdwjZ n‡e Ges Avwg Rvwb 

Avgv‡`i G cÖwZÁv MÖn‡Yi g‡a¨ 

Avgv‡`i jv‡Lv jv‡Lv knx‡`i we‡`nx 

AvZ¥vi ¯§…wZ wbwnZ i‡q‡Q| Avgv‡`i 

Rb¨ we‡kl †mŠfv‡M¨i K_v, evsjv‡`k 

Ggb GK mg‡q RvwZms‡N cÖ‡ek 

K‡i‡Q, hLb GB cwil‡`i †cÖwm‡W›U 

c` AjsK…Z K‡i‡Qb Ggb GK gnvb 

e¨w³ whwb wQ‡jb GKRb mwµq gyw³ 

msMÖvgx|

kvwšÍ I b¨vqbxwZi msMÖvg

gvbbxq †cÖwm‡W›U, MZ eQi 

Avj‡Rwiqv‡m© AbywôZ †RvU wbi‡c¶ 

kxl© m‡¤§jb mdj K‡i †Zvjvi Kv‡R 

Avcbvi g~j¨evb Ae`v‡bi K_v ¯§iY 

KiwQ| hvu‡`i gnvb AvZ¥Z¨v‡M 

evsjv‡`k AvR RvwZms‡N ¯’vb jv‡f 

m¶g n‡q‡Q, GB my‡hv‡M Avwg Zvu‡`i 

Awfb›`b RvbvB| evsjv‡`‡ki gyw³ 

msMÖv‡g †hme †`k I RvwZ mg_©b 

Rvwb‡q‡Qb Avwg Zvu‡`i cÖwZI RvbvB 

Avgv‡`i AšÍ‡ii Mfxi K…ZÁZv| 

bejä ¯^vaxbZv msnZ Kivi Kv‡R 

hy×weaŸ¯Í †`k cybM©V‡b Ges 

RbM‡Yi Rb¨ AwaKZi Kj¨vYKi 

Kv‡R, P¨v‡jÄ MÖnY Kivi Kv‡R †hme 

†`k I RvwZ evsjv‡`k‡K mvnvh¨ 

K‡i‡Qb Avwg Zvu‡`iI evsjv‡`‡ki 

Rbmvavi‡Yi AvšÍwiK ab¨ev` †cŠu‡Q 

w`w”Q| evsjv‡`‡ki msMÖvg b¨vq I 

kvwšÍi Rb¨ mve©Rbxb msMÖv‡gi 

cÖZxK¯^iƒc| myZivs evsjv‡`k ïiæ 

†_‡K we‡k¦i wbcxwo‡Z RbM‡Yi cv‡k 

`vuov‡e GUvB ¯^vfvweK|

RvwZms‡Ni R‡b¥i ci Zvi GK 

PZy_©vsk kZvãxi AwfÁZvq †`Lv hvq 

†h, Zvi Av`k© ev¯Íevq‡b weivU evavi 

gy‡L Aweivg msMÖvg Pvjv‡Z n‡q‡Q| 

RvwZms‡Ni mb‡` †h AvZ¥wbqš¿Y 

AwaKv‡ii cÖwZkÖæwZ †`Iqv n‡qwQj, 

Zv AR©‡bi Rb¨ Gwkqv, Avwd«Kv I 

j¨vwUb Av‡gwiKvi jv‡Lv jv‡Lv gyw³ 

†mbvbx‡K AvZ¥vn~wZ w`‡Z n‡q‡Q| GB 

msMÖvg GL‡bv Pj‡Q| Mv‡qi †Rv‡i 

†e-AvBwbfv‡e GjvKv `Lj, RbM‡Yi 

b¨vqm½Z AwaKvi‡K bm¨vr Kivi 

Kv‡R kw³i e¨envi I eY©‰el‡g¨i 

weiæ‡× P‡j‡Q GB hy×| G hy× e¨_© 

nqwb| Avj‡Rwiqv, wf‡qZbvg, 

evsjv‡`k I wMwb wemvD-G weivU Rq 

AwR©Z n‡q‡Q| G Rq Øviv cÖgvwYZ 

n‡q‡Q †h BwZnvm RbM‡Yi c‡¶ I 

b¨v‡qi P~ovšÍ weRq AeavwiZ|

fwel¨‡Zi c_

c„w_exi eû ¯’v‡b Ab¨vq-AwePvi 

GL‡bv Pj‡Q| Avgv‡`i Avie 

fvB‡qiv GL‡bv jo‡Qb Zvu‡`i f~wg 

†_‡K Rei `LjKvix‡`i m¤ú~Y© 

D‡”Q‡`i Rb¨| c¨v‡j÷vBwb RbM‡Yi 

b¨vqm½Z RvZxq AwaKvi GL‡bv 

AwR©Z nq bvB| Dcwb‡ekev` 

D‡”Q‡`i cÖwµqv Z¡ivwš^Z n‡jI P~ovšÍ 

j‡¶¨ GL‡bv †cŠu‡Qwb| G K_v 

Avwd«Kvi Rb¨ Av‡iv `„pfv‡e mZ¨| 

†mLv‡b wR‡¤^vwe I bvwgweqvi RbMY 

RvZxq ¯^vaxbZv I Pig gyw³i Rb¨ 

P~ovšÍ msMÖv‡g GL‡bv e¨vc…Z| 

eY©‰elg¨ GB cwil‡` Pig Aciva 

e‡j wPwýZ nIqv m‡Ë¡I gvby‡li 

we‡eK‡K Zv GL‡bv aŸsm Ki‡Q| 

GKw`‡K Ab¨vq AwePv‡ii aviv‡K 

DrLv‡Zi msMÖvg, Ab¨w`‡K weivU 

P¨v‡jÄ Avgv‡`i mvg‡b| AvR we‡k¦i 

mKj RvwZ c_ †e‡Q †bqvi KwVb 

msMÖv‡gi m¤§yLxb| GB c_ evQvB 

Kivi cÖÁvi Dci wbf©i Ki‡Q 

Avgv‡`i fwel¨r| Abvnvi, `vwi`Ö, 

†eKviZ¡ I eyfy¶vi Zvobvq RR©wiZ, 

cvigvYweK hy‡×i Øviv m¤ú~Y© aŸsm 

nIqvi k¼vq wknwiZ wefxwlKvgq 

RM‡Zi w`‡K Avgiv G¸‡ev bv, 

Avgiv ZvKv‡ev Ggb GK c„w_exi 

w`‡K, †hLv‡b weÁvb I KvwiMwi 

Áv‡bi we¯§qKi AMÖMwZi hy‡M 

gvby‡li m„wó ¶gZv I weivU mvdj¨ 

Avgv‡`i Rb¨ GK k¼vgy³ DbœZ 

fwel¨r MV‡b m¶g| GB fwel¨r n‡e 

cvigvYweK hy‡×i Avk¼v †_‡K gy³| 

we‡k¦i mKj m¤ú` I KvwiMwi Áv‡bi 

myôy eÈ‡bi Øviv Ggb Kj¨v‡Yi Øvi 

Ly‡j †`Iqv hv‡e †hLv‡b cÖ‡Z¨K 

gvbyl myLx I m¤§vbRbK Rxe‡bi 

b~¨bZg wbðqZv jvf Ki‡e|

evsjv‡`‡ki eZ©gvb A_©‰bwZK Ae¯’v

mv¤cÖwZK Kv‡j †MvUv we‡k¦ †h 

A_©‰bwZK wech©q †`Lv w`‡q‡Q Zvi 

cwi‡cÖw¶‡Z GKwU b¨vqm½Z 

AvšÍR©vwZK A_©‰bwZK e¨e¯’v M‡o 

†Zvjvi Kv‡R Avgv‡`i Av‡iv Z¡wir 

e¨e¯’v MÖnY Kiv DwPZ| G eQ‡ii 

†Mvovi w`‡K AbywôZ GB cwil‡`i 

we‡kl Awa‡ek‡b we‡k¦i eZ©gvb 

¸iæZi A_©‰bwZK Ae¯’v m¤ú‡K© 

Av‡jvPbv n‡q‡Q| Avwg Ggb GKwU 

†`‡ki c¶ †_‡K K_v ejwQ, †h 

†`kwU eZ©gv‡b A_©‰bwZK `y‡h©v‡M 

¶wZMÖ¯’ †`k¸wji ZvwjKvi kxl©¯’v‡b 

i‡q‡Q| G ¶wZ KZUv ¸iæZi─ Avwg 

†m m¤ú‡K© wKQyUv Av‡jvKcvZ Ki‡Z 

PvB|

hy‡×i aŸsm¯‘‡ci DciB evsjv‡`‡ki 

Rb¥ n‡qwQj| Zvici †_‡K Avgiv 

G‡Ki ci GK cÖvK…wZK wech©‡qi 

m¤§yLxb n‡qwQ| me©‡kl Gev‡ii 

bRxiwenxb eb¨v| mv¤cÖwZK eb¨v 

wech©q KvwU‡q DVvi D‡Ï‡k¨ 

evsjv‡`‡ki cÖwZ mvnv‡h¨i nvZ 

evwo‡q †`Iqvi e¨vcv‡i mwµq e¨e¯’v 

MÖnY Kivi Rb¨ Avgiv RvwZmsN, 

mswkøó ms¯’vmg~n I †m‡µUvwi 

†Rbv‡i‡ji Kv‡Q K…ZÁ| 

Avj‡Rwiqvi †cÖwm‡W›U ey‡gw`b I 

ciivóªgš¿x ey‡Zwd¬Kv evsjv‡`‡ki 

mvnv‡h¨i Rb¨ †RvU wbi‡c¶ 

†`kmg~‡ni cÖwZ Av‡e`b Rvwb‡q‡Qb|

eÜy‡`kmg~n I gvbeKj¨vY 

ms¯’v¸‡jvi KvQ †_‡KI fv‡jvB mvov 

cvIqv hv‡”Q| cÖvK…wZK wech©q 

evsjv‡`‡ki AMÖMwZ ïay cÖwZnZ 

K‡iwb, †`‡k cÖvq `ywf©¶ Ae¯’vi m…wó 

n‡q‡Q| GKB m‡½ wek¦e¨vcx 

gy`ÖvùxwZi `iæY Avgv‡`i g‡Zv GKwU 

†`‡ki Rb¨ `vq cwi‡kv‡ai †¶‡Î 

†KvwU †KvwU UvKvi NvUwZi m…wó 

n‡q‡Q| Rbmvavi‡Yi Rxebavi‡Yi 

gvb wbQK †eu‡P _vKvi ch©vq †_‡KI 

bx‡P †b‡g †M‡Q| gv_vwcQy hv‡`i 

evwl©K Avq 100 Wjv‡iiI Kg Zv‡`i 

Ae¯’v Av‡iv †kvPbxq| wek¦¯^v¯’¨ 

ms¯’vi wnmve Abyhvqx †eu‡P _vKvi 

Rb¨ †h b¨~bZg Lv`¨ cÖ‡qvRb Zvi 

†_‡K Kg Lv`¨ †L‡q hviv †eu‡P wQj 

Zviv m¤ú~Y© Abvnv‡i w`b KvUv‡”Q| 

`wi`Ö Afvex †`k¸‡jvi fwel¨r 

m¤ú‡K© †h Avfvm †`Iqv n‡q‡Q Zv 

Av‡iv nZvkvRbK|

AvšÍR©vwZK A_©‰bwZK cwiw¯’wZ

µgvMZ g~j¨e…w×i d‡j Lv‡`¨i `vg 

Mwie †`k¸‡jvi µq¶gZvi evB‡i 

P‡j †M‡Q| Ab¨w`‡K abx I DbœZ 

†`k¸wj n‡”Q Lv‡`¨i g~j 

idZvwbKviK| K…wl hš¿cvwZ I 

DcKi‡Yi Am¤¢e `vg evovi d‡j 

Mwie †`k¸‡jvi Lv`¨ msMÖ‡ni †PóvI 

†Zgb mdj n‡Z cvi‡Q bv| wek¦e¨vcx 

gy`ÖvùxwZi d‡j Dbœqbkxj †`k¸‡jvi 

Dbœqb cwiKíbvi e¨q eû¸Y †e‡o 

†M‡Q| Zv‡`i wb‡R‡`i m¤ú` Kv‡R 

jvMv‡bvi kw³I n«vm †c‡q‡Q| 

B‡Zvg‡a¨B †hme †`k e¨vcK †eKvi 

mgm¨vq fyM‡Q Zviv Zv‡`i AwZ bMY¨ 

Dbœqb cwiKíbv¸‡jvI †K‡U †Qu‡U 

K‡jei †QvU Ki‡Z eva¨ n‡q‡Q| GB 

cwiKíbv¸‡jv ev¯ÍevwqZ n‡j gvÎ 

cvuP †_‡K Qq kZvsk nv‡i Avq e…w×i 

m¤¢vebv wQj| we‡k¦i mKj RvwZ 

HK¨e×fv‡e GB cwiw¯’wZi 

†gvKv‡ejv Ki‡Z AMÖmi bv n‡j 

gvby‡li `ytL-`y`©kv Ggb weivU AvKvi 

aviY Ki‡e, BwZnv‡m hvi Zyjbv 

cvIqv hv‡e bv| Aek¨ eZ©gv‡b 

AmsL¨ gvby‡li cyÄxf~Z `ytL-`y`©kvi 

cvkvcvwk gywó‡gq gvbyl †h Af~Zc~e© 

‰elwqK mg…w× I myL-myweav †fvM 

Ki‡Q Zvi Zyjbv BwZnv‡m weij|

G Ae¯’vi cwieZ©b NUv‡Z cv‡i 

Avgv‡`i g‡a¨ gvbweK 

HK¨‡eva-åvZ…Z¡‡ev‡ai cybR©vMiY| 

cvi¯úwiK wbf©ikxjZvi ¯^xK…wZB 

†Kej eZ©gvb mgm¨vi hyw³m½Z 

mgvavb NUv‡Z m¶g| eZ©gvb `y‡h©vM 

KvUv‡Z n‡j Awej‡¤^ HK¨e× cÖ‡Póv 

`iKvi| eZ©gv‡bi g‡Zv GZ e‡ov 

P¨v‡j‡Äi †gvKv‡ejv RvwZmsN 

AZx‡Z KL‡bv K‡iwb| G P¨v‡jÄ 

n‡”Q GKUv b¨vqm½Z AvšÍR©vwZK 

e¨e¯’v M‡o †Zvjvi Rb¨ hyw³i 

kw³‡K Kv‡R jvMv‡bvi †Póv| G 

e¨e¯’vq _vK‡e wb‡Ri cÖvK…wZK 

m¤ú‡`i Dci cÖwZwU †`‡ki mve©‡fŠg 

AwaKv‡ii wbðqZv| G e¨e¯’v M‡o 

Zyj‡e AvšÍR©vwZK mn‡hvwMZv, ev¯Íe 

KvVv‡gv, hvi wfwË n‡e w¯’wZkxj 

b¨vqm½Z A_©‰bwZK e¨e¯’vq we‡k¦i 

mKj †`‡ki mvaviY ¯^v‡_©i ¯^xK…wZ| 

GLb Ggb GKwU mgq hLb Avgv‡`i 

Ø¨_©nxb K‡É †NvlYv Ki‡Z n‡e †h, 

Avgv‡`i GKUv AvšÍR©vwZK `vwqZ¡ 

i‡q‡Q| G `vwqZ¡ n‡jv we‡k¦i cÖwZwU 

gvbyl hv‡Z Zvi e¨w³‡Z¡i weKvk I 

gh©v`vi Dc‡hvMx A_©‰bwZK, mvgvwRK 

I mvs¯‹…wZK AwaKvi †fvM Ki‡Z 

cv‡i Zvi e¨e¯’v Kiv| gvbevwaKvi 

msµvšÍ mve©Rbxb †NvlYvq G 

AwaKv‡ii M¨vivw›U †`Iqv n‡q‡Q| 

gvbevwaKvi msµvšÍ †NvlYv Abyhvqx 

Avgv‡`i AvšÍR©vwZK ØwqZ¡ Ggbfv‡e 

cvjb Ki‡Z n‡e hv‡Z cÖwZwU gvbyl 

wb‡Ri I cwiev‡ii myL-mg…w×i Rb¨ 

cÖ‡qvRbxq Rxebavi‡Yi gvb cÖwZôv 

AR©‡bi wbðqZv jvf K‡i|

AvšÍR©vwZK AwaKvi cÖwZôv, mg‡SvZv 

I kvwšÍc~Y© cwi‡ekB †h A_©‰bwZK 

`yie¯’v `~i Ki‡Z m¶g, †m m¤ú‡K© 

Avgiv m¤ú~Y© m‡PZb| G cÖm‡½ ejv 

cÖ‡qvRb, eZ©gvb A¯¿ cÖwZ‡hvwMZv 

wbqš¿Y Kivi Rb¨ Riæwi e¨e¯’v MÖnY 

Kiv `iKvi| A¯¿ cÖwZ‡hvwMZv nÖvm 

Kiv m¤¢e n‡j A_©‰bwZK m¼U `~i 

Kivi cwi‡ekB ïay M‡o DV‡e bv, G 

cÖwZ‡hvwMZvq †h wecyj m¤ú` AcPq 

n‡”Q, Zv gvbeRvwZi mvaviY Kj¨v‡Y 

wb‡qvM Kiv m¤¢e n‡e|

kvwšÍc~Y© mn-Ae¯’vb

evsjv‡`k cÖ_g †_‡KB †RvU wbi‡c¶ 

‰e‡`wkK bxwZ AbymiY K‡i‡Q| GB 

bxwZi g~jK_v kvwšÍc~Y© mn-Ae¯’vb 

Ges mK‡ji m‡½ ‰gÎx| kvwšÍi cÖwZ 

†h Avgv‡`i c~Y© AbyMZ¨ Zv GB 

Dcjwä †_‡K R‡b¥‡Q †h, GKgvÎ 

kvwšÍc~Y© cwi‡e‡kB Avgiv Avgv‡`i 

KóvwR©Z RvZxq ¯^vaxbZvi dj 

Av¯^v`b Ki‡Z cvi‡ev Ges ¶yav, 

`vwi`Ö, †ivM‡kvK, wk¶v I †eKvi‡Z¡i 

weiæ‡× msMÖvg Kivi Rb¨ Avgv‡`i 

mKj m¤ú` I kw³ wb‡qvM Ki‡Z 

m¶g n‡ev| myZivs Avgiv ¯^vMZ 

RvbvB †mB mKj cÖ‡Póv‡K, hvi j¶¨ 

we‡k¦ D‡ËRbv nÖvm Kiv, A¯¿ 

cÖwZ‡hvwMZv mxwgZ Kiv, Gwkqv, 

AvwdÖKv I j¨vwUb Av‡gwiKvmn 

c…w_exi cÖ‡Z¨KwU ¯’v‡b kvwšÍc~Y© 

mn-Ae¯’vb bxwZ †Rvi`vi Kiv| GB 

bxwZ Abyhvqx fviZ gnvmvMi‡K kvwšÍ 

GjvKv ivLvi cÖ¯Ív‡e Avgiv Aweivg 

mg_©b Rvwb‡q G‡mwQ| fviZ 

gnvmvMi‡K kvwšÍ GjvKv ivLvi cÖ¯Íve 

GB cwil‡`I mwµq kw³kvjx 

Aby‡gv`b jvf K‡i‡Q|

Avgiv `w¶Y-c~e© Gwkqv‡K kvwšÍ, 

¯^vaxbZv I wbi‡c¶Zvi GjvKviƒ‡c 

†NvlYvi AKyÉ mg_©b Rvwb‡qwQ| 

Avgv‡`i wek¦vm †RvU wbi‡c¶ 

m‡¤§j‡b we‡k¦i †h D`xqgvb 

RvwZmg~n GKwÎZ n‡qwQ‡jb, Zviv 

kvwšÍi c‡¶ kw³kvjx mg_©b 

RywM‡q‡Qb| Zviv we‡k¦i wecyj 

msL¨vMwiô gvby‡li Awfbœ cÖwZÁvi 

K_vB Avevi †NvlYv K‡i‡Qb| GB 

†NvlYvi j¶¨ RvZxq ¯^vaxbZv i¶v 

Ges kvwšÍ I b¨vqwePvi cÖwZôv Kiv|

gvbeRvwZi Aw¯ÍZ¡ i¶vi Rb¨ kvwšÍ 

GKvšÍ `iKvi| GB kvwšÍi g‡a¨ mviv 

we‡k¦i mKj bi-bvixi Mfxi Avkv 

AvKvO&¶v g~Z© n‡q i‡q‡Q| b¨vqbxwZi 

Dci cÖwZwôZ bv n‡j kvwšÍ KL‡bv 

¯’vqx n‡Z cv‡i bv|

Dcgnv‡`‡k weev`-wem¤^v‡`i wb®úwË

Avgiv kvwšÍKvgx e‡j Avgv‡`i GB 

Dcgnv‡`‡k Avgiv 

Av‡cvk-gxgvsmv-bxwZi Abymvix| 

Avgv‡`i `…p wek¦vm evsjv‡`‡ki 

Af¨y`q Dcgnv‡`‡k kvwšÍ I 

w¯’wZkxjZv cÖwZôvi mnvqK n‡q‡Q 

Ges AZx‡Zi msNvZ I we‡iv‡ai 

e`‡j Avgv‡`i wZbwU †`‡ki 

RbM‡Yi g‡a¨ Kj¨vYKi mn‡hvwMZv 

I eÜy‡Z¡i m¤úK© cÖwZôv Kiv m¤¢e 

n‡e| Avgiv Avgv‡`i gnvb wbKU 

cÖwZ‡ekx fviZ, evg©v I †bcv‡ji 

mv‡_ eÜyZ¡c~Y© m¤úK© cÖwZôv K‡iwQ| 

AZxZ †_‡K gyL wdwi‡q cvwK¯Ív‡bi 

mv‡_ bZyb m¤úK© ¯’vc‡bi cÖ‡PóvqI 

wjß i‡qwQ|

AZx‡Zi wZ³Zv `~i Kivi Rb¨ 

Avgiv †Kv‡bv cÖ‡Póv †_‡KB wbe…Ë nB 

bvB| 195 Rb hy×-Acivax‡K ¶gv 

cÖ`k©b K‡i GB Dcgnv‡`‡k kvwšÍ I 

mn‡hvwMZvi bZyb BwZnvm iPbvi 

Kv‡R Avgiv Avgv‡`i AvšÍwiKZvi 

cÖgvY w`‡qwQ| GB 195 Rb 

hy×-Acivaxi weiæ‡× gvbeZv-we‡ivax 

Aciv‡a wjß _vKvi AmsL¨ 

mv¶¨cÖgvY wQj, Zey mKj Aciva 

fy‡j wM‡q Avgiv ¶gvi Ggb D`vniY 

m…wó Ki‡Z †P‡qwQ, hv GB 

Dcgnv‡`‡k kvwšÍ, mg…w× I 

mn‡hvwMZvi GK bZyb Aa¨v‡qi m~Pbv 

Ki‡e| Dcgnv‡`‡ki kvwšÍ wbwðZ 

Kivi Kv‡R Avgiv †Kv‡bv c~e©kZ© w`B 

bvB wKsev `iKlvKwl Kwi bvB| eis 

RbM‡Yi Rb¨ Avgiv GK myKygvi 

fwel¨r †cÖiYv Øviv DØy× I 

cÖfvevwš^Z n‡qwQ| Ab¨vb¨ eo we‡iva 

wb®úwËi Kv‡RI Avgiv b¨vqwePvi I 

cvi¯úwiK mg‡SvZvi Dci ¸iæZ¡ 

Av‡ivc K‡iwQ| 63 nvRvi cvwK¯Ívwb 

cwiev‡ii `yM©wZ GKwU Riæwi gvbweK 

mgm¨v n‡q i‡q‡Q| cvwK¯Ív‡bi cÖwZ 

AvbyM‡Z¨i K_v Zviv Avevi cÖKvk 

K‡i‡Qb Ges ¯^‡`‡k cÖZ¨veZ©‡bi 

Rb¨ Zv‡`i bvg †iWµ‡mi 

AvšÍR©vwZK KwgwUi Kv‡Q ZvwjKvfy³ 

K‡i‡Qb| AvšÍR©vwZK †evSvcov I 

AvBb Abymv‡i ¯^‡`‡k cÖZ¨veZ©b 

Kivi AwaKvi Zv‡`i i‡q‡Q| GB 

m‡½ gvbeZvi ZvwM‡` Zv‡`i mgm¨vi 

Avï mgvavb cÖ‡qvRb| mv‡eK 

cvwK¯Ív‡bi m¤ú‡`i b¨vqm½Z 

evu‡Uvqviv Avi GKwU mgm¨v, hvi Avï 

mgvavb `iKvi| evsjv‡`k 

Av‡cvk-gxgvsmvi Rb¨ cÖ¯ÍyZ| 

Avgv‡`i cÖZ¨vkv GB Dcgnv‡`‡ki 

RbM‡Yi e…nËg ¯^v‡_© cvwK¯Ívb 

Avgv‡`i AvnŸv‡b mvovv †`‡e Ges 

b¨vqwePvi I cvi¯úwiK †evSvcovi 

wfwË‡Z AgxgvswmZ mgm¨vi mgvav‡b 

GwM‡q Avm‡e| Zvn‡j Dcgnv‡`‡k 

cwiw¯’wZi ¯^vfvweKxKi‡Yi cÖ‡Póv 

mdj nIqvi c‡_ Avi †Kv‡bv evav 

_vK‡e bv| evsjv‡`k Zvi mKj 

cÖwZ‡ekx †`‡ki m‡½ mr 

cÖwZ‡ekxmyjf m¤úK© cÖwZôvi cÖ‡Póv 

Pvwj‡q hv‡e| †h m¤ú‡K wfwË n‡e 

kvwšÍc~Y© mn-Ae¯’vb, ci¯ú‡ii 

mve©‡fŠgZ¡ I AvÂwjK ALÐZvi cÖwZ 

kÖ×v cÖ`k©b Ges G‡K A‡b¨i 

Avf¨šÍixY wel‡q n¯Í‡¶c bv Kiv|

we‡k¦i G GjvKvq Ges Ab¨ÎI kvwšÍ 

cÖwZôvi cÖ‡Póvq Avgv‡`i mg_©b 

Ae¨vnZ _vK‡e|

RvwZmsN I gvby‡li AMÖMwZ

GB `ytL `y`©kv msNvZc~Y© we‡k¦ 

RvwZmsN gvby‡li fwel¨r 

Avkv-AvKvO&¶vi †K›`Ö¯’j| bvbvb 

Amyweav I evavwecwË m‡Ë¡I RvwZmsN 

Zvi R‡b¥i ci wmwK kZvãx Kv‡jiI 

†ewk mgq a‡i ivR‰bwZK, 

A_©‰bwZK, mvgvwRK Ges mvs¯‹…wZK 

†¶‡Î gvbeRvwZi AMÖMwZ‡Z 

¸iæZ¡c~Y© Ae`vb †i‡L‡Q| Ggb 

†`‡ki msL¨v Lye Kg, hviv 

evsjv‡`‡ki g‡Zv GB cÖwZôv‡bi 

ev¯Íe mvdj¨ I m¤¢vebv Abyave‡b 

m¶g n‡q‡Q| W. KyU© IqvìnvBg Ges 

Zvui †hvM¨ I wb‡ew`ZcÖvY 

mnKg©xe…‡›`i †cÖiYv`vbKvix †bZ…‡Z¡ 

GB RvwZmsN Avgv‡`i †`‡k ÎvY, 

cybe©vmb I cybM©V‡bi weivU KvR 

K‡i‡Q| evsjv‡`‡ki eyK †_‡K hy‡×i 

¶Z `~i Kiv, hy×weaŸ¯Í A_©bxwZi 

Drcv`b ¶gZvi cybiæ¾xeb Ges 

gyw³hy‡×i mgq fvi‡Z AvkÖq 

MÖnYKvix †KvwU Lv‡bK D`&‌ev¯Íyi 

cybe©vm‡bi e¨e¯’v Kiv G Kv‡Ri 

j¶¨| †m‡µUvwi †Rbv‡ij, Zvui 

mnKg©xe…›` Ges wewfbœ AvšÍR©vwZK 

ms¯’v GB weivU `vwqZ¡ cvj‡b mgš^q 

mva‡bi †cÖiYv RywM‡q‡Qb I †bZ…Z¡ 

w`‡q‡Qb| evsjv‡`‡ki miKvi I 

RbM‡Yi c¶ †_‡K Zvu‡`i cÖwZ 

K…ZÁZv RvbvB| Avgv‡`i `…pwek¦vm, 

Dcgnv‡`‡k Aewkó †h gvbweK 

mgm¨v i‡q‡Q, Zvi mgvav‡bI 

RvwZmsN GB iK‡gi MVbg~jK 

g‡bvfve wb‡q GwM‡q Avm‡e|

evsjv‡`‡ki mv¤cÖwZK me©bvkv eb¨vq 

¶wZMÖ¯Í †jvK‡`i mvnv‡h¨i Rb¨ 

cÖ‡qvRbxq ÎvY mvgMÖx Avni‡Yi Kv‡R 

RvwZmsN †h cÖ‡Póv Pvjv‡”Q, Zvi Rb¨ 

Avgiv K…ZÁ| cÖvK…wZK `y‡h©v‡Mi 

Ke‡j c‡o †hme †`k evi evi 

¶wZMÖ¯Í nq, evsjv‡`k Zv‡`i 

Ab¨Zg| ZvB cÖvK…wZK `y‡h©vM †_‡K 

D™¢~Z cwiw¯’wZi †gvKv‡ejvq Ges 

wek¦mgv‡Ri `ªæZ GwM‡q Avmvi 

Dc‡hvMx wbqwgZ cÖwZôvb MV‡b 

evsjv‡`‡ki we‡kl ¯^v_© wbwnZ 

i‡q‡Q| Aek¨, m~Pbv wnmv‡e GB 

ai‡bi GKwU e¨e¯’v B‡Zvg‡a¨B 

n‡q‡Q| GB e¨e¯’v RvwZms‡Ni 

wech©q ÎvY mgš^qKvixi Awdm 

¯’vcb| ms¯’vwU hv‡Z Kvh©Kifv‡e Zvi 

f~wgKv cvjb Ki‡Z cv‡i, †mRb¨ 

Zv‡K kw³kvjx K‡i M‡o †Zvjv 

GKvšÍ `iKvi| RvwZms‡Ni mKj 

m`m¨ †`‡kiB G e¨vcv‡i we‡kl 

`vwqZ¡ i‡q‡Q|

wcÖq †cÖwm‡W›U,

me©‡k‡l Avwg gvb‡ei Amva¨ mvab I 

`yiƒn evav AwZµ‡gi A`g¨ kw³i 

cÖwZ Avgv‡`i c~Y© Av¯’vi K_v Avevi 

†NvlYv Ki‡Z PvB| Avgv‡`i g‡Zv 

†`kmg~n, hv‡`i Af¨y`q msMÖvg I 

Z¨v‡Mi ga¨ w`‡q, GB Av`‡k© wek¦vmB 

Zv‡`i evuwP‡q ivL‡e| Avgv‡`i Kó 

¯^xKvi Ki‡Z n‡Z cv‡i| wKš‘ 

Avgv‡`i aŸsm bvB| GB Rxeb hy‡×i 

†gvKv‡ejvq RbM‡Yi cÖwZ‡iva ¶gZv 

I `…pcÖwZÁvB †klK_v| 

AvZ¥wbf©kxjZvB Avgv‡`i j¶¨| 

RbM‡Yi HK¨e× D‡`¨vMB Avgv‡`i 

wba©vwiZ Kg©aviv| G‡Z m‡›`‡ni 

†Kv‡bv AeKvk bvB †h, AvšÍR©vwZK 

mn‡hvwMZv Ges m¤ú` I 

cÖhyw³we`¨vq Askx`vwiZ¡ Avgv‡`i 

KvR‡K mnRZi Ki‡Z cv‡i, 

RbM‡Yi `ytL-Kó jvNe Ki‡Z cv‡i| 

wKš‘ Avgv‡`i b¨vq D`xqgvb 

†`kmg~‡ni Aek¨B wb‡R‡`i 

Kvh©¶gZvi cÖwZ Av¯’v ivL‡Z n‡e| 

g‡b ivL‡Z n‡e, ïay RbM‡Yi 

HK¨e× I mw¤§wjZ cÖ‡Póvi gva¨‡gB 

Avgiv Avgv‡`i wbw`©ó j‡¶¨ †cŠuQ‡Z 

m¶g n‡Z cvwi, M‡o Zyj‡Z cvwi 

DbœZZi fwel¨r|
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e½eÜy †kL gywReyi ingvb 

RvwZms‡Ni mvaviY cwil‡` 1974 

m‡bi 25 †m‡Þ¤^i GB HwZnvwmK 

fvlY cÖ`vb K‡ib| RvwZmsN mvaviY 

cwil‡` evsjv fvlvq cÖ`Ë fvl‡Yi 

m¤ú~Y© e³e¨ GB †jLvq Zz‡j aiv 

nj|

AvR GB gnvb cwil‡` Avcbv‡`i 

mvg‡b `y‡Uv K_v ejvi my‡hvM †c‡q 

wb‡R‡K fvM¨evb g‡b KiwQ| 

gvbeRvwZi GB gnvb cvj©v‡g‡›U 

evsjv‡`‡ki mv‡o mvZ †KvwU gvbyl 

cÖwZwbwaZ¡ jvf Kivq Avcbv‡`i g‡a¨ 

†h m‡šÍv‡li fve j¶ K‡iwQ, AvwgI 

Zvi Askx`vi| ev½vjx RvwZi Rb¨ 

GUv HwZnvwmK gyn~Z©| KviY Zvi 

AvZ¥wbqš¿‡Yi AwaKvi AR©‡bi msMÖvg 

AvR weivU mvd‡j¨ wPwýZ|

GKwU ¯^vaxb †`‡ki ¯^vaxb bvMwiK 

wnmv‡e gy³ I m¤§vbRbK Rxeb 

hvc‡bi AwaKv‡ii Rb¨ ev½vjx RvwZ 

eû kZvãx a‡i msMÖvg Pvwj‡q 

G‡m‡Q| Zviv †P‡q‡Q we‡k¦i mKj 

RvwZi mv‡_ kvwšÍ I †mŠnv‡`¨©i g‡a¨ 

emevm Ki‡Z|

RvwZmsN mb‡` †h gnvb Av`‡k©i 

K_v ejv n‡q‡Q Zv Avgv‡`i RbM‡Yi 

Av`k© Ges G Av`‡k©i Rb¨ Zviv Pig 

Z¨vM ¯^xKvi K‡i‡Q| Ggb GK 

wek¦-e¨e¯’v MV‡b ev½vjx RvwZ 

DrmM©xK…Z, †h e¨e¯’vq gvby‡li kvwšÍ 

I b¨vqwePvi jv‡fi AvKv•Lv 

cÖwZdwjZ n‡e Ges Avwg Rvwb 

Avgv‡`i G cÖwZÁv MÖn‡Yi g‡a¨ 

Avgv‡`i jv‡Lv jv‡Lv knx‡`i we‡`nx 

AvZ¥vi ¯§…wZ wbwnZ i‡q‡Q| Avgv‡`i 

Rb¨ we‡kl †mŠfv‡M¨i K_v, evsjv‡`k 

Ggb GK mg‡q RvwZms‡N cÖ‡ek 

K‡i‡Q, hLb GB cwil‡`i †cÖwm‡W›U 

c` AjsK…Z K‡i‡Qb Ggb GK gnvb 

e¨w³ whwb wQ‡jb GKRb mwµq gyw³ 

msMÖvgx|

kvwšÍ I b¨vqbxwZi msMÖvg

gvbbxq †cÖwm‡W›U, MZ eQi 

Avj‡Rwiqv‡m© AbywôZ †RvU wbi‡c¶ 

kxl© m‡¤§jb mdj K‡i †Zvjvi Kv‡R 

Avcbvi g~j¨evb Ae`v‡bi K_v ¯§iY 

KiwQ| hvu‡`i gnvb AvZ¥Z¨v‡M 

evsjv‡`k AvR RvwZms‡N ¯’vb jv‡f 

m¶g n‡q‡Q, GB my‡hv‡M Avwg Zvu‡`i 

Awfb›`b RvbvB| evsjv‡`‡ki gyw³ 

msMÖv‡g †hme †`k I RvwZ mg_©b 

Rvwb‡q‡Qb Avwg Zvu‡`i cÖwZI RvbvB 

Avgv‡`i AšÍ‡ii Mfxi K…ZÁZv| 

bejä ¯^vaxbZv msnZ Kivi Kv‡R 

hy×weaŸ¯Í †`k cybM©V‡b Ges 

RbM‡Yi Rb¨ AwaKZi Kj¨vYKi 

Kv‡R, P¨v‡jÄ MÖnY Kivi Kv‡R †hme 

†`k I RvwZ evsjv‡`k‡K mvnvh¨ 

K‡i‡Qb Avwg Zvu‡`iI evsjv‡`‡ki 

Rbmvavi‡Yi AvšÍwiK ab¨ev` †cŠu‡Q 

w`w”Q| evsjv‡`‡ki msMÖvg b¨vq I 

kvwšÍi Rb¨ mve©Rbxb msMÖv‡gi 

cÖZxK¯^iƒc| myZivs evsjv‡`k ïiæ 

†_‡K we‡k¦i wbcxwo‡Z RbM‡Yi cv‡k 

`vuov‡e GUvB ¯^vfvweK|

RvwZms‡Ni R‡b¥i ci Zvi GK 

PZy_©vsk kZvãxi AwfÁZvq †`Lv hvq 

†h, Zvi Av`k© ev¯Íevq‡b weivU evavi 

gy‡L Aweivg msMÖvg Pvjv‡Z n‡q‡Q| 

RvwZms‡Ni mb‡` †h AvZ¥wbqš¿Y 

AwaKv‡ii cÖwZkÖæwZ †`Iqv n‡qwQj, 

Zv AR©‡bi Rb¨ Gwkqv, Avwd«Kv I 

j¨vwUb Av‡gwiKvi jv‡Lv jv‡Lv gyw³ 

†mbvbx‡K AvZ¥vn~wZ w`‡Z n‡q‡Q| GB 

msMÖvg GL‡bv Pj‡Q| Mv‡qi †Rv‡i 

†e-AvBwbfv‡e GjvKv `Lj, RbM‡Yi 

b¨vqm½Z AwaKvi‡K bm¨vr Kivi 

Kv‡R kw³i e¨envi I eY©‰el‡g¨i 

weiæ‡× P‡j‡Q GB hy×| G hy× e¨_© 

nqwb| Avj‡Rwiqv, wf‡qZbvg, 

evsjv‡`k I wMwb wemvD-G weivU Rq 

AwR©Z n‡q‡Q| G Rq Øviv cÖgvwYZ 

n‡q‡Q †h BwZnvm RbM‡Yi c‡¶ I 

b¨v‡qi P~ovšÍ weRq AeavwiZ|

fwel¨‡Zi c_

c„w_exi eû ¯’v‡b Ab¨vq-AwePvi 

GL‡bv Pj‡Q| Avgv‡`i Avie 

fvB‡qiv GL‡bv jo‡Qb Zvu‡`i f~wg 

†_‡K Rei `LjKvix‡`i m¤ú~Y© 

D‡”Q‡`i Rb¨| c¨v‡j÷vBwb RbM‡Yi 

b¨vqm½Z RvZxq AwaKvi GL‡bv 

AwR©Z nq bvB| Dcwb‡ekev` 

D‡”Q‡`i cÖwµqv Z¡ivwš^Z n‡jI P~ovšÍ 

j‡¶¨ GL‡bv †cŠu‡Qwb| G K_v 

Avwd«Kvi Rb¨ Av‡iv `„pfv‡e mZ¨| 

†mLv‡b wR‡¤^vwe I bvwgweqvi RbMY 

RvZxq ¯^vaxbZv I Pig gyw³i Rb¨ 

P~ovšÍ msMÖv‡g GL‡bv e¨vc…Z| 

eY©‰elg¨ GB cwil‡` Pig Aciva 

e‡j wPwýZ nIqv m‡Ë¡I gvby‡li 

we‡eK‡K Zv GL‡bv aŸsm Ki‡Q| 

GKw`‡K Ab¨vq AwePv‡ii aviv‡K 

DrLv‡Zi msMÖvg, Ab¨w`‡K weivU 

P¨v‡jÄ Avgv‡`i mvg‡b| AvR we‡k¦i 

mKj RvwZ c_ †e‡Q †bqvi KwVb 

msMÖv‡gi m¤§yLxb| GB c_ evQvB 

Kivi cÖÁvi Dci wbf©i Ki‡Q 

Avgv‡`i fwel¨r| Abvnvi, `vwi`Ö, 

†eKviZ¡ I eyfy¶vi Zvobvq RR©wiZ, 

cvigvYweK hy‡×i Øviv m¤ú~Y© aŸsm 

nIqvi k¼vq wknwiZ wefxwlKvgq 

RM‡Zi w`‡K Avgiv G¸‡ev bv, 

Avgiv ZvKv‡ev Ggb GK c„w_exi 

w`‡K, †hLv‡b weÁvb I KvwiMwi 

Áv‡bi we¯§qKi AMÖMwZi hy‡M 

gvby‡li m„wó ¶gZv I weivU mvdj¨ 

Avgv‡`i Rb¨ GK k¼vgy³ DbœZ 

fwel¨r MV‡b m¶g| GB fwel¨r n‡e 

cvigvYweK hy‡×i Avk¼v †_‡K gy³| 

we‡k¦i mKj m¤ú` I KvwiMwi Áv‡bi 

myôy eÈ‡bi Øviv Ggb Kj¨v‡Yi Øvi 

Ly‡j †`Iqv hv‡e †hLv‡b cÖ‡Z¨K 

gvbyl myLx I m¤§vbRbK Rxe‡bi 

b~¨bZg wbðqZv jvf Ki‡e|

evsjv‡`‡ki eZ©gvb A_©‰bwZK Ae¯’v

mv¤cÖwZK Kv‡j †MvUv we‡k¦ †h 

A_©‰bwZK wech©q †`Lv w`‡q‡Q Zvi 

cwi‡cÖw¶‡Z GKwU b¨vqm½Z 

AvšÍR©vwZK A_©‰bwZK e¨e¯’v M‡o 

†Zvjvi Kv‡R Avgv‡`i Av‡iv Z¡wir 

e¨e¯’v MÖnY Kiv DwPZ| G eQ‡ii 

†Mvovi w`‡K AbywôZ GB cwil‡`i 

we‡kl Awa‡ek‡b we‡k¦i eZ©gvb 

¸iæZi A_©‰bwZK Ae¯’v m¤ú‡K© 

Av‡jvPbv n‡q‡Q| Avwg Ggb GKwU 

†`‡ki c¶ †_‡K K_v ejwQ, †h 

†`kwU eZ©gv‡b A_©‰bwZK `y‡h©v‡M 

¶wZMÖ¯’ †`k¸wji ZvwjKvi kxl©¯’v‡b 

i‡q‡Q| G ¶wZ KZUv ¸iæZi─ Avwg 

†m m¤ú‡K© wKQyUv Av‡jvKcvZ Ki‡Z 

PvB|

hy‡×i aŸsm¯‘‡ci DciB evsjv‡`‡ki 

Rb¥ n‡qwQj| Zvici †_‡K Avgiv 

G‡Ki ci GK cÖvK…wZK wech©‡qi 

m¤§yLxb n‡qwQ| me©‡kl Gev‡ii 

bRxiwenxb eb¨v| mv¤cÖwZK eb¨v 

wech©q KvwU‡q DVvi D‡Ï‡k¨ 

evsjv‡`‡ki cÖwZ mvnv‡h¨i nvZ 

evwo‡q †`Iqvi e¨vcv‡i mwµq e¨e¯’v 

MÖnY Kivi Rb¨ Avgiv RvwZmsN, 

mswkøó ms¯’vmg~n I †m‡µUvwi 

†Rbv‡i‡ji Kv‡Q K…ZÁ| 

Avj‡Rwiqvi †cÖwm‡W›U ey‡gw`b I 

ciivóªgš¿x ey‡Zwd¬Kv evsjv‡`‡ki 

mvnv‡h¨i Rb¨ †RvU wbi‡c¶ 

†`kmg~‡ni cÖwZ Av‡e`b Rvwb‡q‡Qb|

eÜy‡`kmg~n I gvbeKj¨vY 

ms¯’v¸‡jvi KvQ †_‡KI fv‡jvB mvov 

cvIqv hv‡”Q| cÖvK…wZK wech©q 

evsjv‡`‡ki AMÖMwZ ïay cÖwZnZ 

K‡iwb, †`‡k cÖvq `ywf©¶ Ae¯’vi m…wó 

n‡q‡Q| GKB m‡½ wek¦e¨vcx 

gy`ÖvùxwZi `iæY Avgv‡`i g‡Zv GKwU 

†`‡ki Rb¨ `vq cwi‡kv‡ai †¶‡Î 

†KvwU †KvwU UvKvi NvUwZi m…wó 

n‡q‡Q| Rbmvavi‡Yi Rxebavi‡Yi 

gvb wbQK †eu‡P _vKvi ch©vq †_‡KI 

bx‡P †b‡g †M‡Q| gv_vwcQy hv‡`i 

evwl©K Avq 100 Wjv‡iiI Kg Zv‡`i 

Ae¯’v Av‡iv †kvPbxq| wek¦¯^v¯’¨ 

ms¯’vi wnmve Abyhvqx †eu‡P _vKvi 

Rb¨ †h b¨~bZg Lv`¨ cÖ‡qvRb Zvi 

†_‡K Kg Lv`¨ †L‡q hviv †eu‡P wQj 

Zviv m¤ú~Y© Abvnv‡i w`b KvUv‡”Q| 

`wi`Ö Afvex †`k¸‡jvi fwel¨r 

m¤ú‡K© †h Avfvm †`Iqv n‡q‡Q Zv 

Av‡iv nZvkvRbK|

AvšÍR©vwZK A_©‰bwZK cwiw¯’wZ

µgvMZ g~j¨e…w×i d‡j Lv‡`¨i `vg 

Mwie †`k¸‡jvi µq¶gZvi evB‡i 

P‡j †M‡Q| Ab¨w`‡K abx I DbœZ 

†`k¸wj n‡”Q Lv‡`¨i g~j 

idZvwbKviK| K…wl hš¿cvwZ I 

DcKi‡Yi Am¤¢e `vg evovi d‡j 

Mwie †`k¸‡jvi Lv`¨ msMÖ‡ni †PóvI 

†Zgb mdj n‡Z cvi‡Q bv| wek¦e¨vcx 

gy`ÖvùxwZi d‡j Dbœqbkxj †`k¸‡jvi 

Dbœqb cwiKíbvi e¨q eû¸Y †e‡o 

†M‡Q| Zv‡`i wb‡R‡`i m¤ú` Kv‡R 

jvMv‡bvi kw³I n«vm †c‡q‡Q| 

B‡Zvg‡a¨B †hme †`k e¨vcK †eKvi 

mgm¨vq fyM‡Q Zviv Zv‡`i AwZ bMY¨ 

Dbœqb cwiKíbv¸‡jvI †K‡U †Qu‡U 

K‡jei †QvU Ki‡Z eva¨ n‡q‡Q| GB 

cwiKíbv¸‡jv ev¯ÍevwqZ n‡j gvÎ 

cvuP †_‡K Qq kZvsk nv‡i Avq e…w×i 

m¤¢vebv wQj| we‡k¦i mKj RvwZ 

HK¨e×fv‡e GB cwiw¯’wZi 

†gvKv‡ejv Ki‡Z AMÖmi bv n‡j 

gvby‡li `ytL-`y`©kv Ggb weivU AvKvi 

aviY Ki‡e, BwZnv‡m hvi Zyjbv 

cvIqv hv‡e bv| Aek¨ eZ©gv‡b 

AmsL¨ gvby‡li cyÄxf~Z `ytL-`y`©kvi 

cvkvcvwk gywó‡gq gvbyl †h Af~Zc~e© 

‰elwqK mg…w× I myL-myweav †fvM 

Ki‡Q Zvi Zyjbv BwZnv‡m weij|

G Ae¯’vi cwieZ©b NUv‡Z cv‡i 

Avgv‡`i g‡a¨ gvbweK 

HK¨‡eva-åvZ…Z¡‡ev‡ai cybR©vMiY| 

cvi¯úwiK wbf©ikxjZvi ¯^xK…wZB 

†Kej eZ©gvb mgm¨vi hyw³m½Z 

mgvavb NUv‡Z m¶g| eZ©gvb `y‡h©vM 

KvUv‡Z n‡j Awej‡¤^ HK¨e× cÖ‡Póv 

`iKvi| eZ©gv‡bi g‡Zv GZ e‡ov 

P¨v‡j‡Äi †gvKv‡ejv RvwZmsN 

AZx‡Z KL‡bv K‡iwb| G P¨v‡jÄ 

n‡”Q GKUv b¨vqm½Z AvšÍR©vwZK 

e¨e¯’v M‡o †Zvjvi Rb¨ hyw³i 

kw³‡K Kv‡R jvMv‡bvi †Póv| G 

e¨e¯’vq _vK‡e wb‡Ri cÖvK…wZK 

m¤ú‡`i Dci cÖwZwU †`‡ki mve©‡fŠg 

AwaKv‡ii wbðqZv| G e¨e¯’v M‡o 

Zyj‡e AvšÍR©vwZK mn‡hvwMZv, ev¯Íe 

KvVv‡gv, hvi wfwË n‡e w¯’wZkxj 

b¨vqm½Z A_©‰bwZK e¨e¯’vq we‡k¦i 

mKj †`‡ki mvaviY ¯^v‡_©i ¯^xK…wZ| 

GLb Ggb GKwU mgq hLb Avgv‡`i 

Ø¨_©nxb K‡É †NvlYv Ki‡Z n‡e †h, 

Avgv‡`i GKUv AvšÍR©vwZK `vwqZ¡ 

i‡q‡Q| G `vwqZ¡ n‡jv we‡k¦i cÖwZwU 

gvbyl hv‡Z Zvi e¨w³‡Z¡i weKvk I 

gh©v`vi Dc‡hvMx A_©‰bwZK, mvgvwRK 

I mvs¯‹…wZK AwaKvi †fvM Ki‡Z 

cv‡i Zvi e¨e¯’v Kiv| gvbevwaKvi 

msµvšÍ mve©Rbxb †NvlYvq G 

AwaKv‡ii M¨vivw›U †`Iqv n‡q‡Q| 

gvbevwaKvi msµvšÍ †NvlYv Abyhvqx 

Avgv‡`i AvšÍR©vwZK ØwqZ¡ Ggbfv‡e 

cvjb Ki‡Z n‡e hv‡Z cÖwZwU gvbyl 

wb‡Ri I cwiev‡ii myL-mg…w×i Rb¨ 

cÖ‡qvRbxq Rxebavi‡Yi gvb cÖwZôv 

AR©‡bi wbðqZv jvf K‡i|

AvšÍR©vwZK AwaKvi cÖwZôv, mg‡SvZv 

I kvwšÍc~Y© cwi‡ekB †h A_©‰bwZK 

`yie¯’v `~i Ki‡Z m¶g, †m m¤ú‡K© 

Avgiv m¤ú~Y© m‡PZb| G cÖm‡½ ejv 

cÖ‡qvRb, eZ©gvb A¯¿ cÖwZ‡hvwMZv 

wbqš¿Y Kivi Rb¨ Riæwi e¨e¯’v MÖnY 

Kiv `iKvi| A¯¿ cÖwZ‡hvwMZv nÖvm 

Kiv m¤¢e n‡j A_©‰bwZK m¼U `~i 

Kivi cwi‡ekB ïay M‡o DV‡e bv, G 

cÖwZ‡hvwMZvq †h wecyj m¤ú` AcPq 

n‡”Q, Zv gvbeRvwZi mvaviY Kj¨v‡Y 

wb‡qvM Kiv m¤¢e n‡e|

kvwšÍc~Y© mn-Ae¯’vb

evsjv‡`k cÖ_g †_‡KB †RvU wbi‡c¶ 

‰e‡`wkK bxwZ AbymiY K‡i‡Q| GB 

bxwZi g~jK_v kvwšÍc~Y© mn-Ae¯’vb 

Ges mK‡ji m‡½ ‰gÎx| kvwšÍi cÖwZ 

†h Avgv‡`i c~Y© AbyMZ¨ Zv GB 

Dcjwä †_‡K R‡b¥‡Q †h, GKgvÎ 

kvwšÍc~Y© cwi‡e‡kB Avgiv Avgv‡`i 

KóvwR©Z RvZxq ¯^vaxbZvi dj 

Av¯^v`b Ki‡Z cvi‡ev Ges ¶yav, 

`vwi`Ö, †ivM‡kvK, wk¶v I †eKvi‡Z¡i 

weiæ‡× msMÖvg Kivi Rb¨ Avgv‡`i 

mKj m¤ú` I kw³ wb‡qvM Ki‡Z 

m¶g n‡ev| myZivs Avgiv ¯^vMZ 

RvbvB †mB mKj cÖ‡Póv‡K, hvi j¶¨ 

we‡k¦ D‡ËRbv nÖvm Kiv, A¯¿ 

cÖwZ‡hvwMZv mxwgZ Kiv, Gwkqv, 

AvwdÖKv I j¨vwUb Av‡gwiKvmn 

c…w_exi cÖ‡Z¨KwU ¯’v‡b kvwšÍc~Y© 

mn-Ae¯’vb bxwZ †Rvi`vi Kiv| GB 

bxwZ Abyhvqx fviZ gnvmvMi‡K kvwšÍ 

GjvKv ivLvi cÖ¯Ív‡e Avgiv Aweivg 

mg_©b Rvwb‡q G‡mwQ| fviZ 

gnvmvMi‡K kvwšÍ GjvKv ivLvi cÖ¯Íve 

GB cwil‡`I mwµq kw³kvjx 

Aby‡gv`b jvf K‡i‡Q|

Avgiv `w¶Y-c~e© Gwkqv‡K kvwšÍ, 

¯^vaxbZv I wbi‡c¶Zvi GjvKviƒ‡c 

†NvlYvi AKyÉ mg_©b Rvwb‡qwQ| 

Avgv‡`i wek¦vm †RvU wbi‡c¶ 

m‡¤§j‡b we‡k¦i †h D`xqgvb 

RvwZmg~n GKwÎZ n‡qwQ‡jb, Zviv 

kvwšÍi c‡¶ kw³kvjx mg_©b 

RywM‡q‡Qb| Zviv we‡k¦i wecyj 

msL¨vMwiô gvby‡li Awfbœ cÖwZÁvi 

K_vB Avevi †NvlYv K‡i‡Qb| GB 

†NvlYvi j¶¨ RvZxq ¯^vaxbZv i¶v 

Ges kvwšÍ I b¨vqwePvi cÖwZôv Kiv|

gvbeRvwZi Aw¯ÍZ¡ i¶vi Rb¨ kvwšÍ 

GKvšÍ `iKvi| GB kvwšÍi g‡a¨ mviv 

we‡k¦i mKj bi-bvixi Mfxi Avkv 

AvKvO&¶v g~Z© n‡q i‡q‡Q| b¨vqbxwZi 

Dci cÖwZwôZ bv n‡j kvwšÍ KL‡bv 

¯’vqx n‡Z cv‡i bv|

Dcgnv‡`‡k weev`-wem¤^v‡`i wb®úwË

Avgiv kvwšÍKvgx e‡j Avgv‡`i GB 

Dcgnv‡`‡k Avgiv 

Av‡cvk-gxgvsmv-bxwZi Abymvix| 

Avgv‡`i `…p wek¦vm evsjv‡`‡ki 

Af¨y`q Dcgnv‡`‡k kvwšÍ I 

w¯’wZkxjZv cÖwZôvi mnvqK n‡q‡Q 

Ges AZx‡Zi msNvZ I we‡iv‡ai 

e`‡j Avgv‡`i wZbwU †`‡ki 

RbM‡Yi g‡a¨ Kj¨vYKi mn‡hvwMZv 

I eÜy‡Z¡i m¤úK© cÖwZôv Kiv m¤¢e 

n‡e| Avgiv Avgv‡`i gnvb wbKU 

cÖwZ‡ekx fviZ, evg©v I †bcv‡ji 

mv‡_ eÜyZ¡c~Y© m¤úK© cÖwZôv K‡iwQ| 

AZxZ †_‡K gyL wdwi‡q cvwK¯Ív‡bi 

mv‡_ bZyb m¤úK© ¯’vc‡bi cÖ‡PóvqI 

wjß i‡qwQ|

AZx‡Zi wZ³Zv `~i Kivi Rb¨ 

Avgiv †Kv‡bv cÖ‡Póv †_‡KB wbe…Ë nB 

bvB| 195 Rb hy×-Acivax‡K ¶gv 

cÖ`k©b K‡i GB Dcgnv‡`‡k kvwšÍ I 

mn‡hvwMZvi bZyb BwZnvm iPbvi 

Kv‡R Avgiv Avgv‡`i AvšÍwiKZvi 

cÖgvY w`‡qwQ| GB 195 Rb 

hy×-Acivaxi weiæ‡× gvbeZv-we‡ivax 

Aciv‡a wjß _vKvi AmsL¨ 

mv¶¨cÖgvY wQj, Zey mKj Aciva 

fy‡j wM‡q Avgiv ¶gvi Ggb D`vniY 

m…wó Ki‡Z †P‡qwQ, hv GB 

Dcgnv‡`‡k kvwšÍ, mg…w× I 

mn‡hvwMZvi GK bZyb Aa¨v‡qi m~Pbv 

Ki‡e| Dcgnv‡`‡ki kvwšÍ wbwðZ 

Kivi Kv‡R Avgiv †Kv‡bv c~e©kZ© w`B 

bvB wKsev `iKlvKwl Kwi bvB| eis 

RbM‡Yi Rb¨ Avgiv GK myKygvi 

fwel¨r †cÖiYv Øviv DØy× I 

cÖfvevwš^Z n‡qwQ| Ab¨vb¨ eo we‡iva 

wb®úwËi Kv‡RI Avgiv b¨vqwePvi I 

cvi¯úwiK mg‡SvZvi Dci ¸iæZ¡ 

Av‡ivc K‡iwQ| 63 nvRvi cvwK¯Ívwb 

cwiev‡ii `yM©wZ GKwU Riæwi gvbweK 

mgm¨v n‡q i‡q‡Q| cvwK¯Ív‡bi cÖwZ 

AvbyM‡Z¨i K_v Zviv Avevi cÖKvk 

K‡i‡Qb Ges ¯^‡`‡k cÖZ¨veZ©‡bi 

Rb¨ Zv‡`i bvg †iWµ‡mi 

AvšÍR©vwZK KwgwUi Kv‡Q ZvwjKvfy³ 

K‡i‡Qb| AvšÍR©vwZK †evSvcov I 

AvBb Abymv‡i ¯^‡`‡k cÖZ¨veZ©b 

Kivi AwaKvi Zv‡`i i‡q‡Q| GB 

m‡½ gvbeZvi ZvwM‡` Zv‡`i mgm¨vi 

Avï mgvavb cÖ‡qvRb| mv‡eK 

cvwK¯Ív‡bi m¤ú‡`i b¨vqm½Z 

evu‡Uvqviv Avi GKwU mgm¨v, hvi Avï 

mgvavb `iKvi| evsjv‡`k 

Av‡cvk-gxgvsmvi Rb¨ cÖ¯ÍyZ| 

Avgv‡`i cÖZ¨vkv GB Dcgnv‡`‡ki 

RbM‡Yi e…nËg ¯^v‡_© cvwK¯Ívb 

Avgv‡`i AvnŸv‡b mvovv †`‡e Ges 

b¨vqwePvi I cvi¯úwiK †evSvcovi 

wfwË‡Z AgxgvswmZ mgm¨vi mgvav‡b 

GwM‡q Avm‡e| Zvn‡j Dcgnv‡`‡k 

cwiw¯’wZi ¯^vfvweKxKi‡Yi cÖ‡Póv 

mdj nIqvi c‡_ Avi †Kv‡bv evav 

_vK‡e bv| evsjv‡`k Zvi mKj 

cÖwZ‡ekx †`‡ki m‡½ mr 

cÖwZ‡ekxmyjf m¤úK© cÖwZôvi cÖ‡Póv 

Pvwj‡q hv‡e| †h m¤ú‡K wfwË n‡e 

kvwšÍc~Y© mn-Ae¯’vb, ci¯ú‡ii 

mve©‡fŠgZ¡ I AvÂwjK ALÐZvi cÖwZ 

kÖ×v cÖ`k©b Ges G‡K A‡b¨i 

Avf¨šÍixY wel‡q n¯Í‡¶c bv Kiv|

we‡k¦i G GjvKvq Ges Ab¨ÎI kvwšÍ 

cÖwZôvi cÖ‡Póvq Avgv‡`i mg_©b 

Ae¨vnZ _vK‡e|

RvwZmsN I gvby‡li AMÖMwZ

GB `ytL `y`©kv msNvZc~Y© we‡k¦ 

RvwZmsN gvby‡li fwel¨r 

Avkv-AvKvO&¶vi †K›`Ö¯’j| bvbvb 

Amyweav I evavwecwË m‡Ë¡I RvwZmsN 

Zvi R‡b¥i ci wmwK kZvãx Kv‡jiI 

†ewk mgq a‡i ivR‰bwZK, 

A_©‰bwZK, mvgvwRK Ges mvs¯‹…wZK 

†¶‡Î gvbeRvwZi AMÖMwZ‡Z 

¸iæZ¡c~Y© Ae`vb †i‡L‡Q| Ggb 

†`‡ki msL¨v Lye Kg, hviv 

evsjv‡`‡ki g‡Zv GB cÖwZôv‡bi 

ev¯Íe mvdj¨ I m¤¢vebv Abyave‡b 

m¶g n‡q‡Q| W. KyU© IqvìnvBg Ges 

Zvui †hvM¨ I wb‡ew`ZcÖvY 

mnKg©xe…‡›`i †cÖiYv`vbKvix †bZ…‡Z¡ 

GB RvwZmsN Avgv‡`i †`‡k ÎvY, 

cybe©vmb I cybM©V‡bi weivU KvR 

K‡i‡Q| evsjv‡`‡ki eyK †_‡K hy‡×i 

¶Z `~i Kiv, hy×weaŸ¯Í A_©bxwZi 

Drcv`b ¶gZvi cybiæ¾xeb Ges 

gyw³hy‡×i mgq fvi‡Z AvkÖq 

MÖnYKvix †KvwU Lv‡bK D`&‌ev¯Íyi 

cybe©vm‡bi e¨e¯’v Kiv G Kv‡Ri 

j¶¨| †m‡µUvwi †Rbv‡ij, Zvui 

mnKg©xe…›` Ges wewfbœ AvšÍR©vwZK 

ms¯’v GB weivU `vwqZ¡ cvj‡b mgš^q 

mva‡bi †cÖiYv RywM‡q‡Qb I †bZ…Z¡ 

w`‡q‡Qb| evsjv‡`‡ki miKvi I 

RbM‡Yi c¶ †_‡K Zvu‡`i cÖwZ 

K…ZÁZv RvbvB| Avgv‡`i `…pwek¦vm, 

Dcgnv‡`‡k Aewkó †h gvbweK 

mgm¨v i‡q‡Q, Zvi mgvav‡bI 

RvwZmsN GB iK‡gi MVbg~jK 

g‡bvfve wb‡q GwM‡q Avm‡e|

evsjv‡`‡ki mv¤cÖwZK me©bvkv eb¨vq 

¶wZMÖ¯Í †jvK‡`i mvnv‡h¨i Rb¨ 

cÖ‡qvRbxq ÎvY mvgMÖx Avni‡Yi Kv‡R 

RvwZmsN †h cÖ‡Póv Pvjv‡”Q, Zvi Rb¨ 

Avgiv K…ZÁ| cÖvK…wZK `y‡h©v‡Mi 

Ke‡j c‡o †hme †`k evi evi 

¶wZMÖ¯Í nq, evsjv‡`k Zv‡`i 

Ab¨Zg| ZvB cÖvK…wZK `y‡h©vM †_‡K 

D™¢~Z cwiw¯’wZi †gvKv‡ejvq Ges 

wek¦mgv‡Ri `ªæZ GwM‡q Avmvi 

Dc‡hvMx wbqwgZ cÖwZôvb MV‡b 

evsjv‡`‡ki we‡kl ¯^v_© wbwnZ 

i‡q‡Q| Aek¨, m~Pbv wnmv‡e GB 

ai‡bi GKwU e¨e¯’v B‡Zvg‡a¨B 

n‡q‡Q| GB e¨e¯’v RvwZms‡Ni 

wech©q ÎvY mgš^qKvixi Awdm 

¯’vcb| ms¯’vwU hv‡Z Kvh©Kifv‡e Zvi 

f~wgKv cvjb Ki‡Z cv‡i, †mRb¨ 

Zv‡K kw³kvjx K‡i M‡o †Zvjv 

GKvšÍ `iKvi| RvwZms‡Ni mKj 

m`m¨ †`‡kiB G e¨vcv‡i we‡kl 

`vwqZ¡ i‡q‡Q|

wcÖq †cÖwm‡W›U,

me©‡k‡l Avwg gvb‡ei Amva¨ mvab I 

`yiƒn evav AwZµ‡gi A`g¨ kw³i 

cÖwZ Avgv‡`i c~Y© Av¯’vi K_v Avevi 

†NvlYv Ki‡Z PvB| Avgv‡`i g‡Zv 

†`kmg~n, hv‡`i Af¨y`q msMÖvg I 

Z¨v‡Mi ga¨ w`‡q, GB Av`‡k© wek¦vmB 

Zv‡`i evuwP‡q ivL‡e| Avgv‡`i Kó 

¯^xKvi Ki‡Z n‡Z cv‡i| wKš‘ 

Avgv‡`i aŸsm bvB| GB Rxeb hy‡×i 

†gvKv‡ejvq RbM‡Yi cÖwZ‡iva ¶gZv 

I `…pcÖwZÁvB †klK_v| 

AvZ¥wbf©kxjZvB Avgv‡`i j¶¨| 

RbM‡Yi HK¨e× D‡`¨vMB Avgv‡`i 

wba©vwiZ Kg©aviv| G‡Z m‡›`‡ni 

†Kv‡bv AeKvk bvB †h, AvšÍR©vwZK 

mn‡hvwMZv Ges m¤ú` I 

cÖhyw³we`¨vq Askx`vwiZ¡ Avgv‡`i 

KvR‡K mnRZi Ki‡Z cv‡i, 

RbM‡Yi `ytL-Kó jvNe Ki‡Z cv‡i| 

wKš‘ Avgv‡`i b¨vq D`xqgvb 

†`kmg~‡ni Aek¨B wb‡R‡`i 

Kvh©¶gZvi cÖwZ Av¯’v ivL‡Z n‡e| 

g‡b ivL‡Z n‡e, ïay RbM‡Yi 

HK¨e× I mw¤§wjZ cÖ‡Póvi gva¨‡gB 

Avgiv Avgv‡`i wbw`©ó j‡¶¨ †cŠuQ‡Z 

m¶g n‡Z cvwi, M‡o Zyj‡Z cvwi 

DbœZZi fwel¨r|

GLOBAL BUSINESS | 17



e½eÜy †kL gywReyi ingvb 

RvwZms‡Ni mvaviY cwil‡` 1974 

m‡bi 25 †m‡Þ¤^i GB HwZnvwmK 

fvlY cÖ`vb K‡ib| RvwZmsN mvaviY 

cwil‡` evsjv fvlvq cÖ`Ë fvl‡Yi 

m¤ú~Y© e³e¨ GB †jLvq Zz‡j aiv 

nj|

AvR GB gnvb cwil‡` Avcbv‡`i 

mvg‡b `y‡Uv K_v ejvi my‡hvM †c‡q 

wb‡R‡K fvM¨evb g‡b KiwQ| 

gvbeRvwZi GB gnvb cvj©v‡g‡›U 

evsjv‡`‡ki mv‡o mvZ †KvwU gvbyl 

cÖwZwbwaZ¡ jvf Kivq Avcbv‡`i g‡a¨ 

†h m‡šÍv‡li fve j¶ K‡iwQ, AvwgI 

Zvi Askx`vi| ev½vjx RvwZi Rb¨ 

GUv HwZnvwmK gyn~Z©| KviY Zvi 

AvZ¥wbqš¿‡Yi AwaKvi AR©‡bi msMÖvg 

AvR weivU mvd‡j¨ wPwýZ|

GKwU ¯^vaxb †`‡ki ¯^vaxb bvMwiK 

wnmv‡e gy³ I m¤§vbRbK Rxeb 

hvc‡bi AwaKv‡ii Rb¨ ev½vjx RvwZ 

eû kZvãx a‡i msMÖvg Pvwj‡q 

G‡m‡Q| Zviv †P‡q‡Q we‡k¦i mKj 

RvwZi mv‡_ kvwšÍ I †mŠnv‡`¨©i g‡a¨ 

emevm Ki‡Z|

RvwZmsN mb‡` †h gnvb Av`‡k©i 

K_v ejv n‡q‡Q Zv Avgv‡`i RbM‡Yi 

Av`k© Ges G Av`‡k©i Rb¨ Zviv Pig 

Z¨vM ¯^xKvi K‡i‡Q| Ggb GK 

wek¦-e¨e¯’v MV‡b ev½vjx RvwZ 

DrmM©xK…Z, †h e¨e¯’vq gvby‡li kvwšÍ 

I b¨vqwePvi jv‡fi AvKv•Lv 

cÖwZdwjZ n‡e Ges Avwg Rvwb 

Avgv‡`i G cÖwZÁv MÖn‡Yi g‡a¨ 

Avgv‡`i jv‡Lv jv‡Lv knx‡`i we‡`nx 

AvZ¥vi ¯§…wZ wbwnZ i‡q‡Q| Avgv‡`i 

Rb¨ we‡kl †mŠfv‡M¨i K_v, evsjv‡`k 

Ggb GK mg‡q RvwZms‡N cÖ‡ek 

K‡i‡Q, hLb GB cwil‡`i †cÖwm‡W›U 

c` AjsK…Z K‡i‡Qb Ggb GK gnvb 

e¨w³ whwb wQ‡jb GKRb mwµq gyw³ 

msMÖvgx|

kvwšÍ I b¨vqbxwZi msMÖvg

gvbbxq †cÖwm‡W›U, MZ eQi 

Avj‡Rwiqv‡m© AbywôZ †RvU wbi‡c¶ 

kxl© m‡¤§jb mdj K‡i †Zvjvi Kv‡R 

Avcbvi g~j¨evb Ae`v‡bi K_v ¯§iY 

KiwQ| hvu‡`i gnvb AvZ¥Z¨v‡M 

evsjv‡`k AvR RvwZms‡N ¯’vb jv‡f 

m¶g n‡q‡Q, GB my‡hv‡M Avwg Zvu‡`i 

Awfb›`b RvbvB| evsjv‡`‡ki gyw³ 

msMÖv‡g †hme †`k I RvwZ mg_©b 

Rvwb‡q‡Qb Avwg Zvu‡`i cÖwZI RvbvB 

Avgv‡`i AšÍ‡ii Mfxi K…ZÁZv| 

bejä ¯^vaxbZv msnZ Kivi Kv‡R 

hy×weaŸ¯Í †`k cybM©V‡b Ges 

RbM‡Yi Rb¨ AwaKZi Kj¨vYKi 

Kv‡R, P¨v‡jÄ MÖnY Kivi Kv‡R †hme 

†`k I RvwZ evsjv‡`k‡K mvnvh¨ 

K‡i‡Qb Avwg Zvu‡`iI evsjv‡`‡ki 

Rbmvavi‡Yi AvšÍwiK ab¨ev` †cŠu‡Q 

w`w”Q| evsjv‡`‡ki msMÖvg b¨vq I 

kvwšÍi Rb¨ mve©Rbxb msMÖv‡gi 

cÖZxK¯^iƒc| myZivs evsjv‡`k ïiæ 

†_‡K we‡k¦i wbcxwo‡Z RbM‡Yi cv‡k 

`vuov‡e GUvB ¯^vfvweK|

RvwZms‡Ni R‡b¥i ci Zvi GK 

PZy_©vsk kZvãxi AwfÁZvq †`Lv hvq 

†h, Zvi Av`k© ev¯Íevq‡b weivU evavi 

gy‡L Aweivg msMÖvg Pvjv‡Z n‡q‡Q| 

RvwZms‡Ni mb‡` †h AvZ¥wbqš¿Y 

AwaKv‡ii cÖwZkÖæwZ †`Iqv n‡qwQj, 

Zv AR©‡bi Rb¨ Gwkqv, Avwd«Kv I 

j¨vwUb Av‡gwiKvi jv‡Lv jv‡Lv gyw³ 

†mbvbx‡K AvZ¥vn~wZ w`‡Z n‡q‡Q| GB 

msMÖvg GL‡bv Pj‡Q| Mv‡qi †Rv‡i 

†e-AvBwbfv‡e GjvKv `Lj, RbM‡Yi 

b¨vqm½Z AwaKvi‡K bm¨vr Kivi 

Kv‡R kw³i e¨envi I eY©‰el‡g¨i 

weiæ‡× P‡j‡Q GB hy×| G hy× e¨_© 

nqwb| Avj‡Rwiqv, wf‡qZbvg, 

evsjv‡`k I wMwb wemvD-G weivU Rq 

AwR©Z n‡q‡Q| G Rq Øviv cÖgvwYZ 

n‡q‡Q †h BwZnvm RbM‡Yi c‡¶ I 

b¨v‡qi P~ovšÍ weRq AeavwiZ|

fwel¨‡Zi c_

c„w_exi eû ¯’v‡b Ab¨vq-AwePvi 

GL‡bv Pj‡Q| Avgv‡`i Avie 

fvB‡qiv GL‡bv jo‡Qb Zvu‡`i f~wg 

†_‡K Rei `LjKvix‡`i m¤ú~Y© 

D‡”Q‡`i Rb¨| c¨v‡j÷vBwb RbM‡Yi 

b¨vqm½Z RvZxq AwaKvi GL‡bv 

AwR©Z nq bvB| Dcwb‡ekev` 

D‡”Q‡`i cÖwµqv Z¡ivwš^Z n‡jI P~ovšÍ 

j‡¶¨ GL‡bv †cŠu‡Qwb| G K_v 

Avwd«Kvi Rb¨ Av‡iv `„pfv‡e mZ¨| 

†mLv‡b wR‡¤^vwe I bvwgweqvi RbMY 

RvZxq ¯^vaxbZv I Pig gyw³i Rb¨ 

P~ovšÍ msMÖv‡g GL‡bv e¨vc…Z| 

eY©‰elg¨ GB cwil‡` Pig Aciva 

e‡j wPwýZ nIqv m‡Ë¡I gvby‡li 

we‡eK‡K Zv GL‡bv aŸsm Ki‡Q| 

GKw`‡K Ab¨vq AwePv‡ii aviv‡K 

DrLv‡Zi msMÖvg, Ab¨w`‡K weivU 

P¨v‡jÄ Avgv‡`i mvg‡b| AvR we‡k¦i 

mKj RvwZ c_ †e‡Q †bqvi KwVb 

msMÖv‡gi m¤§yLxb| GB c_ evQvB 

Kivi cÖÁvi Dci wbf©i Ki‡Q 

Avgv‡`i fwel¨r| Abvnvi, `vwi`Ö, 

†eKviZ¡ I eyfy¶vi Zvobvq RR©wiZ, 

cvigvYweK hy‡×i Øviv m¤ú~Y© aŸsm 

nIqvi k¼vq wknwiZ wefxwlKvgq 

RM‡Zi w`‡K Avgiv G¸‡ev bv, 

Avgiv ZvKv‡ev Ggb GK c„w_exi 

w`‡K, †hLv‡b weÁvb I KvwiMwi 

Áv‡bi we¯§qKi AMÖMwZi hy‡M 

gvby‡li m„wó ¶gZv I weivU mvdj¨ 

Avgv‡`i Rb¨ GK k¼vgy³ DbœZ 

fwel¨r MV‡b m¶g| GB fwel¨r n‡e 

cvigvYweK hy‡×i Avk¼v †_‡K gy³| 

we‡k¦i mKj m¤ú` I KvwiMwi Áv‡bi 

myôy eÈ‡bi Øviv Ggb Kj¨v‡Yi Øvi 

Ly‡j †`Iqv hv‡e †hLv‡b cÖ‡Z¨K 

gvbyl myLx I m¤§vbRbK Rxe‡bi 

b~¨bZg wbðqZv jvf Ki‡e|

evsjv‡`‡ki eZ©gvb A_©‰bwZK Ae¯’v

mv¤cÖwZK Kv‡j †MvUv we‡k¦ †h 

A_©‰bwZK wech©q †`Lv w`‡q‡Q Zvi 

cwi‡cÖw¶‡Z GKwU b¨vqm½Z 

AvšÍR©vwZK A_©‰bwZK e¨e¯’v M‡o 

†Zvjvi Kv‡R Avgv‡`i Av‡iv Z¡wir 

e¨e¯’v MÖnY Kiv DwPZ| G eQ‡ii 

†Mvovi w`‡K AbywôZ GB cwil‡`i 

we‡kl Awa‡ek‡b we‡k¦i eZ©gvb 

¸iæZi A_©‰bwZK Ae¯’v m¤ú‡K© 

Av‡jvPbv n‡q‡Q| Avwg Ggb GKwU 

†`‡ki c¶ †_‡K K_v ejwQ, †h 

†`kwU eZ©gv‡b A_©‰bwZK `y‡h©v‡M 

¶wZMÖ¯’ †`k¸wji ZvwjKvi kxl©¯’v‡b 

i‡q‡Q| G ¶wZ KZUv ¸iæZi─ Avwg 

†m m¤ú‡K© wKQyUv Av‡jvKcvZ Ki‡Z 

PvB|

hy‡×i aŸsm¯‘‡ci DciB evsjv‡`‡ki 

Rb¥ n‡qwQj| Zvici †_‡K Avgiv 

G‡Ki ci GK cÖvK…wZK wech©‡qi 

m¤§yLxb n‡qwQ| me©‡kl Gev‡ii 

bRxiwenxb eb¨v| mv¤cÖwZK eb¨v 

wech©q KvwU‡q DVvi D‡Ï‡k¨ 

evsjv‡`‡ki cÖwZ mvnv‡h¨i nvZ 

evwo‡q †`Iqvi e¨vcv‡i mwµq e¨e¯’v 

MÖnY Kivi Rb¨ Avgiv RvwZmsN, 

mswkøó ms¯’vmg~n I †m‡µUvwi 

†Rbv‡i‡ji Kv‡Q K…ZÁ| 

Avj‡Rwiqvi †cÖwm‡W›U ey‡gw`b I 

ciivóªgš¿x ey‡Zwd¬Kv evsjv‡`‡ki 

mvnv‡h¨i Rb¨ †RvU wbi‡c¶ 

†`kmg~‡ni cÖwZ Av‡e`b Rvwb‡q‡Qb|

eÜy‡`kmg~n I gvbeKj¨vY 

ms¯’v¸‡jvi KvQ †_‡KI fv‡jvB mvov 

cvIqv hv‡”Q| cÖvK…wZK wech©q 

evsjv‡`‡ki AMÖMwZ ïay cÖwZnZ 

K‡iwb, †`‡k cÖvq `ywf©¶ Ae¯’vi m…wó 

n‡q‡Q| GKB m‡½ wek¦e¨vcx 

gy`ÖvùxwZi `iæY Avgv‡`i g‡Zv GKwU 

†`‡ki Rb¨ `vq cwi‡kv‡ai †¶‡Î 

†KvwU †KvwU UvKvi NvUwZi m…wó 

n‡q‡Q| Rbmvavi‡Yi Rxebavi‡Yi 

gvb wbQK †eu‡P _vKvi ch©vq †_‡KI 

bx‡P †b‡g †M‡Q| gv_vwcQy hv‡`i 

evwl©K Avq 100 Wjv‡iiI Kg Zv‡`i 

Ae¯’v Av‡iv †kvPbxq| wek¦¯^v¯’¨ 

ms¯’vi wnmve Abyhvqx †eu‡P _vKvi 

Rb¨ †h b¨~bZg Lv`¨ cÖ‡qvRb Zvi 

†_‡K Kg Lv`¨ †L‡q hviv †eu‡P wQj 

Zviv m¤ú~Y© Abvnv‡i w`b KvUv‡”Q| 

`wi`Ö Afvex †`k¸‡jvi fwel¨r 

m¤ú‡K© †h Avfvm †`Iqv n‡q‡Q Zv 

Av‡iv nZvkvRbK|

AvšÍR©vwZK A_©‰bwZK cwiw¯’wZ

µgvMZ g~j¨e…w×i d‡j Lv‡`¨i `vg 

Mwie †`k¸‡jvi µq¶gZvi evB‡i 

P‡j †M‡Q| Ab¨w`‡K abx I DbœZ 

†`k¸wj n‡”Q Lv‡`¨i g~j 

idZvwbKviK| K…wl hš¿cvwZ I 

DcKi‡Yi Am¤¢e `vg evovi d‡j 

Mwie †`k¸‡jvi Lv`¨ msMÖ‡ni †PóvI 

†Zgb mdj n‡Z cvi‡Q bv| wek¦e¨vcx 

gy`ÖvùxwZi d‡j Dbœqbkxj †`k¸‡jvi 

Dbœqb cwiKíbvi e¨q eû¸Y †e‡o 

†M‡Q| Zv‡`i wb‡R‡`i m¤ú` Kv‡R 

jvMv‡bvi kw³I n«vm †c‡q‡Q| 

B‡Zvg‡a¨B †hme †`k e¨vcK †eKvi 

mgm¨vq fyM‡Q Zviv Zv‡`i AwZ bMY¨ 

Dbœqb cwiKíbv¸‡jvI †K‡U †Qu‡U 

K‡jei †QvU Ki‡Z eva¨ n‡q‡Q| GB 

cwiKíbv¸‡jv ev¯ÍevwqZ n‡j gvÎ 

cvuP †_‡K Qq kZvsk nv‡i Avq e…w×i 

m¤¢vebv wQj| we‡k¦i mKj RvwZ 

HK¨e×fv‡e GB cwiw¯’wZi 

†gvKv‡ejv Ki‡Z AMÖmi bv n‡j 

gvby‡li `ytL-`y`©kv Ggb weivU AvKvi 

aviY Ki‡e, BwZnv‡m hvi Zyjbv 

cvIqv hv‡e bv| Aek¨ eZ©gv‡b 

AmsL¨ gvby‡li cyÄxf~Z `ytL-`y`©kvi 

cvkvcvwk gywó‡gq gvbyl †h Af~Zc~e© 

‰elwqK mg…w× I myL-myweav †fvM 

Ki‡Q Zvi Zyjbv BwZnv‡m weij|

G Ae¯’vi cwieZ©b NUv‡Z cv‡i 

Avgv‡`i g‡a¨ gvbweK 

HK¨‡eva-åvZ…Z¡‡ev‡ai cybR©vMiY| 

cvi¯úwiK wbf©ikxjZvi ¯^xK…wZB 

†Kej eZ©gvb mgm¨vi hyw³m½Z 

mgvavb NUv‡Z m¶g| eZ©gvb `y‡h©vM 

KvUv‡Z n‡j Awej‡¤^ HK¨e× cÖ‡Póv 

`iKvi| eZ©gv‡bi g‡Zv GZ e‡ov 

P¨v‡j‡Äi †gvKv‡ejv RvwZmsN 

AZx‡Z KL‡bv K‡iwb| G P¨v‡jÄ 

n‡”Q GKUv b¨vqm½Z AvšÍR©vwZK 

e¨e¯’v M‡o †Zvjvi Rb¨ hyw³i 

kw³‡K Kv‡R jvMv‡bvi †Póv| G 

e¨e¯’vq _vK‡e wb‡Ri cÖvK…wZK 

m¤ú‡`i Dci cÖwZwU †`‡ki mve©‡fŠg 

AwaKv‡ii wbðqZv| G e¨e¯’v M‡o 

Zyj‡e AvšÍR©vwZK mn‡hvwMZv, ev¯Íe 

KvVv‡gv, hvi wfwË n‡e w¯’wZkxj 

b¨vqm½Z A_©‰bwZK e¨e¯’vq we‡k¦i 

mKj †`‡ki mvaviY ¯^v‡_©i ¯^xK…wZ| 

GLb Ggb GKwU mgq hLb Avgv‡`i 

Ø¨_©nxb K‡É †NvlYv Ki‡Z n‡e †h, 

Avgv‡`i GKUv AvšÍR©vwZK `vwqZ¡ 

i‡q‡Q| G `vwqZ¡ n‡jv we‡k¦i cÖwZwU 

gvbyl hv‡Z Zvi e¨w³‡Z¡i weKvk I 

gh©v`vi Dc‡hvMx A_©‰bwZK, mvgvwRK 

I mvs¯‹…wZK AwaKvi †fvM Ki‡Z 

cv‡i Zvi e¨e¯’v Kiv| gvbevwaKvi 

msµvšÍ mve©Rbxb †NvlYvq G 

AwaKv‡ii M¨vivw›U †`Iqv n‡q‡Q| 

gvbevwaKvi msµvšÍ †NvlYv Abyhvqx 

Avgv‡`i AvšÍR©vwZK ØwqZ¡ Ggbfv‡e 

cvjb Ki‡Z n‡e hv‡Z cÖwZwU gvbyl 

wb‡Ri I cwiev‡ii myL-mg…w×i Rb¨ 

cÖ‡qvRbxq Rxebavi‡Yi gvb cÖwZôv 

AR©‡bi wbðqZv jvf K‡i|

AvšÍR©vwZK AwaKvi cÖwZôv, mg‡SvZv 

I kvwšÍc~Y© cwi‡ekB †h A_©‰bwZK 

`yie¯’v `~i Ki‡Z m¶g, †m m¤ú‡K© 

Avgiv m¤ú~Y© m‡PZb| G cÖm‡½ ejv 

cÖ‡qvRb, eZ©gvb A¯¿ cÖwZ‡hvwMZv 

wbqš¿Y Kivi Rb¨ Riæwi e¨e¯’v MÖnY 

Kiv `iKvi| A¯¿ cÖwZ‡hvwMZv nÖvm 

Kiv m¤¢e n‡j A_©‰bwZK m¼U `~i 

Kivi cwi‡ekB ïay M‡o DV‡e bv, G 

cÖwZ‡hvwMZvq †h wecyj m¤ú` AcPq 

n‡”Q, Zv gvbeRvwZi mvaviY Kj¨v‡Y 

wb‡qvM Kiv m¤¢e n‡e|

kvwšÍc~Y© mn-Ae¯’vb

evsjv‡`k cÖ_g †_‡KB †RvU wbi‡c¶ 

‰e‡`wkK bxwZ AbymiY K‡i‡Q| GB 

bxwZi g~jK_v kvwšÍc~Y© mn-Ae¯’vb 

Ges mK‡ji m‡½ ‰gÎx| kvwšÍi cÖwZ 

†h Avgv‡`i c~Y© AbyMZ¨ Zv GB 

Dcjwä †_‡K R‡b¥‡Q †h, GKgvÎ 

kvwšÍc~Y© cwi‡e‡kB Avgiv Avgv‡`i 

KóvwR©Z RvZxq ¯^vaxbZvi dj 

Av¯^v`b Ki‡Z cvi‡ev Ges ¶yav, 

`vwi`Ö, †ivM‡kvK, wk¶v I †eKvi‡Z¡i 

weiæ‡× msMÖvg Kivi Rb¨ Avgv‡`i 

mKj m¤ú` I kw³ wb‡qvM Ki‡Z 

m¶g n‡ev| myZivs Avgiv ¯^vMZ 

RvbvB †mB mKj cÖ‡Póv‡K, hvi j¶¨ 

we‡k¦ D‡ËRbv nÖvm Kiv, A¯¿ 

cÖwZ‡hvwMZv mxwgZ Kiv, Gwkqv, 

AvwdÖKv I j¨vwUb Av‡gwiKvmn 

c…w_exi cÖ‡Z¨KwU ¯’v‡b kvwšÍc~Y© 

mn-Ae¯’vb bxwZ †Rvi`vi Kiv| GB 

bxwZ Abyhvqx fviZ gnvmvMi‡K kvwšÍ 

GjvKv ivLvi cÖ¯Ív‡e Avgiv Aweivg 

mg_©b Rvwb‡q G‡mwQ| fviZ 

gnvmvMi‡K kvwšÍ GjvKv ivLvi cÖ¯Íve 

GB cwil‡`I mwµq kw³kvjx 

Aby‡gv`b jvf K‡i‡Q|

Avgiv `w¶Y-c~e© Gwkqv‡K kvwšÍ, 

¯^vaxbZv I wbi‡c¶Zvi GjvKviƒ‡c 

†NvlYvi AKyÉ mg_©b Rvwb‡qwQ| 

Avgv‡`i wek¦vm †RvU wbi‡c¶ 

m‡¤§j‡b we‡k¦i †h D`xqgvb 

RvwZmg~n GKwÎZ n‡qwQ‡jb, Zviv 

kvwšÍi c‡¶ kw³kvjx mg_©b 

RywM‡q‡Qb| Zviv we‡k¦i wecyj 

msL¨vMwiô gvby‡li Awfbœ cÖwZÁvi 

K_vB Avevi †NvlYv K‡i‡Qb| GB 

†NvlYvi j¶¨ RvZxq ¯^vaxbZv i¶v 

Ges kvwšÍ I b¨vqwePvi cÖwZôv Kiv|

gvbeRvwZi Aw¯ÍZ¡ i¶vi Rb¨ kvwšÍ 

GKvšÍ `iKvi| GB kvwšÍi g‡a¨ mviv 

we‡k¦i mKj bi-bvixi Mfxi Avkv 

AvKvO&¶v g~Z© n‡q i‡q‡Q| b¨vqbxwZi 

Dci cÖwZwôZ bv n‡j kvwšÍ KL‡bv 

¯’vqx n‡Z cv‡i bv|

Dcgnv‡`‡k weev`-wem¤^v‡`i wb®úwË

Avgiv kvwšÍKvgx e‡j Avgv‡`i GB 

Dcgnv‡`‡k Avgiv 

Av‡cvk-gxgvsmv-bxwZi Abymvix| 

Avgv‡`i `…p wek¦vm evsjv‡`‡ki 

Af¨y`q Dcgnv‡`‡k kvwšÍ I 

w¯’wZkxjZv cÖwZôvi mnvqK n‡q‡Q 

Ges AZx‡Zi msNvZ I we‡iv‡ai 

e`‡j Avgv‡`i wZbwU †`‡ki 

RbM‡Yi g‡a¨ Kj¨vYKi mn‡hvwMZv 

I eÜy‡Z¡i m¤úK© cÖwZôv Kiv m¤¢e 

n‡e| Avgiv Avgv‡`i gnvb wbKU 

cÖwZ‡ekx fviZ, evg©v I †bcv‡ji 

mv‡_ eÜyZ¡c~Y© m¤úK© cÖwZôv K‡iwQ| 

AZxZ †_‡K gyL wdwi‡q cvwK¯Ív‡bi 

mv‡_ bZyb m¤úK© ¯’vc‡bi cÖ‡PóvqI 

wjß i‡qwQ|

AZx‡Zi wZ³Zv `~i Kivi Rb¨ 

Avgiv †Kv‡bv cÖ‡Póv †_‡KB wbe…Ë nB 

bvB| 195 Rb hy×-Acivax‡K ¶gv 

cÖ`k©b K‡i GB Dcgnv‡`‡k kvwšÍ I 

mn‡hvwMZvi bZyb BwZnvm iPbvi 

Kv‡R Avgiv Avgv‡`i AvšÍwiKZvi 

cÖgvY w`‡qwQ| GB 195 Rb 

hy×-Acivaxi weiæ‡× gvbeZv-we‡ivax 

Aciv‡a wjß _vKvi AmsL¨ 

mv¶¨cÖgvY wQj, Zey mKj Aciva 

fy‡j wM‡q Avgiv ¶gvi Ggb D`vniY 

m…wó Ki‡Z †P‡qwQ, hv GB 

Dcgnv‡`‡k kvwšÍ, mg…w× I 

mn‡hvwMZvi GK bZyb Aa¨v‡qi m~Pbv 

Ki‡e| Dcgnv‡`‡ki kvwšÍ wbwðZ 

Kivi Kv‡R Avgiv †Kv‡bv c~e©kZ© w`B 

bvB wKsev `iKlvKwl Kwi bvB| eis 

RbM‡Yi Rb¨ Avgiv GK myKygvi 

fwel¨r †cÖiYv Øviv DØy× I 

cÖfvevwš^Z n‡qwQ| Ab¨vb¨ eo we‡iva 

wb®úwËi Kv‡RI Avgiv b¨vqwePvi I 

cvi¯úwiK mg‡SvZvi Dci ¸iæZ¡ 

Av‡ivc K‡iwQ| 63 nvRvi cvwK¯Ívwb 

cwiev‡ii `yM©wZ GKwU Riæwi gvbweK 

mgm¨v n‡q i‡q‡Q| cvwK¯Ív‡bi cÖwZ 

AvbyM‡Z¨i K_v Zviv Avevi cÖKvk 

K‡i‡Qb Ges ¯^‡`‡k cÖZ¨veZ©‡bi 

Rb¨ Zv‡`i bvg †iWµ‡mi 

AvšÍR©vwZK KwgwUi Kv‡Q ZvwjKvfy³ 

K‡i‡Qb| AvšÍR©vwZK †evSvcov I 

AvBb Abymv‡i ¯^‡`‡k cÖZ¨veZ©b 

Kivi AwaKvi Zv‡`i i‡q‡Q| GB 

m‡½ gvbeZvi ZvwM‡` Zv‡`i mgm¨vi 

Avï mgvavb cÖ‡qvRb| mv‡eK 

cvwK¯Ív‡bi m¤ú‡`i b¨vqm½Z 

evu‡Uvqviv Avi GKwU mgm¨v, hvi Avï 

mgvavb `iKvi| evsjv‡`k 

Av‡cvk-gxgvsmvi Rb¨ cÖ¯ÍyZ| 

Avgv‡`i cÖZ¨vkv GB Dcgnv‡`‡ki 

RbM‡Yi e…nËg ¯^v‡_© cvwK¯Ívb 

Avgv‡`i AvnŸv‡b mvovv †`‡e Ges 

b¨vqwePvi I cvi¯úwiK †evSvcovi 

wfwË‡Z AgxgvswmZ mgm¨vi mgvav‡b 

GwM‡q Avm‡e| Zvn‡j Dcgnv‡`‡k 

cwiw¯’wZi ¯^vfvweKxKi‡Yi cÖ‡Póv 

mdj nIqvi c‡_ Avi †Kv‡bv evav 

_vK‡e bv| evsjv‡`k Zvi mKj 

cÖwZ‡ekx †`‡ki m‡½ mr 

cÖwZ‡ekxmyjf m¤úK© cÖwZôvi cÖ‡Póv 

Pvwj‡q hv‡e| †h m¤ú‡K wfwË n‡e 

kvwšÍc~Y© mn-Ae¯’vb, ci¯ú‡ii 

mve©‡fŠgZ¡ I AvÂwjK ALÐZvi cÖwZ 

kÖ×v cÖ`k©b Ges G‡K A‡b¨i 

Avf¨šÍixY wel‡q n¯Í‡¶c bv Kiv|

we‡k¦i G GjvKvq Ges Ab¨ÎI kvwšÍ 

cÖwZôvi cÖ‡Póvq Avgv‡`i mg_©b 

Ae¨vnZ _vK‡e|

RvwZmsN I gvby‡li AMÖMwZ

GB `ytL `y`©kv msNvZc~Y© we‡k¦ 

RvwZmsN gvby‡li fwel¨r 

Avkv-AvKvO&¶vi †K›`Ö¯’j| bvbvb 

Amyweav I evavwecwË m‡Ë¡I RvwZmsN 

Zvi R‡b¥i ci wmwK kZvãx Kv‡jiI 

†ewk mgq a‡i ivR‰bwZK, 

A_©‰bwZK, mvgvwRK Ges mvs¯‹…wZK 

†¶‡Î gvbeRvwZi AMÖMwZ‡Z 

¸iæZ¡c~Y© Ae`vb †i‡L‡Q| Ggb 

†`‡ki msL¨v Lye Kg, hviv 

evsjv‡`‡ki g‡Zv GB cÖwZôv‡bi 

ev¯Íe mvdj¨ I m¤¢vebv Abyave‡b 

m¶g n‡q‡Q| W. KyU© IqvìnvBg Ges 

Zvui †hvM¨ I wb‡ew`ZcÖvY 

mnKg©xe…‡›`i †cÖiYv`vbKvix †bZ…‡Z¡ 

GB RvwZmsN Avgv‡`i †`‡k ÎvY, 

cybe©vmb I cybM©V‡bi weivU KvR 

K‡i‡Q| evsjv‡`‡ki eyK †_‡K hy‡×i 

¶Z `~i Kiv, hy×weaŸ¯Í A_©bxwZi 

Drcv`b ¶gZvi cybiæ¾xeb Ges 

gyw³hy‡×i mgq fvi‡Z AvkÖq 

MÖnYKvix †KvwU Lv‡bK D`&‌ev¯Íyi 

cybe©vm‡bi e¨e¯’v Kiv G Kv‡Ri 

j¶¨| †m‡µUvwi †Rbv‡ij, Zvui 

mnKg©xe…›` Ges wewfbœ AvšÍR©vwZK 

ms¯’v GB weivU `vwqZ¡ cvj‡b mgš^q 

mva‡bi †cÖiYv RywM‡q‡Qb I †bZ…Z¡ 

w`‡q‡Qb| evsjv‡`‡ki miKvi I 

RbM‡Yi c¶ †_‡K Zvu‡`i cÖwZ 

K…ZÁZv RvbvB| Avgv‡`i `…pwek¦vm, 

Dcgnv‡`‡k Aewkó †h gvbweK 

mgm¨v i‡q‡Q, Zvi mgvav‡bI 

RvwZmsN GB iK‡gi MVbg~jK 

g‡bvfve wb‡q GwM‡q Avm‡e|

evsjv‡`‡ki mv¤cÖwZK me©bvkv eb¨vq 

¶wZMÖ¯Í †jvK‡`i mvnv‡h¨i Rb¨ 

cÖ‡qvRbxq ÎvY mvgMÖx Avni‡Yi Kv‡R 

RvwZmsN †h cÖ‡Póv Pvjv‡”Q, Zvi Rb¨ 

Avgiv K…ZÁ| cÖvK…wZK `y‡h©v‡Mi 

Ke‡j c‡o †hme †`k evi evi 

¶wZMÖ¯Í nq, evsjv‡`k Zv‡`i 

Ab¨Zg| ZvB cÖvK…wZK `y‡h©vM †_‡K 

D™¢~Z cwiw¯’wZi †gvKv‡ejvq Ges 

wek¦mgv‡Ri `ªæZ GwM‡q Avmvi 

Dc‡hvMx wbqwgZ cÖwZôvb MV‡b 

evsjv‡`‡ki we‡kl ¯^v_© wbwnZ 

i‡q‡Q| Aek¨, m~Pbv wnmv‡e GB 

ai‡bi GKwU e¨e¯’v B‡Zvg‡a¨B 

n‡q‡Q| GB e¨e¯’v RvwZms‡Ni 

wech©q ÎvY mgš^qKvixi Awdm 

¯’vcb| ms¯’vwU hv‡Z Kvh©Kifv‡e Zvi 

f~wgKv cvjb Ki‡Z cv‡i, †mRb¨ 

Zv‡K kw³kvjx K‡i M‡o †Zvjv 

GKvšÍ `iKvi| RvwZms‡Ni mKj 

m`m¨ †`‡kiB G e¨vcv‡i we‡kl 

`vwqZ¡ i‡q‡Q|

wcÖq †cÖwm‡W›U,

me©‡k‡l Avwg gvb‡ei Amva¨ mvab I 

`yiƒn evav AwZµ‡gi A`g¨ kw³i 

cÖwZ Avgv‡`i c~Y© Av¯’vi K_v Avevi 

†NvlYv Ki‡Z PvB| Avgv‡`i g‡Zv 

†`kmg~n, hv‡`i Af¨y`q msMÖvg I 

Z¨v‡Mi ga¨ w`‡q, GB Av`‡k© wek¦vmB 

Zv‡`i evuwP‡q ivL‡e| Avgv‡`i Kó 

¯^xKvi Ki‡Z n‡Z cv‡i| wKš‘ 

Avgv‡`i aŸsm bvB| GB Rxeb hy‡×i 

†gvKv‡ejvq RbM‡Yi cÖwZ‡iva ¶gZv 

I `…pcÖwZÁvB †klK_v| 

AvZ¥wbf©kxjZvB Avgv‡`i j¶¨| 

RbM‡Yi HK¨e× D‡`¨vMB Avgv‡`i 

wba©vwiZ Kg©aviv| G‡Z m‡›`‡ni 

†Kv‡bv AeKvk bvB †h, AvšÍR©vwZK 

mn‡hvwMZv Ges m¤ú` I 

cÖhyw³we`¨vq Askx`vwiZ¡ Avgv‡`i 

KvR‡K mnRZi Ki‡Z cv‡i, 

RbM‡Yi `ytL-Kó jvNe Ki‡Z cv‡i| 

wKš‘ Avgv‡`i b¨vq D`xqgvb 

†`kmg~‡ni Aek¨B wb‡R‡`i 

Kvh©¶gZvi cÖwZ Av¯’v ivL‡Z n‡e| 

g‡b ivL‡Z n‡e, ïay RbM‡Yi 

HK¨e× I mw¤§wjZ cÖ‡Póvi gva¨‡gB 

Avgiv Avgv‡`i wbw`©ó j‡¶¨ †cŠuQ‡Z 

m¶g n‡Z cvwi, M‡o Zyj‡Z cvwi 

DbœZZi fwel¨r|
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Mr. President,
Today as I stand before this Assembly, I 
share with you the profound 
satisfaction that the seventy-five 
million people of Bangladesh are now 
represented in this Parliament of Man. 
For the Bengalee nation this is a 
historic moment, marking the 
consummation of the struggle to 
vindicate its right of 
self-determination. The Bengalee 
people have fought over the 
centuries so that they may 
secure for themselves the right 
to live in freedom and with 
dignity as free citizens of a free 
country. They have aspired to 
live in peace and friendship with 
all the nations of the world. The 
noble ideals enshrined in the 
United Nations Charter are the 
very ideals for which millions of 
our people have made the 
supreme sacrifice. I know that 
the souls of our martyrs join us 
in pledging that the Bengalee 
nation fully commits itself to the 
building of a world order, in 
which the aspiration of all men for 
peace and justice will be realised.

It is particularly gratifying to note that 
Bangladesh has been admitted to this 
Assembly when its Presidency has 
been assumed by one who has been an 
active fighter for freedom. I recall, Mr. 
President, the valuable contribution 
made by you to the success of the 
Summit Conference of Non-aligned 
nations held in Algiers in September 
last year. I would like to avail myself of 
this opportunity to salute all those 
whose sacrifices have earned for 
Bangladesh a place in the comity of 
nations. I express our deep sense of 
gratitude to all those nations and 

peoples who supported Bangladesh in 
its struggle. We would also like to 
thank all those who have been 
rendering valuable assistance to 
Bangladesh in consolidating our 
independence, in reconstructing our 
war-ravaged land and in meeting the 
formidable challenge of building a 
better future for our people. To all 
those who have welcomed us into the 
United Nations I offer the most sincere 

thanks of the people of Bangladesh.

The very struggle of Bangladesh 
symbolized the universal struggle for 
peace and justice. It was, therefore, 
only natural that Bangladesh, from its 
very inception, should stand firmly by 
the side of the oppressed people of the 
world. The experience of quarter of a 
century since the United Nations was 
established, has shown how a 
relentless struggle has had to be waged 
against daunting odds in pursuit of 
these ideals. The right of 
self-determination which the United 
Nations Charter promised could only 
be redeemed through the supreme 

sacrifice of millions of valiant fighters 
for freedom in Asia, Africa and Latin 
America. The struggle still continues 
against the illegal occupation of 
territory by aggression, against use of 
force to negate the legitimate rights of 
people, against the practice of racial 
discrimination and apartheid. Great 
victories have been won in Algeria, in 
Vietnam, in Bangladesh and in 
Guinea-Bissau. Such victories prove 

that history is on the side of the 
people and that justice ultimately 
triumphs.

But injustice and oppression still 
persist in many parts of the 
world. Our Arab brethren are still 
fighting for the complete 
vacation of all illegally occupied 
territories and the legitimate 
national rights of the people of 
Palestine have yet to be 
restored. The process of 
decolonisation, though greatly 
advanced, has yet to reach its 
ultimate goal. This is particularly 
true in Africa where the heroic 
peoples of Zimbabwe and 

Namibia are still engaged in a grim 
struggle for freedom and national 
liberation. Apartheid, which this 
Assembly has repeatedly declared to 
be a crime against humanity, continues 
to outrage the conscience of man.

While the legacy of injustice from the 
past has to be liquidated, we are faced 
with the challenges of the future. 
Today the nations of the world are 
faced with critical choices. The wisdom 
of our choice will depend on whether 
we will move towards a world haunted 
by fear of total destruction, threatened 
by a nuclear war, faced with the 
aggravation of human sufferings on a 
horrendous scale, marked by mass 

starvation, unemployment and the 
wretchedness of deepening poverty or 
whether we can look forward to a 
world where human creativity and the 
great achievements of our age in 
science and technology will be able to 
shape a better future free from the 
threat of a nuclear war and based upon 
sharing of technology and resources on 
a global scale so that men everywhere 
can begin to enjoy the minimum 
conditions of a decent life.

The great economic upheavals which 
have recently shaken the entire world 
should generate a sense of urgency 
about building a just international 
economic order. The Special Session of 
this Assembly earlier this year took 
note of the grave implications of the 
present international economic 
situation. Speaking for a country which 
heads the list of those described as 
being "most severely affected” by the 
current economic situation, I can only 
underline how grievous these effects 
are, as Bangladesh which was born on 
the ruins of a devastating war have, 
ever since liberation, been plagued by a 
series of natural disasters, the latest 
one being the unprecedented floods 
we have experienced this year. We are 
grateful to the United Nations, its 
agencies, and to the Secretary General 
for their active interest in helping 
Bangladesh to meet the situation. 
President Boumediene and Foreign 
Minister Bouteflika of Algeria have 
appealed to the nonaligned group of 
countries to come forward to help 
Bangladesh. Friendly countries and 
humanitarian organisations all over the 
world have been responding positively. 
These natural calamities have not only 
impeded Bangladesh's march towards 
economic progress, but also have left 
the country in a near-famine condition. 
At the same time global inflation has 
meant, for a country such as ours, a 
balance of payments gap in the order of 
hundreds of millions of dollars. 
Translated in terms of human 
sufferings, this means that people with 
a meager annual per capita income of 
less than $ 100 are now faced with the 
prospect of severe reduction in even 

their current subsistence level of living. 
People who are consuming less than 
the minimum considered necessary for 
mere survival by the World Health 
Organization, now face starvation. The 
forecast for the future of the poorer 
countries is even more gloomy. Food 
grains, of which the developed 
industrial nations are the main 
exporters, are gradually going out of 
their reach as a result of steadily 
increasing prices. Their efforts to attain 
self-sufficiency in food production are 
also being severely affected because of 
rising cost and growing scarcity of vital 
agricultural inputs. Side by side, as a 
result of global inflation, which has not 
only increased manifold the cost of 
development projects but has also 
adversely reduced their ability to 
mobilise their own resources, countries 
already faced with grinding poverty and 
massive unemployment are threatened 
with the dire possibilities of cutbacks 
on their modest development plans 
envisaging growth rates of 5 to 6 per 
cent per annum.

Unless the nations of the world can 
concert their action to meet this 
situation, human misery will be 
aggravated on a scale unknown in 
history. Indeed there would be no 
recorded parallel of such human misery 
having to be endured by so many side 
by side with such unprecedented levels 
of affluence and prosperity enjoyed by 
so few. Only a regeneration of the 
feeling of human solidarity and 
brotherhood and an acknowledgement 
of inter-dependence can bring about a 
rational solution and the urgent action 
needed to avoid this catastrophe.

No greater challenge has been faced by 
the United Nations than that or 
marshaling the forces of reason to 
bring about a just international 
economic order. This order must not 
only ensure sovereignty of each state 
over its natural resources but should 
also seek to establish a framework of 
international cooperation based upon 
recognition of the over-riding common 
interest of the countries of the world in 
a stable and just economic system. This 
is the moment when we must reaffirm 

in unequivocal terms that there is an 
international responsibility to ensure 
that every one everywhere should 
enjoy the economic, social and cultural 
rights indispensable for his dignity and 
the free development of his personality 
as guaranteed by the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights. This 
responsibility, according to the 
Universal Declaration, should extend 
to ensuring to everyone the right to a 
standard of living adequate for the 
health and well-being of oneself and 
one’s family.

We are fully conscious that the current 
economic crisis can be dealt with only 
in an environment of peace, 
international amity and understanding. 
In this context, urgent measures to 
control the present arms race assume 
special importance not only for the 
creation of such an environment but 
also for releasing for the common good 
of mankind the massive resources 
currently being wasted on armaments.

Bangladesh from its very inception has 
adopted a non-aligned foreign policy 
based upon the principles of peaceful 
co-existence and friendship towards 
all. Our total commitment to peace is 
born of the realisation that only an 
environment of peace would enable us 
to enjoy the fruits of our hard-won 
national independence and to mobilise 
and concentrate all our energies and 
resources in combating the scourges of 
poverty, hunger, disease, illiteracy and 
unemployment.

We, therefore, welcome every effort 
aimed at advancing the process of 
detente, relaxation of tension, 
limitation of armaments and the 
promotion of peaceful co-existence in 
every part of the world, whether it is in 
Asia, Africa, Europe or in Latin America. 
In pursuance of this policy we have 
consistently supported the concept of 
a Zone of Peace in the Indian Ocean 
area which has received powerful 
endorsement of this Assembly. We 
have also supported the concept of 
South East Asia as a Zone of Peace, 
Freedom and Neutrality.

We believe that the nations of the 

emerging world assembled in the 
Non-aligned Conference provide 
powerful support to the cause of peace. 
They have reaffirmed the common 
determination of the overwhelming 
majority of the people of the world to 
preserve national independence and to 
promote peace and justice.

Peace is an imperative for the survival 
of mankind. It represents the deepest 
aspirations of men and women 
throughout the world. Peace to endure 
must, however, be peace based upon 
justice.

Consistent with our own total 
commitment to peace, we have striven 
to promote the process of 
reconciliation on our own 
subcontinent. It was our firm belief 
that the emergence of Bangladesh 
would materially contribute towards 
creating a structure of peace and 
stability in our subcontinent and that 
the confrontation and strife of the past 
could be replaced by relations of 
friendship and cooperation for the 
welfare of all our peoples. We have not 
only developed good relations with our 
immediate neighbours India, Burma 
and Nepal, but also have striven to 
turn away from the past and open a 
new chapter of relations with Pakistan.

We have spared no effort towards 
liquidating the legacies of the past and 
made our ultimate contribution by 
granting clemency even to those 195 
prisoners of war against whom there 
was overwhelming evidence of having 
committed grave crimes, including 
crimes against humanity. This was our 
investment towards opening a new 
chapter and towards building a future 
of peace and stability in our tormented 
subcontinent. In doing this, we insisted 
on no pre-conditions nor did we seek 
to strike any bargain, for we were 
influenced by only the vision of better 
future for all our peoples.

We look forward to the resolution of 
other outstanding problems in a spirit 
of fair play and mutual 
accommodation. The plight of the 
63,000 Pakistani families, who have 
reaffirmed their allegiance to Pakistan 

and have registered themselves with 
the International Committee of the Red 
Cross for repatriation to their country, 
remains a pressing humanitarian 
problem. Not only it is their right to be 
repatriated to the country to which 
they retain allegiance, based on the 
strongest foundations of law and 
international agreement, but also the 
dictates of humanity call for an urgent 
solution to their problem.

The just division of the assets of 
former Pakistan is the other problem 
which awaits an urgent solution. 
Bangladesh on its part was, and 
remains, ready to move forward 
towards reconciliation. We expect that 
in the over-riding interest of the 
welfare of the peoples of the 
subcontinent Pakistan will reciprocate 
by coming forward to resolve these 
outstanding problems in a spirit of fair 
play and mutual accommodation so 
that the process of normalisation can 
be carried to a successful conclusion.

In a world that is marked by strife and 
human misery, the United Nations 
remains the focus of Man's hope for the 
future. Despite many difficulties and 
obstacles placed in its way, the United 
Nations, during more than a quarter 
century of its existence, has significantly 
contributed towards human progress in 
the political, economic, social and 
cultural fields. There are few countries 
in the world that have a better 
realisation than Bangladesh of the 
concrete achievements and the 
potential for good of this organisation. 
It was under the inspired leadership of 
Dr. Kurt Waldheim and his able and 
dedicated colleagues that the United 
Nations embarked on a major relief and 
reconstruction programme in our 
country to heal the wounds of war, to 
restore the productive capacity of our 
war-ravaged economy and to 
rehabilitate millions of returning 
refugees from India who had to take 
shelter there during our struggle for 
liberation. To the Secretary General, 
members of his staff and the various 
humanitarian agencies who have 
contributed to the success of this 
gigantic operation I would like to offer 

the sincere expression of gratitude of 
the Government and of the people of 
Bangladesh. We are confident that the 
same constructive leadership will be 
forthcoming from the United Nations in 
the solution to the remaining 
humanitarian problem in the 
subcontinent.

As I mentioned earlier, we are grateful 
to the United Nations for the efforts in 
mobilising assistance in aid of the 
victims of the current catastrophic 
floods in Bangladesh. As a country 
which has repeatedly been exposed to 
the ravages of natural calamities, 
Bangladesh has a special stake in the 
creation of an institutional arrangement 
by which the international community 
can move effectively to meet and 
prevent such calamities. Indeed a 
beginning, though modest, has already 
been made in this respect by the 
establishment of the office of United 
Nations Disaster Relief Coordinator. 
However, in order that it can effectively 
play the role assigned to it there is an 
imperative need to strengthen the 
organisation. The members of the 
United Nations have a special 
responsibility to concert their efforts 
for the achievement of this objective.

I should like to conclude by re-affirming 
my faith in the indomitable spirit of 
man- in the capacity of the people to 
achieve the impossible and to overcome 
insurmountable odds. This is the faith 
which sustains nations like us which 
have emerged through struggle and 
sacrifice. Our nations may suffer, but 
they can never die. In facing the 
challenge of survival, the resilience and 
determination of the peoples is an 
ultimate strength. Our goal is 
self-reliance, our chosen path is the 
united and collective efforts of our 
peoples. International cooperation and 
the sharing of resources and technology 
could no doubt make our task less 
onerous and reduce the human 
sufferings. But for us in the emerging 
world, ultimately we must have faith in 
ourselves, in our capacity through the 
united and concerted efforts of our 
peoples to fulfill our destiny and to 
build for ourselves a better future.

Address by hon'ble Prime Minister
Bangabandhu Sheikh Mujibur Rahman at the

29th regular session of the UN General Assembly
New York, September 25, 1974
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Mr. President,
Today as I stand before this Assembly, I 
share with you the profound 
satisfaction that the seventy-five 
million people of Bangladesh are now 
represented in this Parliament of Man. 
For the Bengalee nation this is a 
historic moment, marking the 
consummation of the struggle to 
vindicate its right of 
self-determination. The Bengalee 
people have fought over the 
centuries so that they may 
secure for themselves the right 
to live in freedom and with 
dignity as free citizens of a free 
country. They have aspired to 
live in peace and friendship with 
all the nations of the world. The 
noble ideals enshrined in the 
United Nations Charter are the 
very ideals for which millions of 
our people have made the 
supreme sacrifice. I know that 
the souls of our martyrs join us 
in pledging that the Bengalee 
nation fully commits itself to the 
building of a world order, in 
which the aspiration of all men for 
peace and justice will be realised.

It is particularly gratifying to note that 
Bangladesh has been admitted to this 
Assembly when its Presidency has 
been assumed by one who has been an 
active fighter for freedom. I recall, Mr. 
President, the valuable contribution 
made by you to the success of the 
Summit Conference of Non-aligned 
nations held in Algiers in September 
last year. I would like to avail myself of 
this opportunity to salute all those 
whose sacrifices have earned for 
Bangladesh a place in the comity of 
nations. I express our deep sense of 
gratitude to all those nations and 

peoples who supported Bangladesh in 
its struggle. We would also like to 
thank all those who have been 
rendering valuable assistance to 
Bangladesh in consolidating our 
independence, in reconstructing our 
war-ravaged land and in meeting the 
formidable challenge of building a 
better future for our people. To all 
those who have welcomed us into the 
United Nations I offer the most sincere 

thanks of the people of Bangladesh.

The very struggle of Bangladesh 
symbolized the universal struggle for 
peace and justice. It was, therefore, 
only natural that Bangladesh, from its 
very inception, should stand firmly by 
the side of the oppressed people of the 
world. The experience of quarter of a 
century since the United Nations was 
established, has shown how a 
relentless struggle has had to be waged 
against daunting odds in pursuit of 
these ideals. The right of 
self-determination which the United 
Nations Charter promised could only 
be redeemed through the supreme 

sacrifice of millions of valiant fighters 
for freedom in Asia, Africa and Latin 
America. The struggle still continues 
against the illegal occupation of 
territory by aggression, against use of 
force to negate the legitimate rights of 
people, against the practice of racial 
discrimination and apartheid. Great 
victories have been won in Algeria, in 
Vietnam, in Bangladesh and in 
Guinea-Bissau. Such victories prove 

that history is on the side of the 
people and that justice ultimately 
triumphs.

But injustice and oppression still 
persist in many parts of the 
world. Our Arab brethren are still 
fighting for the complete 
vacation of all illegally occupied 
territories and the legitimate 
national rights of the people of 
Palestine have yet to be 
restored. The process of 
decolonisation, though greatly 
advanced, has yet to reach its 
ultimate goal. This is particularly 
true in Africa where the heroic 
peoples of Zimbabwe and 

Namibia are still engaged in a grim 
struggle for freedom and national 
liberation. Apartheid, which this 
Assembly has repeatedly declared to 
be a crime against humanity, continues 
to outrage the conscience of man.

While the legacy of injustice from the 
past has to be liquidated, we are faced 
with the challenges of the future. 
Today the nations of the world are 
faced with critical choices. The wisdom 
of our choice will depend on whether 
we will move towards a world haunted 
by fear of total destruction, threatened 
by a nuclear war, faced with the 
aggravation of human sufferings on a 
horrendous scale, marked by mass 

starvation, unemployment and the 
wretchedness of deepening poverty or 
whether we can look forward to a 
world where human creativity and the 
great achievements of our age in 
science and technology will be able to 
shape a better future free from the 
threat of a nuclear war and based upon 
sharing of technology and resources on 
a global scale so that men everywhere 
can begin to enjoy the minimum 
conditions of a decent life.

The great economic upheavals which 
have recently shaken the entire world 
should generate a sense of urgency 
about building a just international 
economic order. The Special Session of 
this Assembly earlier this year took 
note of the grave implications of the 
present international economic 
situation. Speaking for a country which 
heads the list of those described as 
being "most severely affected” by the 
current economic situation, I can only 
underline how grievous these effects 
are, as Bangladesh which was born on 
the ruins of a devastating war have, 
ever since liberation, been plagued by a 
series of natural disasters, the latest 
one being the unprecedented floods 
we have experienced this year. We are 
grateful to the United Nations, its 
agencies, and to the Secretary General 
for their active interest in helping 
Bangladesh to meet the situation. 
President Boumediene and Foreign 
Minister Bouteflika of Algeria have 
appealed to the nonaligned group of 
countries to come forward to help 
Bangladesh. Friendly countries and 
humanitarian organisations all over the 
world have been responding positively. 
These natural calamities have not only 
impeded Bangladesh's march towards 
economic progress, but also have left 
the country in a near-famine condition. 
At the same time global inflation has 
meant, for a country such as ours, a 
balance of payments gap in the order of 
hundreds of millions of dollars. 
Translated in terms of human 
sufferings, this means that people with 
a meager annual per capita income of 
less than $ 100 are now faced with the 
prospect of severe reduction in even 

their current subsistence level of living. 
People who are consuming less than 
the minimum considered necessary for 
mere survival by the World Health 
Organization, now face starvation. The 
forecast for the future of the poorer 
countries is even more gloomy. Food 
grains, of which the developed 
industrial nations are the main 
exporters, are gradually going out of 
their reach as a result of steadily 
increasing prices. Their efforts to attain 
self-sufficiency in food production are 
also being severely affected because of 
rising cost and growing scarcity of vital 
agricultural inputs. Side by side, as a 
result of global inflation, which has not 
only increased manifold the cost of 
development projects but has also 
adversely reduced their ability to 
mobilise their own resources, countries 
already faced with grinding poverty and 
massive unemployment are threatened 
with the dire possibilities of cutbacks 
on their modest development plans 
envisaging growth rates of 5 to 6 per 
cent per annum.

Unless the nations of the world can 
concert their action to meet this 
situation, human misery will be 
aggravated on a scale unknown in 
history. Indeed there would be no 
recorded parallel of such human misery 
having to be endured by so many side 
by side with such unprecedented levels 
of affluence and prosperity enjoyed by 
so few. Only a regeneration of the 
feeling of human solidarity and 
brotherhood and an acknowledgement 
of inter-dependence can bring about a 
rational solution and the urgent action 
needed to avoid this catastrophe.

No greater challenge has been faced by 
the United Nations than that or 
marshaling the forces of reason to 
bring about a just international 
economic order. This order must not 
only ensure sovereignty of each state 
over its natural resources but should 
also seek to establish a framework of 
international cooperation based upon 
recognition of the over-riding common 
interest of the countries of the world in 
a stable and just economic system. This 
is the moment when we must reaffirm 

in unequivocal terms that there is an 
international responsibility to ensure 
that every one everywhere should 
enjoy the economic, social and cultural 
rights indispensable for his dignity and 
the free development of his personality 
as guaranteed by the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights. This 
responsibility, according to the 
Universal Declaration, should extend 
to ensuring to everyone the right to a 
standard of living adequate for the 
health and well-being of oneself and 
one’s family.

We are fully conscious that the current 
economic crisis can be dealt with only 
in an environment of peace, 
international amity and understanding. 
In this context, urgent measures to 
control the present arms race assume 
special importance not only for the 
creation of such an environment but 
also for releasing for the common good 
of mankind the massive resources 
currently being wasted on armaments.

Bangladesh from its very inception has 
adopted a non-aligned foreign policy 
based upon the principles of peaceful 
co-existence and friendship towards 
all. Our total commitment to peace is 
born of the realisation that only an 
environment of peace would enable us 
to enjoy the fruits of our hard-won 
national independence and to mobilise 
and concentrate all our energies and 
resources in combating the scourges of 
poverty, hunger, disease, illiteracy and 
unemployment.

We, therefore, welcome every effort 
aimed at advancing the process of 
detente, relaxation of tension, 
limitation of armaments and the 
promotion of peaceful co-existence in 
every part of the world, whether it is in 
Asia, Africa, Europe or in Latin America. 
In pursuance of this policy we have 
consistently supported the concept of 
a Zone of Peace in the Indian Ocean 
area which has received powerful 
endorsement of this Assembly. We 
have also supported the concept of 
South East Asia as a Zone of Peace, 
Freedom and Neutrality.

We believe that the nations of the 

emerging world assembled in the 
Non-aligned Conference provide 
powerful support to the cause of peace. 
They have reaffirmed the common 
determination of the overwhelming 
majority of the people of the world to 
preserve national independence and to 
promote peace and justice.

Peace is an imperative for the survival 
of mankind. It represents the deepest 
aspirations of men and women 
throughout the world. Peace to endure 
must, however, be peace based upon 
justice.

Consistent with our own total 
commitment to peace, we have striven 
to promote the process of 
reconciliation on our own 
subcontinent. It was our firm belief 
that the emergence of Bangladesh 
would materially contribute towards 
creating a structure of peace and 
stability in our subcontinent and that 
the confrontation and strife of the past 
could be replaced by relations of 
friendship and cooperation for the 
welfare of all our peoples. We have not 
only developed good relations with our 
immediate neighbours India, Burma 
and Nepal, but also have striven to 
turn away from the past and open a 
new chapter of relations with Pakistan.

We have spared no effort towards 
liquidating the legacies of the past and 
made our ultimate contribution by 
granting clemency even to those 195 
prisoners of war against whom there 
was overwhelming evidence of having 
committed grave crimes, including 
crimes against humanity. This was our 
investment towards opening a new 
chapter and towards building a future 
of peace and stability in our tormented 
subcontinent. In doing this, we insisted 
on no pre-conditions nor did we seek 
to strike any bargain, for we were 
influenced by only the vision of better 
future for all our peoples.

We look forward to the resolution of 
other outstanding problems in a spirit 
of fair play and mutual 
accommodation. The plight of the 
63,000 Pakistani families, who have 
reaffirmed their allegiance to Pakistan 

and have registered themselves with 
the International Committee of the Red 
Cross for repatriation to their country, 
remains a pressing humanitarian 
problem. Not only it is their right to be 
repatriated to the country to which 
they retain allegiance, based on the 
strongest foundations of law and 
international agreement, but also the 
dictates of humanity call for an urgent 
solution to their problem.

The just division of the assets of 
former Pakistan is the other problem 
which awaits an urgent solution. 
Bangladesh on its part was, and 
remains, ready to move forward 
towards reconciliation. We expect that 
in the over-riding interest of the 
welfare of the peoples of the 
subcontinent Pakistan will reciprocate 
by coming forward to resolve these 
outstanding problems in a spirit of fair 
play and mutual accommodation so 
that the process of normalisation can 
be carried to a successful conclusion.

In a world that is marked by strife and 
human misery, the United Nations 
remains the focus of Man's hope for the 
future. Despite many difficulties and 
obstacles placed in its way, the United 
Nations, during more than a quarter 
century of its existence, has significantly 
contributed towards human progress in 
the political, economic, social and 
cultural fields. There are few countries 
in the world that have a better 
realisation than Bangladesh of the 
concrete achievements and the 
potential for good of this organisation. 
It was under the inspired leadership of 
Dr. Kurt Waldheim and his able and 
dedicated colleagues that the United 
Nations embarked on a major relief and 
reconstruction programme in our 
country to heal the wounds of war, to 
restore the productive capacity of our 
war-ravaged economy and to 
rehabilitate millions of returning 
refugees from India who had to take 
shelter there during our struggle for 
liberation. To the Secretary General, 
members of his staff and the various 
humanitarian agencies who have 
contributed to the success of this 
gigantic operation I would like to offer 

the sincere expression of gratitude of 
the Government and of the people of 
Bangladesh. We are confident that the 
same constructive leadership will be 
forthcoming from the United Nations in 
the solution to the remaining 
humanitarian problem in the 
subcontinent.

As I mentioned earlier, we are grateful 
to the United Nations for the efforts in 
mobilising assistance in aid of the 
victims of the current catastrophic 
floods in Bangladesh. As a country 
which has repeatedly been exposed to 
the ravages of natural calamities, 
Bangladesh has a special stake in the 
creation of an institutional arrangement 
by which the international community 
can move effectively to meet and 
prevent such calamities. Indeed a 
beginning, though modest, has already 
been made in this respect by the 
establishment of the office of United 
Nations Disaster Relief Coordinator. 
However, in order that it can effectively 
play the role assigned to it there is an 
imperative need to strengthen the 
organisation. The members of the 
United Nations have a special 
responsibility to concert their efforts 
for the achievement of this objective.

I should like to conclude by re-affirming 
my faith in the indomitable spirit of 
man- in the capacity of the people to 
achieve the impossible and to overcome 
insurmountable odds. This is the faith 
which sustains nations like us which 
have emerged through struggle and 
sacrifice. Our nations may suffer, but 
they can never die. In facing the 
challenge of survival, the resilience and 
determination of the peoples is an 
ultimate strength. Our goal is 
self-reliance, our chosen path is the 
united and collective efforts of our 
peoples. International cooperation and 
the sharing of resources and technology 
could no doubt make our task less 
onerous and reduce the human 
sufferings. But for us in the emerging 
world, ultimately we must have faith in 
ourselves, in our capacity through the 
united and concerted efforts of our 
peoples to fulfill our destiny and to 
build for ourselves a better future.
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Mr. President,
Today as I stand before this Assembly, I 
share with you the profound 
satisfaction that the seventy-five 
million people of Bangladesh are now 
represented in this Parliament of Man. 
For the Bengalee nation this is a 
historic moment, marking the 
consummation of the struggle to 
vindicate its right of 
self-determination. The Bengalee 
people have fought over the 
centuries so that they may 
secure for themselves the right 
to live in freedom and with 
dignity as free citizens of a free 
country. They have aspired to 
live in peace and friendship with 
all the nations of the world. The 
noble ideals enshrined in the 
United Nations Charter are the 
very ideals for which millions of 
our people have made the 
supreme sacrifice. I know that 
the souls of our martyrs join us 
in pledging that the Bengalee 
nation fully commits itself to the 
building of a world order, in 
which the aspiration of all men for 
peace and justice will be realised.

It is particularly gratifying to note that 
Bangladesh has been admitted to this 
Assembly when its Presidency has 
been assumed by one who has been an 
active fighter for freedom. I recall, Mr. 
President, the valuable contribution 
made by you to the success of the 
Summit Conference of Non-aligned 
nations held in Algiers in September 
last year. I would like to avail myself of 
this opportunity to salute all those 
whose sacrifices have earned for 
Bangladesh a place in the comity of 
nations. I express our deep sense of 
gratitude to all those nations and 

peoples who supported Bangladesh in 
its struggle. We would also like to 
thank all those who have been 
rendering valuable assistance to 
Bangladesh in consolidating our 
independence, in reconstructing our 
war-ravaged land and in meeting the 
formidable challenge of building a 
better future for our people. To all 
those who have welcomed us into the 
United Nations I offer the most sincere 

thanks of the people of Bangladesh.

The very struggle of Bangladesh 
symbolized the universal struggle for 
peace and justice. It was, therefore, 
only natural that Bangladesh, from its 
very inception, should stand firmly by 
the side of the oppressed people of the 
world. The experience of quarter of a 
century since the United Nations was 
established, has shown how a 
relentless struggle has had to be waged 
against daunting odds in pursuit of 
these ideals. The right of 
self-determination which the United 
Nations Charter promised could only 
be redeemed through the supreme 

sacrifice of millions of valiant fighters 
for freedom in Asia, Africa and Latin 
America. The struggle still continues 
against the illegal occupation of 
territory by aggression, against use of 
force to negate the legitimate rights of 
people, against the practice of racial 
discrimination and apartheid. Great 
victories have been won in Algeria, in 
Vietnam, in Bangladesh and in 
Guinea-Bissau. Such victories prove 

that history is on the side of the 
people and that justice ultimately 
triumphs.

But injustice and oppression still 
persist in many parts of the 
world. Our Arab brethren are still 
fighting for the complete 
vacation of all illegally occupied 
territories and the legitimate 
national rights of the people of 
Palestine have yet to be 
restored. The process of 
decolonisation, though greatly 
advanced, has yet to reach its 
ultimate goal. This is particularly 
true in Africa where the heroic 
peoples of Zimbabwe and 

Namibia are still engaged in a grim 
struggle for freedom and national 
liberation. Apartheid, which this 
Assembly has repeatedly declared to 
be a crime against humanity, continues 
to outrage the conscience of man.

While the legacy of injustice from the 
past has to be liquidated, we are faced 
with the challenges of the future. 
Today the nations of the world are 
faced with critical choices. The wisdom 
of our choice will depend on whether 
we will move towards a world haunted 
by fear of total destruction, threatened 
by a nuclear war, faced with the 
aggravation of human sufferings on a 
horrendous scale, marked by mass 

starvation, unemployment and the 
wretchedness of deepening poverty or 
whether we can look forward to a 
world where human creativity and the 
great achievements of our age in 
science and technology will be able to 
shape a better future free from the 
threat of a nuclear war and based upon 
sharing of technology and resources on 
a global scale so that men everywhere 
can begin to enjoy the minimum 
conditions of a decent life.

The great economic upheavals which 
have recently shaken the entire world 
should generate a sense of urgency 
about building a just international 
economic order. The Special Session of 
this Assembly earlier this year took 
note of the grave implications of the 
present international economic 
situation. Speaking for a country which 
heads the list of those described as 
being "most severely affected” by the 
current economic situation, I can only 
underline how grievous these effects 
are, as Bangladesh which was born on 
the ruins of a devastating war have, 
ever since liberation, been plagued by a 
series of natural disasters, the latest 
one being the unprecedented floods 
we have experienced this year. We are 
grateful to the United Nations, its 
agencies, and to the Secretary General 
for their active interest in helping 
Bangladesh to meet the situation. 
President Boumediene and Foreign 
Minister Bouteflika of Algeria have 
appealed to the nonaligned group of 
countries to come forward to help 
Bangladesh. Friendly countries and 
humanitarian organisations all over the 
world have been responding positively. 
These natural calamities have not only 
impeded Bangladesh's march towards 
economic progress, but also have left 
the country in a near-famine condition. 
At the same time global inflation has 
meant, for a country such as ours, a 
balance of payments gap in the order of 
hundreds of millions of dollars. 
Translated in terms of human 
sufferings, this means that people with 
a meager annual per capita income of 
less than $ 100 are now faced with the 
prospect of severe reduction in even 

their current subsistence level of living. 
People who are consuming less than 
the minimum considered necessary for 
mere survival by the World Health 
Organization, now face starvation. The 
forecast for the future of the poorer 
countries is even more gloomy. Food 
grains, of which the developed 
industrial nations are the main 
exporters, are gradually going out of 
their reach as a result of steadily 
increasing prices. Their efforts to attain 
self-sufficiency in food production are 
also being severely affected because of 
rising cost and growing scarcity of vital 
agricultural inputs. Side by side, as a 
result of global inflation, which has not 
only increased manifold the cost of 
development projects but has also 
adversely reduced their ability to 
mobilise their own resources, countries 
already faced with grinding poverty and 
massive unemployment are threatened 
with the dire possibilities of cutbacks 
on their modest development plans 
envisaging growth rates of 5 to 6 per 
cent per annum.

Unless the nations of the world can 
concert their action to meet this 
situation, human misery will be 
aggravated on a scale unknown in 
history. Indeed there would be no 
recorded parallel of such human misery 
having to be endured by so many side 
by side with such unprecedented levels 
of affluence and prosperity enjoyed by 
so few. Only a regeneration of the 
feeling of human solidarity and 
brotherhood and an acknowledgement 
of inter-dependence can bring about a 
rational solution and the urgent action 
needed to avoid this catastrophe.

No greater challenge has been faced by 
the United Nations than that or 
marshaling the forces of reason to 
bring about a just international 
economic order. This order must not 
only ensure sovereignty of each state 
over its natural resources but should 
also seek to establish a framework of 
international cooperation based upon 
recognition of the over-riding common 
interest of the countries of the world in 
a stable and just economic system. This 
is the moment when we must reaffirm 

in unequivocal terms that there is an 
international responsibility to ensure 
that every one everywhere should 
enjoy the economic, social and cultural 
rights indispensable for his dignity and 
the free development of his personality 
as guaranteed by the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights. This 
responsibility, according to the 
Universal Declaration, should extend 
to ensuring to everyone the right to a 
standard of living adequate for the 
health and well-being of oneself and 
one’s family.

We are fully conscious that the current 
economic crisis can be dealt with only 
in an environment of peace, 
international amity and understanding. 
In this context, urgent measures to 
control the present arms race assume 
special importance not only for the 
creation of such an environment but 
also for releasing for the common good 
of mankind the massive resources 
currently being wasted on armaments.

Bangladesh from its very inception has 
adopted a non-aligned foreign policy 
based upon the principles of peaceful 
co-existence and friendship towards 
all. Our total commitment to peace is 
born of the realisation that only an 
environment of peace would enable us 
to enjoy the fruits of our hard-won 
national independence and to mobilise 
and concentrate all our energies and 
resources in combating the scourges of 
poverty, hunger, disease, illiteracy and 
unemployment.

We, therefore, welcome every effort 
aimed at advancing the process of 
detente, relaxation of tension, 
limitation of armaments and the 
promotion of peaceful co-existence in 
every part of the world, whether it is in 
Asia, Africa, Europe or in Latin America. 
In pursuance of this policy we have 
consistently supported the concept of 
a Zone of Peace in the Indian Ocean 
area which has received powerful 
endorsement of this Assembly. We 
have also supported the concept of 
South East Asia as a Zone of Peace, 
Freedom and Neutrality.

We believe that the nations of the 

emerging world assembled in the 
Non-aligned Conference provide 
powerful support to the cause of peace. 
They have reaffirmed the common 
determination of the overwhelming 
majority of the people of the world to 
preserve national independence and to 
promote peace and justice.

Peace is an imperative for the survival 
of mankind. It represents the deepest 
aspirations of men and women 
throughout the world. Peace to endure 
must, however, be peace based upon 
justice.

Consistent with our own total 
commitment to peace, we have striven 
to promote the process of 
reconciliation on our own 
subcontinent. It was our firm belief 
that the emergence of Bangladesh 
would materially contribute towards 
creating a structure of peace and 
stability in our subcontinent and that 
the confrontation and strife of the past 
could be replaced by relations of 
friendship and cooperation for the 
welfare of all our peoples. We have not 
only developed good relations with our 
immediate neighbours India, Burma 
and Nepal, but also have striven to 
turn away from the past and open a 
new chapter of relations with Pakistan.

We have spared no effort towards 
liquidating the legacies of the past and 
made our ultimate contribution by 
granting clemency even to those 195 
prisoners of war against whom there 
was overwhelming evidence of having 
committed grave crimes, including 
crimes against humanity. This was our 
investment towards opening a new 
chapter and towards building a future 
of peace and stability in our tormented 
subcontinent. In doing this, we insisted 
on no pre-conditions nor did we seek 
to strike any bargain, for we were 
influenced by only the vision of better 
future for all our peoples.

We look forward to the resolution of 
other outstanding problems in a spirit 
of fair play and mutual 
accommodation. The plight of the 
63,000 Pakistani families, who have 
reaffirmed their allegiance to Pakistan 

and have registered themselves with 
the International Committee of the Red 
Cross for repatriation to their country, 
remains a pressing humanitarian 
problem. Not only it is their right to be 
repatriated to the country to which 
they retain allegiance, based on the 
strongest foundations of law and 
international agreement, but also the 
dictates of humanity call for an urgent 
solution to their problem.

The just division of the assets of 
former Pakistan is the other problem 
which awaits an urgent solution. 
Bangladesh on its part was, and 
remains, ready to move forward 
towards reconciliation. We expect that 
in the over-riding interest of the 
welfare of the peoples of the 
subcontinent Pakistan will reciprocate 
by coming forward to resolve these 
outstanding problems in a spirit of fair 
play and mutual accommodation so 
that the process of normalisation can 
be carried to a successful conclusion.

In a world that is marked by strife and 
human misery, the United Nations 
remains the focus of Man's hope for the 
future. Despite many difficulties and 
obstacles placed in its way, the United 
Nations, during more than a quarter 
century of its existence, has significantly 
contributed towards human progress in 
the political, economic, social and 
cultural fields. There are few countries 
in the world that have a better 
realisation than Bangladesh of the 
concrete achievements and the 
potential for good of this organisation. 
It was under the inspired leadership of 
Dr. Kurt Waldheim and his able and 
dedicated colleagues that the United 
Nations embarked on a major relief and 
reconstruction programme in our 
country to heal the wounds of war, to 
restore the productive capacity of our 
war-ravaged economy and to 
rehabilitate millions of returning 
refugees from India who had to take 
shelter there during our struggle for 
liberation. To the Secretary General, 
members of his staff and the various 
humanitarian agencies who have 
contributed to the success of this 
gigantic operation I would like to offer 

the sincere expression of gratitude of 
the Government and of the people of 
Bangladesh. We are confident that the 
same constructive leadership will be 
forthcoming from the United Nations in 
the solution to the remaining 
humanitarian problem in the 
subcontinent.

As I mentioned earlier, we are grateful 
to the United Nations for the efforts in 
mobilising assistance in aid of the 
victims of the current catastrophic 
floods in Bangladesh. As a country 
which has repeatedly been exposed to 
the ravages of natural calamities, 
Bangladesh has a special stake in the 
creation of an institutional arrangement 
by which the international community 
can move effectively to meet and 
prevent such calamities. Indeed a 
beginning, though modest, has already 
been made in this respect by the 
establishment of the office of United 
Nations Disaster Relief Coordinator. 
However, in order that it can effectively 
play the role assigned to it there is an 
imperative need to strengthen the 
organisation. The members of the 
United Nations have a special 
responsibility to concert their efforts 
for the achievement of this objective.

I should like to conclude by re-affirming 
my faith in the indomitable spirit of 
man- in the capacity of the people to 
achieve the impossible and to overcome 
insurmountable odds. This is the faith 
which sustains nations like us which 
have emerged through struggle and 
sacrifice. Our nations may suffer, but 
they can never die. In facing the 
challenge of survival, the resilience and 
determination of the peoples is an 
ultimate strength. Our goal is 
self-reliance, our chosen path is the 
united and collective efforts of our 
peoples. International cooperation and 
the sharing of resources and technology 
could no doubt make our task less 
onerous and reduce the human 
sufferings. But for us in the emerging 
world, ultimately we must have faith in 
ourselves, in our capacity through the 
united and concerted efforts of our 
peoples to fulfill our destiny and to 
build for ourselves a better future.
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Senate No. 322

BY: Senators Stavisky, Addabbo, Akshar, Amedore, Antonacci, Bailey, Benjamin, Biaggi, 
Boyle, Breslin, Brooks, Carlucci, Comrie, Felder, Flanagan, Funke, Gallivan, Gaughran, 
Gianaris, Gounardes, Griffo, Harckham, Helming. Hoylman, Jackson, Jacobs, Jordan, 
Kaminsky, Kaplan, Kavanagh, Kennedy,  Krueger, Lanza, LaValle, Little, Liu, Martinez, 
May, Mayer,  Metzger, Montgomery, Myrie, O'Mara, Ortt, Parker, Persaud, Ramos, 
Ranzenhofer, Ritchie, Rivera, Robach, Salazar, Sanders, Savino, Sepulveda, Serino, 
Serrano, Seward, Skoufis, Stewart-Cousins, Tedisco, Thomas and Young

MEMORIALIZING Governor Andrew M. Cuomo to proclaim September 25, 2019, 
as Bangladeshi Immigrant Day in the State of New York

WHEREAS, It is the sense of this Legislative Body to recognize official days that are set 
aside to increase awareness and enhance the profile of cultural diversity which strengthens 
the fabric of the communities of New York State, and

WHEREAS, Attendant to such concern, and in full accord with its longstanding traditions, 
this Legislative Body is justly proud to memorialize Governor Andrew M. Cuomo to proclaim 
September 25, 2019, as Bangladeshi Immigrant Day in the State of New York; and

WHEREAS, Bangladeshi immigrants began arriving in the United States in the late 19th 
Century, leaving behind the hard economic and political times of the still developing 
Bangladesh, which achieved independence from Pakistan in 1971, and

WHEREAS, During this time, the largest groups of Bangladeshi immigrants arrived in New 
York City, where many worked at the ports on various ship docks; and

WHEREAS, Hailing mostly from Dhaka, Chittagong, Sylhet and Noakhali regions, more 
than 10,000 Bangladeshis immigrate to the United States annually, and

WHEREAS, As of 2014, the total number of Bangladeshi immigrants in the United States 
was approximately 500,000, with more than half residing in New York, and

WHEREAS, On September 25, 1974, for the first time in its history, the father of the nation 
of Bangladesh gave a speech in Bengali in the general assembly of the United Nations; and

WHEREAS, For two decades, the Muktadhara Foundation, a New York based organization 
dedicated to the promotion of Bengali culture, has celebrated its history and literature by 
hosting the Bangla Festival and Book Fair, and

WHEREAS, The State of New York recognizes the accomplishments of the Bengali people 
around the world as well as their perseverance in their fight for independence; now, therefore, be it

WHEREAS, That this Legislative Body pause in its deliberations to memorialize Governor 
Andrew M. Cuomo to proclaim September 25, 2019, as Bangladeshi Immigrant Day in the 
State of New York, and to recognize the many contributions of Bangladeshi-Americans to New 
York, and be it further

WHEREAS, That copies of this Resolution, suitably engrossed, be transmitted to Andrew 
M. Cuomo, Governor of the State of New York; and Bishawjit Saha, CEO and Founder of the 
Muktadhara Foundation Inc.

ADOPTED IN SENATE ON     By order of the Senate,
February 27, 2019

         Alejandra N. Paulino, Secretary

State of New York
Legislative Resolution
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wm‡bU bs-322

GB g‡g© Mfb©i GÛªy KyI‡gv‡K AeMZ Kiv‡bv nj †h 25 †m‡Þ¤^i 2019 wbDBqK© †÷‡U Ôevsjv‡`k BwgMÖv›U 

†WÕ wnmv‡e D`hvwcZ n‡e|

D‡jøwLZ †h, wbDBqK© †÷‡Ui AvBbmfv wek¦vm K‡i †h wewfbœ m¤cÖ`v‡qi mvs¯‹…wZK ‰ewPÎ¨ Zy‡j ai‡Z wewfbœ 

w`e‡mi †NvlYv ¸iæZ¡c~Y© f~wgKv cvjb K‡i

D‡jøwLZ †h, GB AvBb cwil` Zvi HwZn¨ Abymv‡i M‡e©i mv‡_ 25 †m‡Þ¤^i‡K wbDBqK© †÷‡U Ôevsjv‡`k 

BwgMÖv›U †WÕ wnmv‡e †NvlYvi Rb¨ Mfb©i GÛ«y KyI‡gv‡K Aby‡iva Rvbv‡”Q

D‡jøwLZ †h, Dwbk kZ‡Ki †kl fvM †_‡KB evsjv‡`k bvgK f~LÛ †_‡K bvMwi‡Kiv wewfbœ mg‡q hy³iv‡ó« 

AvMgb ïiæ K‡i

D‡jøwLZ †h, GB mg‡q me©vwaK msL¨K evsjv‡`wk Awfevmx wbDBqK© kn‡i AvMgb K‡i I †`‡ki wewfbœ e›`‡i 

kÖwgK wnmv‡e wb‡qvwRZ nq

D‡jøwLZ †h, eZ©gv‡b cÖvq 10,000 evsjv‡`wk cÖwZ eQi hy³iv‡ó« AvMgb K‡i, hv‡`i AwaKvsk XvKv, PÆMÖvg, 

wm‡jU I †bvqvLvwj GjvKvi evwm›`v

D‡jøwLZ †h, eZ©gv‡b hy³iv‡ó« cÖvq 500,000 evsjv‡`wki evm, hvi A‡a©K wbDBqK© kn‡ii evwm›`v

D‡jøwLZ †h, 25 †m‡Þ¤^i 1974 mv‡j evsjv‡`‡ki RvwZi RbK e½eÜy †kL gywReyi ingvb RvwZms‡N 

cÖ_gev‡ii gZ evsjvq fvlY †`b

D‡jøwLZ †h, MZ `yB `kK a‡i wbDBqK©-wfwËK gy³aviv dvD‡Ûkb evsjv fvlv I ms¯‹…wZi D`hvcb I cÖPv‡ii 

j‡¶¨ cÖwZ eQi GKwU evsjv eB‡gjv evsjv Drm‡ei Av‡qvRb K‡i Avm‡Q

D‡jøwLZ †h, wbDBqK© †÷U evsjv‡`‡ki ̄ ^vaxbZvq Ae`vb mn wewfbœ †¶‡Î wek¦ Ry‡o ev½vwji mvd‡j¨i ̄ ^xK…wZ 

Rvbv‡”Q, Zvi wfwË‡Z  

wm×všÍ M…nxZ nj †h, GB AvBb cwil` Mfb©i GÛªyKzIg‡K Aby‡iva Ki‡Q hv‡Z 25 †m‡Þ¤^i 2019 wbDBqK© 

†÷‡U evsjv‡`k BwgMÖv›U †W wnmv‡e †NvwlZ nq hvi gva¨‡g GB iv‡R¨i evsjv‡`wk-Av‡gwiKvb‡`i wewfbœ †¶‡Î 

Ae`v‡bi ¯^xK…wZ cÖ`vb m¤¢e n‡e

wm×všÍ M„nxZ nj †h, h_vh_ wkj‡gvni hy³ nIqvi c‡i GB wm×v‡šÍi Kwc Mfb©i GÛªy KyI‡gv I gy³aviv 

dvD‡Ûk‡bi cÖwZôvZv I cÖavb wbe©vnx wek¦wRZ mvnvi Kv‡Q cÖ`vb Kiv n‡e|

wm‡bU KZ©„K      wm‡bU KZ…K Avw`ó n‡q

27 †deªæqvwi 2019 Zvwi‡L

       Av‡jnv‡›`ªv cvIwj‡bv

       mwPe    

  

  

wbDBqK© †÷U

AvBb cwil` KZ…K M„nxZ wm×všÍ
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Bangabandhu was born on 17 March 
1920 in the village Tungipara under the 
gopalganj Sub-division (currently 
district) in the district of Faridpur. 
Bangabandhu Sheikh Mujibur Rahman's 
father, Sheikh Lutfar Rahman, was a 
serestadar in the civil court of Gopal-
ganj. Sheikh Mujibur Rahman passed his 
matriculation from Gopalganj Mission-
ary School in 1942, IA (Twelfth Grade) 
from Islamia College, Calcutta in 1944 
and BA from the same College in 1947. 
In 1946, he was elected general 
secretary of the Islamia College 
Students Union. He was an activist of 
the Bengal Provincial Muslim League 
and a member of the All-India Muslim 
League Council from 1943 onwards.

Bangabandhu Sheikh Mujibur Rahman 
was a founding member of the East 

Pakistan Muslim Students League (est. 
1948), one of the founding joint 
secretaries of the East Pakistan Awami 
Muslim League (est. 1949), general 
secretary of the awami league (1953-
1966), president of the Awami League 
(1966-1974), president of Bangladesh 
(in absentia from 26 March 1971 to 11 
January 1972), prime minister of 
Bangladesh (1972-24 January1975), 
president of Bangladesh (25 January 
1975-15 August 1975).

As an activist he had been a supporter 
of the Suhrawardhy-Hashim faction of 
the Muslim League. During the 1946 
general elections, the Muslim League 
selected him for electioneering in 
Faridpur district.

Sheikh Mujibur Rahman was one of the 

principal organisers behind the forma-
tion of the East Pakistan Muslim 
Students League (est. 1948). After 
partition (1947), he got himself admitted 
into the University of Dhaka to study 
law but was unable to complete it, 
because, he was expelled from the 
University in early 1949 on charge of 
"inciting the fourth-class employees" in 
their agitation against the University's 
indifference towards their legitimate 
demands.

Sheikh Mujib's active political career 
began with his election to one of the 
posts of joint secretaries of the East 
Pakistan Awami Muslim League (1949). 
As a political prisoner, he was then 
interned in Faridpur jail. In 1953, Sheikh 
Mujib was elected general secretary of 
the East Pakistan Awami Muslim 
League, a post that he held until 1966 
when he became president of the party. 
Like his political mentor Huseyn 
Shaheed Suhrawardy, Mujib also 
underscored the importance of party 
organisation and management. To 
organise the party, he resigned from the 
Cabinet of Ataur Rahman Khan (1956-
58) and devoted himself to the task of 
taking the party to grassroots level. A 
charismatic organiser, Sheikh Mujib had 
established his firm control over the 
party. He had the mettle to revive the 
Awami League in spite of the fact that 
his political guru, HS Suhrawardy, was in 
favour of keeping political parties 
defunct and work under the political 
amalgam called National Democratic 
Front.

Sheikh Mujibur Rahman entered 
parliamentary politics first in 1954 
through his election as a member of the 
East Bengal Legislative Assembly on the 
United Front ticket. He was also a 
member of the Pakistan Second 
Constituent Assembly-cum-Legislature 
(1955-1958).

Sheikh Mujib was a pragmatic politician. 
In the Pakistan state, he appeared as the 
undaunted advocate of the Bengali 
interests from the start. He was among 
the first language prisoners. However, 
Sheikh Mujibur Rahman grew in political 
eminence in the early 1960s. Through 
his organising ability Mujib was able to 

salvage the Awami League from a series 
of defections and exit of various 
factions from the mainstream party. He 
reorganised the Awami League and put 
it on a firm foundation. In 1966, he 
announced his famous six-point 
programme, calling it 'Our [Bengalis'] 
Charter of Survival', which aimed at 
self-rule for East Pakistan. Struck sharp 
at the roots of West Pakistani 
dominance, the six-point programme at 
once drew the attention of the nation. 
Though conservative elements of all 
political parties looked at it with 
consternation, it instantaneously stirred 
the younger generation, particularly the 
students, youth and working classes.

Disturbed by the  political views of 
Sheikh Mujib, the Ayub regime put him 
behind bars. A sedition case, known as 
Agartala Conspiracy Case, was brought 
against him. It may be noted that during 
most of the period of the Ayub regime,  
he was in jail, first from 1958 to 1961 
and then from 1966 to early 1969. 
During the second term in jail, his 
charisma grew so much that a mass 
uprising took place in his favour in early 
1969 and Ayub administration was 
compelled to release him on 22 
February 1969 unconditionally.

On the following day of his release, the 
Sarbadaliya Chhatra Sangram Parishad 
(All Parties Students Action Committee) 
organised a mass reception to him at 
Ramna Racecourse (now, Suhrawardy 
Uddyan) and accorded him the title 
'Bangabandhu' (Friend of the Bengalis). 
In him they saw a true leader who 
suffered jail terms for about twelve 
years during the 23 years of Pakistani 
rule. Twelve years in jail and ten years 
under close surveillance, Pakistan, to 
Sheikh Mujib, indeed proved to be more 
a prison than a free homeland.

The general elections of December 
1970 made Bangabandhu Sheikh 
Mujibur Rahman the sole spokesman of 
East Pakistan. The people gave him the 
absolute mandate in favour of his 
six-point doctrine. Now it was his turn 
to implement it. Bangabandhu Sheikh 
Mujib was so serious about the six-point 
that on 3 January 1971, he held a 
solemn ceremony at Ramna Race 

Course with all the East Pakistan 
representatives and took an oath never 
to deviate from the six-point idea when 
framing the constitution for Pakistan.

Bangabandhu's most uncompromising 
stand on the six-point programme led 
ZA Bhutto and Yahya's military junta to 
take a stringent view. Instead of 
allowing him to form the government, 
the junta resolved to undo the results of 
the elections. President Yahya Khan 
cancelled unilaterally the National 
Assembly meet Dhaka scheduled to be 
held  on 3 March 1971. The announce-
ment triggered off the death-knell of 
Pakistan. Bangabandhu called an all-out 
non-cooperation movement in East 
Pakistan. The whole province supported 
the non-cooperation movement. During 
the course of non-cooperation (2-25 
March 1971) the entire civil authorities 
in East Pakistan came under the control 
and directives of Sheikh Mujibur 
Rahman, himself becoming the de facto 
head of government of the province.

During this time, on 7 March Mujib 
made a historic address at a mammoth 
gathering at the Race Course which 
marked a turning point in the history of 
the Bengali nation. In his address Mujib 
made specific charges against the 
Martial Law authorities which failed to 
transfer power to the elected represen-
tatives. At the end of his speech, he 
made a clarion call, saying: "Build forts 
in each homestead. You must resist the 
Pakistani enemy with whatever you 
have in hand..Remember, we have given 
a lot of blood, a lot more blood we shall 
give if need be, but we shall liberate the 
people of this country, Insha Allah [ie, if 
God blessed]..The struggle this time is 
the struggle for our emancipation; the 
struggle this time is the struggle for 
independence."

Meanwhile, General Yahya Khan and 
other leaders from West Pakistan came 
to Dhaka on 15 March to start a 
dialogue with Bangabandhu Sheikh 
Mujib and his party. The dialogue began 
on the following day and continued 
intermittently down to 25 March 
morning. During the period, 
non-cooperation and hartals continued 
relentlessly. Students and leaders of 

various political parties had been 
declaring independence from March 2 
and the spree continued down to 25 
March. At mid-night of 25 March 1971, 
the Pakistan army launched its brutal 
crackdown in Dhaka. Sheikh Mujib was 
arrested and kept confined at Dhaka 
Cantonment until he was lifted to West 
Pakistan for facing trial for sedition and 
inciting insurrection.

Although during the War of Liberation 
begun in the wake of the 25 March army 
crackdown Bangabandhu had been a 
prisoner in the hands of Pakistan, he 
was made, in absentia, the President of 
the provisional government, called the 
Mujibnagar Government, formed on 10 
April 1971 by the people's representa-
tives to head the Liberation War. He 
was also made the Supreme 
Commander of the Armed Forces. 
Throughout the period of the War of 
Liberation, Sheikh Mujib's charisma 
worked as the source of national unity 
and strength. After the liberation of 
Bangladesh on 16 December 1971 from 
Pakistani occupation, Sheikh Mujibur 
Rahman was released from Pakistan jail 
and via London he arrived in Dhaka on 
10 January 1972.

Bangabandhu Sheikh Mujibur Rahman 
headed the first government of the 
post-liberation Bangladesh for a period 
of three years and a half. Starting from 
scratch his government had to deal with 
the countless problems of a war ravaged 
country. Restoring law and order, 
rehabilating the mukhtijodhas, restoring 
the ruptured communication system,  
and, most importantly, feeding the 
hungry millions and many other 
problems bedeviled his administration. 
Because of his charismatic leadership 
Bangladesh gained recognition from the 
international community including the 
United Nations.

Bangabandhu Sheikh Mujibur Rahman 
was assassinated by a group of 
disgruntled army officials on August 15, 
1975 along with most of his family 
members excepting for his two daugh-
ters who had been staying abroad at 
that time. Bangabandhu’s eldest 
daughter, Sheikh Hasina, is the current 
Prime Minister of Bangladesh.

The Father of the Nation
Bangabandhu Sheikh
Mujibur Rahman
(1920-1975) is the architect of independent Bangladesh
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Bangabandhu was born on 17 March 
1920 in the village Tungipara under the 
gopalganj Sub-division (currently 
district) in the district of Faridpur. 
Bangabandhu Sheikh Mujibur Rahman's 
father, Sheikh Lutfar Rahman, was a 
serestadar in the civil court of Gopal-
ganj. Sheikh Mujibur Rahman passed his 
matriculation from Gopalganj Mission-
ary School in 1942, IA (Twelfth Grade) 
from Islamia College, Calcutta in 1944 
and BA from the same College in 1947. 
In 1946, he was elected general 
secretary of the Islamia College 
Students Union. He was an activist of 
the Bengal Provincial Muslim League 
and a member of the All-India Muslim 
League Council from 1943 onwards.

Bangabandhu Sheikh Mujibur Rahman 
was a founding member of the East 

Pakistan Muslim Students League (est. 
1948), one of the founding joint 
secretaries of the East Pakistan Awami 
Muslim League (est. 1949), general 
secretary of the awami league (1953-
1966), president of the Awami League 
(1966-1974), president of Bangladesh 
(in absentia from 26 March 1971 to 11 
January 1972), prime minister of 
Bangladesh (1972-24 January1975), 
president of Bangladesh (25 January 
1975-15 August 1975).

As an activist he had been a supporter 
of the Suhrawardhy-Hashim faction of 
the Muslim League. During the 1946 
general elections, the Muslim League 
selected him for electioneering in 
Faridpur district.

Sheikh Mujibur Rahman was one of the 

principal organisers behind the forma-
tion of the East Pakistan Muslim 
Students League (est. 1948). After 
partition (1947), he got himself admitted 
into the University of Dhaka to study 
law but was unable to complete it, 
because, he was expelled from the 
University in early 1949 on charge of 
"inciting the fourth-class employees" in 
their agitation against the University's 
indifference towards their legitimate 
demands.

Sheikh Mujib's active political career 
began with his election to one of the 
posts of joint secretaries of the East 
Pakistan Awami Muslim League (1949). 
As a political prisoner, he was then 
interned in Faridpur jail. In 1953, Sheikh 
Mujib was elected general secretary of 
the East Pakistan Awami Muslim 
League, a post that he held until 1966 
when he became president of the party. 
Like his political mentor Huseyn 
Shaheed Suhrawardy, Mujib also 
underscored the importance of party 
organisation and management. To 
organise the party, he resigned from the 
Cabinet of Ataur Rahman Khan (1956-
58) and devoted himself to the task of 
taking the party to grassroots level. A 
charismatic organiser, Sheikh Mujib had 
established his firm control over the 
party. He had the mettle to revive the 
Awami League in spite of the fact that 
his political guru, HS Suhrawardy, was in 
favour of keeping political parties 
defunct and work under the political 
amalgam called National Democratic 
Front.

Sheikh Mujibur Rahman entered 
parliamentary politics first in 1954 
through his election as a member of the 
East Bengal Legislative Assembly on the 
United Front ticket. He was also a 
member of the Pakistan Second 
Constituent Assembly-cum-Legislature 
(1955-1958).

Sheikh Mujib was a pragmatic politician. 
In the Pakistan state, he appeared as the 
undaunted advocate of the Bengali 
interests from the start. He was among 
the first language prisoners. However, 
Sheikh Mujibur Rahman grew in political 
eminence in the early 1960s. Through 
his organising ability Mujib was able to 

salvage the Awami League from a series 
of defections and exit of various 
factions from the mainstream party. He 
reorganised the Awami League and put 
it on a firm foundation. In 1966, he 
announced his famous six-point 
programme, calling it 'Our [Bengalis'] 
Charter of Survival', which aimed at 
self-rule for East Pakistan. Struck sharp 
at the roots of West Pakistani 
dominance, the six-point programme at 
once drew the attention of the nation. 
Though conservative elements of all 
political parties looked at it with 
consternation, it instantaneously stirred 
the younger generation, particularly the 
students, youth and working classes.

Disturbed by the  political views of 
Sheikh Mujib, the Ayub regime put him 
behind bars. A sedition case, known as 
Agartala Conspiracy Case, was brought 
against him. It may be noted that during 
most of the period of the Ayub regime,  
he was in jail, first from 1958 to 1961 
and then from 1966 to early 1969. 
During the second term in jail, his 
charisma grew so much that a mass 
uprising took place in his favour in early 
1969 and Ayub administration was 
compelled to release him on 22 
February 1969 unconditionally.

On the following day of his release, the 
Sarbadaliya Chhatra Sangram Parishad 
(All Parties Students Action Committee) 
organised a mass reception to him at 
Ramna Racecourse (now, Suhrawardy 
Uddyan) and accorded him the title 
'Bangabandhu' (Friend of the Bengalis). 
In him they saw a true leader who 
suffered jail terms for about twelve 
years during the 23 years of Pakistani 
rule. Twelve years in jail and ten years 
under close surveillance, Pakistan, to 
Sheikh Mujib, indeed proved to be more 
a prison than a free homeland.

The general elections of December 
1970 made Bangabandhu Sheikh 
Mujibur Rahman the sole spokesman of 
East Pakistan. The people gave him the 
absolute mandate in favour of his 
six-point doctrine. Now it was his turn 
to implement it. Bangabandhu Sheikh 
Mujib was so serious about the six-point 
that on 3 January 1971, he held a 
solemn ceremony at Ramna Race 

Course with all the East Pakistan 
representatives and took an oath never 
to deviate from the six-point idea when 
framing the constitution for Pakistan.

Bangabandhu's most uncompromising 
stand on the six-point programme led 
ZA Bhutto and Yahya's military junta to 
take a stringent view. Instead of 
allowing him to form the government, 
the junta resolved to undo the results of 
the elections. President Yahya Khan 
cancelled unilaterally the National 
Assembly meet Dhaka scheduled to be 
held  on 3 March 1971. The announce-
ment triggered off the death-knell of 
Pakistan. Bangabandhu called an all-out 
non-cooperation movement in East 
Pakistan. The whole province supported 
the non-cooperation movement. During 
the course of non-cooperation (2-25 
March 1971) the entire civil authorities 
in East Pakistan came under the control 
and directives of Sheikh Mujibur 
Rahman, himself becoming the de facto 
head of government of the province.

During this time, on 7 March Mujib 
made a historic address at a mammoth 
gathering at the Race Course which 
marked a turning point in the history of 
the Bengali nation. In his address Mujib 
made specific charges against the 
Martial Law authorities which failed to 
transfer power to the elected represen-
tatives. At the end of his speech, he 
made a clarion call, saying: "Build forts 
in each homestead. You must resist the 
Pakistani enemy with whatever you 
have in hand..Remember, we have given 
a lot of blood, a lot more blood we shall 
give if need be, but we shall liberate the 
people of this country, Insha Allah [ie, if 
God blessed]..The struggle this time is 
the struggle for our emancipation; the 
struggle this time is the struggle for 
independence."

Meanwhile, General Yahya Khan and 
other leaders from West Pakistan came 
to Dhaka on 15 March to start a 
dialogue with Bangabandhu Sheikh 
Mujib and his party. The dialogue began 
on the following day and continued 
intermittently down to 25 March 
morning. During the period, 
non-cooperation and hartals continued 
relentlessly. Students and leaders of 

various political parties had been 
declaring independence from March 2 
and the spree continued down to 25 
March. At mid-night of 25 March 1971, 
the Pakistan army launched its brutal 
crackdown in Dhaka. Sheikh Mujib was 
arrested and kept confined at Dhaka 
Cantonment until he was lifted to West 
Pakistan for facing trial for sedition and 
inciting insurrection.

Although during the War of Liberation 
begun in the wake of the 25 March army 
crackdown Bangabandhu had been a 
prisoner in the hands of Pakistan, he 
was made, in absentia, the President of 
the provisional government, called the 
Mujibnagar Government, formed on 10 
April 1971 by the people's representa-
tives to head the Liberation War. He 
was also made the Supreme 
Commander of the Armed Forces. 
Throughout the period of the War of 
Liberation, Sheikh Mujib's charisma 
worked as the source of national unity 
and strength. After the liberation of 
Bangladesh on 16 December 1971 from 
Pakistani occupation, Sheikh Mujibur 
Rahman was released from Pakistan jail 
and via London he arrived in Dhaka on 
10 January 1972.

Bangabandhu Sheikh Mujibur Rahman 
headed the first government of the 
post-liberation Bangladesh for a period 
of three years and a half. Starting from 
scratch his government had to deal with 
the countless problems of a war ravaged 
country. Restoring law and order, 
rehabilating the mukhtijodhas, restoring 
the ruptured communication system,  
and, most importantly, feeding the 
hungry millions and many other 
problems bedeviled his administration. 
Because of his charismatic leadership 
Bangladesh gained recognition from the 
international community including the 
United Nations.

Bangabandhu Sheikh Mujibur Rahman 
was assassinated by a group of 
disgruntled army officials on August 15, 
1975 along with most of his family 
members excepting for his two daugh-
ters who had been staying abroad at 
that time. Bangabandhu’s eldest 
daughter, Sheikh Hasina, is the current 
Prime Minister of Bangladesh.



Dr. A. K. Abdul Momen
Bangladesh became a member of the 
UN on September 17, 1974 after a 
lengthy and frustrating debate on its 
membership and ever since it became a 
UN member, it has been playing a 
leadership role to uphold the UN 
Charter and to maintain peace and 
stability across nations. After Bangla-
desh's admission as a UN member, on 
September 25, 1974, its father of the 
nation, Prime Minister Bangabandhu 
Sheikh Mujibur Rahman while speaking 
at the UN General Assembly in Bangla 
language for the first time in history laid 
down the principles of Bangladesh’s 
foreign policy that it still adheres to in 
the conduct of its foreign relations. 
Bangabandhu emphasized, among others, 
(1) friendship to all, malice to none, 
(2) to uphold the noble ideals of UN 
Charter and peaceful co-existence, 
(3) its commitment to the principles of 
justice, human rights, sovereignty of each 
nation on its resources, territorial integrity 
and vow to work in building a world order 
in which aspirations of all people for 
peace and justice will be realized, 
(4) its determination to stand firmly 
against all oppression and exploitation 
(whether it is in Palestine or Apartheid 
in South Africa), 

(5) its aspiration to have a nuclear-free 
world and to work to end the threat of 
nuclear war and arms race and to 
establish a 'zone of peace' in Indian 
Ocean area, 
(6) its commitment to end poverty, 
hunger, exploitation and injustice 
across nations, 
(7) its alignment with the Non-aligned 
Movement (NAM), 
(8) its commitment to have good and 
strong relations with its neighbors, 
(9) its demand for just division of 
assets of former Pakistan and promised 
reconciliation, 
(10) its demand for restructuring of the 
international financial architecture to 
bring about a just-international 
economic order, 
(11) its commitment to working with 
the UN and its agencies and 
(12) its belief in the indomitable spirit 
of men to achieve impossible and 
overcome insurmountable odds. 

Bangladesh achieved its independence 
on December 16, 1971 through a 
bloody war in which nearly 3 million 
unarmed people died, 250,000 young 
girls and women were dishonored or 
raped, nearly 10 million people had to 
take shelter in neighboring India as 

refugees and 30 million were displaced 
from their homes. Within 8 months of 
its independence, its Foreign Minister, 
Abdus Samad Azad, applied for the UN 
membership on August 8, 1972 but 
owing to opposition by Pakistan and 
especially its then supporter, People's 
Republic of China's opposition, its 
membership was delayed by more than 
two years. China was successful to 
replace Taiwan as a Security Council 
member only in 1971 and it cast its First 
Veto against Bangladesh membership to 
the UN on the ground that pending 
reasonable settlement of issues 
between Pakistan and India, and 
Bangladesh and Pakistan, Bangladesh 
cannot be admitted as a UN member. 
However, once China realized the reality 
on the ground and stopped objecting, 
Bangladesh become a UN member. 

Good news is, although China vetoed 
its membership but once it became a 
member, Sino-Bangla relationship 
continuously improved and solidified. 
Like ever changing world, in the realm 
of global diplomacy, there is no 
permanent enmity and hatred. 
Yesterday's enemy is today's best 
friend and trading partner.

For example, it is interesting to note 
that although Nixon-Kissinger adminis-
tration of USA was deadly opposed to 
Bangladesh, and they violated all its 
national and international laws to 
assist Pakistani military junta as per the 
'Blood Telegram,' a recently published 
book based on Nixon/Kissinger tapes 
by Professor Gary Bass of Princeton 
University, yet once 93,000 occupation 
forces of Pakistan surrendered to the 
Joint Forces of Bangladesh and India, 
and Bangladesh became a reality, it 
stopped opposing Bangladesh mem-
bership to the UN. In fact, it supported 
Bangladesh membership to the UN. 

As per Bangladesh’s former Foreign 
Minister AH Mahmood Ali, when a 
Bangladesh delegation met US 
Ambassador and PR George Bush 
(Senior) in November, 1971 much 
before its independence, when asked 
about the prospect of Bangladesh's 
independence, he (George Bush) 
opined that 'Bangladesh would be 

Bangabandhu’s Roadmap
Remains valid even today

independent much earlier than 
expected,' and NY Times published an 
editorial supporting Bangladesh 
independence in November. Interest-
ingly, although Nixon-Kissinger were 
opposed to Bangladesh but US 
Ambassador George Bush met the 
Bangladesh delegation led by Justice 
Abu Sayeed Chowdhury of the exiled 
government of Bangladesh. 

We may recall  historical fact that 
Bengal's loss of independence in 1757 
resulted in the Independence of United 
States of America. During late 1760s 
and early 1770s, the British Raj was 
engaged in two wars; one in the East in 
Bengal and another in the West in 
North America---war with American 
colonies and West Indies and Carib-
bean. When it became difficult for the 
British to continue two wars as its 
exchequer was dwindling, the issue 
was debated in the British Parliament. 
To overcome financial difficulties, the 
British imposed many taxes including 
the Townsend Tax that resulted in a 
movement of "No taxation without 
representation' and the patriots of 
Massachusetts ceremoniously dump 
Tea chests of Bengal in Boston and 
Salem harbors as protest. The debates 
in the British Parliament unearthed 
that on those days the British Empire 
used to receive more than 100 times 
revenue from Bengal vis-a-vis North 
American colonies, West Indies and 
the Caribbean. Therefore, the British 
Prime Minister William Pitts Jr. decided 
to hold onto Bengal and granted 
Independence to American colonies in 
1776. Therefore, Bengal's loss resulted 
in the independence of United States 
of America and Americans honored 
Prime Minister Pitts by naming 
Pittsburg after him. 

Nearly 200 years later, when Bangla-
desh was fighting for its own indepen-
dence, although Nixon-Kissinger 
administration opposed Bangladesh, 
many American professors, lawmakers, 
singers and musicians, doctors, 
longshoremen and common people 
including American diplomats 
supported its independence. They 
wanted to stop the genocide in 

Bangladesh. There was tremendous 
goodwill for Bangladesh all across USA. 
According to AH Mahmood Ali, the 
then representative of the exiled 
government of Bangladesh in New 
York, when Bangladesh delegation 
came to New York in November 1971, 
the JFK Airport authority extended to 
them all the State VIP facilities to the 
delegation as if they represented an 
independent government. 

Similar sentiments could be found 
elsewhere. For Example, Harvard 
University Professors Dean Edward 
Mason, Professor Stephen Marglin, 
Professor Robert Dorfman, Professor 
Gustav Papanek declared as early as 
April, 1971 that 'emergence of indepen-
dent Bangladesh is inevitable' (15 
Professors of Massachusetts that helped 
Bangladesh Liberation Movement were 
honored in 1996 at a reception at Tuft 
University chaired by Prime Minister 
Sheikh Hasina and in the last 3 years, 
nearly 658 Foreign nationals have been 
honored by Bangladesh government for 
their contribution to Bangladesh 
Liberation in 1971) and NY Mayor 
George Lindsay supported Bangladesh 
independence as early as June, 1971 
and their views were echoed by US 
Senator Edward M. Kennedy. French 
Cultural Minister Andre Malraux wanted 
to go to Bengal and fight alongside 
Bangladesh Liberation Forces.

The Security Council members that 
supported Bangladesh's UN member-
ship are India, Soviet Union, Argentina, 
Belgium, France, Italy, Japan, Panama, 
U.K., USA, and Yugoslavia. In fact, the 

Soviet Union (USSR) thrice cast veto 
from December 5 through December 7 
and both India and USSR steadfastly 
stayed behind the cause of Bangla-
desh. They continuously and consis-
tently upheld the principle of justice 
and adhered to the UN Charter Article 
4 that laid down the conditions of UN 
membership. We are indeed indebted 
to them. Besides the said countries, 
Australia, New Zealand, et al supported 
the cause of Bangladesh.

Bangladesh believes that through 
dialogues and debates, through 
negotiations and mediation, and by 
inculcating a mindset of Culture of 
Peace, the global community can surely 
achieve sustainable peace, security and 
stability. It believes that all violence and 
tensions, misunderstanding and wars 
emanate from a mindset of intolerance, 
a mindset of disrespect and hatred. 
Therefore, if we can create a mindset of 
tolerance, a mindset of respect and 
love for others, irrespective of creed, 
color, ethnicity, religion, or language, 
we are sure to have sustainable 
pro-people, pro-planet, inclusive, 
prosperous and peaceful world for all. 

Some forty years ago, Father of the 
Nation Bangabandhu Sheikh Mujibur 
Rahman in his statement made in the 
General Assembly, had given the world 
a roadmap to achieve these goals.  This 
roadmap remains valid even today. 
_______________________________

[Copied from Dr. A.K. Abdul Momen’s 
write-up on observing the 40th year of 
Bangladesh membership to the UN in 
September 2014]
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Prime Minister Sheikh Hasina with President Obama and UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon



Dr. A. K. Abdul Momen
Bangladesh became a member of the 
UN on September 17, 1974 after a 
lengthy and frustrating debate on its 
membership and ever since it became a 
UN member, it has been playing a 
leadership role to uphold the UN 
Charter and to maintain peace and 
stability across nations. After Bangla-
desh's admission as a UN member, on 
September 25, 1974, its father of the 
nation, Prime Minister Bangabandhu 
Sheikh Mujibur Rahman while speaking 
at the UN General Assembly in Bangla 
language for the first time in history laid 
down the principles of Bangladesh’s 
foreign policy that it still adheres to in 
the conduct of its foreign relations. 
Bangabandhu emphasized, among others, 
(1) friendship to all, malice to none, 
(2) to uphold the noble ideals of UN 
Charter and peaceful co-existence, 
(3) its commitment to the principles of 
justice, human rights, sovereignty of each 
nation on its resources, territorial integrity 
and vow to work in building a world order 
in which aspirations of all people for 
peace and justice will be realized, 
(4) its determination to stand firmly 
against all oppression and exploitation 
(whether it is in Palestine or Apartheid 
in South Africa), 

(5) its aspiration to have a nuclear-free 
world and to work to end the threat of 
nuclear war and arms race and to 
establish a 'zone of peace' in Indian 
Ocean area, 
(6) its commitment to end poverty, 
hunger, exploitation and injustice 
across nations, 
(7) its alignment with the Non-aligned 
Movement (NAM), 
(8) its commitment to have good and 
strong relations with its neighbors, 
(9) its demand for just division of 
assets of former Pakistan and promised 
reconciliation, 
(10) its demand for restructuring of the 
international financial architecture to 
bring about a just-international 
economic order, 
(11) its commitment to working with 
the UN and its agencies and 
(12) its belief in the indomitable spirit 
of men to achieve impossible and 
overcome insurmountable odds. 

Bangladesh achieved its independence 
on December 16, 1971 through a 
bloody war in which nearly 3 million 
unarmed people died, 250,000 young 
girls and women were dishonored or 
raped, nearly 10 million people had to 
take shelter in neighboring India as 

refugees and 30 million were displaced 
from their homes. Within 8 months of 
its independence, its Foreign Minister, 
Abdus Samad Azad, applied for the UN 
membership on August 8, 1972 but 
owing to opposition by Pakistan and 
especially its then supporter, People's 
Republic of China's opposition, its 
membership was delayed by more than 
two years. China was successful to 
replace Taiwan as a Security Council 
member only in 1971 and it cast its First 
Veto against Bangladesh membership to 
the UN on the ground that pending 
reasonable settlement of issues 
between Pakistan and India, and 
Bangladesh and Pakistan, Bangladesh 
cannot be admitted as a UN member. 
However, once China realized the reality 
on the ground and stopped objecting, 
Bangladesh become a UN member. 

Good news is, although China vetoed 
its membership but once it became a 
member, Sino-Bangla relationship 
continuously improved and solidified. 
Like ever changing world, in the realm 
of global diplomacy, there is no 
permanent enmity and hatred. 
Yesterday's enemy is today's best 
friend and trading partner.

For example, it is interesting to note 
that although Nixon-Kissinger adminis-
tration of USA was deadly opposed to 
Bangladesh, and they violated all its 
national and international laws to 
assist Pakistani military junta as per the 
'Blood Telegram,' a recently published 
book based on Nixon/Kissinger tapes 
by Professor Gary Bass of Princeton 
University, yet once 93,000 occupation 
forces of Pakistan surrendered to the 
Joint Forces of Bangladesh and India, 
and Bangladesh became a reality, it 
stopped opposing Bangladesh mem-
bership to the UN. In fact, it supported 
Bangladesh membership to the UN. 

As per Bangladesh’s former Foreign 
Minister AH Mahmood Ali, when a 
Bangladesh delegation met US 
Ambassador and PR George Bush 
(Senior) in November, 1971 much 
before its independence, when asked 
about the prospect of Bangladesh's 
independence, he (George Bush) 
opined that 'Bangladesh would be 

independent much earlier than 
expected,' and NY Times published an 
editorial supporting Bangladesh 
independence in November. Interest-
ingly, although Nixon-Kissinger were 
opposed to Bangladesh but US 
Ambassador George Bush met the 
Bangladesh delegation led by Justice 
Abu Sayeed Chowdhury of the exiled 
government of Bangladesh. 

We may recall  historical fact that 
Bengal's loss of independence in 1757 
resulted in the Independence of United 
States of America. During late 1760s 
and early 1770s, the British Raj was 
engaged in two wars; one in the East in 
Bengal and another in the West in 
North America---war with American 
colonies and West Indies and Carib-
bean. When it became difficult for the 
British to continue two wars as its 
exchequer was dwindling, the issue 
was debated in the British Parliament. 
To overcome financial difficulties, the 
British imposed many taxes including 
the Townsend Tax that resulted in a 
movement of "No taxation without 
representation' and the patriots of 
Massachusetts ceremoniously dump 
Tea chests of Bengal in Boston and 
Salem harbors as protest. The debates 
in the British Parliament unearthed 
that on those days the British Empire 
used to receive more than 100 times 
revenue from Bengal vis-a-vis North 
American colonies, West Indies and 
the Caribbean. Therefore, the British 
Prime Minister William Pitts Jr. decided 
to hold onto Bengal and granted 
Independence to American colonies in 
1776. Therefore, Bengal's loss resulted 
in the independence of United States 
of America and Americans honored 
Prime Minister Pitts by naming 
Pittsburg after him. 

Nearly 200 years later, when Bangla-
desh was fighting for its own indepen-
dence, although Nixon-Kissinger 
administration opposed Bangladesh, 
many American professors, lawmakers, 
singers and musicians, doctors, 
longshoremen and common people 
including American diplomats 
supported its independence. They 
wanted to stop the genocide in 

Bangladesh. There was tremendous 
goodwill for Bangladesh all across USA. 
According to AH Mahmood Ali, the 
then representative of the exiled 
government of Bangladesh in New 
York, when Bangladesh delegation 
came to New York in November 1971, 
the JFK Airport authority extended to 
them all the State VIP facilities to the 
delegation as if they represented an 
independent government. 

Similar sentiments could be found 
elsewhere. For Example, Harvard 
University Professors Dean Edward 
Mason, Professor Stephen Marglin, 
Professor Robert Dorfman, Professor 
Gustav Papanek declared as early as 
April, 1971 that 'emergence of indepen-
dent Bangladesh is inevitable' (15 
Professors of Massachusetts that helped 
Bangladesh Liberation Movement were 
honored in 1996 at a reception at Tuft 
University chaired by Prime Minister 
Sheikh Hasina and in the last 3 years, 
nearly 658 Foreign nationals have been 
honored by Bangladesh government for 
their contribution to Bangladesh 
Liberation in 1971) and NY Mayor 
George Lindsay supported Bangladesh 
independence as early as June, 1971 
and their views were echoed by US 
Senator Edward M. Kennedy. French 
Cultural Minister Andre Malraux wanted 
to go to Bengal and fight alongside 
Bangladesh Liberation Forces.

The Security Council members that 
supported Bangladesh's UN member-
ship are India, Soviet Union, Argentina, 
Belgium, France, Italy, Japan, Panama, 
U.K., USA, and Yugoslavia. In fact, the 

Soviet Union (USSR) thrice cast veto 
from December 5 through December 7 
and both India and USSR steadfastly 
stayed behind the cause of Bangla-
desh. They continuously and consis-
tently upheld the principle of justice 
and adhered to the UN Charter Article 
4 that laid down the conditions of UN 
membership. We are indeed indebted 
to them. Besides the said countries, 
Australia, New Zealand, et al supported 
the cause of Bangladesh.

Bangladesh believes that through 
dialogues and debates, through 
negotiations and mediation, and by 
inculcating a mindset of Culture of 
Peace, the global community can surely 
achieve sustainable peace, security and 
stability. It believes that all violence and 
tensions, misunderstanding and wars 
emanate from a mindset of intolerance, 
a mindset of disrespect and hatred. 
Therefore, if we can create a mindset of 
tolerance, a mindset of respect and 
love for others, irrespective of creed, 
color, ethnicity, religion, or language, 
we are sure to have sustainable 
pro-people, pro-planet, inclusive, 
prosperous and peaceful world for all. 

Some forty years ago, Father of the 
Nation Bangabandhu Sheikh Mujibur 
Rahman in his statement made in the 
General Assembly, had given the world 
a roadmap to achieve these goals.  This 
roadmap remains valid even today. 
_______________________________

[Copied from Dr. A.K. Abdul Momen’s 
write-up on observing the 40th year of 
Bangladesh membership to the UN in 
September 2014]
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Mohiuddin Ahmed
It was a letter of only three sentences. 
But it was a historic letter. This letter 
bears testimony to the sorrows and 
miseries, happiness and pains, smiles 
and cries, expectation and sacrifices of 
seven and half a crore Bengalee people. 
It is also stained with the blood of thirty 
lac (3.0 million) martyrs who gloriously 
sacrificed their lives for the freedom of 
their motherland. Although I was aware 
of the content of this letter, during my 
20 years of diplomatic service in 
post-independent Bangladesh, I have 
never seen it. I searched for it both in 
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs as well 
as in the Permanent Mission of 
Bangladesh to the UN, but to no avail.

During my tenure in the Permanent 
Mission of Bangladesh to the UN, New 
York from 1991-1992, I came across 
this letter in the Dag Hammarskjold 
Library of the UN. One day as I was 
browsing the UN documents on the 
debates that took place in the General 
Assembly and in the Security Council 
on India-Pakistan war on the eve of 
Bangladesh's independence, as well as 
other documents on the unexpected 
difficulties encountered for 
Bangladesh's UN membership, I found 

this letter. Immediately it reminded me, 
yet one more time, of the bloody 
history of our independence. The letter 
read as follows:

“I have the honour, on behalf of the 
Government of the People's Republic of 
Bangladesh, to submit this application 
of the People's Republic of Bangladesh 
for membership of the United Nations.

I declare that the People's Republic of 
Bangladesh accepts the obligations 
contained in the Charter of the United 
Nations and that it solemnly 
undertakes to fulfill that obligation.

I shall be grateful if this application is 
placed before the Security Council 
immediately, and other appropriate 
action is taken in this regard.

M. Abdus Samad Azad, Foreign 
Minister of the People's Republic of 
Bangladesh”

The then Foreign Minister of 
independent Bangladesh M. Abdus 
Samad Azad sent this letter to the then 
Secretary General of the United 
Nations, Mr. Kurt Waldheim on 8 
August 1972. According to the Charter 
of the United Nations, any peace-loving 

independent country, by pledging to 
accept the obligations contained in the 
Charter of the United Nations, may 
apply for the UN membership. The UN 
Rules of Procedure dictates that the 
UN Secretary General, having received 
a request for a UN membership, should 
bring it to the attention of the 
President of the Security Council. If 
necessary, the President of the Security 
Council may informally consult 
members of the Council before 
convening the formal meeting to 
discuss the membership application. 
After necessary consultations, the 
Security Council sends the application 
to the Security Council Committee on 
the Admission of New Members to the 
UN which consists of all members of 
the Council. The Committee on 
Admission considers the application for 
membership in formal meetings and 
reports its recommendations to the 
Council. The Security Council, based on 
the report of the Committee on 
Admission, decides on the membership 
either for or against granting the 
membership. If the Security Council 
decides favourably, it sends its 
recommendation to the General 
Assembly which then resolves the 
application usually by granting the 
membership.

After receiving the application from 
Bangladesh, Secretary General Kurt 
Waldheim, following the standard 
practice, sent the application to the 
Secretary General for consideration. 
Immediately after receiving the 
application from Bangladesh, the 
Security Council convened a formal 
meeting on 10 August 1972 to 
consider the application of Bangladesh. 
The application of Bangladesh for 
membership to the UN was the only 
item on the Security Council's agenda 
for that day. Any formal UN meeting 
starts with adoption of the agenda. 
However, Mr. Huang Hua, the Chinese 
Representative to the UN, voted 
against the adoption of the draft 
agenda and thus started the prolonged 
Chinese opposition to Bangladesh's 
membership to the UN. It was merely a 
procedural matter. But China opposed 

the adoption of the agenda. A vote was 
then held to decide whether 
Bangladesh's application would be sent 
to the Committee on Admission. 
Argentina, Belgium, France, India, Italy, 
Japan, Panama, Soviet Union, the UK, 
the USA, and Yugoslavia voted in 
favour. Only China voted against. Three 
African countries- Guinea, Somalia, and 
Sudan did not take part in the voting.

The Security Council then sent the 
application of Bangladesh to the 
Admission Committee for scrutiny and 
asked it to report to the Council. Since 
this was a procedural matter, in spite of 
being a permanent member to the 
Security Council, Chinese negative vote 
could not prevent the Council from 
sending the application to the 
Admission Committee for 
consideration. Veto does not apply to 
procedural matter.

One day after the meeting of the 
Security Council, the Admission 
Committee held its meeting on 11 
August. In that meeting, the Chinese 
representative said that until the 
implementation of the relevant 
resolutions adopted in the General 
Assembly and in the Security Council in 
1971 and until the resolution of the 
pending issues between India and 
Pakistan and between Pakistan and 
Bangladesh, Bangladesh was “not 
qualified at all to be admitted to the 
United Nations and therefore, the 
Chinese delegation was firmly opposed 
to the consideration of the application 
by the Security Council under existing 
circumstances.”

In absence of consensus on the issue, 
the Admission Committee decided to 
reconvene on 21 August 1972. In the 
meeting on 21 August, the Chinese 
representative reiterated his opposition 
to Bangladesh's membership. In the 
face of continuous division among the 
members of the Admission Committee, 
the President of the Committee, 
Belgium, decided to conduct a vote to 
learn the position of the committee 
members. Again Argentina, Belgium, 
France, India, Italy, Japan, Panama, 
Soviet Union, the UK, the USA and 

Yugoslavia voted in favour. This time 
Guinea voted against. China, Somalia, 
and Sudan did not take part in the 
voting.

A meeting of the Security Council 
under Belgium's presidency took place 
on 24 August to consider the report 
submitted by the Admission Committee 
in relation to the application of 
Bangladesh for membership. Five 
Permanent Members of the Security 
Council- the US, the UK, the Soviet 
Union, France and the People's 
Republic of China and nine 
non-permanent members of the 
Council at that time—Argentina, 
Belgium, India, Italy, Japan, Panama, 
Guinea, Somalia, and Sudan—were 
present in that meeting. The agenda of 
the meeting was to consider the 
following draft resolution sponsored by 
the four members of the Security 
Council--the UK, India, the Soviet 
Union and Yugoslavia:

The Security Council,

Recommends to the General Assembly 
that the People's Republic of 
Bangladesh be admitted to the 
Membership in the United Nations.

The report of the Administration 
Committee on Bangladesh's 
membership was also on the agenda of 
the Security Council's meeting on 23 
August. Immediately following the 
opening remarks of Belgium, in its 
capacity as the President of the 
Security Council, the Chinese delegate, 
taking the floor as the first speaker, 
once again vehemently opposed 
Bangladesh's membership for the third 
time. The debate remained unfinished 
and the meeting ended with the 
decision to resume the debate the 
following day.

On Friday, 25 August 1972, the 
meeting of the Security Council 
scheduled for 3:00 pm in the afternoon 
commenced at 3:25pm. After 
prolonged debates on the issue for the 
two days, three separate votes took 
place on Bangladesh's membership. The 
first vote was taken on the draft 
resolution submitted by China 
proposing postponement of the 

consideration of Bangladesh's 
membership pending the 
implementation of the relevant 
resolutions of the UN adopted on 
India-Pakistan war. China, Guinea and 
Sudan voted in favour. India, the Soviet 
Union and Yugoslavia voted against. 
Argentina, Belgium, France, Italy, Japan, 
Panama, Somalia, the UK and the USA 
abstained from voting. The resolution 
was thus rejected as it failed to obtain 
necessary positive votes.

The second vote took place on an 
amendment proposal tabled by Guinea, 
Somalia and Sudan. The amendment 
was proposed to incorporate the 
following in the draft resolution earlier 
proposed by the four members of the 
Security Council—the UK, India, the 
Soviet Union and Yugoslavia:

“Subject to the immediate 
implementation of those provisions of 
the Geneva conventions of 1949 
relating to the release and repatriation 
of prisoners of war and civilian 
internees as mentioned in the Security 
Council Resolution 307 (1971)"

This amendment proposal was also 
rejected. Guinea, Somalia, Sudan and 
the US voted in favour of it. India, 
Soviet Union, the UK and Yugoslavia 
voted against while Argentina, 
Belgium, China, France. Italy, Japan and 
Panama abstained from voting.

Finally, the resolution proposed by the 
four members of the Security 
Council—the UK, India, the Soviet 
Union and Yugoslavia was voted. The 
following 11 countries voted in favour 
of Bangladesh's membership to the UN: 
Argentina, Belgium, France, India, Italy, 
Japan, Panama, Soviet Union, the UK, 
the USA, and Yugoslavia. The People's 
Republic of China, one of the five 
permanent members of the Security 
Council, vetoed the resolution. Guinea, 
Somalia and Sudan abstained from 
voting. The resolution on Bangladesh's 
membership to the UN could not be 
adopted because of the veto of China. 
China, which was out of the United 
Nations for twenty five years, thus cast 
its first veto against Bangladesh on 25 
August 1972.

China's veto in the Security Council on 
25 August 1972 against Bangladesh's 
UN membership broke our hearts in 
London.

From our student life, we were 
accustomed to seeing the greatness of 
the People's Republic of China. We 
used to consider Chairman Mao 
Zedong as the colossus for all the 
oppressed people of the world. As a 
student of Dhaka University in 1962, I 
went to the Tejgaon Airport in Dhaka 
and stood outside the airport's railing 
under the scorching sun to welcome 
the Chinese Premier, Zhou Enlai, who 
momentarily paid a short visit to 
Dhaka. We could not see Zhou Enlai on 
that day but we considered ourselves 
very lucky as we could at least see the 
plane carrying him. Happy and content, 
we returned to the Salimullah Muslim 
Hall of Dhaka University with a 
euphoric frame of mind.

During the war of liberation in 1971, 
when we were based in London, we 
had some personal experience about 
the People's Republic of China. I would 
reflect on those on a different 
occasion. But the sad role that China 
played in the UN in 1971 and 1972 in 
relation to Bangladesh’s Liberation War 
and Bangladesh's membership to the 
UN is now part of the historic record of 
the UN General Assembly and the 
Security Council. These are not 
anyone's personal opinions but are 
official records.

Finally, on 17 September 1974, we 
became the 136th member of the UN. 
Fortunately, China did not oppose our 
membership at this time.

Since then, our engagement with the 
UN family has increased manifold. 
Immediately after our UN membership 
in 1974, Bangabandhu was the first 
person to have delivered a statement 
at the UN on behalf of Bangladesh. 
Remarkably, he delivered his statement 
in Bangla. This was the time Bangla 
was first used in any meeting within 
the UN family.

Then, during the rule of President Ziaur 
Rahman, Bangladesh was elected as a 
member of the Security Council in the 

non-permanent member category for a 
term of two years defeating Japan. A 
few years later, during the reign of 
President Ershad, we were, however, 
defeated in contest with Malaysia for a 
non-permanent seat in the Security 
Council. Nonetheless, during Ershad's 
regime in 1986, Mr. Humayun Rashid 
Choudhury, the then Foreign Minister 
of Bangladesh, got elected 
uncontested as the President of the 
General Assembly. We have to wait for 
nearly one century and a half to be 
elected again in this position. Before 
that our turn will not come.

The former Foreign Secretary (Later 
Finance Minister) of Bangladesh, SAMS 
Kibria performed the role of Executive 
Secretary (with the rank of Under 
Secretary General of the UN) of ESCAP 
for two terms. It is to be mentioned 
that in the UN hierarchy, the rank of 
Under Secretary General falls 
immediately below the position of the 
UN Secretary General. In the UN 
system, this was the highest post ever 
held by a Bengalee. Many of our 
citizens work in the UN system but 
none from Bangladesh ever held the 
office of an Under Secretary General 
before. After Kibria, our Permanent 
Representative to the UN, Mr. Anwarul 
Karim Chowdhury, was appointed for 
only one term as the High 
Representative of the Land Locked, 
Least Developing and Small Island 
Countries (OHRLLS) at the Under 
Secretary General level and in 2012, 
Ms. Ameerah Haq, a very successful 
UN professional, was appointed as the 
Under Secretary General of 
Department of Field Support (DFS), the 
largest department of the UN that 
manages nearly $8.8 billion budget 
plus over 120,000 peacekeepers 
composing troops, police and civilian 
professionals. She is the first 
Bangladeshi woman who was 
appointed in such a senior position at 
the UN.

These make all of us proud. Needless 
to say, all these have been possible 
because of our membership to the UN.

We have benefited from the UN family 

in numerous ways. We are also sincere 
in carrying out our responsibilities as a 
member of the UN family. But 
whenever a significant event takes 
place at the UN, or in the context of 
our enhanced engagement with the 
UN, I am always reminded of that 
three-sentence letter written by Mr. 
Abdus Samad Azad.

China is today one of our close friends. 
It helped us on different occasions in 
the past and in future we hope for 
similar gesture from China. The 
leadership of China who played 
negative roles during our war of 
liberation in 1971 and subsequently 
opposed Bangladesh's UN membership 
in 1792 was eventually discredited and 
rejected in their own country for 
various reasons. The People's Republic 
of China of 1971-72 is not the China it 
is now. Many phenomenal changes 
have taken place in that country and 
are taking place now.

In 1967, when we went to Lahore 
Foreign Service Academy for training 
as Pakistan Foreign Service Officer, Mr. 
Akram Zaki, one of the Deputy 
Directors of the Academy, made a 
famous statement in his first or second 
speech:

“There is no permanent friend or 
permanent enemy of a country. All that 
it has are its permanent interests."

Anyone involved in diplomacy should 
accept this as their first diplomatic 
lesson. We have done the same.

____________________________________

(Mohiuddin Ahmed is a former Ambassador 
and Secretary of the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs. This write-up was originally published 
in Bangla in the Daily Sangbad on 27 
September 2004. This has been translated into 
English by Md. Faruk Hossain, Counsellor, 
Bangladesh Permanent Mission to the UN, 
New York. An update on recent developments 
relating to UNGA was added by Dr. Abdul 
Momen, former Ambassador and Permanent 
Representative of Bangladesh to the United 
Nations, New York)
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Mohiuddin Ahmed
It was a letter of only three sentences. 
But it was a historic letter. This letter 
bears testimony to the sorrows and 
miseries, happiness and pains, smiles 
and cries, expectation and sacrifices of 
seven and half a crore Bengalee people. 
It is also stained with the blood of thirty 
lac (3.0 million) martyrs who gloriously 
sacrificed their lives for the freedom of 
their motherland. Although I was aware 
of the content of this letter, during my 
20 years of diplomatic service in 
post-independent Bangladesh, I have 
never seen it. I searched for it both in 
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs as well 
as in the Permanent Mission of 
Bangladesh to the UN, but to no avail.

During my tenure in the Permanent 
Mission of Bangladesh to the UN, New 
York from 1991-1992, I came across 
this letter in the Dag Hammarskjold 
Library of the UN. One day as I was 
browsing the UN documents on the 
debates that took place in the General 
Assembly and in the Security Council 
on India-Pakistan war on the eve of 
Bangladesh's independence, as well as 
other documents on the unexpected 
difficulties encountered for 
Bangladesh's UN membership, I found 

this letter. Immediately it reminded me, 
yet one more time, of the bloody 
history of our independence. The letter 
read as follows:

“I have the honour, on behalf of the 
Government of the People's Republic of 
Bangladesh, to submit this application 
of the People's Republic of Bangladesh 
for membership of the United Nations.

I declare that the People's Republic of 
Bangladesh accepts the obligations 
contained in the Charter of the United 
Nations and that it solemnly 
undertakes to fulfill that obligation.

I shall be grateful if this application is 
placed before the Security Council 
immediately, and other appropriate 
action is taken in this regard.

M. Abdus Samad Azad, Foreign 
Minister of the People's Republic of 
Bangladesh”

The then Foreign Minister of 
independent Bangladesh M. Abdus 
Samad Azad sent this letter to the then 
Secretary General of the United 
Nations, Mr. Kurt Waldheim on 8 
August 1972. According to the Charter 
of the United Nations, any peace-loving 

independent country, by pledging to 
accept the obligations contained in the 
Charter of the United Nations, may 
apply for the UN membership. The UN 
Rules of Procedure dictates that the 
UN Secretary General, having received 
a request for a UN membership, should 
bring it to the attention of the 
President of the Security Council. If 
necessary, the President of the Security 
Council may informally consult 
members of the Council before 
convening the formal meeting to 
discuss the membership application. 
After necessary consultations, the 
Security Council sends the application 
to the Security Council Committee on 
the Admission of New Members to the 
UN which consists of all members of 
the Council. The Committee on 
Admission considers the application for 
membership in formal meetings and 
reports its recommendations to the 
Council. The Security Council, based on 
the report of the Committee on 
Admission, decides on the membership 
either for or against granting the 
membership. If the Security Council 
decides favourably, it sends its 
recommendation to the General 
Assembly which then resolves the 
application usually by granting the 
membership.

After receiving the application from 
Bangladesh, Secretary General Kurt 
Waldheim, following the standard 
practice, sent the application to the 
Secretary General for consideration. 
Immediately after receiving the 
application from Bangladesh, the 
Security Council convened a formal 
meeting on 10 August 1972 to 
consider the application of Bangladesh. 
The application of Bangladesh for 
membership to the UN was the only 
item on the Security Council's agenda 
for that day. Any formal UN meeting 
starts with adoption of the agenda. 
However, Mr. Huang Hua, the Chinese 
Representative to the UN, voted 
against the adoption of the draft 
agenda and thus started the prolonged 
Chinese opposition to Bangladesh's 
membership to the UN. It was merely a 
procedural matter. But China opposed 

the adoption of the agenda. A vote was 
then held to decide whether 
Bangladesh's application would be sent 
to the Committee on Admission. 
Argentina, Belgium, France, India, Italy, 
Japan, Panama, Soviet Union, the UK, 
the USA, and Yugoslavia voted in 
favour. Only China voted against. Three 
African countries- Guinea, Somalia, and 
Sudan did not take part in the voting.

The Security Council then sent the 
application of Bangladesh to the 
Admission Committee for scrutiny and 
asked it to report to the Council. Since 
this was a procedural matter, in spite of 
being a permanent member to the 
Security Council, Chinese negative vote 
could not prevent the Council from 
sending the application to the 
Admission Committee for 
consideration. Veto does not apply to 
procedural matter.

One day after the meeting of the 
Security Council, the Admission 
Committee held its meeting on 11 
August. In that meeting, the Chinese 
representative said that until the 
implementation of the relevant 
resolutions adopted in the General 
Assembly and in the Security Council in 
1971 and until the resolution of the 
pending issues between India and 
Pakistan and between Pakistan and 
Bangladesh, Bangladesh was “not 
qualified at all to be admitted to the 
United Nations and therefore, the 
Chinese delegation was firmly opposed 
to the consideration of the application 
by the Security Council under existing 
circumstances.”

In absence of consensus on the issue, 
the Admission Committee decided to 
reconvene on 21 August 1972. In the 
meeting on 21 August, the Chinese 
representative reiterated his opposition 
to Bangladesh's membership. In the 
face of continuous division among the 
members of the Admission Committee, 
the President of the Committee, 
Belgium, decided to conduct a vote to 
learn the position of the committee 
members. Again Argentina, Belgium, 
France, India, Italy, Japan, Panama, 
Soviet Union, the UK, the USA and 

Yugoslavia voted in favour. This time 
Guinea voted against. China, Somalia, 
and Sudan did not take part in the 
voting.

A meeting of the Security Council 
under Belgium's presidency took place 
on 24 August to consider the report 
submitted by the Admission Committee 
in relation to the application of 
Bangladesh for membership. Five 
Permanent Members of the Security 
Council- the US, the UK, the Soviet 
Union, France and the People's 
Republic of China and nine 
non-permanent members of the 
Council at that time—Argentina, 
Belgium, India, Italy, Japan, Panama, 
Guinea, Somalia, and Sudan—were 
present in that meeting. The agenda of 
the meeting was to consider the 
following draft resolution sponsored by 
the four members of the Security 
Council--the UK, India, the Soviet 
Union and Yugoslavia:

The Security Council,

Recommends to the General Assembly 
that the People's Republic of 
Bangladesh be admitted to the 
Membership in the United Nations.

The report of the Administration 
Committee on Bangladesh's 
membership was also on the agenda of 
the Security Council's meeting on 23 
August. Immediately following the 
opening remarks of Belgium, in its 
capacity as the President of the 
Security Council, the Chinese delegate, 
taking the floor as the first speaker, 
once again vehemently opposed 
Bangladesh's membership for the third 
time. The debate remained unfinished 
and the meeting ended with the 
decision to resume the debate the 
following day.

On Friday, 25 August 1972, the 
meeting of the Security Council 
scheduled for 3:00 pm in the afternoon 
commenced at 3:25pm. After 
prolonged debates on the issue for the 
two days, three separate votes took 
place on Bangladesh's membership. The 
first vote was taken on the draft 
resolution submitted by China 
proposing postponement of the 

consideration of Bangladesh's 
membership pending the 
implementation of the relevant 
resolutions of the UN adopted on 
India-Pakistan war. China, Guinea and 
Sudan voted in favour. India, the Soviet 
Union and Yugoslavia voted against. 
Argentina, Belgium, France, Italy, Japan, 
Panama, Somalia, the UK and the USA 
abstained from voting. The resolution 
was thus rejected as it failed to obtain 
necessary positive votes.

The second vote took place on an 
amendment proposal tabled by Guinea, 
Somalia and Sudan. The amendment 
was proposed to incorporate the 
following in the draft resolution earlier 
proposed by the four members of the 
Security Council—the UK, India, the 
Soviet Union and Yugoslavia:

“Subject to the immediate 
implementation of those provisions of 
the Geneva conventions of 1949 
relating to the release and repatriation 
of prisoners of war and civilian 
internees as mentioned in the Security 
Council Resolution 307 (1971)"

This amendment proposal was also 
rejected. Guinea, Somalia, Sudan and 
the US voted in favour of it. India, 
Soviet Union, the UK and Yugoslavia 
voted against while Argentina, 
Belgium, China, France. Italy, Japan and 
Panama abstained from voting.

Finally, the resolution proposed by the 
four members of the Security 
Council—the UK, India, the Soviet 
Union and Yugoslavia was voted. The 
following 11 countries voted in favour 
of Bangladesh's membership to the UN: 
Argentina, Belgium, France, India, Italy, 
Japan, Panama, Soviet Union, the UK, 
the USA, and Yugoslavia. The People's 
Republic of China, one of the five 
permanent members of the Security 
Council, vetoed the resolution. Guinea, 
Somalia and Sudan abstained from 
voting. The resolution on Bangladesh's 
membership to the UN could not be 
adopted because of the veto of China. 
China, which was out of the United 
Nations for twenty five years, thus cast 
its first veto against Bangladesh on 25 
August 1972.

China's veto in the Security Council on 
25 August 1972 against Bangladesh's 
UN membership broke our hearts in 
London.

From our student life, we were 
accustomed to seeing the greatness of 
the People's Republic of China. We 
used to consider Chairman Mao 
Zedong as the colossus for all the 
oppressed people of the world. As a 
student of Dhaka University in 1962, I 
went to the Tejgaon Airport in Dhaka 
and stood outside the airport's railing 
under the scorching sun to welcome 
the Chinese Premier, Zhou Enlai, who 
momentarily paid a short visit to 
Dhaka. We could not see Zhou Enlai on 
that day but we considered ourselves 
very lucky as we could at least see the 
plane carrying him. Happy and content, 
we returned to the Salimullah Muslim 
Hall of Dhaka University with a 
euphoric frame of mind.

During the war of liberation in 1971, 
when we were based in London, we 
had some personal experience about 
the People's Republic of China. I would 
reflect on those on a different 
occasion. But the sad role that China 
played in the UN in 1971 and 1972 in 
relation to Bangladesh’s Liberation War 
and Bangladesh's membership to the 
UN is now part of the historic record of 
the UN General Assembly and the 
Security Council. These are not 
anyone's personal opinions but are 
official records.

Finally, on 17 September 1974, we 
became the 136th member of the UN. 
Fortunately, China did not oppose our 
membership at this time.

Since then, our engagement with the 
UN family has increased manifold. 
Immediately after our UN membership 
in 1974, Bangabandhu was the first 
person to have delivered a statement 
at the UN on behalf of Bangladesh. 
Remarkably, he delivered his statement 
in Bangla. This was the time Bangla 
was first used in any meeting within 
the UN family.

Then, during the rule of President Ziaur 
Rahman, Bangladesh was elected as a 
member of the Security Council in the 

non-permanent member category for a 
term of two years defeating Japan. A 
few years later, during the reign of 
President Ershad, we were, however, 
defeated in contest with Malaysia for a 
non-permanent seat in the Security 
Council. Nonetheless, during Ershad's 
regime in 1986, Mr. Humayun Rashid 
Choudhury, the then Foreign Minister 
of Bangladesh, got elected 
uncontested as the President of the 
General Assembly. We have to wait for 
nearly one century and a half to be 
elected again in this position. Before 
that our turn will not come.

The former Foreign Secretary (Later 
Finance Minister) of Bangladesh, SAMS 
Kibria performed the role of Executive 
Secretary (with the rank of Under 
Secretary General of the UN) of ESCAP 
for two terms. It is to be mentioned 
that in the UN hierarchy, the rank of 
Under Secretary General falls 
immediately below the position of the 
UN Secretary General. In the UN 
system, this was the highest post ever 
held by a Bengalee. Many of our 
citizens work in the UN system but 
none from Bangladesh ever held the 
office of an Under Secretary General 
before. After Kibria, our Permanent 
Representative to the UN, Mr. Anwarul 
Karim Chowdhury, was appointed for 
only one term as the High 
Representative of the Land Locked, 
Least Developing and Small Island 
Countries (OHRLLS) at the Under 
Secretary General level and in 2012, 
Ms. Ameerah Haq, a very successful 
UN professional, was appointed as the 
Under Secretary General of 
Department of Field Support (DFS), the 
largest department of the UN that 
manages nearly $8.8 billion budget 
plus over 120,000 peacekeepers 
composing troops, police and civilian 
professionals. She is the first 
Bangladeshi woman who was 
appointed in such a senior position at 
the UN.

These make all of us proud. Needless 
to say, all these have been possible 
because of our membership to the UN.

We have benefited from the UN family 

in numerous ways. We are also sincere 
in carrying out our responsibilities as a 
member of the UN family. But 
whenever a significant event takes 
place at the UN, or in the context of 
our enhanced engagement with the 
UN, I am always reminded of that 
three-sentence letter written by Mr. 
Abdus Samad Azad.

China is today one of our close friends. 
It helped us on different occasions in 
the past and in future we hope for 
similar gesture from China. The 
leadership of China who played 
negative roles during our war of 
liberation in 1971 and subsequently 
opposed Bangladesh's UN membership 
in 1792 was eventually discredited and 
rejected in their own country for 
various reasons. The People's Republic 
of China of 1971-72 is not the China it 
is now. Many phenomenal changes 
have taken place in that country and 
are taking place now.

In 1967, when we went to Lahore 
Foreign Service Academy for training 
as Pakistan Foreign Service Officer, Mr. 
Akram Zaki, one of the Deputy 
Directors of the Academy, made a 
famous statement in his first or second 
speech:

“There is no permanent friend or 
permanent enemy of a country. All that 
it has are its permanent interests."

Anyone involved in diplomacy should 
accept this as their first diplomatic 
lesson. We have done the same.

____________________________________

(Mohiuddin Ahmed is a former Ambassador 
and Secretary of the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs. This write-up was originally published 
in Bangla in the Daily Sangbad on 27 
September 2004. This has been translated into 
English by Md. Faruk Hossain, Counsellor, 
Bangladesh Permanent Mission to the UN, 
New York. An update on recent developments 
relating to UNGA was added by Dr. Abdul 
Momen, former Ambassador and Permanent 
Representative of Bangladesh to the United 
Nations, New York)
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Mohiuddin Ahmed
It was a letter of only three sentences. 
But it was a historic letter. This letter 
bears testimony to the sorrows and 
miseries, happiness and pains, smiles 
and cries, expectation and sacrifices of 
seven and half a crore Bengalee people. 
It is also stained with the blood of thirty 
lac (3.0 million) martyrs who gloriously 
sacrificed their lives for the freedom of 
their motherland. Although I was aware 
of the content of this letter, during my 
20 years of diplomatic service in 
post-independent Bangladesh, I have 
never seen it. I searched for it both in 
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs as well 
as in the Permanent Mission of 
Bangladesh to the UN, but to no avail.

During my tenure in the Permanent 
Mission of Bangladesh to the UN, New 
York from 1991-1992, I came across 
this letter in the Dag Hammarskjold 
Library of the UN. One day as I was 
browsing the UN documents on the 
debates that took place in the General 
Assembly and in the Security Council 
on India-Pakistan war on the eve of 
Bangladesh's independence, as well as 
other documents on the unexpected 
difficulties encountered for 
Bangladesh's UN membership, I found 

this letter. Immediately it reminded me, 
yet one more time, of the bloody 
history of our independence. The letter 
read as follows:

“I have the honour, on behalf of the 
Government of the People's Republic of 
Bangladesh, to submit this application 
of the People's Republic of Bangladesh 
for membership of the United Nations.

I declare that the People's Republic of 
Bangladesh accepts the obligations 
contained in the Charter of the United 
Nations and that it solemnly 
undertakes to fulfill that obligation.

I shall be grateful if this application is 
placed before the Security Council 
immediately, and other appropriate 
action is taken in this regard.

M. Abdus Samad Azad, Foreign 
Minister of the People's Republic of 
Bangladesh”

The then Foreign Minister of 
independent Bangladesh M. Abdus 
Samad Azad sent this letter to the then 
Secretary General of the United 
Nations, Mr. Kurt Waldheim on 8 
August 1972. According to the Charter 
of the United Nations, any peace-loving 

independent country, by pledging to 
accept the obligations contained in the 
Charter of the United Nations, may 
apply for the UN membership. The UN 
Rules of Procedure dictates that the 
UN Secretary General, having received 
a request for a UN membership, should 
bring it to the attention of the 
President of the Security Council. If 
necessary, the President of the Security 
Council may informally consult 
members of the Council before 
convening the formal meeting to 
discuss the membership application. 
After necessary consultations, the 
Security Council sends the application 
to the Security Council Committee on 
the Admission of New Members to the 
UN which consists of all members of 
the Council. The Committee on 
Admission considers the application for 
membership in formal meetings and 
reports its recommendations to the 
Council. The Security Council, based on 
the report of the Committee on 
Admission, decides on the membership 
either for or against granting the 
membership. If the Security Council 
decides favourably, it sends its 
recommendation to the General 
Assembly which then resolves the 
application usually by granting the 
membership.

After receiving the application from 
Bangladesh, Secretary General Kurt 
Waldheim, following the standard 
practice, sent the application to the 
Secretary General for consideration. 
Immediately after receiving the 
application from Bangladesh, the 
Security Council convened a formal 
meeting on 10 August 1972 to 
consider the application of Bangladesh. 
The application of Bangladesh for 
membership to the UN was the only 
item on the Security Council's agenda 
for that day. Any formal UN meeting 
starts with adoption of the agenda. 
However, Mr. Huang Hua, the Chinese 
Representative to the UN, voted 
against the adoption of the draft 
agenda and thus started the prolonged 
Chinese opposition to Bangladesh's 
membership to the UN. It was merely a 
procedural matter. But China opposed 

the adoption of the agenda. A vote was 
then held to decide whether 
Bangladesh's application would be sent 
to the Committee on Admission. 
Argentina, Belgium, France, India, Italy, 
Japan, Panama, Soviet Union, the UK, 
the USA, and Yugoslavia voted in 
favour. Only China voted against. Three 
African countries- Guinea, Somalia, and 
Sudan did not take part in the voting.

The Security Council then sent the 
application of Bangladesh to the 
Admission Committee for scrutiny and 
asked it to report to the Council. Since 
this was a procedural matter, in spite of 
being a permanent member to the 
Security Council, Chinese negative vote 
could not prevent the Council from 
sending the application to the 
Admission Committee for 
consideration. Veto does not apply to 
procedural matter.

One day after the meeting of the 
Security Council, the Admission 
Committee held its meeting on 11 
August. In that meeting, the Chinese 
representative said that until the 
implementation of the relevant 
resolutions adopted in the General 
Assembly and in the Security Council in 
1971 and until the resolution of the 
pending issues between India and 
Pakistan and between Pakistan and 
Bangladesh, Bangladesh was “not 
qualified at all to be admitted to the 
United Nations and therefore, the 
Chinese delegation was firmly opposed 
to the consideration of the application 
by the Security Council under existing 
circumstances.”

In absence of consensus on the issue, 
the Admission Committee decided to 
reconvene on 21 August 1972. In the 
meeting on 21 August, the Chinese 
representative reiterated his opposition 
to Bangladesh's membership. In the 
face of continuous division among the 
members of the Admission Committee, 
the President of the Committee, 
Belgium, decided to conduct a vote to 
learn the position of the committee 
members. Again Argentina, Belgium, 
France, India, Italy, Japan, Panama, 
Soviet Union, the UK, the USA and 

Yugoslavia voted in favour. This time 
Guinea voted against. China, Somalia, 
and Sudan did not take part in the 
voting.

A meeting of the Security Council 
under Belgium's presidency took place 
on 24 August to consider the report 
submitted by the Admission Committee 
in relation to the application of 
Bangladesh for membership. Five 
Permanent Members of the Security 
Council- the US, the UK, the Soviet 
Union, France and the People's 
Republic of China and nine 
non-permanent members of the 
Council at that time—Argentina, 
Belgium, India, Italy, Japan, Panama, 
Guinea, Somalia, and Sudan—were 
present in that meeting. The agenda of 
the meeting was to consider the 
following draft resolution sponsored by 
the four members of the Security 
Council--the UK, India, the Soviet 
Union and Yugoslavia:

The Security Council,

Recommends to the General Assembly 
that the People's Republic of 
Bangladesh be admitted to the 
Membership in the United Nations.

The report of the Administration 
Committee on Bangladesh's 
membership was also on the agenda of 
the Security Council's meeting on 23 
August. Immediately following the 
opening remarks of Belgium, in its 
capacity as the President of the 
Security Council, the Chinese delegate, 
taking the floor as the first speaker, 
once again vehemently opposed 
Bangladesh's membership for the third 
time. The debate remained unfinished 
and the meeting ended with the 
decision to resume the debate the 
following day.

On Friday, 25 August 1972, the 
meeting of the Security Council 
scheduled for 3:00 pm in the afternoon 
commenced at 3:25pm. After 
prolonged debates on the issue for the 
two days, three separate votes took 
place on Bangladesh's membership. The 
first vote was taken on the draft 
resolution submitted by China 
proposing postponement of the 

consideration of Bangladesh's 
membership pending the 
implementation of the relevant 
resolutions of the UN adopted on 
India-Pakistan war. China, Guinea and 
Sudan voted in favour. India, the Soviet 
Union and Yugoslavia voted against. 
Argentina, Belgium, France, Italy, Japan, 
Panama, Somalia, the UK and the USA 
abstained from voting. The resolution 
was thus rejected as it failed to obtain 
necessary positive votes.

The second vote took place on an 
amendment proposal tabled by Guinea, 
Somalia and Sudan. The amendment 
was proposed to incorporate the 
following in the draft resolution earlier 
proposed by the four members of the 
Security Council—the UK, India, the 
Soviet Union and Yugoslavia:

“Subject to the immediate 
implementation of those provisions of 
the Geneva conventions of 1949 
relating to the release and repatriation 
of prisoners of war and civilian 
internees as mentioned in the Security 
Council Resolution 307 (1971)"

This amendment proposal was also 
rejected. Guinea, Somalia, Sudan and 
the US voted in favour of it. India, 
Soviet Union, the UK and Yugoslavia 
voted against while Argentina, 
Belgium, China, France. Italy, Japan and 
Panama abstained from voting.

Finally, the resolution proposed by the 
four members of the Security 
Council—the UK, India, the Soviet 
Union and Yugoslavia was voted. The 
following 11 countries voted in favour 
of Bangladesh's membership to the UN: 
Argentina, Belgium, France, India, Italy, 
Japan, Panama, Soviet Union, the UK, 
the USA, and Yugoslavia. The People's 
Republic of China, one of the five 
permanent members of the Security 
Council, vetoed the resolution. Guinea, 
Somalia and Sudan abstained from 
voting. The resolution on Bangladesh's 
membership to the UN could not be 
adopted because of the veto of China. 
China, which was out of the United 
Nations for twenty five years, thus cast 
its first veto against Bangladesh on 25 
August 1972.

China's veto in the Security Council on 
25 August 1972 against Bangladesh's 
UN membership broke our hearts in 
London.

From our student life, we were 
accustomed to seeing the greatness of 
the People's Republic of China. We 
used to consider Chairman Mao 
Zedong as the colossus for all the 
oppressed people of the world. As a 
student of Dhaka University in 1962, I 
went to the Tejgaon Airport in Dhaka 
and stood outside the airport's railing 
under the scorching sun to welcome 
the Chinese Premier, Zhou Enlai, who 
momentarily paid a short visit to 
Dhaka. We could not see Zhou Enlai on 
that day but we considered ourselves 
very lucky as we could at least see the 
plane carrying him. Happy and content, 
we returned to the Salimullah Muslim 
Hall of Dhaka University with a 
euphoric frame of mind.

During the war of liberation in 1971, 
when we were based in London, we 
had some personal experience about 
the People's Republic of China. I would 
reflect on those on a different 
occasion. But the sad role that China 
played in the UN in 1971 and 1972 in 
relation to Bangladesh’s Liberation War 
and Bangladesh's membership to the 
UN is now part of the historic record of 
the UN General Assembly and the 
Security Council. These are not 
anyone's personal opinions but are 
official records.

Finally, on 17 September 1974, we 
became the 136th member of the UN. 
Fortunately, China did not oppose our 
membership at this time.

Since then, our engagement with the 
UN family has increased manifold. 
Immediately after our UN membership 
in 1974, Bangabandhu was the first 
person to have delivered a statement 
at the UN on behalf of Bangladesh. 
Remarkably, he delivered his statement 
in Bangla. This was the time Bangla 
was first used in any meeting within 
the UN family.

Then, during the rule of President Ziaur 
Rahman, Bangladesh was elected as a 
member of the Security Council in the 

non-permanent member category for a 
term of two years defeating Japan. A 
few years later, during the reign of 
President Ershad, we were, however, 
defeated in contest with Malaysia for a 
non-permanent seat in the Security 
Council. Nonetheless, during Ershad's 
regime in 1986, Mr. Humayun Rashid 
Choudhury, the then Foreign Minister 
of Bangladesh, got elected 
uncontested as the President of the 
General Assembly. We have to wait for 
nearly one century and a half to be 
elected again in this position. Before 
that our turn will not come.

The former Foreign Secretary (Later 
Finance Minister) of Bangladesh, SAMS 
Kibria performed the role of Executive 
Secretary (with the rank of Under 
Secretary General of the UN) of ESCAP 
for two terms. It is to be mentioned 
that in the UN hierarchy, the rank of 
Under Secretary General falls 
immediately below the position of the 
UN Secretary General. In the UN 
system, this was the highest post ever 
held by a Bengalee. Many of our 
citizens work in the UN system but 
none from Bangladesh ever held the 
office of an Under Secretary General 
before. After Kibria, our Permanent 
Representative to the UN, Mr. Anwarul 
Karim Chowdhury, was appointed for 
only one term as the High 
Representative of the Land Locked, 
Least Developing and Small Island 
Countries (OHRLLS) at the Under 
Secretary General level and in 2012, 
Ms. Ameerah Haq, a very successful 
UN professional, was appointed as the 
Under Secretary General of 
Department of Field Support (DFS), the 
largest department of the UN that 
manages nearly $8.8 billion budget 
plus over 120,000 peacekeepers 
composing troops, police and civilian 
professionals. She is the first 
Bangladeshi woman who was 
appointed in such a senior position at 
the UN.

These make all of us proud. Needless 
to say, all these have been possible 
because of our membership to the UN.

We have benefited from the UN family 

in numerous ways. We are also sincere 
in carrying out our responsibilities as a 
member of the UN family. But 
whenever a significant event takes 
place at the UN, or in the context of 
our enhanced engagement with the 
UN, I am always reminded of that 
three-sentence letter written by Mr. 
Abdus Samad Azad.

China is today one of our close friends. 
It helped us on different occasions in 
the past and in future we hope for 
similar gesture from China. The 
leadership of China who played 
negative roles during our war of 
liberation in 1971 and subsequently 
opposed Bangladesh's UN membership 
in 1792 was eventually discredited and 
rejected in their own country for 
various reasons. The People's Republic 
of China of 1971-72 is not the China it 
is now. Many phenomenal changes 
have taken place in that country and 
are taking place now.

In 1967, when we went to Lahore 
Foreign Service Academy for training 
as Pakistan Foreign Service Officer, Mr. 
Akram Zaki, one of the Deputy 
Directors of the Academy, made a 
famous statement in his first or second 
speech:

“There is no permanent friend or 
permanent enemy of a country. All that 
it has are its permanent interests."

Anyone involved in diplomacy should 
accept this as their first diplomatic 
lesson. We have done the same.

____________________________________

(Mohiuddin Ahmed is a former Ambassador 
and Secretary of the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs. This write-up was originally published 
in Bangla in the Daily Sangbad on 27 
September 2004. This has been translated into 
English by Md. Faruk Hossain, Counsellor, 
Bangladesh Permanent Mission to the UN, 
New York. An update on recent developments 
relating to UNGA was added by Dr. Abdul 
Momen, former Ambassador and Permanent 
Representative of Bangladesh to the United 
Nations, New York)
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Hasan Ferdous

Shashi Tharoor, my former boss at the 
United Nations, was – and perhaps still 
is – a fiery defender of the United 
Nations. He was once asked by a BBC 
interviewer how did the UN feel about 
the “i” word, i for irrelevant? Mr. 
Tharoor, without missing a heartbeat, 
replied, “Oh, I think the ‘i’ word for us 
is actually ‘indispensable.’”

That was about 15 years ago. Today, I 
wonder how does he feel about the 
dreaded “i” word, and yes, I mean “i” 
for irrelevant. For a starter, I would 
mention just one word, Syria. 

In August 2016, the United Nations 
envoy for Syria, Staffan de Mistura, 
walked out of an international 
humanitarian task force meeting in 
Geneva within minutes after it had 
opened. All major parties involved in 
the conflict were present, including the 
Russians and Americans, and their 
proxy fighters, the Assad regime and 

the “moderate” rebels fighting the 
government. After spending months 
and weeks talking to all sides on the 
need for a humanitarian pause so that 
urgently needed food aid could reach 
the people of the besieged towns of 
Madaya, Zabadani, Foah and Kafraya, 
the parties were still nowhere near an 
agreement. It made “no sense” to 
continue talking just for the sake of 
talking, he said, and walked out of the 
meeting.

The same day, August 18, an 
Associated Press photographer 
captured the image of a boy rescued 
from the rubbles of Aleppo. The city 
had suffered constant bombing from all 
sides, trapping nearly half a million 
people in death throes. The latest 
bombing, by all indications, was by the 
Russians, a permanent member of the 
United Nations Security Council. The 
boy – his name we later learned is 
Omran Daqneesh – was placed on an 
orange chair, his face and hair dusty 

and bloodied, his eyes dazed. He was 
completely silent, not even a teardrop 
in his eyes. Within hours, the photo 
went viral, making him the new poster 
boy of humanity’s collective failure to 
stand by the neediest.

As it happens, the UN has been 
begging the warring parties and their 
patrons for a 48-hour humanitarian 
pause, but the UN’s big honchos, the 
five permanent members of the 
Security Council, on whose shoulders 
the world placed the heavy burden of 
maintaining international peace and 
security, just could not agree on how 
to proceed. On August 22, the UN 
Under-Secretary-General for 
Humanitarian Affairs, Stephen O’Brien, 
met face to face with the “gang of five” 
and looked straight into their eyes.

“I’m not going to pretend – I’m angry, 
very angry,” he said referring to the 
carnage in Syria for the last five years. 
“This callous carnage that is Syria has 
long since moved from the cynical to 

Bangladesh, United Nations and the ‘I’ word
the sinful,” he said. Looking bleary and sounding hoarse, the 
UN Under-secretary-General begged, “So please: now is the 
moment, this instant, to put differences aside, come together 
as one, and stop this humanitarian shame upon us all, once 
and for all.”

There was pin drop silence in the Council chamber, long 
faces of the world’s powerful cast downward. Meanwhile, 
thousands of miles away in Aleppo and other cities in Syria, 
bombs continued to drop.

So why is it that the UN cannot do anything about the slow 
strangulation of an entire nation? As a former UN staff 
member, I am quite familiar with the stock answer. “This is 
the responsibility of member states. The world should hold 
them accountable.”

There is logic to this answer. Sure, the UN is the sum total of 
its member states, but how can we not recognise that their 
failure to carry out their solemn commitment to “peace and 
international security” is actually the failure of the United 
Nations? When the organisation’s key members fail to 
perform their duties year after year, the relevance of the 
organisation itself comes into question. There is no 
two-ways about it.

Time and again, the UN has found itself on the wrong side of 
history. Nearly 50 years ago, in 1971, Bangladesh faced a 

similar annihilation at the hands of an occupying army. For 
nine months, the Security Council failed to meet – not 
even once – due to disagreements among its key members. 
Finally, when Bangladesh – with the help of the Indian 
army – was on the verge of winning its freedom, the 
Security Council woke up from its slumber to stop 
Bangladesh’s march to freedom. The big honchos spent 
several futile days and nights, negotiating a ceasefire. 
Neither Bangladesh nor India heeded to their 
maneuverings, and thirteen days later, on December 16, 
Bangladesh was finally free. Five days later, the Security 
Council managed to adopt a resolution calling for a durable 
ceasefire. By then, of course, all guns had fallen silent. The 
resulting laughter could be heard even in charred villages 
in Bangladesh, thousands of miles away.

Then Secretary-General U Thant memorably captured his 
own frustrations in getting the big league boys to act on a 
humanitarian crisis. In his memoirs, View from the UN, he 
wrote: “Throughout the struggle, the United Nations had 
made no move to act; my pleas and warnings to the 
Security Council, both privately and publicly, fell on deaf 
ears. The Council was immobilised, both by the refusal of 
the parties directly involved (India and Pakistan) and by the 
major powers, to face up to their obligations under the 
Charter to confront the issues forthrightly.”

Throughout 1971, the UN’s principal preoccupation was to 
encourage Bangladeshi refugees to return home, although 
there was no guarantee of their security. When in June, a 
correspondent asked U Thant why the UN had not come 
to grips with the real problem of Bangladesh, and instead 
had dealt only with peripheral humanitarian problems, the 
Secretary-General stammered to acknowledge that the 
entire episode was “a very terrible blot on the page of 
human history.”

That was not the last time the UN was left watching 
people die. The Bangladesh genocide was followed by 
similar carnages in Cambodia, the Balkans and Rwanda. 
Unable to get its “gang of five” to agree on political action, 
the UN has increasingly turned its attention to 
humanitarian and emergency assistance. Useful work no 
doubt, but that only makes the UN an expanded – and 
more glorified – International Red Cross. Since the Red 
Cross does not have to deal with political prima donnas, it 
could be more effective, only if it could be equipped with 
more resources. Why, it could even replace a hobbled 
United Nations!

As for the question whether the UN is “irrelevant” or 
“indispensable”, go ask young Omran and hundreds of 
thousands of Syrians like him. I have no doubt what the 
answer would be.
______________________________________________________
Hasan Ferdous is an author based in New York
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Hasan Ferdous

Shashi Tharoor, my former boss at the 
United Nations, was – and perhaps still 
is – a fiery defender of the United 
Nations. He was once asked by a BBC 
interviewer how did the UN feel about 
the “i” word, i for irrelevant? Mr. 
Tharoor, without missing a heartbeat, 
replied, “Oh, I think the ‘i’ word for us 
is actually ‘indispensable.’”

That was about 15 years ago. Today, I 
wonder how does he feel about the 
dreaded “i” word, and yes, I mean “i” 
for irrelevant. For a starter, I would 
mention just one word, Syria. 

In August 2016, the United Nations 
envoy for Syria, Staffan de Mistura, 
walked out of an international 
humanitarian task force meeting in 
Geneva within minutes after it had 
opened. All major parties involved in 
the conflict were present, including the 
Russians and Americans, and their 
proxy fighters, the Assad regime and 

the “moderate” rebels fighting the 
government. After spending months 
and weeks talking to all sides on the 
need for a humanitarian pause so that 
urgently needed food aid could reach 
the people of the besieged towns of 
Madaya, Zabadani, Foah and Kafraya, 
the parties were still nowhere near an 
agreement. It made “no sense” to 
continue talking just for the sake of 
talking, he said, and walked out of the 
meeting.

The same day, August 18, an 
Associated Press photographer 
captured the image of a boy rescued 
from the rubbles of Aleppo. The city 
had suffered constant bombing from all 
sides, trapping nearly half a million 
people in death throes. The latest 
bombing, by all indications, was by the 
Russians, a permanent member of the 
United Nations Security Council. The 
boy – his name we later learned is 
Omran Daqneesh – was placed on an 
orange chair, his face and hair dusty 

and bloodied, his eyes dazed. He was 
completely silent, not even a teardrop 
in his eyes. Within hours, the photo 
went viral, making him the new poster 
boy of humanity’s collective failure to 
stand by the neediest.

As it happens, the UN has been 
begging the warring parties and their 
patrons for a 48-hour humanitarian 
pause, but the UN’s big honchos, the 
five permanent members of the 
Security Council, on whose shoulders 
the world placed the heavy burden of 
maintaining international peace and 
security, just could not agree on how 
to proceed. On August 22, the UN 
Under-Secretary-General for 
Humanitarian Affairs, Stephen O’Brien, 
met face to face with the “gang of five” 
and looked straight into their eyes.

“I’m not going to pretend – I’m angry, 
very angry,” he said referring to the 
carnage in Syria for the last five years. 
“This callous carnage that is Syria has 
long since moved from the cynical to 

the sinful,” he said. Looking bleary and sounding hoarse, the 
UN Under-secretary-General begged, “So please: now is the 
moment, this instant, to put differences aside, come together 
as one, and stop this humanitarian shame upon us all, once 
and for all.”

There was pin drop silence in the Council chamber, long 
faces of the world’s powerful cast downward. Meanwhile, 
thousands of miles away in Aleppo and other cities in Syria, 
bombs continued to drop.

So why is it that the UN cannot do anything about the slow 
strangulation of an entire nation? As a former UN staff 
member, I am quite familiar with the stock answer. “This is 
the responsibility of member states. The world should hold 
them accountable.”

There is logic to this answer. Sure, the UN is the sum total of 
its member states, but how can we not recognise that their 
failure to carry out their solemn commitment to “peace and 
international security” is actually the failure of the United 
Nations? When the organisation’s key members fail to 
perform their duties year after year, the relevance of the 
organisation itself comes into question. There is no 
two-ways about it.

Time and again, the UN has found itself on the wrong side of 
history. Nearly 50 years ago, in 1971, Bangladesh faced a 

similar annihilation at the hands of an occupying army. For 
nine months, the Security Council failed to meet – not 
even once – due to disagreements among its key members. 
Finally, when Bangladesh – with the help of the Indian 
army – was on the verge of winning its freedom, the 
Security Council woke up from its slumber to stop 
Bangladesh’s march to freedom. The big honchos spent 
several futile days and nights, negotiating a ceasefire. 
Neither Bangladesh nor India heeded to their 
maneuverings, and thirteen days later, on December 16, 
Bangladesh was finally free. Five days later, the Security 
Council managed to adopt a resolution calling for a durable 
ceasefire. By then, of course, all guns had fallen silent. The 
resulting laughter could be heard even in charred villages 
in Bangladesh, thousands of miles away.

Then Secretary-General U Thant memorably captured his 
own frustrations in getting the big league boys to act on a 
humanitarian crisis. In his memoirs, View from the UN, he 
wrote: “Throughout the struggle, the United Nations had 
made no move to act; my pleas and warnings to the 
Security Council, both privately and publicly, fell on deaf 
ears. The Council was immobilised, both by the refusal of 
the parties directly involved (India and Pakistan) and by the 
major powers, to face up to their obligations under the 
Charter to confront the issues forthrightly.”

Throughout 1971, the UN’s principal preoccupation was to 
encourage Bangladeshi refugees to return home, although 
there was no guarantee of their security. When in June, a 
correspondent asked U Thant why the UN had not come 
to grips with the real problem of Bangladesh, and instead 
had dealt only with peripheral humanitarian problems, the 
Secretary-General stammered to acknowledge that the 
entire episode was “a very terrible blot on the page of 
human history.”

That was not the last time the UN was left watching 
people die. The Bangladesh genocide was followed by 
similar carnages in Cambodia, the Balkans and Rwanda. 
Unable to get its “gang of five” to agree on political action, 
the UN has increasingly turned its attention to 
humanitarian and emergency assistance. Useful work no 
doubt, but that only makes the UN an expanded – and 
more glorified – International Red Cross. Since the Red 
Cross does not have to deal with political prima donnas, it 
could be more effective, only if it could be equipped with 
more resources. Why, it could even replace a hobbled 
United Nations!

As for the question whether the UN is “irrelevant” or 
“indispensable”, go ask young Omran and hundreds of 
thousands of Syrians like him. I have no doubt what the 
answer would be.
______________________________________________________
Hasan Ferdous is an author based in New York
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Md. Faruk Hossain
The membership of Bangladesh to the 
United Nations on 17 September 1974 
was a major diplomatic breakthrough for 
Bangladesh and an equally major blow 
for those who were trying to deny 
Bangladesh the legitimacy that the UN 
membership was meant for it. Like other 
new nations, the newly-independent 
Bangladesh, soon after independence, 
was craving for international recognition 
from the powerful states as well as from 
the international organisations, in 
particular the United Nations. The task 
of obtaining the UN membership, which 
was to accord on Bangladesh a final seal 
of international recognition was, 
however, rendered particularly difficult 
because it was precisely this recognition 
that some states, in particular Pakistan 
and China, were desperate to deny it. As 
a result, Bangladesh had to wait for 
more than two years after applying for 
the membership of this world body on 8 
August 1972. The delay was caused by 
the entrenched diplomatic maneuver 
against Bangladesh's membership by 
Pakistan supported and sustained by 
Pakistan's trusted international ally at 
that time, China. As historic documents 
now vindicate, it was because of 
Chinese opposition in the Security 
Council that delayed the Security 
Council decision on Bangladesh's 
application.

This section has two objectives: (a) based 
on relevant documents to briefly discuss 
the role of the UN during the liberation 
war of Bangladesh and (b) to highlight 
the events, in particular those related to 
Bangladesh's UN membership, that took 
place in the UN from 8 August 1972 
when Bangladesh applied for the UN 
membership till 17 September 1974 
when it became the 136th member of 
the United Nations. The objective is not 
to form any judgment but to objectively 

present the relevant hard facts for the 
subsequent generation of readers 
interested in the history of Bangladesh-
UN relations and in the politics that took 
place in the UN in relation to Bangla-
desh's UN membership.

The UN and Bangladesh’s Liberation 
War 

An objective analysis of the relevant 
documents available at the UN confirms 
that the role of the UN during 
Bangladesh’s Liberation War was, at 
best, that of a concerned but helpless 
observer. While it assumed part of the 
burden of maintaining the millions of 
refugees pouring into India, it lacked the 
willingness or the ability to take positive 
steps to prevent the tragic events that 
were gradually, but surely unfolding in 
East Pakistan.

To his credit, the Secretary-General U 
Thant did take the initiative to bring the 
gravity of the situation to the attention 
of the Security Council. However, he did 
not pursue the matter any further. 
When the Council deemed it fit not to 
meet formally to discuss the issue, he 
seemed to have chosen the course of 
least resistance. He never insisted that a 
Security Council meeting be called to 
discuss a situation which, in his words, 
had by July 1971 become a potential 
threat to international peace and 
security and had the potential of 
adversely affecting the United Nations 
effectiveness "for international 
co-operation and action.” He had clearly 
perceived the danger, for in his 
introduction to the Annual Report of the 
Secretary-General, issued on September 
19, 1971 he said: "In a disaster of such 
vast proportions, the international 
community has a clear obligation to help 
the Governments and peoples 
concerned in every possible way. But, as 
I have indicated, the basic problem can 

be solved only if a political solution 
based on reconciliation and the respect 
of humanitarian principles is achieved.” 
However, he did not use the authority 
vested with him under Article 99 of the 
UN Charter to bring the matter before 
the Security Council for discussion, nor 
did he ask the General Assembly to 
meet in an emergency session since the 
Council was unwilling to meet.

As a consequence, not until full-scale 
war between India and Pakistan had 
erupted did the Security Council and the 
General Assembly see it fit to discuss the 
tragic events that had already occurred 
in East Pakistan. To recount briefly, the 
Council discussed the situation on 
December 4, 5, and 6, 1971. On the first 
day of discussion, Pakistan accused India 
of unprovoked "aggression,” described 
the East Pakistan crisis prior to Decem-
ber 3 as internal and therefore "outside 
the Security Council's concern” and 
asserted that it was "for the Security 
Council to find the means to make India 
desist from its war of aggression. The 
only means devised by the Security 
Council, consistent with Pakistan's 
independence, sovereignty and territo-
rial integrity, and with the principle of 
non-intervention in the domestic affairs 
of Member States, would command 
Pakistan's support and co-operation.

India replied that in spite of the 
humanitarian efforts by the UN, killings 
had continued in East Pakistan and 
warned the Council that it “would not 
be a party to any solution that would 
mean continuation of the oppression of 
the East Pakistan people. The represen-
tatives of the U.S, Italy, Somalia, France, 
Japan, China, Syrian Arab Republic, 
Belgium, Burundi, Argentina, the United 
Kingdom, and Sierra Leone, all members 
of the Security Council at that time, 
called for an immediate ceasefire, while 
the representatives of the Soviet Union 
and Poland urged the Council to seek a 
political settlement, taking into account 
the wishes of the East Pakistanis. A draft 
resolution introduced by the United 
States was vetoed by the Soviet Union.

The way UN embraced
Bangladesh

Charges and countercharges were 
repeated on December 5, with Pakistan 
and China forcefully invoking Article 
2(7) of the Charter to claim that the 
Council should demand an end to India's 
armed intervention, while the Soviet 
Union accused China of trying "to divert 
attention from the main cause of the 
conflict, which was the monstrous and 
bloody repression of East Pakistan. 
Another resolution calling for a ceasefire 
was vetoed by the Soviet Union. Similar 
arguments were again repeated on 
December 6 when the Indian represen-
tative urged the Council to “consider 
some realities”. He said: “Refugees were 
a reality. Genocide and oppression were 
a reality. The extinction of all civil rights 
was a reality. Provocation and aggres-
sion of various kinds by Pakistan from 
March 25 onwards were a reality. 
Bangladesh itself was a reality, as was its 
recognition by India. The Council was 
nowhere near reality.”

Since the Council was paralyzed and 
there were apparently no prospects for a 
consensus among the major powers, the 
Council eventually adopted a resolution 
on 06 December 1971 (in its 1608 
meeting, Resolution No. S/RES/303) 
pursuant to which it decided to refer the 
question to the General Assembly, as 
provided for in General Assembly 
resolution 377 A(v) of November 3, 
1950. The resolution was adopted by 11 
votes to none, while France, the People's 
Republic of Poland, Soviet Union and 
United Kingdom abstained.

The General Assembly met twice on 
December 7 and adopted a resolution (in 
its 2023th plenary meeting, Resolution 
No. 2739 [XXVI]) by a vote of 104 in 
favour, to 11 against, with 10 abstentions, 
which called for an immediate ceasefire 
and mutual troops withdrawal by India 
and Pakistan. The overwhelming majority 
in favour of the resolution demonstrated 
the concern of the members for territorial 
integrity and Article 2(7). Pakistan 
explained its interpretation of the 
resolution to mean that "no attempt 
would be made to disrupt the national 

unity of Pakistan, and that any attempts 
by the General Assembly to intervene in 
the situation would be in the interest and 
under the principle of the territorial 
integrity of Pakistan."

Since India did not comply with the 
Assembly recommendations, on 12 
December, with Pakistan facing 
imminent defeat in East Pakistan, the 
United States requested that the 
Security Council be convened. The 
Council met seven times between 
December 12 and 21. Pakistan's Deputy 
Prime Minister and Foreign Minister, 
Zulfikar Ali Bhutto rushed to New York 
to make the case for a resolution on the 
ceasefire. The council continued 
deliberations for four days. On 15 
December, Bhutto made a dramatic 
speech. But frustrated by the failure of 
the Council to adopt a ceasefire 
resolution and the inaction of the 
United Nations in general to stop what 
he described as Indian aggression on 
Pakistan, he dramatically ripped up his 
speech and left the Council. By the time 
the Council finalised the ceasefire 
proposals, Pakistan's forces in East 
Pakistan had already surrendered on 
16th December and the war had ended, 
making the measures merely academic. 
As the eventual surrender of the 
Pakistani army had already materialised, 
the tone of the Council debates shifted 
from an unrelenting emphasis on an 
immediate ceasefire to fresh concern for 
a political settlement. The Soviet Union 
vetoed one more resolution calling for 
an immediate ceasefire and troops 
withdrawal but finally the Council 
adopted a resolution on December 21 
(in its 1621 meeting, Resolution No. 
S/RES/307) by which it demanded that 
a durable ceasefire and cessation of all 
hostilities on the India-Pakistan 
subcontinent be strictly observed until 
troops withdrawals had taken place. 
Ironically, India had already declared a 
ceasefire unilaterally on December 17 
after the surrender of the Pakistan 
armed forces in East Pakistan.

The Quest for International Recognition

As mentioned before, soon after 
independence, Bangladesh was 
desperate to gain recognition from as 
many countries as possible. Both India 
(6 December 1971) and Bhutan (7 
December 1971) had already recognised 
Bangladesh before Bangladesh's 
independence on 16 December 1971. 
East European countries and countries 
of the Soviet Bloc soon followed the 
suit. In parallel to recognition from 
friendly countries, Bangladesh was keen 
to obtain membership of international 
organisations, in particular that of the 
United Nations. This is attested by 
Bangladesh's insistence on early 
application for the UN membership 
despite advice to the contrary from 
several close quarters.

Dr. Iftekhar A. Chowdhury (PhD Thesis, 
Australian National University, 1980) 
mentioned that on 9 August 1972 when 
Bangabandhu was convalescing in 
London, the Belgian Ambassador 
(Belgium was the President of the 
Security Council at that time) called on 
him to discuss the matter. The ambassa-
dor suggested deferment of application. 
The British Prime Minister Edward 
Heath tendered similar advice mention-
ing the possibility of a Chinese veto, and 
pointing out that once that occurs, it 
would be more difficult to get a second 
application through in the absence.

But it appears that Bangladesh had already 
taken the decision to apply for the UN 
Membership and had in fact submitted its 
application on 8 August 1972.

Following the standard practice, the 
then Foreign Minister of Bangladesh M. 
Abdus Samad Azad sent a letter to the 
UN Secretary General seeking the UN 
membership. The Secretary General, in 
accordance with Rule 137 of the rules of 
procedure of the General Assembly and 
Rule 59 of the provisional rules of 
procedure of the Security Council, 
immediately circulated the letter to the 
Security Council. The original letters 
from the Foreign Minister of Bangladesh 
and the Secretary General are as 
follows:

Records available at the UN suggest that 
the first debate in the Security Council 
on Bangladesh's membership applica-
tion was held on 10 August 1972 
(1658th meeting), in which the 
representative of China, speaking in 
reference to the applicability of Article 
4 of the Charter, maintained that "in 
view of the circumstances that 
prevailed in the Indian subcontinent, it 
would be contrary to the principles of 
the Charter and the resolutions 
adopted by the General Assembly and 
the Security Council, to consider the 
application for admission of Bangla-
desh into the UN membership."
He further added: before the true 
implementation of the relevant United 
Nation resolutions (GA Resolution 
2793 (XXVI) and SC Resolution 307 
(197 I) and pending a reasonable 
settlement of the issues between India 
and Pakistan and between Pakistan 
and Bangladesh, “Bangladesh is not at 
all qualified to be admitted into the 
United Nations", and the Security 
Council's consideration of Bangladesh's 
application for membership in the 
United Nations is entirely out of the 
question. When one refuses to 
implement the relevant resolutions of 
the United Nations, how can one 

possibly speak of “accepting the 
obligations contained in the present 
Charter" and of being “able and willing 
to carry out those obligations”.
The representative of the USSR then 
stated: As far as the questions raised in 
the Chinese representative's statement 
are concerned, we should like to point 
out the following: "To put forward as a 
condition for the admission of Bangla-
desh to the United Nations that 
Bangladesh should first implement 
United Nations resolutions is artificial 
and completely unjustified. As we are 
all aware, the United Nations Charter 
lays down no conditions for the 
admission of a State to membership in 
the United Nations other than those 
contained in Article 4 paragraph 1 
which states: 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 
Organization, are able and willing to 
carry out these obligations." There can 
be no doubt that the People's Republic 
of Bangladesh fulfils all the require-
ments listed in Article 4 paragraph 1. It 
is an independent, sovereign and peace 
loving State which pursues a policy of 
non-alignment and friendly coopera-

tion aimed at easing international 
tension."
After further discussion, the President 
of the Security Council referred the 
application of Bangladesh to the 
Committee on the Admission of New 
Members to the UN.
At its 40th meeting, held on 11 August, 
the Committee on Admission under the 
Chairmanship of Mr. Van Ussel 
(Belgium) considered the application of 
the People's Republic of Bangladesh. 
The representatives of Argentina, 
Belgium, France, India, Italy, Japan, 
Panama, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the 
United States of America and Yugosla-
via expressed their support for the 
application of Bangladesh which, in 
their view, fulfilled all the requirements 
for membership laid down in Article 4 
of the Charter. The representative of 
China referred the Chinese statement 
made in the Council a day earlier and 
firmly opposed the consideration of 
the application by the Security Council 
under existing circumstances. The 
representatives of Guinea, Somalia and 
the Sudan indicated that their delega-
tions would prefer to postpone consider-
ation of the application in order to permit 

more time for consultation and the 
receipt of further information.
Unable to make a decision in view of the 
Chinese opposition, in accordance with a 
proposal made by the representative of 
Japan, the Committee decided to 
consider the issue on 21 August and to 
report to the Security Council its 
conclusions on the item by 21 August.
At the 41st meeting of the Committee, 
held on 21 August, the representative of 
China reiterated his country's opposition 
to Bangladesh's membership. He 
mentioned that his delegation would 
submit a draft resolution to the Security 
Council (TS/107681) whereby the 
Council would decide to defer consider-
ation of the question until the relevant 
UN resolutions had been fully imple-
mented. The representative of India then 
introduced a draft resolution [S/C.2/L.I] 
sponsored by India, the USSR and 
Yugoslavia, which read as follows:
"The Committee on the Admission of 
New Members, established under Rule 
59 of the Security Council's provisional 
rules of procedure, having considered the 
application for membership by the 
People's Republic of Bangladesh 
(S/10759] “Decides to recommend to 
the Security Council that the People's 
Republic of Bangladesh be accepted as a 
Member of the United Nations,”
The sponsors reiterated that Bangladesh 
met all the requirements for membership 
set out in Article 4 of the Charter and 
opposed any further delay which might 
require a waiver of the time-limits laid 
down in Rule 60. Supported by some 
other delegations, they stressed that the 
sole requirement for admission of new 
Members to the United Nations were 
contained in Article 4 of the Charter and 
any other considerations were contrary 
to the Charter. The representative of the 
United Kingdom indicated that they were 
prepared to support the three-Power 
draft resolution.
The representative of Guinea said that 
they favoured postponement of the 
question until the relevant resolutions of 
the General Assembly and the Security 
Council had been implemented as 
proposed by the representative of China. 
The representatives of Sudan and 
Somalia pointed out that no delegation 

had opposed the application per se. They 
favoured postponement of the question 
to allow more time for consultations and 
agreement, until it became clear that the 
conditions set out in Security Council 
Resolution 307 (1971) in so far as they 
concerned Bangladesh would be fulfilled.
In the face of obvious division among the 
members, the Committee then took a 
vote on the attitudes of members 
towards the application of Bangladesh 
for membership in the United Nations. 
Eleven delegates favourable (Argentina, 
Belgium, France, India, Italy, Japan, 
Panama, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, the United 
States of America and Yugoslavia), one 
delegate (Guinea) was not favourable, 
and three delegates (China, Somalia and 
Sudan) did not participate in the vote.
In explanation of vote after the vote, the 
representatives of Somalia and Sudan 
said that they had not participated in the 
voting because in their view on the basis 
of the trend of the discussion, the 
question put to the vote should have 
been which delegates favoured the 
immediate admission of Bangladesh and 
which favoured postponement. The 
representative of Guinea indicated that 
for the reasons already explained, she 
had voted against the immediate 
admission of Bangladesh.
The representative of China reiterated 
again the principled stand of his country 
and firmly opposed a vote on the draft 
resolution submitted by India, the USSR 
and Yugoslavia and was also opposed to 
the voting on the attitudes of the 
delegates. For, such practices, in her 
view, were in total contravention of the 
rules of procedure of the Security 
Council and were, therefore, illegal and 
null and void.
Meanwhile, on 20 August 1972, A. 
Akhund, the Permanent Representative 
of Pakistan to the United Nations sent a 
letter (S/10766] to the Security Council 
opposing the consideration by the 
Security Council of Bangladesh's 
application for the UN membership. He 
stated that "the Government of Pakistan 
believes that, until the UN resolutions of 
December 1971 have been fully 
implemented, action on the “Bangladesh" 

application for membership would not be 
proper or opportune. It fears precipitate 
action may serve only to engender 
fruitless debate in the Security Council 
and give a setback to the salutary trend 
towards reconciliation set in motion in 
the subcontinent by the Simla Agree-
ment of 3 July 1972. The Government of 
Pakistan expresses the hope that 
Members of the United Nations and, 
more particularly, members of the 
Security Council, on whom devolves a 
special responsibility in this respect, will 
bear in mind these considerations in 
examining the “Bangladesh” application."
In response to this letter from the 
representative of Pakistan, the Charge d' 
Affaires of the Embassy of the People's 
Republic of Bangladesh in Washington 
DC Mr. AMA Muhith sent a letter on 23 
August addressed to the President of the 
Security Council stating that the 
membership of the United Nations 
cannot be linked with the state of 
bilateral relations between the State 
seeking membership and any other State, 
whether it itself is a Member or not. The 
Charter of the United Nations offers no 
basis for injecting bilateral issues when 
the application for membership of any 
State is being considered. Indeed, the 
International Court of Justice in its 
advisory opinion of 28 May 1948 on 
conditions of membership in the United 
Nations stated that an existing Member, 
in deciding on the qualifications of a new 
applicant, should be guided exclusively 
by Article 4 of the Charter and not by 
extraneous political considerations. It is 
clear that Pakistan has brought up these 
and other irrelevant matters with the sole 
purpose of delaying the admission of 
Bangladesh to the United Nations and 
thus increasing the tension in the 
subcontinent. Such an attempt is not 
only legally inadmissible but is fraught 
with the danger of establishing an 
undesirable precedent for the future. The 
Government of Bangladesh therefore 
considers that it is not under any 
obligation to reply to these irrelevant and 
unfounded allegations; nor it is the 
intention of my Government to enter 
into a polemical controversy with 
Pakistan or to point out the many failures 
of Pakistan to carry out its international 

obligations in respect of Bangladesh.
In the wake of the inability of the 
Committee on Admission to make a 
recommendation on Bangladesh’s 
membership, the Security Council 
decided to have a debate on the issue in 
the afternoon session on 25th August 
1972 in its 1660th meeting (the session 
actually commenced at 3:25pm). In view 
of the existing division among the 
members, three separate votes took 
place on that day. First, China introduced 
a resolution proposing that consideration 
of Bangladesh’s application be delayed 
until all prisoners of war on the subconti-
nent were repatriated and until all 
foreign soldiers were removed from 
Bangladesh. The resolution received only 
there favourable votes, from China, 
Sudan and Guinea. There were nine 
abstentions (Argentina, Belgium, France, 
Italy, Japan, Panama, Somalia, the UK and 
the USA) and three votes against it (India, 
the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia).
A formal vote on the draft resolution 
(S/10771 23 dated August 1972) 
sponsored by India, the USSR, United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland and Yugoslavia was then 
proposed. Before any vote was taken, a 
desperate effort was made by Somalia, 
with the support of Sudan and Guinea, to 
try to head off the Chinese veto and 
delay consideration of Bangladesh’s 
application. Abdulrahim Abbby Farah, the 
representative of Somalia, introduced the 
amendment to the membership resolu-
tion sponsored by the Soviet Union, 
India, Yugoslavia and Great Britain. The 
amendment would have put off consider-
ation of membership for some time, but 
it failed to obtain necessary support with 
a voting record of four in favour (Guinea, 
Somalia, Sudan and the US), four against 
(India, Soviet Union, the UK and 
Yugoslavia) and seven abstentions 
(Argentina, Belgium, China, France. Italy, 
Japan and Panama).
When the time came for the crucial vote 
on immediate admission of Bangladesh, 
after the 11 favourable votes were 
registered, the president of the Council 
for this month, Edouard Longerstaey of 
Belgium, called for the votes for those 
opposed. Mr. Huang Hua, the Chinese 
Permanent Representative to the UN, 
who during all of the debate had 
registered no sign of any outward 

emotion, raised his hand high. The final 
count was 11 in favour (Argentina, 
Belgium, France, India, Italy, Japan, 
Panama, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, the United 
States of America and Yugoslavia), 1 veto 
(China) and 3 abstentions (Guinea, 
Somalia and Sudan).
Thus China cast its first veto in the Security 
Council on 25th August 1972 to block 
Bangladesh's entry into the world body.
Speaking after the vote, the Chinese PR 
said that the “Soviet socialist imperial-
ism" was playing a “most insidious role in 
South Asia" and India, in concluding "an 
aggressive military alliance" with the 
Soviet Union, had "stripped off its own 
cloak of non-alliance."
Mr. Huang accused the Soviet Union of 
acting with "honey in mouth and dagger 
in heart" in pressing its aggression 
against many countries, “including those 
in Africa and the Middle East."
The United States had remained silent, 
abstained from voting on the Chinese 
resolution, voted for the Somalian 
amendment and also for the resolution 
that would have recommended immedi-
ate membership.
The granting of the membership
In a report (S/11316) dated 7 June 1974, 
the President of the Security Council 
mentioned that the Council had received a 
letter from the Foreign Minister of 
Bangladesh requesting the Council to 
reconsider the application of Bangladesh 
for its UN membership. In the light of this 
request, the Security Council, at its 
1775th meeting held on 7 June 1974, 
placed the application of Bangladesh for 
membership on its agenda. The President 
of the Council (Mauritania) stated: "From 
the consultations begun by my predeces-
sor and continued by me it emerged that 
members of the Council would agree that 
in examining the request for admission of 
Bangladesh into the UN, the Council 
should follow its normal practice, that is to 
say, refer this request to the Committee 
on the Admission of New Members in 
accordance with Rule 59 of the provisional 
rules of procedure”. The application of 
Bangladesh was then referred to the 
Committee by the President.
At its 44th meeting held on 7 June 1974, 
the Committee considered the applica-
tion of Bangladesh, and decided to 

recommend to the Security Council that 
the People's Republic of Bangladesh be 
admitted to membership in the United 
Nations. At its 1776th meeting, held on 
10 June 1974, the Security Council 
considered the report of the Committee 
submitted on 7 June concerning the 
application of Bangladesh. The President, 
with the consent of the Council, invited 
the representatives of Pakistan, Algeria, 
India, Egypt and Bhutan, at their request, 
to participate in the discussion without 
the right to vote.
The draft resolution recommended by the 
Committee in its report was adopted by 
the Council without vote as resolution 
351(1974). The resolution read as follows:
"The Security Council, Having examined 
the application of the People's Republic 
of Bangladesh for admission to member-
ship in the United Nations,
Recommends to the General Assembly 
that the People's Republic of Bangladesh 
be admitted to membership in the United 
Nations.”
Following the recommendation of the 
Security Council, a draft resolution 
(Resolution 3203 (XXIX)) for Bangla-
desh's membership, co-sponsored by 68 
countries, was unanimously adopted in 
the General Assembly in its 2233rd 
plenary meeting on 17 September 1974. 
Foreign Minister Dr. Kamal Hossain 
expressed his gratitude to the General 
Assembly, saying:
“This marks the fulfillment of the 
aspiration to take our place in this 
organisation as a sovereign, independent 
state, vindicating the right of 
self-determination, for which millions of 
our people laid down their lives in a 
struggle for national liberation."
It was thus after more than two years 
from 25th August 1972 when China 
vetoed Bangladesh membership, the 
journey of independent Bangladesh in 
the comity of nations began.
___________________________________
Md. Faruk Hossain is currently working in 
Bangladesh High Commission in Singapore as 
Counsellor. He previously worked in the 
Permanent Mission of Bangladesh to the UN in 
New York as First Secretary from late 2011 to 
early 2015. This article was written by him 
during his tenure in New York and was first 
published in the commemorative publication of 
Bangladesh Permanent Mission to the UN titled 
'Bangladesh: Forty Years in the UN' in 2014
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Md. Faruk Hossain
The membership of Bangladesh to the 
United Nations on 17 September 1974 
was a major diplomatic breakthrough for 
Bangladesh and an equally major blow 
for those who were trying to deny 
Bangladesh the legitimacy that the UN 
membership was meant for it. Like other 
new nations, the newly-independent 
Bangladesh, soon after independence, 
was craving for international recognition 
from the powerful states as well as from 
the international organisations, in 
particular the United Nations. The task 
of obtaining the UN membership, which 
was to accord on Bangladesh a final seal 
of international recognition was, 
however, rendered particularly difficult 
because it was precisely this recognition 
that some states, in particular Pakistan 
and China, were desperate to deny it. As 
a result, Bangladesh had to wait for 
more than two years after applying for 
the membership of this world body on 8 
August 1972. The delay was caused by 
the entrenched diplomatic maneuver 
against Bangladesh's membership by 
Pakistan supported and sustained by 
Pakistan's trusted international ally at 
that time, China. As historic documents 
now vindicate, it was because of 
Chinese opposition in the Security 
Council that delayed the Security 
Council decision on Bangladesh's 
application.

This section has two objectives: (a) based 
on relevant documents to briefly discuss 
the role of the UN during the liberation 
war of Bangladesh and (b) to highlight 
the events, in particular those related to 
Bangladesh's UN membership, that took 
place in the UN from 8 August 1972 
when Bangladesh applied for the UN 
membership till 17 September 1974 
when it became the 136th member of 
the United Nations. The objective is not 
to form any judgment but to objectively 

present the relevant hard facts for the 
subsequent generation of readers 
interested in the history of Bangladesh-
UN relations and in the politics that took 
place in the UN in relation to Bangla-
desh's UN membership.

The UN and Bangladesh’s Liberation 
War 

An objective analysis of the relevant 
documents available at the UN confirms 
that the role of the UN during 
Bangladesh’s Liberation War was, at 
best, that of a concerned but helpless 
observer. While it assumed part of the 
burden of maintaining the millions of 
refugees pouring into India, it lacked the 
willingness or the ability to take positive 
steps to prevent the tragic events that 
were gradually, but surely unfolding in 
East Pakistan.

To his credit, the Secretary-General U 
Thant did take the initiative to bring the 
gravity of the situation to the attention 
of the Security Council. However, he did 
not pursue the matter any further. 
When the Council deemed it fit not to 
meet formally to discuss the issue, he 
seemed to have chosen the course of 
least resistance. He never insisted that a 
Security Council meeting be called to 
discuss a situation which, in his words, 
had by July 1971 become a potential 
threat to international peace and 
security and had the potential of 
adversely affecting the United Nations 
effectiveness "for international 
co-operation and action.” He had clearly 
perceived the danger, for in his 
introduction to the Annual Report of the 
Secretary-General, issued on September 
19, 1971 he said: "In a disaster of such 
vast proportions, the international 
community has a clear obligation to help 
the Governments and peoples 
concerned in every possible way. But, as 
I have indicated, the basic problem can 

be solved only if a political solution 
based on reconciliation and the respect 
of humanitarian principles is achieved.” 
However, he did not use the authority 
vested with him under Article 99 of the 
UN Charter to bring the matter before 
the Security Council for discussion, nor 
did he ask the General Assembly to 
meet in an emergency session since the 
Council was unwilling to meet.

As a consequence, not until full-scale 
war between India and Pakistan had 
erupted did the Security Council and the 
General Assembly see it fit to discuss the 
tragic events that had already occurred 
in East Pakistan. To recount briefly, the 
Council discussed the situation on 
December 4, 5, and 6, 1971. On the first 
day of discussion, Pakistan accused India 
of unprovoked "aggression,” described 
the East Pakistan crisis prior to Decem-
ber 3 as internal and therefore "outside 
the Security Council's concern” and 
asserted that it was "for the Security 
Council to find the means to make India 
desist from its war of aggression. The 
only means devised by the Security 
Council, consistent with Pakistan's 
independence, sovereignty and territo-
rial integrity, and with the principle of 
non-intervention in the domestic affairs 
of Member States, would command 
Pakistan's support and co-operation.

India replied that in spite of the 
humanitarian efforts by the UN, killings 
had continued in East Pakistan and 
warned the Council that it “would not 
be a party to any solution that would 
mean continuation of the oppression of 
the East Pakistan people. The represen-
tatives of the U.S, Italy, Somalia, France, 
Japan, China, Syrian Arab Republic, 
Belgium, Burundi, Argentina, the United 
Kingdom, and Sierra Leone, all members 
of the Security Council at that time, 
called for an immediate ceasefire, while 
the representatives of the Soviet Union 
and Poland urged the Council to seek a 
political settlement, taking into account 
the wishes of the East Pakistanis. A draft 
resolution introduced by the United 
States was vetoed by the Soviet Union.

Charges and countercharges were 
repeated on December 5, with Pakistan 
and China forcefully invoking Article 
2(7) of the Charter to claim that the 
Council should demand an end to India's 
armed intervention, while the Soviet 
Union accused China of trying "to divert 
attention from the main cause of the 
conflict, which was the monstrous and 
bloody repression of East Pakistan. 
Another resolution calling for a ceasefire 
was vetoed by the Soviet Union. Similar 
arguments were again repeated on 
December 6 when the Indian represen-
tative urged the Council to “consider 
some realities”. He said: “Refugees were 
a reality. Genocide and oppression were 
a reality. The extinction of all civil rights 
was a reality. Provocation and aggres-
sion of various kinds by Pakistan from 
March 25 onwards were a reality. 
Bangladesh itself was a reality, as was its 
recognition by India. The Council was 
nowhere near reality.”

Since the Council was paralyzed and 
there were apparently no prospects for a 
consensus among the major powers, the 
Council eventually adopted a resolution 
on 06 December 1971 (in its 1608 
meeting, Resolution No. S/RES/303) 
pursuant to which it decided to refer the 
question to the General Assembly, as 
provided for in General Assembly 
resolution 377 A(v) of November 3, 
1950. The resolution was adopted by 11 
votes to none, while France, the People's 
Republic of Poland, Soviet Union and 
United Kingdom abstained.

The General Assembly met twice on 
December 7 and adopted a resolution (in 
its 2023th plenary meeting, Resolution 
No. 2739 [XXVI]) by a vote of 104 in 
favour, to 11 against, with 10 abstentions, 
which called for an immediate ceasefire 
and mutual troops withdrawal by India 
and Pakistan. The overwhelming majority 
in favour of the resolution demonstrated 
the concern of the members for territorial 
integrity and Article 2(7). Pakistan 
explained its interpretation of the 
resolution to mean that "no attempt 
would be made to disrupt the national 

unity of Pakistan, and that any attempts 
by the General Assembly to intervene in 
the situation would be in the interest and 
under the principle of the territorial 
integrity of Pakistan."

Since India did not comply with the 
Assembly recommendations, on 12 
December, with Pakistan facing 
imminent defeat in East Pakistan, the 
United States requested that the 
Security Council be convened. The 
Council met seven times between 
December 12 and 21. Pakistan's Deputy 
Prime Minister and Foreign Minister, 
Zulfikar Ali Bhutto rushed to New York 
to make the case for a resolution on the 
ceasefire. The council continued 
deliberations for four days. On 15 
December, Bhutto made a dramatic 
speech. But frustrated by the failure of 
the Council to adopt a ceasefire 
resolution and the inaction of the 
United Nations in general to stop what 
he described as Indian aggression on 
Pakistan, he dramatically ripped up his 
speech and left the Council. By the time 
the Council finalised the ceasefire 
proposals, Pakistan's forces in East 
Pakistan had already surrendered on 
16th December and the war had ended, 
making the measures merely academic. 
As the eventual surrender of the 
Pakistani army had already materialised, 
the tone of the Council debates shifted 
from an unrelenting emphasis on an 
immediate ceasefire to fresh concern for 
a political settlement. The Soviet Union 
vetoed one more resolution calling for 
an immediate ceasefire and troops 
withdrawal but finally the Council 
adopted a resolution on December 21 
(in its 1621 meeting, Resolution No. 
S/RES/307) by which it demanded that 
a durable ceasefire and cessation of all 
hostilities on the India-Pakistan 
subcontinent be strictly observed until 
troops withdrawals had taken place. 
Ironically, India had already declared a 
ceasefire unilaterally on December 17 
after the surrender of the Pakistan 
armed forces in East Pakistan.

The Quest for International Recognition

As mentioned before, soon after 
independence, Bangladesh was 
desperate to gain recognition from as 
many countries as possible. Both India 
(6 December 1971) and Bhutan (7 
December 1971) had already recognised 
Bangladesh before Bangladesh's 
independence on 16 December 1971. 
East European countries and countries 
of the Soviet Bloc soon followed the 
suit. In parallel to recognition from 
friendly countries, Bangladesh was keen 
to obtain membership of international 
organisations, in particular that of the 
United Nations. This is attested by 
Bangladesh's insistence on early 
application for the UN membership 
despite advice to the contrary from 
several close quarters.

Dr. Iftekhar A. Chowdhury (PhD Thesis, 
Australian National University, 1980) 
mentioned that on 9 August 1972 when 
Bangabandhu was convalescing in 
London, the Belgian Ambassador 
(Belgium was the President of the 
Security Council at that time) called on 
him to discuss the matter. The ambassa-
dor suggested deferment of application. 
The British Prime Minister Edward 
Heath tendered similar advice mention-
ing the possibility of a Chinese veto, and 
pointing out that once that occurs, it 
would be more difficult to get a second 
application through in the absence.

But it appears that Bangladesh had already 
taken the decision to apply for the UN 
Membership and had in fact submitted its 
application on 8 August 1972.

Following the standard practice, the 
then Foreign Minister of Bangladesh M. 
Abdus Samad Azad sent a letter to the 
UN Secretary General seeking the UN 
membership. The Secretary General, in 
accordance with Rule 137 of the rules of 
procedure of the General Assembly and 
Rule 59 of the provisional rules of 
procedure of the Security Council, 
immediately circulated the letter to the 
Security Council. The original letters 
from the Foreign Minister of Bangladesh 
and the Secretary General are as 
follows:

Records available at the UN suggest that 
the first debate in the Security Council 
on Bangladesh's membership applica-
tion was held on 10 August 1972 
(1658th meeting), in which the 
representative of China, speaking in 
reference to the applicability of Article 
4 of the Charter, maintained that "in 
view of the circumstances that 
prevailed in the Indian subcontinent, it 
would be contrary to the principles of 
the Charter and the resolutions 
adopted by the General Assembly and 
the Security Council, to consider the 
application for admission of Bangla-
desh into the UN membership."
He further added: before the true 
implementation of the relevant United 
Nation resolutions (GA Resolution 
2793 (XXVI) and SC Resolution 307 
(197 I) and pending a reasonable 
settlement of the issues between India 
and Pakistan and between Pakistan 
and Bangladesh, “Bangladesh is not at 
all qualified to be admitted into the 
United Nations", and the Security 
Council's consideration of Bangladesh's 
application for membership in the 
United Nations is entirely out of the 
question. When one refuses to 
implement the relevant resolutions of 
the United Nations, how can one 

possibly speak of “accepting the 
obligations contained in the present 
Charter" and of being “able and willing 
to carry out those obligations”.
The representative of the USSR then 
stated: As far as the questions raised in 
the Chinese representative's statement 
are concerned, we should like to point 
out the following: "To put forward as a 
condition for the admission of Bangla-
desh to the United Nations that 
Bangladesh should first implement 
United Nations resolutions is artificial 
and completely unjustified. As we are 
all aware, the United Nations Charter 
lays down no conditions for the 
admission of a State to membership in 
the United Nations other than those 
contained in Article 4 paragraph 1 
which states: 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 
Organization, are able and willing to 
carry out these obligations." There can 
be no doubt that the People's Republic 
of Bangladesh fulfils all the require-
ments listed in Article 4 paragraph 1. It 
is an independent, sovereign and peace 
loving State which pursues a policy of 
non-alignment and friendly coopera-

tion aimed at easing international 
tension."
After further discussion, the President 
of the Security Council referred the 
application of Bangladesh to the 
Committee on the Admission of New 
Members to the UN.
At its 40th meeting, held on 11 August, 
the Committee on Admission under the 
Chairmanship of Mr. Van Ussel 
(Belgium) considered the application of 
the People's Republic of Bangladesh. 
The representatives of Argentina, 
Belgium, France, India, Italy, Japan, 
Panama, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the 
United States of America and Yugosla-
via expressed their support for the 
application of Bangladesh which, in 
their view, fulfilled all the requirements 
for membership laid down in Article 4 
of the Charter. The representative of 
China referred the Chinese statement 
made in the Council a day earlier and 
firmly opposed the consideration of 
the application by the Security Council 
under existing circumstances. The 
representatives of Guinea, Somalia and 
the Sudan indicated that their delega-
tions would prefer to postpone consider-
ation of the application in order to permit 

more time for consultation and the 
receipt of further information.
Unable to make a decision in view of the 
Chinese opposition, in accordance with a 
proposal made by the representative of 
Japan, the Committee decided to 
consider the issue on 21 August and to 
report to the Security Council its 
conclusions on the item by 21 August.
At the 41st meeting of the Committee, 
held on 21 August, the representative of 
China reiterated his country's opposition 
to Bangladesh's membership. He 
mentioned that his delegation would 
submit a draft resolution to the Security 
Council (TS/107681) whereby the 
Council would decide to defer consider-
ation of the question until the relevant 
UN resolutions had been fully imple-
mented. The representative of India then 
introduced a draft resolution [S/C.2/L.I] 
sponsored by India, the USSR and 
Yugoslavia, which read as follows:
"The Committee on the Admission of 
New Members, established under Rule 
59 of the Security Council's provisional 
rules of procedure, having considered the 
application for membership by the 
People's Republic of Bangladesh 
(S/10759] “Decides to recommend to 
the Security Council that the People's 
Republic of Bangladesh be accepted as a 
Member of the United Nations,”
The sponsors reiterated that Bangladesh 
met all the requirements for membership 
set out in Article 4 of the Charter and 
opposed any further delay which might 
require a waiver of the time-limits laid 
down in Rule 60. Supported by some 
other delegations, they stressed that the 
sole requirement for admission of new 
Members to the United Nations were 
contained in Article 4 of the Charter and 
any other considerations were contrary 
to the Charter. The representative of the 
United Kingdom indicated that they were 
prepared to support the three-Power 
draft resolution.
The representative of Guinea said that 
they favoured postponement of the 
question until the relevant resolutions of 
the General Assembly and the Security 
Council had been implemented as 
proposed by the representative of China. 
The representatives of Sudan and 
Somalia pointed out that no delegation 

had opposed the application per se. They 
favoured postponement of the question 
to allow more time for consultations and 
agreement, until it became clear that the 
conditions set out in Security Council 
Resolution 307 (1971) in so far as they 
concerned Bangladesh would be fulfilled.
In the face of obvious division among the 
members, the Committee then took a 
vote on the attitudes of members 
towards the application of Bangladesh 
for membership in the United Nations. 
Eleven delegates favourable (Argentina, 
Belgium, France, India, Italy, Japan, 
Panama, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, the United 
States of America and Yugoslavia), one 
delegate (Guinea) was not favourable, 
and three delegates (China, Somalia and 
Sudan) did not participate in the vote.
In explanation of vote after the vote, the 
representatives of Somalia and Sudan 
said that they had not participated in the 
voting because in their view on the basis 
of the trend of the discussion, the 
question put to the vote should have 
been which delegates favoured the 
immediate admission of Bangladesh and 
which favoured postponement. The 
representative of Guinea indicated that 
for the reasons already explained, she 
had voted against the immediate 
admission of Bangladesh.
The representative of China reiterated 
again the principled stand of his country 
and firmly opposed a vote on the draft 
resolution submitted by India, the USSR 
and Yugoslavia and was also opposed to 
the voting on the attitudes of the 
delegates. For, such practices, in her 
view, were in total contravention of the 
rules of procedure of the Security 
Council and were, therefore, illegal and 
null and void.
Meanwhile, on 20 August 1972, A. 
Akhund, the Permanent Representative 
of Pakistan to the United Nations sent a 
letter (S/10766] to the Security Council 
opposing the consideration by the 
Security Council of Bangladesh's 
application for the UN membership. He 
stated that "the Government of Pakistan 
believes that, until the UN resolutions of 
December 1971 have been fully 
implemented, action on the “Bangladesh" 

application for membership would not be 
proper or opportune. It fears precipitate 
action may serve only to engender 
fruitless debate in the Security Council 
and give a setback to the salutary trend 
towards reconciliation set in motion in 
the subcontinent by the Simla Agree-
ment of 3 July 1972. The Government of 
Pakistan expresses the hope that 
Members of the United Nations and, 
more particularly, members of the 
Security Council, on whom devolves a 
special responsibility in this respect, will 
bear in mind these considerations in 
examining the “Bangladesh” application."
In response to this letter from the 
representative of Pakistan, the Charge d' 
Affaires of the Embassy of the People's 
Republic of Bangladesh in Washington 
DC Mr. AMA Muhith sent a letter on 23 
August addressed to the President of the 
Security Council stating that the 
membership of the United Nations 
cannot be linked with the state of 
bilateral relations between the State 
seeking membership and any other State, 
whether it itself is a Member or not. The 
Charter of the United Nations offers no 
basis for injecting bilateral issues when 
the application for membership of any 
State is being considered. Indeed, the 
International Court of Justice in its 
advisory opinion of 28 May 1948 on 
conditions of membership in the United 
Nations stated that an existing Member, 
in deciding on the qualifications of a new 
applicant, should be guided exclusively 
by Article 4 of the Charter and not by 
extraneous political considerations. It is 
clear that Pakistan has brought up these 
and other irrelevant matters with the sole 
purpose of delaying the admission of 
Bangladesh to the United Nations and 
thus increasing the tension in the 
subcontinent. Such an attempt is not 
only legally inadmissible but is fraught 
with the danger of establishing an 
undesirable precedent for the future. The 
Government of Bangladesh therefore 
considers that it is not under any 
obligation to reply to these irrelevant and 
unfounded allegations; nor it is the 
intention of my Government to enter 
into a polemical controversy with 
Pakistan or to point out the many failures 
of Pakistan to carry out its international 

obligations in respect of Bangladesh.
In the wake of the inability of the 
Committee on Admission to make a 
recommendation on Bangladesh’s 
membership, the Security Council 
decided to have a debate on the issue in 
the afternoon session on 25th August 
1972 in its 1660th meeting (the session 
actually commenced at 3:25pm). In view 
of the existing division among the 
members, three separate votes took 
place on that day. First, China introduced 
a resolution proposing that consideration 
of Bangladesh’s application be delayed 
until all prisoners of war on the subconti-
nent were repatriated and until all 
foreign soldiers were removed from 
Bangladesh. The resolution received only 
there favourable votes, from China, 
Sudan and Guinea. There were nine 
abstentions (Argentina, Belgium, France, 
Italy, Japan, Panama, Somalia, the UK and 
the USA) and three votes against it (India, 
the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia).
A formal vote on the draft resolution 
(S/10771 23 dated August 1972) 
sponsored by India, the USSR, United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland and Yugoslavia was then 
proposed. Before any vote was taken, a 
desperate effort was made by Somalia, 
with the support of Sudan and Guinea, to 
try to head off the Chinese veto and 
delay consideration of Bangladesh’s 
application. Abdulrahim Abbby Farah, the 
representative of Somalia, introduced the 
amendment to the membership resolu-
tion sponsored by the Soviet Union, 
India, Yugoslavia and Great Britain. The 
amendment would have put off consider-
ation of membership for some time, but 
it failed to obtain necessary support with 
a voting record of four in favour (Guinea, 
Somalia, Sudan and the US), four against 
(India, Soviet Union, the UK and 
Yugoslavia) and seven abstentions 
(Argentina, Belgium, China, France. Italy, 
Japan and Panama).
When the time came for the crucial vote 
on immediate admission of Bangladesh, 
after the 11 favourable votes were 
registered, the president of the Council 
for this month, Edouard Longerstaey of 
Belgium, called for the votes for those 
opposed. Mr. Huang Hua, the Chinese 
Permanent Representative to the UN, 
who during all of the debate had 
registered no sign of any outward 

emotion, raised his hand high. The final 
count was 11 in favour (Argentina, 
Belgium, France, India, Italy, Japan, 
Panama, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, the United 
States of America and Yugoslavia), 1 veto 
(China) and 3 abstentions (Guinea, 
Somalia and Sudan).
Thus China cast its first veto in the Security 
Council on 25th August 1972 to block 
Bangladesh's entry into the world body.
Speaking after the vote, the Chinese PR 
said that the “Soviet socialist imperial-
ism" was playing a “most insidious role in 
South Asia" and India, in concluding "an 
aggressive military alliance" with the 
Soviet Union, had "stripped off its own 
cloak of non-alliance."
Mr. Huang accused the Soviet Union of 
acting with "honey in mouth and dagger 
in heart" in pressing its aggression 
against many countries, “including those 
in Africa and the Middle East."
The United States had remained silent, 
abstained from voting on the Chinese 
resolution, voted for the Somalian 
amendment and also for the resolution 
that would have recommended immedi-
ate membership.
The granting of the membership
In a report (S/11316) dated 7 June 1974, 
the President of the Security Council 
mentioned that the Council had received a 
letter from the Foreign Minister of 
Bangladesh requesting the Council to 
reconsider the application of Bangladesh 
for its UN membership. In the light of this 
request, the Security Council, at its 
1775th meeting held on 7 June 1974, 
placed the application of Bangladesh for 
membership on its agenda. The President 
of the Council (Mauritania) stated: "From 
the consultations begun by my predeces-
sor and continued by me it emerged that 
members of the Council would agree that 
in examining the request for admission of 
Bangladesh into the UN, the Council 
should follow its normal practice, that is to 
say, refer this request to the Committee 
on the Admission of New Members in 
accordance with Rule 59 of the provisional 
rules of procedure”. The application of 
Bangladesh was then referred to the 
Committee by the President.
At its 44th meeting held on 7 June 1974, 
the Committee considered the applica-
tion of Bangladesh, and decided to 

recommend to the Security Council that 
the People's Republic of Bangladesh be 
admitted to membership in the United 
Nations. At its 1776th meeting, held on 
10 June 1974, the Security Council 
considered the report of the Committee 
submitted on 7 June concerning the 
application of Bangladesh. The President, 
with the consent of the Council, invited 
the representatives of Pakistan, Algeria, 
India, Egypt and Bhutan, at their request, 
to participate in the discussion without 
the right to vote.
The draft resolution recommended by the 
Committee in its report was adopted by 
the Council without vote as resolution 
351(1974). The resolution read as follows:
"The Security Council, Having examined 
the application of the People's Republic 
of Bangladesh for admission to member-
ship in the United Nations,
Recommends to the General Assembly 
that the People's Republic of Bangladesh 
be admitted to membership in the United 
Nations.”
Following the recommendation of the 
Security Council, a draft resolution 
(Resolution 3203 (XXIX)) for Bangla-
desh's membership, co-sponsored by 68 
countries, was unanimously adopted in 
the General Assembly in its 2233rd 
plenary meeting on 17 September 1974. 
Foreign Minister Dr. Kamal Hossain 
expressed his gratitude to the General 
Assembly, saying:
“This marks the fulfillment of the 
aspiration to take our place in this 
organisation as a sovereign, independent 
state, vindicating the right of 
self-determination, for which millions of 
our people laid down their lives in a 
struggle for national liberation."
It was thus after more than two years 
from 25th August 1972 when China 
vetoed Bangladesh membership, the 
journey of independent Bangladesh in 
the comity of nations began.
___________________________________
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Md. Faruk Hossain
The membership of Bangladesh to the 
United Nations on 17 September 1974 
was a major diplomatic breakthrough for 
Bangladesh and an equally major blow 
for those who were trying to deny 
Bangladesh the legitimacy that the UN 
membership was meant for it. Like other 
new nations, the newly-independent 
Bangladesh, soon after independence, 
was craving for international recognition 
from the powerful states as well as from 
the international organisations, in 
particular the United Nations. The task 
of obtaining the UN membership, which 
was to accord on Bangladesh a final seal 
of international recognition was, 
however, rendered particularly difficult 
because it was precisely this recognition 
that some states, in particular Pakistan 
and China, were desperate to deny it. As 
a result, Bangladesh had to wait for 
more than two years after applying for 
the membership of this world body on 8 
August 1972. The delay was caused by 
the entrenched diplomatic maneuver 
against Bangladesh's membership by 
Pakistan supported and sustained by 
Pakistan's trusted international ally at 
that time, China. As historic documents 
now vindicate, it was because of 
Chinese opposition in the Security 
Council that delayed the Security 
Council decision on Bangladesh's 
application.

This section has two objectives: (a) based 
on relevant documents to briefly discuss 
the role of the UN during the liberation 
war of Bangladesh and (b) to highlight 
the events, in particular those related to 
Bangladesh's UN membership, that took 
place in the UN from 8 August 1972 
when Bangladesh applied for the UN 
membership till 17 September 1974 
when it became the 136th member of 
the United Nations. The objective is not 
to form any judgment but to objectively 

present the relevant hard facts for the 
subsequent generation of readers 
interested in the history of Bangladesh-
UN relations and in the politics that took 
place in the UN in relation to Bangla-
desh's UN membership.

The UN and Bangladesh’s Liberation 
War 

An objective analysis of the relevant 
documents available at the UN confirms 
that the role of the UN during 
Bangladesh’s Liberation War was, at 
best, that of a concerned but helpless 
observer. While it assumed part of the 
burden of maintaining the millions of 
refugees pouring into India, it lacked the 
willingness or the ability to take positive 
steps to prevent the tragic events that 
were gradually, but surely unfolding in 
East Pakistan.

To his credit, the Secretary-General U 
Thant did take the initiative to bring the 
gravity of the situation to the attention 
of the Security Council. However, he did 
not pursue the matter any further. 
When the Council deemed it fit not to 
meet formally to discuss the issue, he 
seemed to have chosen the course of 
least resistance. He never insisted that a 
Security Council meeting be called to 
discuss a situation which, in his words, 
had by July 1971 become a potential 
threat to international peace and 
security and had the potential of 
adversely affecting the United Nations 
effectiveness "for international 
co-operation and action.” He had clearly 
perceived the danger, for in his 
introduction to the Annual Report of the 
Secretary-General, issued on September 
19, 1971 he said: "In a disaster of such 
vast proportions, the international 
community has a clear obligation to help 
the Governments and peoples 
concerned in every possible way. But, as 
I have indicated, the basic problem can 

be solved only if a political solution 
based on reconciliation and the respect 
of humanitarian principles is achieved.” 
However, he did not use the authority 
vested with him under Article 99 of the 
UN Charter to bring the matter before 
the Security Council for discussion, nor 
did he ask the General Assembly to 
meet in an emergency session since the 
Council was unwilling to meet.

As a consequence, not until full-scale 
war between India and Pakistan had 
erupted did the Security Council and the 
General Assembly see it fit to discuss the 
tragic events that had already occurred 
in East Pakistan. To recount briefly, the 
Council discussed the situation on 
December 4, 5, and 6, 1971. On the first 
day of discussion, Pakistan accused India 
of unprovoked "aggression,” described 
the East Pakistan crisis prior to Decem-
ber 3 as internal and therefore "outside 
the Security Council's concern” and 
asserted that it was "for the Security 
Council to find the means to make India 
desist from its war of aggression. The 
only means devised by the Security 
Council, consistent with Pakistan's 
independence, sovereignty and territo-
rial integrity, and with the principle of 
non-intervention in the domestic affairs 
of Member States, would command 
Pakistan's support and co-operation.

India replied that in spite of the 
humanitarian efforts by the UN, killings 
had continued in East Pakistan and 
warned the Council that it “would not 
be a party to any solution that would 
mean continuation of the oppression of 
the East Pakistan people. The represen-
tatives of the U.S, Italy, Somalia, France, 
Japan, China, Syrian Arab Republic, 
Belgium, Burundi, Argentina, the United 
Kingdom, and Sierra Leone, all members 
of the Security Council at that time, 
called for an immediate ceasefire, while 
the representatives of the Soviet Union 
and Poland urged the Council to seek a 
political settlement, taking into account 
the wishes of the East Pakistanis. A draft 
resolution introduced by the United 
States was vetoed by the Soviet Union.

Charges and countercharges were 
repeated on December 5, with Pakistan 
and China forcefully invoking Article 
2(7) of the Charter to claim that the 
Council should demand an end to India's 
armed intervention, while the Soviet 
Union accused China of trying "to divert 
attention from the main cause of the 
conflict, which was the monstrous and 
bloody repression of East Pakistan. 
Another resolution calling for a ceasefire 
was vetoed by the Soviet Union. Similar 
arguments were again repeated on 
December 6 when the Indian represen-
tative urged the Council to “consider 
some realities”. He said: “Refugees were 
a reality. Genocide and oppression were 
a reality. The extinction of all civil rights 
was a reality. Provocation and aggres-
sion of various kinds by Pakistan from 
March 25 onwards were a reality. 
Bangladesh itself was a reality, as was its 
recognition by India. The Council was 
nowhere near reality.”

Since the Council was paralyzed and 
there were apparently no prospects for a 
consensus among the major powers, the 
Council eventually adopted a resolution 
on 06 December 1971 (in its 1608 
meeting, Resolution No. S/RES/303) 
pursuant to which it decided to refer the 
question to the General Assembly, as 
provided for in General Assembly 
resolution 377 A(v) of November 3, 
1950. The resolution was adopted by 11 
votes to none, while France, the People's 
Republic of Poland, Soviet Union and 
United Kingdom abstained.

The General Assembly met twice on 
December 7 and adopted a resolution (in 
its 2023th plenary meeting, Resolution 
No. 2739 [XXVI]) by a vote of 104 in 
favour, to 11 against, with 10 abstentions, 
which called for an immediate ceasefire 
and mutual troops withdrawal by India 
and Pakistan. The overwhelming majority 
in favour of the resolution demonstrated 
the concern of the members for territorial 
integrity and Article 2(7). Pakistan 
explained its interpretation of the 
resolution to mean that "no attempt 
would be made to disrupt the national 

unity of Pakistan, and that any attempts 
by the General Assembly to intervene in 
the situation would be in the interest and 
under the principle of the territorial 
integrity of Pakistan."

Since India did not comply with the 
Assembly recommendations, on 12 
December, with Pakistan facing 
imminent defeat in East Pakistan, the 
United States requested that the 
Security Council be convened. The 
Council met seven times between 
December 12 and 21. Pakistan's Deputy 
Prime Minister and Foreign Minister, 
Zulfikar Ali Bhutto rushed to New York 
to make the case for a resolution on the 
ceasefire. The council continued 
deliberations for four days. On 15 
December, Bhutto made a dramatic 
speech. But frustrated by the failure of 
the Council to adopt a ceasefire 
resolution and the inaction of the 
United Nations in general to stop what 
he described as Indian aggression on 
Pakistan, he dramatically ripped up his 
speech and left the Council. By the time 
the Council finalised the ceasefire 
proposals, Pakistan's forces in East 
Pakistan had already surrendered on 
16th December and the war had ended, 
making the measures merely academic. 
As the eventual surrender of the 
Pakistani army had already materialised, 
the tone of the Council debates shifted 
from an unrelenting emphasis on an 
immediate ceasefire to fresh concern for 
a political settlement. The Soviet Union 
vetoed one more resolution calling for 
an immediate ceasefire and troops 
withdrawal but finally the Council 
adopted a resolution on December 21 
(in its 1621 meeting, Resolution No. 
S/RES/307) by which it demanded that 
a durable ceasefire and cessation of all 
hostilities on the India-Pakistan 
subcontinent be strictly observed until 
troops withdrawals had taken place. 
Ironically, India had already declared a 
ceasefire unilaterally on December 17 
after the surrender of the Pakistan 
armed forces in East Pakistan.

The Quest for International Recognition

As mentioned before, soon after 
independence, Bangladesh was 
desperate to gain recognition from as 
many countries as possible. Both India 
(6 December 1971) and Bhutan (7 
December 1971) had already recognised 
Bangladesh before Bangladesh's 
independence on 16 December 1971. 
East European countries and countries 
of the Soviet Bloc soon followed the 
suit. In parallel to recognition from 
friendly countries, Bangladesh was keen 
to obtain membership of international 
organisations, in particular that of the 
United Nations. This is attested by 
Bangladesh's insistence on early 
application for the UN membership 
despite advice to the contrary from 
several close quarters.

Dr. Iftekhar A. Chowdhury (PhD Thesis, 
Australian National University, 1980) 
mentioned that on 9 August 1972 when 
Bangabandhu was convalescing in 
London, the Belgian Ambassador 
(Belgium was the President of the 
Security Council at that time) called on 
him to discuss the matter. The ambassa-
dor suggested deferment of application. 
The British Prime Minister Edward 
Heath tendered similar advice mention-
ing the possibility of a Chinese veto, and 
pointing out that once that occurs, it 
would be more difficult to get a second 
application through in the absence.

But it appears that Bangladesh had already 
taken the decision to apply for the UN 
Membership and had in fact submitted its 
application on 8 August 1972.

Following the standard practice, the 
then Foreign Minister of Bangladesh M. 
Abdus Samad Azad sent a letter to the 
UN Secretary General seeking the UN 
membership. The Secretary General, in 
accordance with Rule 137 of the rules of 
procedure of the General Assembly and 
Rule 59 of the provisional rules of 
procedure of the Security Council, 
immediately circulated the letter to the 
Security Council. The original letters 
from the Foreign Minister of Bangladesh 
and the Secretary General are as 
follows:

Records available at the UN suggest that 
the first debate in the Security Council 
on Bangladesh's membership applica-
tion was held on 10 August 1972 
(1658th meeting), in which the 
representative of China, speaking in 
reference to the applicability of Article 
4 of the Charter, maintained that "in 
view of the circumstances that 
prevailed in the Indian subcontinent, it 
would be contrary to the principles of 
the Charter and the resolutions 
adopted by the General Assembly and 
the Security Council, to consider the 
application for admission of Bangla-
desh into the UN membership."
He further added: before the true 
implementation of the relevant United 
Nation resolutions (GA Resolution 
2793 (XXVI) and SC Resolution 307 
(197 I) and pending a reasonable 
settlement of the issues between India 
and Pakistan and between Pakistan 
and Bangladesh, “Bangladesh is not at 
all qualified to be admitted into the 
United Nations", and the Security 
Council's consideration of Bangladesh's 
application for membership in the 
United Nations is entirely out of the 
question. When one refuses to 
implement the relevant resolutions of 
the United Nations, how can one 

possibly speak of “accepting the 
obligations contained in the present 
Charter" and of being “able and willing 
to carry out those obligations”.
The representative of the USSR then 
stated: As far as the questions raised in 
the Chinese representative's statement 
are concerned, we should like to point 
out the following: "To put forward as a 
condition for the admission of Bangla-
desh to the United Nations that 
Bangladesh should first implement 
United Nations resolutions is artificial 
and completely unjustified. As we are 
all aware, the United Nations Charter 
lays down no conditions for the 
admission of a State to membership in 
the United Nations other than those 
contained in Article 4 paragraph 1 
which states: 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 
Organization, are able and willing to 
carry out these obligations." There can 
be no doubt that the People's Republic 
of Bangladesh fulfils all the require-
ments listed in Article 4 paragraph 1. It 
is an independent, sovereign and peace 
loving State which pursues a policy of 
non-alignment and friendly coopera-

tion aimed at easing international 
tension."
After further discussion, the President 
of the Security Council referred the 
application of Bangladesh to the 
Committee on the Admission of New 
Members to the UN.
At its 40th meeting, held on 11 August, 
the Committee on Admission under the 
Chairmanship of Mr. Van Ussel 
(Belgium) considered the application of 
the People's Republic of Bangladesh. 
The representatives of Argentina, 
Belgium, France, India, Italy, Japan, 
Panama, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the 
United States of America and Yugosla-
via expressed their support for the 
application of Bangladesh which, in 
their view, fulfilled all the requirements 
for membership laid down in Article 4 
of the Charter. The representative of 
China referred the Chinese statement 
made in the Council a day earlier and 
firmly opposed the consideration of 
the application by the Security Council 
under existing circumstances. The 
representatives of Guinea, Somalia and 
the Sudan indicated that their delega-
tions would prefer to postpone consider-
ation of the application in order to permit 

more time for consultation and the 
receipt of further information.
Unable to make a decision in view of the 
Chinese opposition, in accordance with a 
proposal made by the representative of 
Japan, the Committee decided to 
consider the issue on 21 August and to 
report to the Security Council its 
conclusions on the item by 21 August.
At the 41st meeting of the Committee, 
held on 21 August, the representative of 
China reiterated his country's opposition 
to Bangladesh's membership. He 
mentioned that his delegation would 
submit a draft resolution to the Security 
Council (TS/107681) whereby the 
Council would decide to defer consider-
ation of the question until the relevant 
UN resolutions had been fully imple-
mented. The representative of India then 
introduced a draft resolution [S/C.2/L.I] 
sponsored by India, the USSR and 
Yugoslavia, which read as follows:
"The Committee on the Admission of 
New Members, established under Rule 
59 of the Security Council's provisional 
rules of procedure, having considered the 
application for membership by the 
People's Republic of Bangladesh 
(S/10759] “Decides to recommend to 
the Security Council that the People's 
Republic of Bangladesh be accepted as a 
Member of the United Nations,”
The sponsors reiterated that Bangladesh 
met all the requirements for membership 
set out in Article 4 of the Charter and 
opposed any further delay which might 
require a waiver of the time-limits laid 
down in Rule 60. Supported by some 
other delegations, they stressed that the 
sole requirement for admission of new 
Members to the United Nations were 
contained in Article 4 of the Charter and 
any other considerations were contrary 
to the Charter. The representative of the 
United Kingdom indicated that they were 
prepared to support the three-Power 
draft resolution.
The representative of Guinea said that 
they favoured postponement of the 
question until the relevant resolutions of 
the General Assembly and the Security 
Council had been implemented as 
proposed by the representative of China. 
The representatives of Sudan and 
Somalia pointed out that no delegation 

had opposed the application per se. They 
favoured postponement of the question 
to allow more time for consultations and 
agreement, until it became clear that the 
conditions set out in Security Council 
Resolution 307 (1971) in so far as they 
concerned Bangladesh would be fulfilled.
In the face of obvious division among the 
members, the Committee then took a 
vote on the attitudes of members 
towards the application of Bangladesh 
for membership in the United Nations. 
Eleven delegates favourable (Argentina, 
Belgium, France, India, Italy, Japan, 
Panama, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, the United 
States of America and Yugoslavia), one 
delegate (Guinea) was not favourable, 
and three delegates (China, Somalia and 
Sudan) did not participate in the vote.
In explanation of vote after the vote, the 
representatives of Somalia and Sudan 
said that they had not participated in the 
voting because in their view on the basis 
of the trend of the discussion, the 
question put to the vote should have 
been which delegates favoured the 
immediate admission of Bangladesh and 
which favoured postponement. The 
representative of Guinea indicated that 
for the reasons already explained, she 
had voted against the immediate 
admission of Bangladesh.
The representative of China reiterated 
again the principled stand of his country 
and firmly opposed a vote on the draft 
resolution submitted by India, the USSR 
and Yugoslavia and was also opposed to 
the voting on the attitudes of the 
delegates. For, such practices, in her 
view, were in total contravention of the 
rules of procedure of the Security 
Council and were, therefore, illegal and 
null and void.
Meanwhile, on 20 August 1972, A. 
Akhund, the Permanent Representative 
of Pakistan to the United Nations sent a 
letter (S/10766] to the Security Council 
opposing the consideration by the 
Security Council of Bangladesh's 
application for the UN membership. He 
stated that "the Government of Pakistan 
believes that, until the UN resolutions of 
December 1971 have been fully 
implemented, action on the “Bangladesh" 

application for membership would not be 
proper or opportune. It fears precipitate 
action may serve only to engender 
fruitless debate in the Security Council 
and give a setback to the salutary trend 
towards reconciliation set in motion in 
the subcontinent by the Simla Agree-
ment of 3 July 1972. The Government of 
Pakistan expresses the hope that 
Members of the United Nations and, 
more particularly, members of the 
Security Council, on whom devolves a 
special responsibility in this respect, will 
bear in mind these considerations in 
examining the “Bangladesh” application."
In response to this letter from the 
representative of Pakistan, the Charge d' 
Affaires of the Embassy of the People's 
Republic of Bangladesh in Washington 
DC Mr. AMA Muhith sent a letter on 23 
August addressed to the President of the 
Security Council stating that the 
membership of the United Nations 
cannot be linked with the state of 
bilateral relations between the State 
seeking membership and any other State, 
whether it itself is a Member or not. The 
Charter of the United Nations offers no 
basis for injecting bilateral issues when 
the application for membership of any 
State is being considered. Indeed, the 
International Court of Justice in its 
advisory opinion of 28 May 1948 on 
conditions of membership in the United 
Nations stated that an existing Member, 
in deciding on the qualifications of a new 
applicant, should be guided exclusively 
by Article 4 of the Charter and not by 
extraneous political considerations. It is 
clear that Pakistan has brought up these 
and other irrelevant matters with the sole 
purpose of delaying the admission of 
Bangladesh to the United Nations and 
thus increasing the tension in the 
subcontinent. Such an attempt is not 
only legally inadmissible but is fraught 
with the danger of establishing an 
undesirable precedent for the future. The 
Government of Bangladesh therefore 
considers that it is not under any 
obligation to reply to these irrelevant and 
unfounded allegations; nor it is the 
intention of my Government to enter 
into a polemical controversy with 
Pakistan or to point out the many failures 
of Pakistan to carry out its international 

obligations in respect of Bangladesh.
In the wake of the inability of the 
Committee on Admission to make a 
recommendation on Bangladesh’s 
membership, the Security Council 
decided to have a debate on the issue in 
the afternoon session on 25th August 
1972 in its 1660th meeting (the session 
actually commenced at 3:25pm). In view 
of the existing division among the 
members, three separate votes took 
place on that day. First, China introduced 
a resolution proposing that consideration 
of Bangladesh’s application be delayed 
until all prisoners of war on the subconti-
nent were repatriated and until all 
foreign soldiers were removed from 
Bangladesh. The resolution received only 
there favourable votes, from China, 
Sudan and Guinea. There were nine 
abstentions (Argentina, Belgium, France, 
Italy, Japan, Panama, Somalia, the UK and 
the USA) and three votes against it (India, 
the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia).
A formal vote on the draft resolution 
(S/10771 23 dated August 1972) 
sponsored by India, the USSR, United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland and Yugoslavia was then 
proposed. Before any vote was taken, a 
desperate effort was made by Somalia, 
with the support of Sudan and Guinea, to 
try to head off the Chinese veto and 
delay consideration of Bangladesh’s 
application. Abdulrahim Abbby Farah, the 
representative of Somalia, introduced the 
amendment to the membership resolu-
tion sponsored by the Soviet Union, 
India, Yugoslavia and Great Britain. The 
amendment would have put off consider-
ation of membership for some time, but 
it failed to obtain necessary support with 
a voting record of four in favour (Guinea, 
Somalia, Sudan and the US), four against 
(India, Soviet Union, the UK and 
Yugoslavia) and seven abstentions 
(Argentina, Belgium, China, France. Italy, 
Japan and Panama).
When the time came for the crucial vote 
on immediate admission of Bangladesh, 
after the 11 favourable votes were 
registered, the president of the Council 
for this month, Edouard Longerstaey of 
Belgium, called for the votes for those 
opposed. Mr. Huang Hua, the Chinese 
Permanent Representative to the UN, 
who during all of the debate had 
registered no sign of any outward 

emotion, raised his hand high. The final 
count was 11 in favour (Argentina, 
Belgium, France, India, Italy, Japan, 
Panama, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, the United 
States of America and Yugoslavia), 1 veto 
(China) and 3 abstentions (Guinea, 
Somalia and Sudan).
Thus China cast its first veto in the Security 
Council on 25th August 1972 to block 
Bangladesh's entry into the world body.
Speaking after the vote, the Chinese PR 
said that the “Soviet socialist imperial-
ism" was playing a “most insidious role in 
South Asia" and India, in concluding "an 
aggressive military alliance" with the 
Soviet Union, had "stripped off its own 
cloak of non-alliance."
Mr. Huang accused the Soviet Union of 
acting with "honey in mouth and dagger 
in heart" in pressing its aggression 
against many countries, “including those 
in Africa and the Middle East."
The United States had remained silent, 
abstained from voting on the Chinese 
resolution, voted for the Somalian 
amendment and also for the resolution 
that would have recommended immedi-
ate membership.
The granting of the membership
In a report (S/11316) dated 7 June 1974, 
the President of the Security Council 
mentioned that the Council had received a 
letter from the Foreign Minister of 
Bangladesh requesting the Council to 
reconsider the application of Bangladesh 
for its UN membership. In the light of this 
request, the Security Council, at its 
1775th meeting held on 7 June 1974, 
placed the application of Bangladesh for 
membership on its agenda. The President 
of the Council (Mauritania) stated: "From 
the consultations begun by my predeces-
sor and continued by me it emerged that 
members of the Council would agree that 
in examining the request for admission of 
Bangladesh into the UN, the Council 
should follow its normal practice, that is to 
say, refer this request to the Committee 
on the Admission of New Members in 
accordance with Rule 59 of the provisional 
rules of procedure”. The application of 
Bangladesh was then referred to the 
Committee by the President.
At its 44th meeting held on 7 June 1974, 
the Committee considered the applica-
tion of Bangladesh, and decided to 

recommend to the Security Council that 
the People's Republic of Bangladesh be 
admitted to membership in the United 
Nations. At its 1776th meeting, held on 
10 June 1974, the Security Council 
considered the report of the Committee 
submitted on 7 June concerning the 
application of Bangladesh. The President, 
with the consent of the Council, invited 
the representatives of Pakistan, Algeria, 
India, Egypt and Bhutan, at their request, 
to participate in the discussion without 
the right to vote.
The draft resolution recommended by the 
Committee in its report was adopted by 
the Council without vote as resolution 
351(1974). The resolution read as follows:
"The Security Council, Having examined 
the application of the People's Republic 
of Bangladesh for admission to member-
ship in the United Nations,
Recommends to the General Assembly 
that the People's Republic of Bangladesh 
be admitted to membership in the United 
Nations.”
Following the recommendation of the 
Security Council, a draft resolution 
(Resolution 3203 (XXIX)) for Bangla-
desh's membership, co-sponsored by 68 
countries, was unanimously adopted in 
the General Assembly in its 2233rd 
plenary meeting on 17 September 1974. 
Foreign Minister Dr. Kamal Hossain 
expressed his gratitude to the General 
Assembly, saying:
“This marks the fulfillment of the 
aspiration to take our place in this 
organisation as a sovereign, independent 
state, vindicating the right of 
self-determination, for which millions of 
our people laid down their lives in a 
struggle for national liberation."
It was thus after more than two years 
from 25th August 1972 when China 
vetoed Bangladesh membership, the 
journey of independent Bangladesh in 
the comity of nations began.
___________________________________
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Md. Faruk Hossain
The membership of Bangladesh to the 
United Nations on 17 September 1974 
was a major diplomatic breakthrough for 
Bangladesh and an equally major blow 
for those who were trying to deny 
Bangladesh the legitimacy that the UN 
membership was meant for it. Like other 
new nations, the newly-independent 
Bangladesh, soon after independence, 
was craving for international recognition 
from the powerful states as well as from 
the international organisations, in 
particular the United Nations. The task 
of obtaining the UN membership, which 
was to accord on Bangladesh a final seal 
of international recognition was, 
however, rendered particularly difficult 
because it was precisely this recognition 
that some states, in particular Pakistan 
and China, were desperate to deny it. As 
a result, Bangladesh had to wait for 
more than two years after applying for 
the membership of this world body on 8 
August 1972. The delay was caused by 
the entrenched diplomatic maneuver 
against Bangladesh's membership by 
Pakistan supported and sustained by 
Pakistan's trusted international ally at 
that time, China. As historic documents 
now vindicate, it was because of 
Chinese opposition in the Security 
Council that delayed the Security 
Council decision on Bangladesh's 
application.

This section has two objectives: (a) based 
on relevant documents to briefly discuss 
the role of the UN during the liberation 
war of Bangladesh and (b) to highlight 
the events, in particular those related to 
Bangladesh's UN membership, that took 
place in the UN from 8 August 1972 
when Bangladesh applied for the UN 
membership till 17 September 1974 
when it became the 136th member of 
the United Nations. The objective is not 
to form any judgment but to objectively 

present the relevant hard facts for the 
subsequent generation of readers 
interested in the history of Bangladesh-
UN relations and in the politics that took 
place in the UN in relation to Bangla-
desh's UN membership.

The UN and Bangladesh’s Liberation 
War 

An objective analysis of the relevant 
documents available at the UN confirms 
that the role of the UN during 
Bangladesh’s Liberation War was, at 
best, that of a concerned but helpless 
observer. While it assumed part of the 
burden of maintaining the millions of 
refugees pouring into India, it lacked the 
willingness or the ability to take positive 
steps to prevent the tragic events that 
were gradually, but surely unfolding in 
East Pakistan.

To his credit, the Secretary-General U 
Thant did take the initiative to bring the 
gravity of the situation to the attention 
of the Security Council. However, he did 
not pursue the matter any further. 
When the Council deemed it fit not to 
meet formally to discuss the issue, he 
seemed to have chosen the course of 
least resistance. He never insisted that a 
Security Council meeting be called to 
discuss a situation which, in his words, 
had by July 1971 become a potential 
threat to international peace and 
security and had the potential of 
adversely affecting the United Nations 
effectiveness "for international 
co-operation and action.” He had clearly 
perceived the danger, for in his 
introduction to the Annual Report of the 
Secretary-General, issued on September 
19, 1971 he said: "In a disaster of such 
vast proportions, the international 
community has a clear obligation to help 
the Governments and peoples 
concerned in every possible way. But, as 
I have indicated, the basic problem can 

be solved only if a political solution 
based on reconciliation and the respect 
of humanitarian principles is achieved.” 
However, he did not use the authority 
vested with him under Article 99 of the 
UN Charter to bring the matter before 
the Security Council for discussion, nor 
did he ask the General Assembly to 
meet in an emergency session since the 
Council was unwilling to meet.

As a consequence, not until full-scale 
war between India and Pakistan had 
erupted did the Security Council and the 
General Assembly see it fit to discuss the 
tragic events that had already occurred 
in East Pakistan. To recount briefly, the 
Council discussed the situation on 
December 4, 5, and 6, 1971. On the first 
day of discussion, Pakistan accused India 
of unprovoked "aggression,” described 
the East Pakistan crisis prior to Decem-
ber 3 as internal and therefore "outside 
the Security Council's concern” and 
asserted that it was "for the Security 
Council to find the means to make India 
desist from its war of aggression. The 
only means devised by the Security 
Council, consistent with Pakistan's 
independence, sovereignty and territo-
rial integrity, and with the principle of 
non-intervention in the domestic affairs 
of Member States, would command 
Pakistan's support and co-operation.

India replied that in spite of the 
humanitarian efforts by the UN, killings 
had continued in East Pakistan and 
warned the Council that it “would not 
be a party to any solution that would 
mean continuation of the oppression of 
the East Pakistan people. The represen-
tatives of the U.S, Italy, Somalia, France, 
Japan, China, Syrian Arab Republic, 
Belgium, Burundi, Argentina, the United 
Kingdom, and Sierra Leone, all members 
of the Security Council at that time, 
called for an immediate ceasefire, while 
the representatives of the Soviet Union 
and Poland urged the Council to seek a 
political settlement, taking into account 
the wishes of the East Pakistanis. A draft 
resolution introduced by the United 
States was vetoed by the Soviet Union.

Charges and countercharges were 
repeated on December 5, with Pakistan 
and China forcefully invoking Article 
2(7) of the Charter to claim that the 
Council should demand an end to India's 
armed intervention, while the Soviet 
Union accused China of trying "to divert 
attention from the main cause of the 
conflict, which was the monstrous and 
bloody repression of East Pakistan. 
Another resolution calling for a ceasefire 
was vetoed by the Soviet Union. Similar 
arguments were again repeated on 
December 6 when the Indian represen-
tative urged the Council to “consider 
some realities”. He said: “Refugees were 
a reality. Genocide and oppression were 
a reality. The extinction of all civil rights 
was a reality. Provocation and aggres-
sion of various kinds by Pakistan from 
March 25 onwards were a reality. 
Bangladesh itself was a reality, as was its 
recognition by India. The Council was 
nowhere near reality.”

Since the Council was paralyzed and 
there were apparently no prospects for a 
consensus among the major powers, the 
Council eventually adopted a resolution 
on 06 December 1971 (in its 1608 
meeting, Resolution No. S/RES/303) 
pursuant to which it decided to refer the 
question to the General Assembly, as 
provided for in General Assembly 
resolution 377 A(v) of November 3, 
1950. The resolution was adopted by 11 
votes to none, while France, the People's 
Republic of Poland, Soviet Union and 
United Kingdom abstained.

The General Assembly met twice on 
December 7 and adopted a resolution (in 
its 2023th plenary meeting, Resolution 
No. 2739 [XXVI]) by a vote of 104 in 
favour, to 11 against, with 10 abstentions, 
which called for an immediate ceasefire 
and mutual troops withdrawal by India 
and Pakistan. The overwhelming majority 
in favour of the resolution demonstrated 
the concern of the members for territorial 
integrity and Article 2(7). Pakistan 
explained its interpretation of the 
resolution to mean that "no attempt 
would be made to disrupt the national 

unity of Pakistan, and that any attempts 
by the General Assembly to intervene in 
the situation would be in the interest and 
under the principle of the territorial 
integrity of Pakistan."

Since India did not comply with the 
Assembly recommendations, on 12 
December, with Pakistan facing 
imminent defeat in East Pakistan, the 
United States requested that the 
Security Council be convened. The 
Council met seven times between 
December 12 and 21. Pakistan's Deputy 
Prime Minister and Foreign Minister, 
Zulfikar Ali Bhutto rushed to New York 
to make the case for a resolution on the 
ceasefire. The council continued 
deliberations for four days. On 15 
December, Bhutto made a dramatic 
speech. But frustrated by the failure of 
the Council to adopt a ceasefire 
resolution and the inaction of the 
United Nations in general to stop what 
he described as Indian aggression on 
Pakistan, he dramatically ripped up his 
speech and left the Council. By the time 
the Council finalised the ceasefire 
proposals, Pakistan's forces in East 
Pakistan had already surrendered on 
16th December and the war had ended, 
making the measures merely academic. 
As the eventual surrender of the 
Pakistani army had already materialised, 
the tone of the Council debates shifted 
from an unrelenting emphasis on an 
immediate ceasefire to fresh concern for 
a political settlement. The Soviet Union 
vetoed one more resolution calling for 
an immediate ceasefire and troops 
withdrawal but finally the Council 
adopted a resolution on December 21 
(in its 1621 meeting, Resolution No. 
S/RES/307) by which it demanded that 
a durable ceasefire and cessation of all 
hostilities on the India-Pakistan 
subcontinent be strictly observed until 
troops withdrawals had taken place. 
Ironically, India had already declared a 
ceasefire unilaterally on December 17 
after the surrender of the Pakistan 
armed forces in East Pakistan.

The Quest for International Recognition

As mentioned before, soon after 
independence, Bangladesh was 
desperate to gain recognition from as 
many countries as possible. Both India 
(6 December 1971) and Bhutan (7 
December 1971) had already recognised 
Bangladesh before Bangladesh's 
independence on 16 December 1971. 
East European countries and countries 
of the Soviet Bloc soon followed the 
suit. In parallel to recognition from 
friendly countries, Bangladesh was keen 
to obtain membership of international 
organisations, in particular that of the 
United Nations. This is attested by 
Bangladesh's insistence on early 
application for the UN membership 
despite advice to the contrary from 
several close quarters.

Dr. Iftekhar A. Chowdhury (PhD Thesis, 
Australian National University, 1980) 
mentioned that on 9 August 1972 when 
Bangabandhu was convalescing in 
London, the Belgian Ambassador 
(Belgium was the President of the 
Security Council at that time) called on 
him to discuss the matter. The ambassa-
dor suggested deferment of application. 
The British Prime Minister Edward 
Heath tendered similar advice mention-
ing the possibility of a Chinese veto, and 
pointing out that once that occurs, it 
would be more difficult to get a second 
application through in the absence.

But it appears that Bangladesh had already 
taken the decision to apply for the UN 
Membership and had in fact submitted its 
application on 8 August 1972.

Following the standard practice, the 
then Foreign Minister of Bangladesh M. 
Abdus Samad Azad sent a letter to the 
UN Secretary General seeking the UN 
membership. The Secretary General, in 
accordance with Rule 137 of the rules of 
procedure of the General Assembly and 
Rule 59 of the provisional rules of 
procedure of the Security Council, 
immediately circulated the letter to the 
Security Council. The original letters 
from the Foreign Minister of Bangladesh 
and the Secretary General are as 
follows:

Records available at the UN suggest that 
the first debate in the Security Council 
on Bangladesh's membership applica-
tion was held on 10 August 1972 
(1658th meeting), in which the 
representative of China, speaking in 
reference to the applicability of Article 
4 of the Charter, maintained that "in 
view of the circumstances that 
prevailed in the Indian subcontinent, it 
would be contrary to the principles of 
the Charter and the resolutions 
adopted by the General Assembly and 
the Security Council, to consider the 
application for admission of Bangla-
desh into the UN membership."
He further added: before the true 
implementation of the relevant United 
Nation resolutions (GA Resolution 
2793 (XXVI) and SC Resolution 307 
(197 I) and pending a reasonable 
settlement of the issues between India 
and Pakistan and between Pakistan 
and Bangladesh, “Bangladesh is not at 
all qualified to be admitted into the 
United Nations", and the Security 
Council's consideration of Bangladesh's 
application for membership in the 
United Nations is entirely out of the 
question. When one refuses to 
implement the relevant resolutions of 
the United Nations, how can one 

possibly speak of “accepting the 
obligations contained in the present 
Charter" and of being “able and willing 
to carry out those obligations”.
The representative of the USSR then 
stated: As far as the questions raised in 
the Chinese representative's statement 
are concerned, we should like to point 
out the following: "To put forward as a 
condition for the admission of Bangla-
desh to the United Nations that 
Bangladesh should first implement 
United Nations resolutions is artificial 
and completely unjustified. As we are 
all aware, the United Nations Charter 
lays down no conditions for the 
admission of a State to membership in 
the United Nations other than those 
contained in Article 4 paragraph 1 
which states: 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 
Organization, are able and willing to 
carry out these obligations." There can 
be no doubt that the People's Republic 
of Bangladesh fulfils all the require-
ments listed in Article 4 paragraph 1. It 
is an independent, sovereign and peace 
loving State which pursues a policy of 
non-alignment and friendly coopera-

tion aimed at easing international 
tension."
After further discussion, the President 
of the Security Council referred the 
application of Bangladesh to the 
Committee on the Admission of New 
Members to the UN.
At its 40th meeting, held on 11 August, 
the Committee on Admission under the 
Chairmanship of Mr. Van Ussel 
(Belgium) considered the application of 
the People's Republic of Bangladesh. 
The representatives of Argentina, 
Belgium, France, India, Italy, Japan, 
Panama, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the 
United States of America and Yugosla-
via expressed their support for the 
application of Bangladesh which, in 
their view, fulfilled all the requirements 
for membership laid down in Article 4 
of the Charter. The representative of 
China referred the Chinese statement 
made in the Council a day earlier and 
firmly opposed the consideration of 
the application by the Security Council 
under existing circumstances. The 
representatives of Guinea, Somalia and 
the Sudan indicated that their delega-
tions would prefer to postpone consider-
ation of the application in order to permit 

more time for consultation and the 
receipt of further information.
Unable to make a decision in view of the 
Chinese opposition, in accordance with a 
proposal made by the representative of 
Japan, the Committee decided to 
consider the issue on 21 August and to 
report to the Security Council its 
conclusions on the item by 21 August.
At the 41st meeting of the Committee, 
held on 21 August, the representative of 
China reiterated his country's opposition 
to Bangladesh's membership. He 
mentioned that his delegation would 
submit a draft resolution to the Security 
Council (TS/107681) whereby the 
Council would decide to defer consider-
ation of the question until the relevant 
UN resolutions had been fully imple-
mented. The representative of India then 
introduced a draft resolution [S/C.2/L.I] 
sponsored by India, the USSR and 
Yugoslavia, which read as follows:
"The Committee on the Admission of 
New Members, established under Rule 
59 of the Security Council's provisional 
rules of procedure, having considered the 
application for membership by the 
People's Republic of Bangladesh 
(S/10759] “Decides to recommend to 
the Security Council that the People's 
Republic of Bangladesh be accepted as a 
Member of the United Nations,”
The sponsors reiterated that Bangladesh 
met all the requirements for membership 
set out in Article 4 of the Charter and 
opposed any further delay which might 
require a waiver of the time-limits laid 
down in Rule 60. Supported by some 
other delegations, they stressed that the 
sole requirement for admission of new 
Members to the United Nations were 
contained in Article 4 of the Charter and 
any other considerations were contrary 
to the Charter. The representative of the 
United Kingdom indicated that they were 
prepared to support the three-Power 
draft resolution.
The representative of Guinea said that 
they favoured postponement of the 
question until the relevant resolutions of 
the General Assembly and the Security 
Council had been implemented as 
proposed by the representative of China. 
The representatives of Sudan and 
Somalia pointed out that no delegation 

had opposed the application per se. They 
favoured postponement of the question 
to allow more time for consultations and 
agreement, until it became clear that the 
conditions set out in Security Council 
Resolution 307 (1971) in so far as they 
concerned Bangladesh would be fulfilled.
In the face of obvious division among the 
members, the Committee then took a 
vote on the attitudes of members 
towards the application of Bangladesh 
for membership in the United Nations. 
Eleven delegates favourable (Argentina, 
Belgium, France, India, Italy, Japan, 
Panama, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, the United 
States of America and Yugoslavia), one 
delegate (Guinea) was not favourable, 
and three delegates (China, Somalia and 
Sudan) did not participate in the vote.
In explanation of vote after the vote, the 
representatives of Somalia and Sudan 
said that they had not participated in the 
voting because in their view on the basis 
of the trend of the discussion, the 
question put to the vote should have 
been which delegates favoured the 
immediate admission of Bangladesh and 
which favoured postponement. The 
representative of Guinea indicated that 
for the reasons already explained, she 
had voted against the immediate 
admission of Bangladesh.
The representative of China reiterated 
again the principled stand of his country 
and firmly opposed a vote on the draft 
resolution submitted by India, the USSR 
and Yugoslavia and was also opposed to 
the voting on the attitudes of the 
delegates. For, such practices, in her 
view, were in total contravention of the 
rules of procedure of the Security 
Council and were, therefore, illegal and 
null and void.
Meanwhile, on 20 August 1972, A. 
Akhund, the Permanent Representative 
of Pakistan to the United Nations sent a 
letter (S/10766] to the Security Council 
opposing the consideration by the 
Security Council of Bangladesh's 
application for the UN membership. He 
stated that "the Government of Pakistan 
believes that, until the UN resolutions of 
December 1971 have been fully 
implemented, action on the “Bangladesh" 

application for membership would not be 
proper or opportune. It fears precipitate 
action may serve only to engender 
fruitless debate in the Security Council 
and give a setback to the salutary trend 
towards reconciliation set in motion in 
the subcontinent by the Simla Agree-
ment of 3 July 1972. The Government of 
Pakistan expresses the hope that 
Members of the United Nations and, 
more particularly, members of the 
Security Council, on whom devolves a 
special responsibility in this respect, will 
bear in mind these considerations in 
examining the “Bangladesh” application."
In response to this letter from the 
representative of Pakistan, the Charge d' 
Affaires of the Embassy of the People's 
Republic of Bangladesh in Washington 
DC Mr. AMA Muhith sent a letter on 23 
August addressed to the President of the 
Security Council stating that the 
membership of the United Nations 
cannot be linked with the state of 
bilateral relations between the State 
seeking membership and any other State, 
whether it itself is a Member or not. The 
Charter of the United Nations offers no 
basis for injecting bilateral issues when 
the application for membership of any 
State is being considered. Indeed, the 
International Court of Justice in its 
advisory opinion of 28 May 1948 on 
conditions of membership in the United 
Nations stated that an existing Member, 
in deciding on the qualifications of a new 
applicant, should be guided exclusively 
by Article 4 of the Charter and not by 
extraneous political considerations. It is 
clear that Pakistan has brought up these 
and other irrelevant matters with the sole 
purpose of delaying the admission of 
Bangladesh to the United Nations and 
thus increasing the tension in the 
subcontinent. Such an attempt is not 
only legally inadmissible but is fraught 
with the danger of establishing an 
undesirable precedent for the future. The 
Government of Bangladesh therefore 
considers that it is not under any 
obligation to reply to these irrelevant and 
unfounded allegations; nor it is the 
intention of my Government to enter 
into a polemical controversy with 
Pakistan or to point out the many failures 
of Pakistan to carry out its international 

obligations in respect of Bangladesh.
In the wake of the inability of the 
Committee on Admission to make a 
recommendation on Bangladesh’s 
membership, the Security Council 
decided to have a debate on the issue in 
the afternoon session on 25th August 
1972 in its 1660th meeting (the session 
actually commenced at 3:25pm). In view 
of the existing division among the 
members, three separate votes took 
place on that day. First, China introduced 
a resolution proposing that consideration 
of Bangladesh’s application be delayed 
until all prisoners of war on the subconti-
nent were repatriated and until all 
foreign soldiers were removed from 
Bangladesh. The resolution received only 
there favourable votes, from China, 
Sudan and Guinea. There were nine 
abstentions (Argentina, Belgium, France, 
Italy, Japan, Panama, Somalia, the UK and 
the USA) and three votes against it (India, 
the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia).
A formal vote on the draft resolution 
(S/10771 23 dated August 1972) 
sponsored by India, the USSR, United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland and Yugoslavia was then 
proposed. Before any vote was taken, a 
desperate effort was made by Somalia, 
with the support of Sudan and Guinea, to 
try to head off the Chinese veto and 
delay consideration of Bangladesh’s 
application. Abdulrahim Abbby Farah, the 
representative of Somalia, introduced the 
amendment to the membership resolu-
tion sponsored by the Soviet Union, 
India, Yugoslavia and Great Britain. The 
amendment would have put off consider-
ation of membership for some time, but 
it failed to obtain necessary support with 
a voting record of four in favour (Guinea, 
Somalia, Sudan and the US), four against 
(India, Soviet Union, the UK and 
Yugoslavia) and seven abstentions 
(Argentina, Belgium, China, France. Italy, 
Japan and Panama).
When the time came for the crucial vote 
on immediate admission of Bangladesh, 
after the 11 favourable votes were 
registered, the president of the Council 
for this month, Edouard Longerstaey of 
Belgium, called for the votes for those 
opposed. Mr. Huang Hua, the Chinese 
Permanent Representative to the UN, 
who during all of the debate had 
registered no sign of any outward 

emotion, raised his hand high. The final 
count was 11 in favour (Argentina, 
Belgium, France, India, Italy, Japan, 
Panama, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, the United 
States of America and Yugoslavia), 1 veto 
(China) and 3 abstentions (Guinea, 
Somalia and Sudan).
Thus China cast its first veto in the Security 
Council on 25th August 1972 to block 
Bangladesh's entry into the world body.
Speaking after the vote, the Chinese PR 
said that the “Soviet socialist imperial-
ism" was playing a “most insidious role in 
South Asia" and India, in concluding "an 
aggressive military alliance" with the 
Soviet Union, had "stripped off its own 
cloak of non-alliance."
Mr. Huang accused the Soviet Union of 
acting with "honey in mouth and dagger 
in heart" in pressing its aggression 
against many countries, “including those 
in Africa and the Middle East."
The United States had remained silent, 
abstained from voting on the Chinese 
resolution, voted for the Somalian 
amendment and also for the resolution 
that would have recommended immedi-
ate membership.
The granting of the membership
In a report (S/11316) dated 7 June 1974, 
the President of the Security Council 
mentioned that the Council had received a 
letter from the Foreign Minister of 
Bangladesh requesting the Council to 
reconsider the application of Bangladesh 
for its UN membership. In the light of this 
request, the Security Council, at its 
1775th meeting held on 7 June 1974, 
placed the application of Bangladesh for 
membership on its agenda. The President 
of the Council (Mauritania) stated: "From 
the consultations begun by my predeces-
sor and continued by me it emerged that 
members of the Council would agree that 
in examining the request for admission of 
Bangladesh into the UN, the Council 
should follow its normal practice, that is to 
say, refer this request to the Committee 
on the Admission of New Members in 
accordance with Rule 59 of the provisional 
rules of procedure”. The application of 
Bangladesh was then referred to the 
Committee by the President.
At its 44th meeting held on 7 June 1974, 
the Committee considered the applica-
tion of Bangladesh, and decided to 

recommend to the Security Council that 
the People's Republic of Bangladesh be 
admitted to membership in the United 
Nations. At its 1776th meeting, held on 
10 June 1974, the Security Council 
considered the report of the Committee 
submitted on 7 June concerning the 
application of Bangladesh. The President, 
with the consent of the Council, invited 
the representatives of Pakistan, Algeria, 
India, Egypt and Bhutan, at their request, 
to participate in the discussion without 
the right to vote.
The draft resolution recommended by the 
Committee in its report was adopted by 
the Council without vote as resolution 
351(1974). The resolution read as follows:
"The Security Council, Having examined 
the application of the People's Republic 
of Bangladesh for admission to member-
ship in the United Nations,
Recommends to the General Assembly 
that the People's Republic of Bangladesh 
be admitted to membership in the United 
Nations.”
Following the recommendation of the 
Security Council, a draft resolution 
(Resolution 3203 (XXIX)) for Bangla-
desh's membership, co-sponsored by 68 
countries, was unanimously adopted in 
the General Assembly in its 2233rd 
plenary meeting on 17 September 1974. 
Foreign Minister Dr. Kamal Hossain 
expressed his gratitude to the General 
Assembly, saying:
“This marks the fulfillment of the 
aspiration to take our place in this 
organisation as a sovereign, independent 
state, vindicating the right of 
self-determination, for which millions of 
our people laid down their lives in a 
struggle for national liberation."
It was thus after more than two years 
from 25th August 1972 when China 
vetoed Bangladesh membership, the 
journey of independent Bangladesh in 
the comity of nations began.
___________________________________
Md. Faruk Hossain is currently working in 
Bangladesh High Commission in Singapore as 
Counsellor. He previously worked in the 
Permanent Mission of Bangladesh to the UN in 
New York as First Secretary from late 2011 to 
early 2015. This article was written by him 
during his tenure in New York and was first 
published in the commemorative publication of 
Bangladesh Permanent Mission to the UN titled 
'Bangladesh: Forty Years in the UN' in 2014
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Md. Faruk Hossain
The membership of Bangladesh to the 
United Nations on 17 September 1974 
was a major diplomatic breakthrough for 
Bangladesh and an equally major blow 
for those who were trying to deny 
Bangladesh the legitimacy that the UN 
membership was meant for it. Like other 
new nations, the newly-independent 
Bangladesh, soon after independence, 
was craving for international recognition 
from the powerful states as well as from 
the international organisations, in 
particular the United Nations. The task 
of obtaining the UN membership, which 
was to accord on Bangladesh a final seal 
of international recognition was, 
however, rendered particularly difficult 
because it was precisely this recognition 
that some states, in particular Pakistan 
and China, were desperate to deny it. As 
a result, Bangladesh had to wait for 
more than two years after applying for 
the membership of this world body on 8 
August 1972. The delay was caused by 
the entrenched diplomatic maneuver 
against Bangladesh's membership by 
Pakistan supported and sustained by 
Pakistan's trusted international ally at 
that time, China. As historic documents 
now vindicate, it was because of 
Chinese opposition in the Security 
Council that delayed the Security 
Council decision on Bangladesh's 
application.

This section has two objectives: (a) based 
on relevant documents to briefly discuss 
the role of the UN during the liberation 
war of Bangladesh and (b) to highlight 
the events, in particular those related to 
Bangladesh's UN membership, that took 
place in the UN from 8 August 1972 
when Bangladesh applied for the UN 
membership till 17 September 1974 
when it became the 136th member of 
the United Nations. The objective is not 
to form any judgment but to objectively 

present the relevant hard facts for the 
subsequent generation of readers 
interested in the history of Bangladesh-
UN relations and in the politics that took 
place in the UN in relation to Bangla-
desh's UN membership.

The UN and Bangladesh’s Liberation 
War 

An objective analysis of the relevant 
documents available at the UN confirms 
that the role of the UN during 
Bangladesh’s Liberation War was, at 
best, that of a concerned but helpless 
observer. While it assumed part of the 
burden of maintaining the millions of 
refugees pouring into India, it lacked the 
willingness or the ability to take positive 
steps to prevent the tragic events that 
were gradually, but surely unfolding in 
East Pakistan.

To his credit, the Secretary-General U 
Thant did take the initiative to bring the 
gravity of the situation to the attention 
of the Security Council. However, he did 
not pursue the matter any further. 
When the Council deemed it fit not to 
meet formally to discuss the issue, he 
seemed to have chosen the course of 
least resistance. He never insisted that a 
Security Council meeting be called to 
discuss a situation which, in his words, 
had by July 1971 become a potential 
threat to international peace and 
security and had the potential of 
adversely affecting the United Nations 
effectiveness "for international 
co-operation and action.” He had clearly 
perceived the danger, for in his 
introduction to the Annual Report of the 
Secretary-General, issued on September 
19, 1971 he said: "In a disaster of such 
vast proportions, the international 
community has a clear obligation to help 
the Governments and peoples 
concerned in every possible way. But, as 
I have indicated, the basic problem can 

be solved only if a political solution 
based on reconciliation and the respect 
of humanitarian principles is achieved.” 
However, he did not use the authority 
vested with him under Article 99 of the 
UN Charter to bring the matter before 
the Security Council for discussion, nor 
did he ask the General Assembly to 
meet in an emergency session since the 
Council was unwilling to meet.

As a consequence, not until full-scale 
war between India and Pakistan had 
erupted did the Security Council and the 
General Assembly see it fit to discuss the 
tragic events that had already occurred 
in East Pakistan. To recount briefly, the 
Council discussed the situation on 
December 4, 5, and 6, 1971. On the first 
day of discussion, Pakistan accused India 
of unprovoked "aggression,” described 
the East Pakistan crisis prior to Decem-
ber 3 as internal and therefore "outside 
the Security Council's concern” and 
asserted that it was "for the Security 
Council to find the means to make India 
desist from its war of aggression. The 
only means devised by the Security 
Council, consistent with Pakistan's 
independence, sovereignty and territo-
rial integrity, and with the principle of 
non-intervention in the domestic affairs 
of Member States, would command 
Pakistan's support and co-operation.

India replied that in spite of the 
humanitarian efforts by the UN, killings 
had continued in East Pakistan and 
warned the Council that it “would not 
be a party to any solution that would 
mean continuation of the oppression of 
the East Pakistan people. The represen-
tatives of the U.S, Italy, Somalia, France, 
Japan, China, Syrian Arab Republic, 
Belgium, Burundi, Argentina, the United 
Kingdom, and Sierra Leone, all members 
of the Security Council at that time, 
called for an immediate ceasefire, while 
the representatives of the Soviet Union 
and Poland urged the Council to seek a 
political settlement, taking into account 
the wishes of the East Pakistanis. A draft 
resolution introduced by the United 
States was vetoed by the Soviet Union.

Charges and countercharges were 
repeated on December 5, with Pakistan 
and China forcefully invoking Article 
2(7) of the Charter to claim that the 
Council should demand an end to India's 
armed intervention, while the Soviet 
Union accused China of trying "to divert 
attention from the main cause of the 
conflict, which was the monstrous and 
bloody repression of East Pakistan. 
Another resolution calling for a ceasefire 
was vetoed by the Soviet Union. Similar 
arguments were again repeated on 
December 6 when the Indian represen-
tative urged the Council to “consider 
some realities”. He said: “Refugees were 
a reality. Genocide and oppression were 
a reality. The extinction of all civil rights 
was a reality. Provocation and aggres-
sion of various kinds by Pakistan from 
March 25 onwards were a reality. 
Bangladesh itself was a reality, as was its 
recognition by India. The Council was 
nowhere near reality.”

Since the Council was paralyzed and 
there were apparently no prospects for a 
consensus among the major powers, the 
Council eventually adopted a resolution 
on 06 December 1971 (in its 1608 
meeting, Resolution No. S/RES/303) 
pursuant to which it decided to refer the 
question to the General Assembly, as 
provided for in General Assembly 
resolution 377 A(v) of November 3, 
1950. The resolution was adopted by 11 
votes to none, while France, the People's 
Republic of Poland, Soviet Union and 
United Kingdom abstained.

The General Assembly met twice on 
December 7 and adopted a resolution (in 
its 2023th plenary meeting, Resolution 
No. 2739 [XXVI]) by a vote of 104 in 
favour, to 11 against, with 10 abstentions, 
which called for an immediate ceasefire 
and mutual troops withdrawal by India 
and Pakistan. The overwhelming majority 
in favour of the resolution demonstrated 
the concern of the members for territorial 
integrity and Article 2(7). Pakistan 
explained its interpretation of the 
resolution to mean that "no attempt 
would be made to disrupt the national 

unity of Pakistan, and that any attempts 
by the General Assembly to intervene in 
the situation would be in the interest and 
under the principle of the territorial 
integrity of Pakistan."

Since India did not comply with the 
Assembly recommendations, on 12 
December, with Pakistan facing 
imminent defeat in East Pakistan, the 
United States requested that the 
Security Council be convened. The 
Council met seven times between 
December 12 and 21. Pakistan's Deputy 
Prime Minister and Foreign Minister, 
Zulfikar Ali Bhutto rushed to New York 
to make the case for a resolution on the 
ceasefire. The council continued 
deliberations for four days. On 15 
December, Bhutto made a dramatic 
speech. But frustrated by the failure of 
the Council to adopt a ceasefire 
resolution and the inaction of the 
United Nations in general to stop what 
he described as Indian aggression on 
Pakistan, he dramatically ripped up his 
speech and left the Council. By the time 
the Council finalised the ceasefire 
proposals, Pakistan's forces in East 
Pakistan had already surrendered on 
16th December and the war had ended, 
making the measures merely academic. 
As the eventual surrender of the 
Pakistani army had already materialised, 
the tone of the Council debates shifted 
from an unrelenting emphasis on an 
immediate ceasefire to fresh concern for 
a political settlement. The Soviet Union 
vetoed one more resolution calling for 
an immediate ceasefire and troops 
withdrawal but finally the Council 
adopted a resolution on December 21 
(in its 1621 meeting, Resolution No. 
S/RES/307) by which it demanded that 
a durable ceasefire and cessation of all 
hostilities on the India-Pakistan 
subcontinent be strictly observed until 
troops withdrawals had taken place. 
Ironically, India had already declared a 
ceasefire unilaterally on December 17 
after the surrender of the Pakistan 
armed forces in East Pakistan.

The Quest for International Recognition

As mentioned before, soon after 
independence, Bangladesh was 
desperate to gain recognition from as 
many countries as possible. Both India 
(6 December 1971) and Bhutan (7 
December 1971) had already recognised 
Bangladesh before Bangladesh's 
independence on 16 December 1971. 
East European countries and countries 
of the Soviet Bloc soon followed the 
suit. In parallel to recognition from 
friendly countries, Bangladesh was keen 
to obtain membership of international 
organisations, in particular that of the 
United Nations. This is attested by 
Bangladesh's insistence on early 
application for the UN membership 
despite advice to the contrary from 
several close quarters.

Dr. Iftekhar A. Chowdhury (PhD Thesis, 
Australian National University, 1980) 
mentioned that on 9 August 1972 when 
Bangabandhu was convalescing in 
London, the Belgian Ambassador 
(Belgium was the President of the 
Security Council at that time) called on 
him to discuss the matter. The ambassa-
dor suggested deferment of application. 
The British Prime Minister Edward 
Heath tendered similar advice mention-
ing the possibility of a Chinese veto, and 
pointing out that once that occurs, it 
would be more difficult to get a second 
application through in the absence.

But it appears that Bangladesh had already 
taken the decision to apply for the UN 
Membership and had in fact submitted its 
application on 8 August 1972.

Following the standard practice, the 
then Foreign Minister of Bangladesh M. 
Abdus Samad Azad sent a letter to the 
UN Secretary General seeking the UN 
membership. The Secretary General, in 
accordance with Rule 137 of the rules of 
procedure of the General Assembly and 
Rule 59 of the provisional rules of 
procedure of the Security Council, 
immediately circulated the letter to the 
Security Council. The original letters 
from the Foreign Minister of Bangladesh 
and the Secretary General are as 
follows:

Records available at the UN suggest that 
the first debate in the Security Council 
on Bangladesh's membership applica-
tion was held on 10 August 1972 
(1658th meeting), in which the 
representative of China, speaking in 
reference to the applicability of Article 
4 of the Charter, maintained that "in 
view of the circumstances that 
prevailed in the Indian subcontinent, it 
would be contrary to the principles of 
the Charter and the resolutions 
adopted by the General Assembly and 
the Security Council, to consider the 
application for admission of Bangla-
desh into the UN membership."
He further added: before the true 
implementation of the relevant United 
Nation resolutions (GA Resolution 
2793 (XXVI) and SC Resolution 307 
(197 I) and pending a reasonable 
settlement of the issues between India 
and Pakistan and between Pakistan 
and Bangladesh, “Bangladesh is not at 
all qualified to be admitted into the 
United Nations", and the Security 
Council's consideration of Bangladesh's 
application for membership in the 
United Nations is entirely out of the 
question. When one refuses to 
implement the relevant resolutions of 
the United Nations, how can one 

possibly speak of “accepting the 
obligations contained in the present 
Charter" and of being “able and willing 
to carry out those obligations”.
The representative of the USSR then 
stated: As far as the questions raised in 
the Chinese representative's statement 
are concerned, we should like to point 
out the following: "To put forward as a 
condition for the admission of Bangla-
desh to the United Nations that 
Bangladesh should first implement 
United Nations resolutions is artificial 
and completely unjustified. As we are 
all aware, the United Nations Charter 
lays down no conditions for the 
admission of a State to membership in 
the United Nations other than those 
contained in Article 4 paragraph 1 
which states: 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 
Organization, are able and willing to 
carry out these obligations." There can 
be no doubt that the People's Republic 
of Bangladesh fulfils all the require-
ments listed in Article 4 paragraph 1. It 
is an independent, sovereign and peace 
loving State which pursues a policy of 
non-alignment and friendly coopera-

tion aimed at easing international 
tension."
After further discussion, the President 
of the Security Council referred the 
application of Bangladesh to the 
Committee on the Admission of New 
Members to the UN.
At its 40th meeting, held on 11 August, 
the Committee on Admission under the 
Chairmanship of Mr. Van Ussel 
(Belgium) considered the application of 
the People's Republic of Bangladesh. 
The representatives of Argentina, 
Belgium, France, India, Italy, Japan, 
Panama, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the 
United States of America and Yugosla-
via expressed their support for the 
application of Bangladesh which, in 
their view, fulfilled all the requirements 
for membership laid down in Article 4 
of the Charter. The representative of 
China referred the Chinese statement 
made in the Council a day earlier and 
firmly opposed the consideration of 
the application by the Security Council 
under existing circumstances. The 
representatives of Guinea, Somalia and 
the Sudan indicated that their delega-
tions would prefer to postpone consider-
ation of the application in order to permit 

more time for consultation and the 
receipt of further information.
Unable to make a decision in view of the 
Chinese opposition, in accordance with a 
proposal made by the representative of 
Japan, the Committee decided to 
consider the issue on 21 August and to 
report to the Security Council its 
conclusions on the item by 21 August.
At the 41st meeting of the Committee, 
held on 21 August, the representative of 
China reiterated his country's opposition 
to Bangladesh's membership. He 
mentioned that his delegation would 
submit a draft resolution to the Security 
Council (TS/107681) whereby the 
Council would decide to defer consider-
ation of the question until the relevant 
UN resolutions had been fully imple-
mented. The representative of India then 
introduced a draft resolution [S/C.2/L.I] 
sponsored by India, the USSR and 
Yugoslavia, which read as follows:
"The Committee on the Admission of 
New Members, established under Rule 
59 of the Security Council's provisional 
rules of procedure, having considered the 
application for membership by the 
People's Republic of Bangladesh 
(S/10759] “Decides to recommend to 
the Security Council that the People's 
Republic of Bangladesh be accepted as a 
Member of the United Nations,”
The sponsors reiterated that Bangladesh 
met all the requirements for membership 
set out in Article 4 of the Charter and 
opposed any further delay which might 
require a waiver of the time-limits laid 
down in Rule 60. Supported by some 
other delegations, they stressed that the 
sole requirement for admission of new 
Members to the United Nations were 
contained in Article 4 of the Charter and 
any other considerations were contrary 
to the Charter. The representative of the 
United Kingdom indicated that they were 
prepared to support the three-Power 
draft resolution.
The representative of Guinea said that 
they favoured postponement of the 
question until the relevant resolutions of 
the General Assembly and the Security 
Council had been implemented as 
proposed by the representative of China. 
The representatives of Sudan and 
Somalia pointed out that no delegation 

had opposed the application per se. They 
favoured postponement of the question 
to allow more time for consultations and 
agreement, until it became clear that the 
conditions set out in Security Council 
Resolution 307 (1971) in so far as they 
concerned Bangladesh would be fulfilled.
In the face of obvious division among the 
members, the Committee then took a 
vote on the attitudes of members 
towards the application of Bangladesh 
for membership in the United Nations. 
Eleven delegates favourable (Argentina, 
Belgium, France, India, Italy, Japan, 
Panama, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, the United 
States of America and Yugoslavia), one 
delegate (Guinea) was not favourable, 
and three delegates (China, Somalia and 
Sudan) did not participate in the vote.
In explanation of vote after the vote, the 
representatives of Somalia and Sudan 
said that they had not participated in the 
voting because in their view on the basis 
of the trend of the discussion, the 
question put to the vote should have 
been which delegates favoured the 
immediate admission of Bangladesh and 
which favoured postponement. The 
representative of Guinea indicated that 
for the reasons already explained, she 
had voted against the immediate 
admission of Bangladesh.
The representative of China reiterated 
again the principled stand of his country 
and firmly opposed a vote on the draft 
resolution submitted by India, the USSR 
and Yugoslavia and was also opposed to 
the voting on the attitudes of the 
delegates. For, such practices, in her 
view, were in total contravention of the 
rules of procedure of the Security 
Council and were, therefore, illegal and 
null and void.
Meanwhile, on 20 August 1972, A. 
Akhund, the Permanent Representative 
of Pakistan to the United Nations sent a 
letter (S/10766] to the Security Council 
opposing the consideration by the 
Security Council of Bangladesh's 
application for the UN membership. He 
stated that "the Government of Pakistan 
believes that, until the UN resolutions of 
December 1971 have been fully 
implemented, action on the “Bangladesh" 

application for membership would not be 
proper or opportune. It fears precipitate 
action may serve only to engender 
fruitless debate in the Security Council 
and give a setback to the salutary trend 
towards reconciliation set in motion in 
the subcontinent by the Simla Agree-
ment of 3 July 1972. The Government of 
Pakistan expresses the hope that 
Members of the United Nations and, 
more particularly, members of the 
Security Council, on whom devolves a 
special responsibility in this respect, will 
bear in mind these considerations in 
examining the “Bangladesh” application."
In response to this letter from the 
representative of Pakistan, the Charge d' 
Affaires of the Embassy of the People's 
Republic of Bangladesh in Washington 
DC Mr. AMA Muhith sent a letter on 23 
August addressed to the President of the 
Security Council stating that the 
membership of the United Nations 
cannot be linked with the state of 
bilateral relations between the State 
seeking membership and any other State, 
whether it itself is a Member or not. The 
Charter of the United Nations offers no 
basis for injecting bilateral issues when 
the application for membership of any 
State is being considered. Indeed, the 
International Court of Justice in its 
advisory opinion of 28 May 1948 on 
conditions of membership in the United 
Nations stated that an existing Member, 
in deciding on the qualifications of a new 
applicant, should be guided exclusively 
by Article 4 of the Charter and not by 
extraneous political considerations. It is 
clear that Pakistan has brought up these 
and other irrelevant matters with the sole 
purpose of delaying the admission of 
Bangladesh to the United Nations and 
thus increasing the tension in the 
subcontinent. Such an attempt is not 
only legally inadmissible but is fraught 
with the danger of establishing an 
undesirable precedent for the future. The 
Government of Bangladesh therefore 
considers that it is not under any 
obligation to reply to these irrelevant and 
unfounded allegations; nor it is the 
intention of my Government to enter 
into a polemical controversy with 
Pakistan or to point out the many failures 
of Pakistan to carry out its international 

obligations in respect of Bangladesh.
In the wake of the inability of the 
Committee on Admission to make a 
recommendation on Bangladesh’s 
membership, the Security Council 
decided to have a debate on the issue in 
the afternoon session on 25th August 
1972 in its 1660th meeting (the session 
actually commenced at 3:25pm). In view 
of the existing division among the 
members, three separate votes took 
place on that day. First, China introduced 
a resolution proposing that consideration 
of Bangladesh’s application be delayed 
until all prisoners of war on the subconti-
nent were repatriated and until all 
foreign soldiers were removed from 
Bangladesh. The resolution received only 
there favourable votes, from China, 
Sudan and Guinea. There were nine 
abstentions (Argentina, Belgium, France, 
Italy, Japan, Panama, Somalia, the UK and 
the USA) and three votes against it (India, 
the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia).
A formal vote on the draft resolution 
(S/10771 23 dated August 1972) 
sponsored by India, the USSR, United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland and Yugoslavia was then 
proposed. Before any vote was taken, a 
desperate effort was made by Somalia, 
with the support of Sudan and Guinea, to 
try to head off the Chinese veto and 
delay consideration of Bangladesh’s 
application. Abdulrahim Abbby Farah, the 
representative of Somalia, introduced the 
amendment to the membership resolu-
tion sponsored by the Soviet Union, 
India, Yugoslavia and Great Britain. The 
amendment would have put off consider-
ation of membership for some time, but 
it failed to obtain necessary support with 
a voting record of four in favour (Guinea, 
Somalia, Sudan and the US), four against 
(India, Soviet Union, the UK and 
Yugoslavia) and seven abstentions 
(Argentina, Belgium, China, France. Italy, 
Japan and Panama).
When the time came for the crucial vote 
on immediate admission of Bangladesh, 
after the 11 favourable votes were 
registered, the president of the Council 
for this month, Edouard Longerstaey of 
Belgium, called for the votes for those 
opposed. Mr. Huang Hua, the Chinese 
Permanent Representative to the UN, 
who during all of the debate had 
registered no sign of any outward 

emotion, raised his hand high. The final 
count was 11 in favour (Argentina, 
Belgium, France, India, Italy, Japan, 
Panama, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, the United 
States of America and Yugoslavia), 1 veto 
(China) and 3 abstentions (Guinea, 
Somalia and Sudan).
Thus China cast its first veto in the Security 
Council on 25th August 1972 to block 
Bangladesh's entry into the world body.
Speaking after the vote, the Chinese PR 
said that the “Soviet socialist imperial-
ism" was playing a “most insidious role in 
South Asia" and India, in concluding "an 
aggressive military alliance" with the 
Soviet Union, had "stripped off its own 
cloak of non-alliance."
Mr. Huang accused the Soviet Union of 
acting with "honey in mouth and dagger 
in heart" in pressing its aggression 
against many countries, “including those 
in Africa and the Middle East."
The United States had remained silent, 
abstained from voting on the Chinese 
resolution, voted for the Somalian 
amendment and also for the resolution 
that would have recommended immedi-
ate membership.
The granting of the membership
In a report (S/11316) dated 7 June 1974, 
the President of the Security Council 
mentioned that the Council had received a 
letter from the Foreign Minister of 
Bangladesh requesting the Council to 
reconsider the application of Bangladesh 
for its UN membership. In the light of this 
request, the Security Council, at its 
1775th meeting held on 7 June 1974, 
placed the application of Bangladesh for 
membership on its agenda. The President 
of the Council (Mauritania) stated: "From 
the consultations begun by my predeces-
sor and continued by me it emerged that 
members of the Council would agree that 
in examining the request for admission of 
Bangladesh into the UN, the Council 
should follow its normal practice, that is to 
say, refer this request to the Committee 
on the Admission of New Members in 
accordance with Rule 59 of the provisional 
rules of procedure”. The application of 
Bangladesh was then referred to the 
Committee by the President.
At its 44th meeting held on 7 June 1974, 
the Committee considered the applica-
tion of Bangladesh, and decided to 

recommend to the Security Council that 
the People's Republic of Bangladesh be 
admitted to membership in the United 
Nations. At its 1776th meeting, held on 
10 June 1974, the Security Council 
considered the report of the Committee 
submitted on 7 June concerning the 
application of Bangladesh. The President, 
with the consent of the Council, invited 
the representatives of Pakistan, Algeria, 
India, Egypt and Bhutan, at their request, 
to participate in the discussion without 
the right to vote.
The draft resolution recommended by the 
Committee in its report was adopted by 
the Council without vote as resolution 
351(1974). The resolution read as follows:
"The Security Council, Having examined 
the application of the People's Republic 
of Bangladesh for admission to member-
ship in the United Nations,
Recommends to the General Assembly 
that the People's Republic of Bangladesh 
be admitted to membership in the United 
Nations.”
Following the recommendation of the 
Security Council, a draft resolution 
(Resolution 3203 (XXIX)) for Bangla-
desh's membership, co-sponsored by 68 
countries, was unanimously adopted in 
the General Assembly in its 2233rd 
plenary meeting on 17 September 1974. 
Foreign Minister Dr. Kamal Hossain 
expressed his gratitude to the General 
Assembly, saying:
“This marks the fulfillment of the 
aspiration to take our place in this 
organisation as a sovereign, independent 
state, vindicating the right of 
self-determination, for which millions of 
our people laid down their lives in a 
struggle for national liberation."
It was thus after more than two years 
from 25th August 1972 when China 
vetoed Bangladesh membership, the 
journey of independent Bangladesh in 
the comity of nations began.
___________________________________
Md. Faruk Hossain is currently working in 
Bangladesh High Commission in Singapore as 
Counsellor. He previously worked in the 
Permanent Mission of Bangladesh to the UN in 
New York as First Secretary from late 2011 to 
early 2015. This article was written by him 
during his tenure in New York and was first 
published in the commemorative publication of 
Bangladesh Permanent Mission to the UN titled 
'Bangladesh: Forty Years in the UN' in 2014
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Md. Faruk Hossain
The membership of Bangladesh to the 
United Nations on 17 September 1974 
was a major diplomatic breakthrough for 
Bangladesh and an equally major blow 
for those who were trying to deny 
Bangladesh the legitimacy that the UN 
membership was meant for it. Like other 
new nations, the newly-independent 
Bangladesh, soon after independence, 
was craving for international recognition 
from the powerful states as well as from 
the international organisations, in 
particular the United Nations. The task 
of obtaining the UN membership, which 
was to accord on Bangladesh a final seal 
of international recognition was, 
however, rendered particularly difficult 
because it was precisely this recognition 
that some states, in particular Pakistan 
and China, were desperate to deny it. As 
a result, Bangladesh had to wait for 
more than two years after applying for 
the membership of this world body on 8 
August 1972. The delay was caused by 
the entrenched diplomatic maneuver 
against Bangladesh's membership by 
Pakistan supported and sustained by 
Pakistan's trusted international ally at 
that time, China. As historic documents 
now vindicate, it was because of 
Chinese opposition in the Security 
Council that delayed the Security 
Council decision on Bangladesh's 
application.

This section has two objectives: (a) based 
on relevant documents to briefly discuss 
the role of the UN during the liberation 
war of Bangladesh and (b) to highlight 
the events, in particular those related to 
Bangladesh's UN membership, that took 
place in the UN from 8 August 1972 
when Bangladesh applied for the UN 
membership till 17 September 1974 
when it became the 136th member of 
the United Nations. The objective is not 
to form any judgment but to objectively 

present the relevant hard facts for the 
subsequent generation of readers 
interested in the history of Bangladesh-
UN relations and in the politics that took 
place in the UN in relation to Bangla-
desh's UN membership.

The UN and Bangladesh’s Liberation 
War 

An objective analysis of the relevant 
documents available at the UN confirms 
that the role of the UN during 
Bangladesh’s Liberation War was, at 
best, that of a concerned but helpless 
observer. While it assumed part of the 
burden of maintaining the millions of 
refugees pouring into India, it lacked the 
willingness or the ability to take positive 
steps to prevent the tragic events that 
were gradually, but surely unfolding in 
East Pakistan.

To his credit, the Secretary-General U 
Thant did take the initiative to bring the 
gravity of the situation to the attention 
of the Security Council. However, he did 
not pursue the matter any further. 
When the Council deemed it fit not to 
meet formally to discuss the issue, he 
seemed to have chosen the course of 
least resistance. He never insisted that a 
Security Council meeting be called to 
discuss a situation which, in his words, 
had by July 1971 become a potential 
threat to international peace and 
security and had the potential of 
adversely affecting the United Nations 
effectiveness "for international 
co-operation and action.” He had clearly 
perceived the danger, for in his 
introduction to the Annual Report of the 
Secretary-General, issued on September 
19, 1971 he said: "In a disaster of such 
vast proportions, the international 
community has a clear obligation to help 
the Governments and peoples 
concerned in every possible way. But, as 
I have indicated, the basic problem can 

be solved only if a political solution 
based on reconciliation and the respect 
of humanitarian principles is achieved.” 
However, he did not use the authority 
vested with him under Article 99 of the 
UN Charter to bring the matter before 
the Security Council for discussion, nor 
did he ask the General Assembly to 
meet in an emergency session since the 
Council was unwilling to meet.

As a consequence, not until full-scale 
war between India and Pakistan had 
erupted did the Security Council and the 
General Assembly see it fit to discuss the 
tragic events that had already occurred 
in East Pakistan. To recount briefly, the 
Council discussed the situation on 
December 4, 5, and 6, 1971. On the first 
day of discussion, Pakistan accused India 
of unprovoked "aggression,” described 
the East Pakistan crisis prior to Decem-
ber 3 as internal and therefore "outside 
the Security Council's concern” and 
asserted that it was "for the Security 
Council to find the means to make India 
desist from its war of aggression. The 
only means devised by the Security 
Council, consistent with Pakistan's 
independence, sovereignty and territo-
rial integrity, and with the principle of 
non-intervention in the domestic affairs 
of Member States, would command 
Pakistan's support and co-operation.

India replied that in spite of the 
humanitarian efforts by the UN, killings 
had continued in East Pakistan and 
warned the Council that it “would not 
be a party to any solution that would 
mean continuation of the oppression of 
the East Pakistan people. The represen-
tatives of the U.S, Italy, Somalia, France, 
Japan, China, Syrian Arab Republic, 
Belgium, Burundi, Argentina, the United 
Kingdom, and Sierra Leone, all members 
of the Security Council at that time, 
called for an immediate ceasefire, while 
the representatives of the Soviet Union 
and Poland urged the Council to seek a 
political settlement, taking into account 
the wishes of the East Pakistanis. A draft 
resolution introduced by the United 
States was vetoed by the Soviet Union.

Charges and countercharges were 
repeated on December 5, with Pakistan 
and China forcefully invoking Article 
2(7) of the Charter to claim that the 
Council should demand an end to India's 
armed intervention, while the Soviet 
Union accused China of trying "to divert 
attention from the main cause of the 
conflict, which was the monstrous and 
bloody repression of East Pakistan. 
Another resolution calling for a ceasefire 
was vetoed by the Soviet Union. Similar 
arguments were again repeated on 
December 6 when the Indian represen-
tative urged the Council to “consider 
some realities”. He said: “Refugees were 
a reality. Genocide and oppression were 
a reality. The extinction of all civil rights 
was a reality. Provocation and aggres-
sion of various kinds by Pakistan from 
March 25 onwards were a reality. 
Bangladesh itself was a reality, as was its 
recognition by India. The Council was 
nowhere near reality.”

Since the Council was paralyzed and 
there were apparently no prospects for a 
consensus among the major powers, the 
Council eventually adopted a resolution 
on 06 December 1971 (in its 1608 
meeting, Resolution No. S/RES/303) 
pursuant to which it decided to refer the 
question to the General Assembly, as 
provided for in General Assembly 
resolution 377 A(v) of November 3, 
1950. The resolution was adopted by 11 
votes to none, while France, the People's 
Republic of Poland, Soviet Union and 
United Kingdom abstained.

The General Assembly met twice on 
December 7 and adopted a resolution (in 
its 2023th plenary meeting, Resolution 
No. 2739 [XXVI]) by a vote of 104 in 
favour, to 11 against, with 10 abstentions, 
which called for an immediate ceasefire 
and mutual troops withdrawal by India 
and Pakistan. The overwhelming majority 
in favour of the resolution demonstrated 
the concern of the members for territorial 
integrity and Article 2(7). Pakistan 
explained its interpretation of the 
resolution to mean that "no attempt 
would be made to disrupt the national 

unity of Pakistan, and that any attempts 
by the General Assembly to intervene in 
the situation would be in the interest and 
under the principle of the territorial 
integrity of Pakistan."

Since India did not comply with the 
Assembly recommendations, on 12 
December, with Pakistan facing 
imminent defeat in East Pakistan, the 
United States requested that the 
Security Council be convened. The 
Council met seven times between 
December 12 and 21. Pakistan's Deputy 
Prime Minister and Foreign Minister, 
Zulfikar Ali Bhutto rushed to New York 
to make the case for a resolution on the 
ceasefire. The council continued 
deliberations for four days. On 15 
December, Bhutto made a dramatic 
speech. But frustrated by the failure of 
the Council to adopt a ceasefire 
resolution and the inaction of the 
United Nations in general to stop what 
he described as Indian aggression on 
Pakistan, he dramatically ripped up his 
speech and left the Council. By the time 
the Council finalised the ceasefire 
proposals, Pakistan's forces in East 
Pakistan had already surrendered on 
16th December and the war had ended, 
making the measures merely academic. 
As the eventual surrender of the 
Pakistani army had already materialised, 
the tone of the Council debates shifted 
from an unrelenting emphasis on an 
immediate ceasefire to fresh concern for 
a political settlement. The Soviet Union 
vetoed one more resolution calling for 
an immediate ceasefire and troops 
withdrawal but finally the Council 
adopted a resolution on December 21 
(in its 1621 meeting, Resolution No. 
S/RES/307) by which it demanded that 
a durable ceasefire and cessation of all 
hostilities on the India-Pakistan 
subcontinent be strictly observed until 
troops withdrawals had taken place. 
Ironically, India had already declared a 
ceasefire unilaterally on December 17 
after the surrender of the Pakistan 
armed forces in East Pakistan.

The Quest for International Recognition

As mentioned before, soon after 
independence, Bangladesh was 
desperate to gain recognition from as 
many countries as possible. Both India 
(6 December 1971) and Bhutan (7 
December 1971) had already recognised 
Bangladesh before Bangladesh's 
independence on 16 December 1971. 
East European countries and countries 
of the Soviet Bloc soon followed the 
suit. In parallel to recognition from 
friendly countries, Bangladesh was keen 
to obtain membership of international 
organisations, in particular that of the 
United Nations. This is attested by 
Bangladesh's insistence on early 
application for the UN membership 
despite advice to the contrary from 
several close quarters.

Dr. Iftekhar A. Chowdhury (PhD Thesis, 
Australian National University, 1980) 
mentioned that on 9 August 1972 when 
Bangabandhu was convalescing in 
London, the Belgian Ambassador 
(Belgium was the President of the 
Security Council at that time) called on 
him to discuss the matter. The ambassa-
dor suggested deferment of application. 
The British Prime Minister Edward 
Heath tendered similar advice mention-
ing the possibility of a Chinese veto, and 
pointing out that once that occurs, it 
would be more difficult to get a second 
application through in the absence.

But it appears that Bangladesh had already 
taken the decision to apply for the UN 
Membership and had in fact submitted its 
application on 8 August 1972.

Following the standard practice, the 
then Foreign Minister of Bangladesh M. 
Abdus Samad Azad sent a letter to the 
UN Secretary General seeking the UN 
membership. The Secretary General, in 
accordance with Rule 137 of the rules of 
procedure of the General Assembly and 
Rule 59 of the provisional rules of 
procedure of the Security Council, 
immediately circulated the letter to the 
Security Council. The original letters 
from the Foreign Minister of Bangladesh 
and the Secretary General are as 
follows:

Records available at the UN suggest that 
the first debate in the Security Council 
on Bangladesh's membership applica-
tion was held on 10 August 1972 
(1658th meeting), in which the 
representative of China, speaking in 
reference to the applicability of Article 
4 of the Charter, maintained that "in 
view of the circumstances that 
prevailed in the Indian subcontinent, it 
would be contrary to the principles of 
the Charter and the resolutions 
adopted by the General Assembly and 
the Security Council, to consider the 
application for admission of Bangla-
desh into the UN membership."
He further added: before the true 
implementation of the relevant United 
Nation resolutions (GA Resolution 
2793 (XXVI) and SC Resolution 307 
(197 I) and pending a reasonable 
settlement of the issues between India 
and Pakistan and between Pakistan 
and Bangladesh, “Bangladesh is not at 
all qualified to be admitted into the 
United Nations", and the Security 
Council's consideration of Bangladesh's 
application for membership in the 
United Nations is entirely out of the 
question. When one refuses to 
implement the relevant resolutions of 
the United Nations, how can one 

possibly speak of “accepting the 
obligations contained in the present 
Charter" and of being “able and willing 
to carry out those obligations”.
The representative of the USSR then 
stated: As far as the questions raised in 
the Chinese representative's statement 
are concerned, we should like to point 
out the following: "To put forward as a 
condition for the admission of Bangla-
desh to the United Nations that 
Bangladesh should first implement 
United Nations resolutions is artificial 
and completely unjustified. As we are 
all aware, the United Nations Charter 
lays down no conditions for the 
admission of a State to membership in 
the United Nations other than those 
contained in Article 4 paragraph 1 
which states: 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 
Organization, are able and willing to 
carry out these obligations." There can 
be no doubt that the People's Republic 
of Bangladesh fulfils all the require-
ments listed in Article 4 paragraph 1. It 
is an independent, sovereign and peace 
loving State which pursues a policy of 
non-alignment and friendly coopera-

tion aimed at easing international 
tension."
After further discussion, the President 
of the Security Council referred the 
application of Bangladesh to the 
Committee on the Admission of New 
Members to the UN.
At its 40th meeting, held on 11 August, 
the Committee on Admission under the 
Chairmanship of Mr. Van Ussel 
(Belgium) considered the application of 
the People's Republic of Bangladesh. 
The representatives of Argentina, 
Belgium, France, India, Italy, Japan, 
Panama, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the 
United States of America and Yugosla-
via expressed their support for the 
application of Bangladesh which, in 
their view, fulfilled all the requirements 
for membership laid down in Article 4 
of the Charter. The representative of 
China referred the Chinese statement 
made in the Council a day earlier and 
firmly opposed the consideration of 
the application by the Security Council 
under existing circumstances. The 
representatives of Guinea, Somalia and 
the Sudan indicated that their delega-
tions would prefer to postpone consider-
ation of the application in order to permit 

more time for consultation and the 
receipt of further information.
Unable to make a decision in view of the 
Chinese opposition, in accordance with a 
proposal made by the representative of 
Japan, the Committee decided to 
consider the issue on 21 August and to 
report to the Security Council its 
conclusions on the item by 21 August.
At the 41st meeting of the Committee, 
held on 21 August, the representative of 
China reiterated his country's opposition 
to Bangladesh's membership. He 
mentioned that his delegation would 
submit a draft resolution to the Security 
Council (TS/107681) whereby the 
Council would decide to defer consider-
ation of the question until the relevant 
UN resolutions had been fully imple-
mented. The representative of India then 
introduced a draft resolution [S/C.2/L.I] 
sponsored by India, the USSR and 
Yugoslavia, which read as follows:
"The Committee on the Admission of 
New Members, established under Rule 
59 of the Security Council's provisional 
rules of procedure, having considered the 
application for membership by the 
People's Republic of Bangladesh 
(S/10759] “Decides to recommend to 
the Security Council that the People's 
Republic of Bangladesh be accepted as a 
Member of the United Nations,”
The sponsors reiterated that Bangladesh 
met all the requirements for membership 
set out in Article 4 of the Charter and 
opposed any further delay which might 
require a waiver of the time-limits laid 
down in Rule 60. Supported by some 
other delegations, they stressed that the 
sole requirement for admission of new 
Members to the United Nations were 
contained in Article 4 of the Charter and 
any other considerations were contrary 
to the Charter. The representative of the 
United Kingdom indicated that they were 
prepared to support the three-Power 
draft resolution.
The representative of Guinea said that 
they favoured postponement of the 
question until the relevant resolutions of 
the General Assembly and the Security 
Council had been implemented as 
proposed by the representative of China. 
The representatives of Sudan and 
Somalia pointed out that no delegation 

had opposed the application per se. They 
favoured postponement of the question 
to allow more time for consultations and 
agreement, until it became clear that the 
conditions set out in Security Council 
Resolution 307 (1971) in so far as they 
concerned Bangladesh would be fulfilled.
In the face of obvious division among the 
members, the Committee then took a 
vote on the attitudes of members 
towards the application of Bangladesh 
for membership in the United Nations. 
Eleven delegates favourable (Argentina, 
Belgium, France, India, Italy, Japan, 
Panama, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, the United 
States of America and Yugoslavia), one 
delegate (Guinea) was not favourable, 
and three delegates (China, Somalia and 
Sudan) did not participate in the vote.
In explanation of vote after the vote, the 
representatives of Somalia and Sudan 
said that they had not participated in the 
voting because in their view on the basis 
of the trend of the discussion, the 
question put to the vote should have 
been which delegates favoured the 
immediate admission of Bangladesh and 
which favoured postponement. The 
representative of Guinea indicated that 
for the reasons already explained, she 
had voted against the immediate 
admission of Bangladesh.
The representative of China reiterated 
again the principled stand of his country 
and firmly opposed a vote on the draft 
resolution submitted by India, the USSR 
and Yugoslavia and was also opposed to 
the voting on the attitudes of the 
delegates. For, such practices, in her 
view, were in total contravention of the 
rules of procedure of the Security 
Council and were, therefore, illegal and 
null and void.
Meanwhile, on 20 August 1972, A. 
Akhund, the Permanent Representative 
of Pakistan to the United Nations sent a 
letter (S/10766] to the Security Council 
opposing the consideration by the 
Security Council of Bangladesh's 
application for the UN membership. He 
stated that "the Government of Pakistan 
believes that, until the UN resolutions of 
December 1971 have been fully 
implemented, action on the “Bangladesh" 

application for membership would not be 
proper or opportune. It fears precipitate 
action may serve only to engender 
fruitless debate in the Security Council 
and give a setback to the salutary trend 
towards reconciliation set in motion in 
the subcontinent by the Simla Agree-
ment of 3 July 1972. The Government of 
Pakistan expresses the hope that 
Members of the United Nations and, 
more particularly, members of the 
Security Council, on whom devolves a 
special responsibility in this respect, will 
bear in mind these considerations in 
examining the “Bangladesh” application."
In response to this letter from the 
representative of Pakistan, the Charge d' 
Affaires of the Embassy of the People's 
Republic of Bangladesh in Washington 
DC Mr. AMA Muhith sent a letter on 23 
August addressed to the President of the 
Security Council stating that the 
membership of the United Nations 
cannot be linked with the state of 
bilateral relations between the State 
seeking membership and any other State, 
whether it itself is a Member or not. The 
Charter of the United Nations offers no 
basis for injecting bilateral issues when 
the application for membership of any 
State is being considered. Indeed, the 
International Court of Justice in its 
advisory opinion of 28 May 1948 on 
conditions of membership in the United 
Nations stated that an existing Member, 
in deciding on the qualifications of a new 
applicant, should be guided exclusively 
by Article 4 of the Charter and not by 
extraneous political considerations. It is 
clear that Pakistan has brought up these 
and other irrelevant matters with the sole 
purpose of delaying the admission of 
Bangladesh to the United Nations and 
thus increasing the tension in the 
subcontinent. Such an attempt is not 
only legally inadmissible but is fraught 
with the danger of establishing an 
undesirable precedent for the future. The 
Government of Bangladesh therefore 
considers that it is not under any 
obligation to reply to these irrelevant and 
unfounded allegations; nor it is the 
intention of my Government to enter 
into a polemical controversy with 
Pakistan or to point out the many failures 
of Pakistan to carry out its international 

obligations in respect of Bangladesh.
In the wake of the inability of the 
Committee on Admission to make a 
recommendation on Bangladesh’s 
membership, the Security Council 
decided to have a debate on the issue in 
the afternoon session on 25th August 
1972 in its 1660th meeting (the session 
actually commenced at 3:25pm). In view 
of the existing division among the 
members, three separate votes took 
place on that day. First, China introduced 
a resolution proposing that consideration 
of Bangladesh’s application be delayed 
until all prisoners of war on the subconti-
nent were repatriated and until all 
foreign soldiers were removed from 
Bangladesh. The resolution received only 
there favourable votes, from China, 
Sudan and Guinea. There were nine 
abstentions (Argentina, Belgium, France, 
Italy, Japan, Panama, Somalia, the UK and 
the USA) and three votes against it (India, 
the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia).
A formal vote on the draft resolution 
(S/10771 23 dated August 1972) 
sponsored by India, the USSR, United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland and Yugoslavia was then 
proposed. Before any vote was taken, a 
desperate effort was made by Somalia, 
with the support of Sudan and Guinea, to 
try to head off the Chinese veto and 
delay consideration of Bangladesh’s 
application. Abdulrahim Abbby Farah, the 
representative of Somalia, introduced the 
amendment to the membership resolu-
tion sponsored by the Soviet Union, 
India, Yugoslavia and Great Britain. The 
amendment would have put off consider-
ation of membership for some time, but 
it failed to obtain necessary support with 
a voting record of four in favour (Guinea, 
Somalia, Sudan and the US), four against 
(India, Soviet Union, the UK and 
Yugoslavia) and seven abstentions 
(Argentina, Belgium, China, France. Italy, 
Japan and Panama).
When the time came for the crucial vote 
on immediate admission of Bangladesh, 
after the 11 favourable votes were 
registered, the president of the Council 
for this month, Edouard Longerstaey of 
Belgium, called for the votes for those 
opposed. Mr. Huang Hua, the Chinese 
Permanent Representative to the UN, 
who during all of the debate had 
registered no sign of any outward 

emotion, raised his hand high. The final 
count was 11 in favour (Argentina, 
Belgium, France, India, Italy, Japan, 
Panama, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, the United 
States of America and Yugoslavia), 1 veto 
(China) and 3 abstentions (Guinea, 
Somalia and Sudan).
Thus China cast its first veto in the Security 
Council on 25th August 1972 to block 
Bangladesh's entry into the world body.
Speaking after the vote, the Chinese PR 
said that the “Soviet socialist imperial-
ism" was playing a “most insidious role in 
South Asia" and India, in concluding "an 
aggressive military alliance" with the 
Soviet Union, had "stripped off its own 
cloak of non-alliance."
Mr. Huang accused the Soviet Union of 
acting with "honey in mouth and dagger 
in heart" in pressing its aggression 
against many countries, “including those 
in Africa and the Middle East."
The United States had remained silent, 
abstained from voting on the Chinese 
resolution, voted for the Somalian 
amendment and also for the resolution 
that would have recommended immedi-
ate membership.
The granting of the membership
In a report (S/11316) dated 7 June 1974, 
the President of the Security Council 
mentioned that the Council had received a 
letter from the Foreign Minister of 
Bangladesh requesting the Council to 
reconsider the application of Bangladesh 
for its UN membership. In the light of this 
request, the Security Council, at its 
1775th meeting held on 7 June 1974, 
placed the application of Bangladesh for 
membership on its agenda. The President 
of the Council (Mauritania) stated: "From 
the consultations begun by my predeces-
sor and continued by me it emerged that 
members of the Council would agree that 
in examining the request for admission of 
Bangladesh into the UN, the Council 
should follow its normal practice, that is to 
say, refer this request to the Committee 
on the Admission of New Members in 
accordance with Rule 59 of the provisional 
rules of procedure”. The application of 
Bangladesh was then referred to the 
Committee by the President.
At its 44th meeting held on 7 June 1974, 
the Committee considered the applica-
tion of Bangladesh, and decided to 

recommend to the Security Council that 
the People's Republic of Bangladesh be 
admitted to membership in the United 
Nations. At its 1776th meeting, held on 
10 June 1974, the Security Council 
considered the report of the Committee 
submitted on 7 June concerning the 
application of Bangladesh. The President, 
with the consent of the Council, invited 
the representatives of Pakistan, Algeria, 
India, Egypt and Bhutan, at their request, 
to participate in the discussion without 
the right to vote.
The draft resolution recommended by the 
Committee in its report was adopted by 
the Council without vote as resolution 
351(1974). The resolution read as follows:
"The Security Council, Having examined 
the application of the People's Republic 
of Bangladesh for admission to member-
ship in the United Nations,
Recommends to the General Assembly 
that the People's Republic of Bangladesh 
be admitted to membership in the United 
Nations.”
Following the recommendation of the 
Security Council, a draft resolution 
(Resolution 3203 (XXIX)) for Bangla-
desh's membership, co-sponsored by 68 
countries, was unanimously adopted in 
the General Assembly in its 2233rd 
plenary meeting on 17 September 1974. 
Foreign Minister Dr. Kamal Hossain 
expressed his gratitude to the General 
Assembly, saying:
“This marks the fulfillment of the 
aspiration to take our place in this 
organisation as a sovereign, independent 
state, vindicating the right of 
self-determination, for which millions of 
our people laid down their lives in a 
struggle for national liberation."
It was thus after more than two years 
from 25th August 1972 when China 
vetoed Bangladesh membership, the 
journey of independent Bangladesh in 
the comity of nations began.
___________________________________
Md. Faruk Hossain is currently working in 
Bangladesh High Commission in Singapore as 
Counsellor. He previously worked in the 
Permanent Mission of Bangladesh to the UN in 
New York as First Secretary from late 2011 to 
early 2015. This article was written by him 
during his tenure in New York and was first 
published in the commemorative publication of 
Bangladesh Permanent Mission to the UN titled 
'Bangladesh: Forty Years in the UN' in 2014
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On 30 September 1974, Prime 
Minister Sheikh Mujibur Rahman met 
U.S. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger 
at the Waldorf Astoria hotel in New 
York. Both were attending the UN 
General Assembly session. Dr. Kamal 
Hossain and M. Hossain Ali, 
Bangladesh's foreign minister and 
ambassador to Washington, 
respectively, accompanied Mujib.

Kissinger started the talk by giving an 
account of his meeting with Pakistan's 
president, General  Yahya Khan, at the 
United Nations in 1970. Yahya and 
Kissinger discussed Pakistan’s political 
outlook, especially in light of the 1970 
general election. Yahya told Kissinger 
that there were twenty political parties 
in East Pakistan and that none would 
win majority seats in parliament. He 
would, therefore, have an excellent 
opportunity to manoeuver to control 
the situation.

“Then, of course, you achieved your 
spectacular majority, with 167 out of 
169 seats in East Pakistan. Ever since 
then I have never believed political 
predictions, unless, of course, you 
make them,” Kissinger said, referring to 
the Bengali leader's massive election 
victory. 

Mujib recalled that he had told a press 
conference in Dhaka before the poll 
that his party would win 90 percent of 
the seats. He had taken part in so 
many elections that he knew better 
than Yahya. He had also correctly 
predicted during a conversation with 
the US consul general just before the 
election that the Awami League would 
win all but two of the 169 seats in the 
300-person National Assembly. 

Kissinger commented that there would 
have been no elections if Yahya had 
known how it would turn out. “The last 
time I saw Yahya was on the way to 
China—the trip which he arranged for 
me. He gave a dinner for me and said 
at the table, 'People call me a dictator.' 
He asked everyone: 'Am I a dictator?' 
Everyone said, 'No.' Then he asked me, 
and I said: 'I do not know, but for a 

dictator, you run a lousy election.'”

Mujib diverted the conversation: 
“Would you like something to drink?”

Kissinger: “I would like some tea.”

Mujib: “I am glad. I produce tea, also.” 
Bangladesh is a major tea exporter.

Kissinger assured Mujib of America’s 
continued help to Bangladesh. “We are 
committed to the well-being of 
Bangladesh. Within our capacity, we 
will do all we can to help you. Without 
meddling in Bangladesh’s internal 
affairs, I want you to know that we 
believe you are the best guarantee for 
stability in your country, and we want 
to do what we can to help you.”

Mujib thanked Kissinger. “That is very 
kind of you. After I got out of jail, we 
faced such big problems. Then you 
gave us massive help and we avoided 
famine.”

Kissinger: “We very much appreciated 
the trilateral agreements you have 
worked out with India and Pakistan. 
You have been very statesmanlike.” He 
was referring to the pact that allowed 
the Pakistani soldiers who had been 
held in India since the end of the 

Bangladesh Liberation War in 1971 to 
return home.

Mujib: “This caused me some 
unpopularity because of the massacres 
that took place among intellectuals. I 
could give you names that you would 
recognize.” Militias allied with Pakistan 
killed many Bengali intellectuals in 
Dhaka days before they surrendered.

Kissinger: “The Bengalis are a 
rebellious lot. There were a number of 
Bengalis at Harvard when your foreign 
minister was a student of mine there.”

Kamal Hossain: “Yes, there were a 
number of Bengalis, including Mr. 
Murshed.” Syed M. Murshed was a 
chief justice of the East Pakistan High 
Court in the 1960s.

Kissinger: “Is he all right?”

Kamal Hossain: “Yes.”

Mujib then explained how Pakistan's 
military had planned to kill the 
Bengalis: “General Forman Ali Khan 
wrote on his scratch pad and we found 
it, 'The green land of East Pakistan 
must be painted red.' I told Bhutto 
about this when he came to Dacca. I 
showed it to him. I said to him, 'Do 

something from your side.' There are 
67,000 non-Bengali families living in 
Bangladesh who have opted for 
Pakistan. They don’t want them back. 
We don’t want them. They are in 
camps. We can’t feed them. We have 
no assets. I’ve done my duty. I’m the 
victim of genocide. Why can’t the 
Pakistanis show generosity?”

Kissinger: “We strongly favor 
normalization of relations between 
Pakistan and Bangladesh. Our aim in 
the area will be to use any influence 
we have to promote normalization. I 
have the impression that it’s a question 
of domestic politics in Pakistan. Is 
there anything concrete you want me 
to do?”

Mujib: “I have taken the liabilities. Why 
can’t I have the assets? We received no 
gold, no planes, no ships. I have 75 
million people. I have returned the 
prisoners of war to Pakistan. I could 
have held back 4,000 prisoners for 
bargaining. But I did not want to do 
that. I want good relations in South 
Asia. Bangladesh is a small country.”

Kissinger: “With 75 million people 
Bangladesh is not a small country.”

Mujib: “We are small in territory. In the 
first two or three months of 
independence, we rebuilt the roads 
and the bridges, we opened 
government institutions, we approved 
a constitution. Our senior civil servants 
were detained for two years in 
Pakistan. I have resources in 
Bangladesh—fertile land, many people, 
gas, coal and livestock. And, we hope 
to find oil.”

Kissinger: “Is there coal in Bangladesh? 
Have you found oil?”

Mujib: “We have signed agreements 
with an American company for oil 
exploration and received bonus 
payments for the agreements.”

Kissinger: “When you have the oil, 
perhaps we will borrow from you.”

Mujib: “You won’t need to borrow. We 
will repay you for all you have done for 
us. We need a Marshall Plan in 

Bangladesh. We need foreign 
investment in fertilizer plants and in 
petrochemicals. We have natural gas 
and we can sell it. Flood control is a 
very serious problem... You organized 
the Marshall Plan for Germany’s 
recovery. Now you can start a 
Kissinger Plan for Bangladesh.”

Kissinger: “If I can get my name on a 
plan, I will do just about anything.”

Mujib: “You have had such good 
success in Vietnam and the Middle 
East. You can have success in 
Bangladesh. There are famine 
conditions in my country.”

Kissinger: “The domestic situation in 
this country is much less favorable 
than it was at the time of the Marshall 
Plan. In fact, the domestic situation is 
unfavorable. Candidly, I must say that 
that sort of program is not likely. On 
the other hand, we are joining the 
Bangladesh consortium. We favor the 
most rapid development possible for 
your country. In 1971 our dispute with 
India was related to our China policy. 
We supported the independence of 
Bangladesh by peaceful methods. We 
will do the maximum that we can, but 
you should not have exalted 
expectations. We will be extremely 
active in the consortium....”

Kamal Hossain: “Our problem is that 
we need a margin of time....”

Kissinger: “It is the curse of 
bureaucracies that they only do 
enough to avoid crises but not enough 

to solve the underlying problems. I 
personally favor taking big steps. We 
will have to look again at your 
problems. I will meet with Mr. 
McNamara and we will see what we 
can do. Will you meet with him?” 
Robert McNamara, former US defense 
secretary, was then president of the 
World Bank.

Mujib: “Yes, in Washington. He has 
been kind enough to see me.”

Kamal Hossain: “We need three or four 
years’ margin to work on the long-term 
development.”

Kissinger: “Can you become 
self-sufficient?”

Kamal Hossain: “Yes, in three or four 
years.”

Kissinger: “We are looking for another 
100,000 tons in this current quarter.”

Kamal Hossain: “We need vegetable 
oil, fertilizer and project aid for the 
development of all our resources to 
increase exports so that we can get out 
of the current situation. We have no 
political problems. We are still winning 
by-elections in spite of our 40 percent 
inflation rate.”

Kissinger: “How are your relations with 
India?”

Mujib: “Very good. We have a foreign 
policy that is neutral, non-aligned and 
independent. We have good relations 
with India, USA, USSR and Burma. We 
are very anxious for good relations 
with China.”

Kissinger: “We are improving our 
relations with India.”

Mujib: “We welcome that. We have a 
friendship treaty with India and a 
commission on river control. I want to 
convey to you my assurances of our 
good relations. When I came out of jail, 
there was anti-US sentiment in 
Bangladesh. Now all my people are 
extremely friendly to the United 
States.”

Kissinger: “You showed great wisdom 
when you came out of jail. There must 
have been a great temptation to 
demagoguery and to deal harshly with 
Pakistan and the US. We have always 
had great sympathy for the Bengalis. It 
is a natural friendship on our side.”

Mujib: “Yes. Your longstanding interest 
is greatly appreciated.”

Kissinger: “You have a special place in 
the hearts of Americans. On food, for 
example, we are making a special 
effort.”

Mujib: “I am grateful for what you are 
doing today and for the massive food 
help you have provided.”

Kissinger: “You went to the United 
Kingdom and then back to Bangladesh. 
Did you take over the government 
immediately?”

Mujib: “Yes. It was very difficult. 
Everyone was armed and that created 
a serious problem. I appealed for 
everyone to surrender their arms. 
150,000 arms were surrendered to me. 
The Pakistanis had armed everyone. 
The Pakistan military asked permission 
to arm civilians. We have documents 
that show the Pakistan Army asked for 
permission to arm civilians at the end.”

Kissinger: “How about the Chinese? 
Are they doing anything subversive in 
your country? Do you have relations 
yet?”

Mujib: “Not yet. We know each other. I 
went to Peking in 1958 and they came 
to Dacca in 1962. I want friendship 
with China, but we have our 
self-respect. I can offer friendship but 
the initiative has to come from them 

also. We appreciate the US support for 
Bangladesh in the United Nations. You 
steadily supported us there from the 
first day.”

Kissinger: “My impression is that China 
will start to move in the next year to 
normalize its relations with you. They 
are concerned about India, but they do 
not have anything against Bangladesh. 
They will move slowly. Yours is the 
right policy: Friendship with all the Big 
Powers and avoid all their quarrels. We 
certainly don’t object to your good 
relations with the Soviet Union.”

Mujib: “Thank you. You’ve done 
wonderful things over the last two 
years.”

Kissinger: “It is easy to conduct 
relations for an established country, 
but your foreign minister has had to 
conduct relations for a new 
country—to start from nothing. That is 
much more difficult. Were you released 
together?”

Mujib: “Yes. After they released me, I 
asked them why they forgot my friend. 
I asked them to release him because he 
was my foreign affairs adviser.”

Kissinger: “Were you treated badly?’

Mujib: “They kept me in solitary 
confinement. The conditions were bad. 
It was 117?”

Kamal Hossain: “I was a little cooler 
because I was in the North West 
Frontier Province.”

Mujib: “The case they made against me 
was a farce.”

Kissinger: “We exerted very great 
pressure.”

Mujib: “Yes. I know you did. They tried 
to kill me on the night of the 16th. The 
officer-in-charge took me out and hid 
me for five days near the Chashma 
Barrage. They planned to say that there 
had been a revolt of the prisoners and 
the prisoners had killed me. They tried 
to kill me three times: in 1958, when 
martial law came, they arrested me; in 
1966 they arrested me on a conspiracy 
charge; in 1971 they arrested me and 
tried to kill me. I am living on 

extensions.”

Kissinger: “You have six more lives to 
live. They say that cats have nine lives. 
But you have made a great 
achievement. You have created a new 
state. You will find that the president 
will be very sympathetic in your talks 
tomorrow. We have our own 
difficulties with Congressional limits on 
aid and with our own food shortages, 
but we will make a special effort. I look 
forward to seeing you again in 
Bangladesh at the end of the month.”

Mujib: “I have this special problem with 
these people who do not want to 
remain in Bangladesh. I have to do 
something. Should I expel them like Idi 
Amin did?” Amin, president of Uganda, 
expelled people of Indian origin from 
his country in 1972.

Kissinger: “You mean the Biharis?”

Mujib: “Yes.”

Kissinger: “Pakistan won’t take them? 
We will take these questions up when 
we are there. You can explain this in 
more detail.”

Mujib: “I have nothing in my hand to 
bargain with. I have taken risks. They 
killed professors, intellectuals, 
journalists just before the surrender. I 
have to explain this to my people. I 
never go back on my word, but this 
time I did. I said that they would be 
tried on Bangladesh soil. There has 
been no trial.”

Kissinger: “It was a very humane and 
statesmanlike act to forgo trials, so 
that you could work for a long-term 
relationship. I will take this up.”

Mujib Meets Ford

US diplomats in Bangladesh had been 
pushing Washington to extend an 
invitation to Mujib since he visited 
Moscow in 1972. They feared he might 
feel neglected and tilt toward the 
Soviet Union. After lots of pushing and 
shoving, just a week before Mujib was 
to depart for New York to attend the 
General Assembly session, finally came 
the invitation. On 16 September 1974, 

Mujib in America :
Talks with Ford, Kissinger 
 B. Z. Khasru

the State Department told the 
Bangladesh ambassador in Washington 
that the “president will be happy to 
receive Bangabandhu during his 
presence” in the United States.

Mujib met Ford at 3 p.m. on 1 October 
at the White House, along with Kamal 
Hossain and Hossain Ali. Their 
forty-five minute talk started with a 
discussion on pipe tobacco and Betty 
Ford’s condition. The First Lady had 
just been diagnosed with breast 
cancer.

Ford: “It was a shock to us. We had to 
make the decision for the operation, 
then wait for them to determine 
malignancy, and so forth.”

Mujib: “I sincerely hope she is out of 
danger.”

Ford: “Yes, the prognosis cannot be 
certain, but only two nodes out of 30 
were malignant. It is good to have you 
here. It is the first time an American 
president has met with the head of 
state of Bangladesh.”

Mujib: “Yes. I am happy to have the 
opportunity to talk with you about my 
people.”

Ford: “We are happy to do what we 
can for all countries.”

Mujib: “You know the history of my 
country. Its condition after the war was 
likened to that of Germany in 1945. I 
want to thank you for your help to us. 
Before the war we were divided by 
India. The capital was all in the West. 
Bangladesh wasn’t too bad in ‘47... 
Bangladesh has resources. If we could 
control the floods, we could be 
self-sufficient in five years. We 
produce rice, jute, wheat and tobacco. 
We have big gas deposits—ten trillion 
to twenty trillion cubic feet....”

Ford: “We have been telling the OPEC 
countries that if their high prices result 
in the problems that you and the 
industrial countries are having, the high 
prices will bring a collapse and won’t 
help them.”

Mujib: “We are suffering so badly from 

the oil prices.”

Ford: “The OPEC countries must 
realize they are being shortsighted.”

Mujib: “We are having a famine, and I 
have just heard that a cyclone is 
hitting. We are in dire straits. I have 
opened food kitchens in each of the 
regional areas to keep people from 
starving.”

Ford: “Wouldn’t a Bangladesh 
consortium to include some rich oil 
producers be a good thing? It would 
give them a chance to...”

Mujib: “Abu Dhabi and Iran have joined 
the consortium. I have a crisis 
immediately, Mr President, in grain and 
food aid.”

Ford: “There are 250,000 tons of food 
grains that are being made available for 
you. As we look at our food picture we 
will do what we can. We had hoped for 
a bigger crop. We had a wet spring and 
then a drought, and now an early frost. 
So our crop is disappointing. We must 
see what we have and we will do our 
very best with what we have.”

Mujib: “You are very kind. I hope, if I 
can make the flood control project 
with the World Bank, we will be 
self-sufficient within five years. With 
our gas we hope for oil. We have 
signed contracts with Atlantic-Richfield 
and Union Oil. Eventually we can 
export. But that is in the future, and 
my crisis is immediate.”

Ford: “Do you work with the 
international lending institutions?”

Mujib: “We are a member of the World 
Bank. Mr McNamara visited 
Bangladesh just after our 
independence. Most of my mills are 
working now, but there are not enough 
materials and parts to go at capacity.”

Ford: “How about the price of jute?”

Mujib: “It has only gone up 10 percent 
to 12 percent. We were a majority in 
Pakistan. We are doing our best to be 
friends with them. Though millions 
were killed, or jailed or exiled, we want 
to forget. We released the Pakistani 

prisoners, including 195 war criminals. 
We think we should get some share of 
the old Pakistani assets. Yet I have had 
to take on the liabilities of the new 
country. Bhutto came to Dacca and I 
told him this, but so far nothing has 
happened....”

Ford: “We congratulate you on your 
independence and UN membership. I 
was up there two weeks ago. I was 
encouraged with the improving 
attitude toward the United Nations. 
The American people in recent times 
had a better attitude toward the 
United Nations. I hope we can all work 
better in the United Nations. If it is just 
a debating society, it is no good. But 
we should use it tо make it work.”

Mujib: “We are grateful to you. We are 
a poor country, but we want good 
relations with you.”

Ford: “What is the comparison 
between what used to be East and 
West Pakistan?”

Mujib: “Pakistan is 65 million. I am 75 
million. Pakistan is larger than I. I am 
starting a family planning organization. 
We are having particular problems 
now. I am glad you know our problems. 
I want to survive.”

Ford: “The 150,000 tons [of wheat] is 
all set. The 100,000 is virtually assured 
and only depends on our supplies.”

Mujib: “Would you consider edible oil 
and cotton? Our people are discussing 
with yours now.”

Ford: “We will do what we can.”

Mujib: “Thank you. I officially invite you 
to visit Bangladesh.”

Ford: “Thank you. Isn’t Secretary 
Kissinger going there?”

Mujib: “Yes. On 30 October, but I want 
to invite you.”
__________________________________
[This article is an adaptation from B. Z. 
Khasru's book, The Bangladesh Military 
Coup and the CIA Link, published by 
Rupa Publications India Private Limited, 
New Delhi, 2014.]
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Bangabandhu with US President Ford



On 30 September 1974, Prime 
Minister Sheikh Mujibur Rahman met 
U.S. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger 
at the Waldorf Astoria hotel in New 
York. Both were attending the UN 
General Assembly session. Dr. Kamal 
Hossain and M. Hossain Ali, 
Bangladesh's foreign minister and 
ambassador to Washington, 
respectively, accompanied Mujib.

Kissinger started the talk by giving an 
account of his meeting with Pakistan's 
president, General  Yahya Khan, at the 
United Nations in 1970. Yahya and 
Kissinger discussed Pakistan’s political 
outlook, especially in light of the 1970 
general election. Yahya told Kissinger 
that there were twenty political parties 
in East Pakistan and that none would 
win majority seats in parliament. He 
would, therefore, have an excellent 
opportunity to manoeuver to control 
the situation.

“Then, of course, you achieved your 
spectacular majority, with 167 out of 
169 seats in East Pakistan. Ever since 
then I have never believed political 
predictions, unless, of course, you 
make them,” Kissinger said, referring to 
the Bengali leader's massive election 
victory. 

Mujib recalled that he had told a press 
conference in Dhaka before the poll 
that his party would win 90 percent of 
the seats. He had taken part in so 
many elections that he knew better 
than Yahya. He had also correctly 
predicted during a conversation with 
the US consul general just before the 
election that the Awami League would 
win all but two of the 169 seats in the 
300-person National Assembly. 

Kissinger commented that there would 
have been no elections if Yahya had 
known how it would turn out. “The last 
time I saw Yahya was on the way to 
China—the trip which he arranged for 
me. He gave a dinner for me and said 
at the table, 'People call me a dictator.' 
He asked everyone: 'Am I a dictator?' 
Everyone said, 'No.' Then he asked me, 
and I said: 'I do not know, but for a 

dictator, you run a lousy election.'”

Mujib diverted the conversation: 
“Would you like something to drink?”

Kissinger: “I would like some tea.”

Mujib: “I am glad. I produce tea, also.” 
Bangladesh is a major tea exporter.

Kissinger assured Mujib of America’s 
continued help to Bangladesh. “We are 
committed to the well-being of 
Bangladesh. Within our capacity, we 
will do all we can to help you. Without 
meddling in Bangladesh’s internal 
affairs, I want you to know that we 
believe you are the best guarantee for 
stability in your country, and we want 
to do what we can to help you.”

Mujib thanked Kissinger. “That is very 
kind of you. After I got out of jail, we 
faced such big problems. Then you 
gave us massive help and we avoided 
famine.”

Kissinger: “We very much appreciated 
the trilateral agreements you have 
worked out with India and Pakistan. 
You have been very statesmanlike.” He 
was referring to the pact that allowed 
the Pakistani soldiers who had been 
held in India since the end of the 

Bangladesh Liberation War in 1971 to 
return home.

Mujib: “This caused me some 
unpopularity because of the massacres 
that took place among intellectuals. I 
could give you names that you would 
recognize.” Militias allied with Pakistan 
killed many Bengali intellectuals in 
Dhaka days before they surrendered.

Kissinger: “The Bengalis are a 
rebellious lot. There were a number of 
Bengalis at Harvard when your foreign 
minister was a student of mine there.”

Kamal Hossain: “Yes, there were a 
number of Bengalis, including Mr. 
Murshed.” Syed M. Murshed was a 
chief justice of the East Pakistan High 
Court in the 1960s.

Kissinger: “Is he all right?”

Kamal Hossain: “Yes.”

Mujib then explained how Pakistan's 
military had planned to kill the 
Bengalis: “General Forman Ali Khan 
wrote on his scratch pad and we found 
it, 'The green land of East Pakistan 
must be painted red.' I told Bhutto 
about this when he came to Dacca. I 
showed it to him. I said to him, 'Do 

something from your side.' There are 
67,000 non-Bengali families living in 
Bangladesh who have opted for 
Pakistan. They don’t want them back. 
We don’t want them. They are in 
camps. We can’t feed them. We have 
no assets. I’ve done my duty. I’m the 
victim of genocide. Why can’t the 
Pakistanis show generosity?”

Kissinger: “We strongly favor 
normalization of relations between 
Pakistan and Bangladesh. Our aim in 
the area will be to use any influence 
we have to promote normalization. I 
have the impression that it’s a question 
of domestic politics in Pakistan. Is 
there anything concrete you want me 
to do?”

Mujib: “I have taken the liabilities. Why 
can’t I have the assets? We received no 
gold, no planes, no ships. I have 75 
million people. I have returned the 
prisoners of war to Pakistan. I could 
have held back 4,000 prisoners for 
bargaining. But I did not want to do 
that. I want good relations in South 
Asia. Bangladesh is a small country.”

Kissinger: “With 75 million people 
Bangladesh is not a small country.”

Mujib: “We are small in territory. In the 
first two or three months of 
independence, we rebuilt the roads 
and the bridges, we opened 
government institutions, we approved 
a constitution. Our senior civil servants 
were detained for two years in 
Pakistan. I have resources in 
Bangladesh—fertile land, many people, 
gas, coal and livestock. And, we hope 
to find oil.”

Kissinger: “Is there coal in Bangladesh? 
Have you found oil?”

Mujib: “We have signed agreements 
with an American company for oil 
exploration and received bonus 
payments for the agreements.”

Kissinger: “When you have the oil, 
perhaps we will borrow from you.”

Mujib: “You won’t need to borrow. We 
will repay you for all you have done for 
us. We need a Marshall Plan in 

Bangladesh. We need foreign 
investment in fertilizer plants and in 
petrochemicals. We have natural gas 
and we can sell it. Flood control is a 
very serious problem... You organized 
the Marshall Plan for Germany’s 
recovery. Now you can start a 
Kissinger Plan for Bangladesh.”

Kissinger: “If I can get my name on a 
plan, I will do just about anything.”

Mujib: “You have had such good 
success in Vietnam and the Middle 
East. You can have success in 
Bangladesh. There are famine 
conditions in my country.”

Kissinger: “The domestic situation in 
this country is much less favorable 
than it was at the time of the Marshall 
Plan. In fact, the domestic situation is 
unfavorable. Candidly, I must say that 
that sort of program is not likely. On 
the other hand, we are joining the 
Bangladesh consortium. We favor the 
most rapid development possible for 
your country. In 1971 our dispute with 
India was related to our China policy. 
We supported the independence of 
Bangladesh by peaceful methods. We 
will do the maximum that we can, but 
you should not have exalted 
expectations. We will be extremely 
active in the consortium....”

Kamal Hossain: “Our problem is that 
we need a margin of time....”

Kissinger: “It is the curse of 
bureaucracies that they only do 
enough to avoid crises but not enough 

to solve the underlying problems. I 
personally favor taking big steps. We 
will have to look again at your 
problems. I will meet with Mr. 
McNamara and we will see what we 
can do. Will you meet with him?” 
Robert McNamara, former US defense 
secretary, was then president of the 
World Bank.

Mujib: “Yes, in Washington. He has 
been kind enough to see me.”

Kamal Hossain: “We need three or four 
years’ margin to work on the long-term 
development.”

Kissinger: “Can you become 
self-sufficient?”

Kamal Hossain: “Yes, in three or four 
years.”

Kissinger: “We are looking for another 
100,000 tons in this current quarter.”

Kamal Hossain: “We need vegetable 
oil, fertilizer and project aid for the 
development of all our resources to 
increase exports so that we can get out 
of the current situation. We have no 
political problems. We are still winning 
by-elections in spite of our 40 percent 
inflation rate.”

Kissinger: “How are your relations with 
India?”

Mujib: “Very good. We have a foreign 
policy that is neutral, non-aligned and 
independent. We have good relations 
with India, USA, USSR and Burma. We 
are very anxious for good relations 
with China.”

Kissinger: “We are improving our 
relations with India.”

Mujib: “We welcome that. We have a 
friendship treaty with India and a 
commission on river control. I want to 
convey to you my assurances of our 
good relations. When I came out of jail, 
there was anti-US sentiment in 
Bangladesh. Now all my people are 
extremely friendly to the United 
States.”

Kissinger: “You showed great wisdom 
when you came out of jail. There must 
have been a great temptation to 
demagoguery and to deal harshly with 
Pakistan and the US. We have always 
had great sympathy for the Bengalis. It 
is a natural friendship on our side.”

Mujib: “Yes. Your longstanding interest 
is greatly appreciated.”

Kissinger: “You have a special place in 
the hearts of Americans. On food, for 
example, we are making a special 
effort.”

Mujib: “I am grateful for what you are 
doing today and for the massive food 
help you have provided.”

Kissinger: “You went to the United 
Kingdom and then back to Bangladesh. 
Did you take over the government 
immediately?”

Mujib: “Yes. It was very difficult. 
Everyone was armed and that created 
a serious problem. I appealed for 
everyone to surrender their arms. 
150,000 arms were surrendered to me. 
The Pakistanis had armed everyone. 
The Pakistan military asked permission 
to arm civilians. We have documents 
that show the Pakistan Army asked for 
permission to arm civilians at the end.”

Kissinger: “How about the Chinese? 
Are they doing anything subversive in 
your country? Do you have relations 
yet?”

Mujib: “Not yet. We know each other. I 
went to Peking in 1958 and they came 
to Dacca in 1962. I want friendship 
with China, but we have our 
self-respect. I can offer friendship but 
the initiative has to come from them 

also. We appreciate the US support for 
Bangladesh in the United Nations. You 
steadily supported us there from the 
first day.”

Kissinger: “My impression is that China 
will start to move in the next year to 
normalize its relations with you. They 
are concerned about India, but they do 
not have anything against Bangladesh. 
They will move slowly. Yours is the 
right policy: Friendship with all the Big 
Powers and avoid all their quarrels. We 
certainly don’t object to your good 
relations with the Soviet Union.”

Mujib: “Thank you. You’ve done 
wonderful things over the last two 
years.”

Kissinger: “It is easy to conduct 
relations for an established country, 
but your foreign minister has had to 
conduct relations for a new 
country—to start from nothing. That is 
much more difficult. Were you released 
together?”

Mujib: “Yes. After they released me, I 
asked them why they forgot my friend. 
I asked them to release him because he 
was my foreign affairs adviser.”

Kissinger: “Were you treated badly?’

Mujib: “They kept me in solitary 
confinement. The conditions were bad. 
It was 117?”

Kamal Hossain: “I was a little cooler 
because I was in the North West 
Frontier Province.”

Mujib: “The case they made against me 
was a farce.”

Kissinger: “We exerted very great 
pressure.”

Mujib: “Yes. I know you did. They tried 
to kill me on the night of the 16th. The 
officer-in-charge took me out and hid 
me for five days near the Chashma 
Barrage. They planned to say that there 
had been a revolt of the prisoners and 
the prisoners had killed me. They tried 
to kill me three times: in 1958, when 
martial law came, they arrested me; in 
1966 they arrested me on a conspiracy 
charge; in 1971 they arrested me and 
tried to kill me. I am living on 

extensions.”

Kissinger: “You have six more lives to 
live. They say that cats have nine lives. 
But you have made a great 
achievement. You have created a new 
state. You will find that the president 
will be very sympathetic in your talks 
tomorrow. We have our own 
difficulties with Congressional limits on 
aid and with our own food shortages, 
but we will make a special effort. I look 
forward to seeing you again in 
Bangladesh at the end of the month.”

Mujib: “I have this special problem with 
these people who do not want to 
remain in Bangladesh. I have to do 
something. Should I expel them like Idi 
Amin did?” Amin, president of Uganda, 
expelled people of Indian origin from 
his country in 1972.

Kissinger: “You mean the Biharis?”

Mujib: “Yes.”

Kissinger: “Pakistan won’t take them? 
We will take these questions up when 
we are there. You can explain this in 
more detail.”

Mujib: “I have nothing in my hand to 
bargain with. I have taken risks. They 
killed professors, intellectuals, 
journalists just before the surrender. I 
have to explain this to my people. I 
never go back on my word, but this 
time I did. I said that they would be 
tried on Bangladesh soil. There has 
been no trial.”

Kissinger: “It was a very humane and 
statesmanlike act to forgo trials, so 
that you could work for a long-term 
relationship. I will take this up.”

Mujib Meets Ford

US diplomats in Bangladesh had been 
pushing Washington to extend an 
invitation to Mujib since he visited 
Moscow in 1972. They feared he might 
feel neglected and tilt toward the 
Soviet Union. After lots of pushing and 
shoving, just a week before Mujib was 
to depart for New York to attend the 
General Assembly session, finally came 
the invitation. On 16 September 1974, 

the State Department told the 
Bangladesh ambassador in Washington 
that the “president will be happy to 
receive Bangabandhu during his 
presence” in the United States.

Mujib met Ford at 3 p.m. on 1 October 
at the White House, along with Kamal 
Hossain and Hossain Ali. Their 
forty-five minute talk started with a 
discussion on pipe tobacco and Betty 
Ford’s condition. The First Lady had 
just been diagnosed with breast 
cancer.

Ford: “It was a shock to us. We had to 
make the decision for the operation, 
then wait for them to determine 
malignancy, and so forth.”

Mujib: “I sincerely hope she is out of 
danger.”

Ford: “Yes, the prognosis cannot be 
certain, but only two nodes out of 30 
were malignant. It is good to have you 
here. It is the first time an American 
president has met with the head of 
state of Bangladesh.”

Mujib: “Yes. I am happy to have the 
opportunity to talk with you about my 
people.”

Ford: “We are happy to do what we 
can for all countries.”

Mujib: “You know the history of my 
country. Its condition after the war was 
likened to that of Germany in 1945. I 
want to thank you for your help to us. 
Before the war we were divided by 
India. The capital was all in the West. 
Bangladesh wasn’t too bad in ‘47... 
Bangladesh has resources. If we could 
control the floods, we could be 
self-sufficient in five years. We 
produce rice, jute, wheat and tobacco. 
We have big gas deposits—ten trillion 
to twenty trillion cubic feet....”

Ford: “We have been telling the OPEC 
countries that if their high prices result 
in the problems that you and the 
industrial countries are having, the high 
prices will bring a collapse and won’t 
help them.”

Mujib: “We are suffering so badly from 

the oil prices.”

Ford: “The OPEC countries must 
realize they are being shortsighted.”

Mujib: “We are having a famine, and I 
have just heard that a cyclone is 
hitting. We are in dire straits. I have 
opened food kitchens in each of the 
regional areas to keep people from 
starving.”

Ford: “Wouldn’t a Bangladesh 
consortium to include some rich oil 
producers be a good thing? It would 
give them a chance to...”

Mujib: “Abu Dhabi and Iran have joined 
the consortium. I have a crisis 
immediately, Mr President, in grain and 
food aid.”

Ford: “There are 250,000 tons of food 
grains that are being made available for 
you. As we look at our food picture we 
will do what we can. We had hoped for 
a bigger crop. We had a wet spring and 
then a drought, and now an early frost. 
So our crop is disappointing. We must 
see what we have and we will do our 
very best with what we have.”

Mujib: “You are very kind. I hope, if I 
can make the flood control project 
with the World Bank, we will be 
self-sufficient within five years. With 
our gas we hope for oil. We have 
signed contracts with Atlantic-Richfield 
and Union Oil. Eventually we can 
export. But that is in the future, and 
my crisis is immediate.”

Ford: “Do you work with the 
international lending institutions?”

Mujib: “We are a member of the World 
Bank. Mr McNamara visited 
Bangladesh just after our 
independence. Most of my mills are 
working now, but there are not enough 
materials and parts to go at capacity.”

Ford: “How about the price of jute?”

Mujib: “It has only gone up 10 percent 
to 12 percent. We were a majority in 
Pakistan. We are doing our best to be 
friends with them. Though millions 
were killed, or jailed or exiled, we want 
to forget. We released the Pakistani 

prisoners, including 195 war criminals. 
We think we should get some share of 
the old Pakistani assets. Yet I have had 
to take on the liabilities of the new 
country. Bhutto came to Dacca and I 
told him this, but so far nothing has 
happened....”

Ford: “We congratulate you on your 
independence and UN membership. I 
was up there two weeks ago. I was 
encouraged with the improving 
attitude toward the United Nations. 
The American people in recent times 
had a better attitude toward the 
United Nations. I hope we can all work 
better in the United Nations. If it is just 
a debating society, it is no good. But 
we should use it tо make it work.”

Mujib: “We are grateful to you. We are 
a poor country, but we want good 
relations with you.”

Ford: “What is the comparison 
between what used to be East and 
West Pakistan?”

Mujib: “Pakistan is 65 million. I am 75 
million. Pakistan is larger than I. I am 
starting a family planning organization. 
We are having particular problems 
now. I am glad you know our problems. 
I want to survive.”

Ford: “The 150,000 tons [of wheat] is 
all set. The 100,000 is virtually assured 
and only depends on our supplies.”

Mujib: “Would you consider edible oil 
and cotton? Our people are discussing 
with yours now.”

Ford: “We will do what we can.”

Mujib: “Thank you. I officially invite you 
to visit Bangladesh.”

Ford: “Thank you. Isn’t Secretary 
Kissinger going there?”

Mujib: “Yes. On 30 October, but I want 
to invite you.”
__________________________________
[This article is an adaptation from B. Z. 
Khasru's book, The Bangladesh Military 
Coup and the CIA Link, published by 
Rupa Publications India Private Limited, 
New Delhi, 2014.]

40 | GLOBAL BUSINESS 

Bangabandhu with Dr. Henry Kissinger



On 30 September 1974, Prime 
Minister Sheikh Mujibur Rahman met 
U.S. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger 
at the Waldorf Astoria hotel in New 
York. Both were attending the UN 
General Assembly session. Dr. Kamal 
Hossain and M. Hossain Ali, 
Bangladesh's foreign minister and 
ambassador to Washington, 
respectively, accompanied Mujib.

Kissinger started the talk by giving an 
account of his meeting with Pakistan's 
president, General  Yahya Khan, at the 
United Nations in 1970. Yahya and 
Kissinger discussed Pakistan’s political 
outlook, especially in light of the 1970 
general election. Yahya told Kissinger 
that there were twenty political parties 
in East Pakistan and that none would 
win majority seats in parliament. He 
would, therefore, have an excellent 
opportunity to manoeuver to control 
the situation.

“Then, of course, you achieved your 
spectacular majority, with 167 out of 
169 seats in East Pakistan. Ever since 
then I have never believed political 
predictions, unless, of course, you 
make them,” Kissinger said, referring to 
the Bengali leader's massive election 
victory. 

Mujib recalled that he had told a press 
conference in Dhaka before the poll 
that his party would win 90 percent of 
the seats. He had taken part in so 
many elections that he knew better 
than Yahya. He had also correctly 
predicted during a conversation with 
the US consul general just before the 
election that the Awami League would 
win all but two of the 169 seats in the 
300-person National Assembly. 

Kissinger commented that there would 
have been no elections if Yahya had 
known how it would turn out. “The last 
time I saw Yahya was on the way to 
China—the trip which he arranged for 
me. He gave a dinner for me and said 
at the table, 'People call me a dictator.' 
He asked everyone: 'Am I a dictator?' 
Everyone said, 'No.' Then he asked me, 
and I said: 'I do not know, but for a 

dictator, you run a lousy election.'”

Mujib diverted the conversation: 
“Would you like something to drink?”

Kissinger: “I would like some tea.”

Mujib: “I am glad. I produce tea, also.” 
Bangladesh is a major tea exporter.

Kissinger assured Mujib of America’s 
continued help to Bangladesh. “We are 
committed to the well-being of 
Bangladesh. Within our capacity, we 
will do all we can to help you. Without 
meddling in Bangladesh’s internal 
affairs, I want you to know that we 
believe you are the best guarantee for 
stability in your country, and we want 
to do what we can to help you.”

Mujib thanked Kissinger. “That is very 
kind of you. After I got out of jail, we 
faced such big problems. Then you 
gave us massive help and we avoided 
famine.”

Kissinger: “We very much appreciated 
the trilateral agreements you have 
worked out with India and Pakistan. 
You have been very statesmanlike.” He 
was referring to the pact that allowed 
the Pakistani soldiers who had been 
held in India since the end of the 

Bangladesh Liberation War in 1971 to 
return home.

Mujib: “This caused me some 
unpopularity because of the massacres 
that took place among intellectuals. I 
could give you names that you would 
recognize.” Militias allied with Pakistan 
killed many Bengali intellectuals in 
Dhaka days before they surrendered.

Kissinger: “The Bengalis are a 
rebellious lot. There were a number of 
Bengalis at Harvard when your foreign 
minister was a student of mine there.”

Kamal Hossain: “Yes, there were a 
number of Bengalis, including Mr. 
Murshed.” Syed M. Murshed was a 
chief justice of the East Pakistan High 
Court in the 1960s.

Kissinger: “Is he all right?”

Kamal Hossain: “Yes.”

Mujib then explained how Pakistan's 
military had planned to kill the 
Bengalis: “General Forman Ali Khan 
wrote on his scratch pad and we found 
it, 'The green land of East Pakistan 
must be painted red.' I told Bhutto 
about this when he came to Dacca. I 
showed it to him. I said to him, 'Do 

something from your side.' There are 
67,000 non-Bengali families living in 
Bangladesh who have opted for 
Pakistan. They don’t want them back. 
We don’t want them. They are in 
camps. We can’t feed them. We have 
no assets. I’ve done my duty. I’m the 
victim of genocide. Why can’t the 
Pakistanis show generosity?”

Kissinger: “We strongly favor 
normalization of relations between 
Pakistan and Bangladesh. Our aim in 
the area will be to use any influence 
we have to promote normalization. I 
have the impression that it’s a question 
of domestic politics in Pakistan. Is 
there anything concrete you want me 
to do?”

Mujib: “I have taken the liabilities. Why 
can’t I have the assets? We received no 
gold, no planes, no ships. I have 75 
million people. I have returned the 
prisoners of war to Pakistan. I could 
have held back 4,000 prisoners for 
bargaining. But I did not want to do 
that. I want good relations in South 
Asia. Bangladesh is a small country.”

Kissinger: “With 75 million people 
Bangladesh is not a small country.”

Mujib: “We are small in territory. In the 
first two or three months of 
independence, we rebuilt the roads 
and the bridges, we opened 
government institutions, we approved 
a constitution. Our senior civil servants 
were detained for two years in 
Pakistan. I have resources in 
Bangladesh—fertile land, many people, 
gas, coal and livestock. And, we hope 
to find oil.”

Kissinger: “Is there coal in Bangladesh? 
Have you found oil?”

Mujib: “We have signed agreements 
with an American company for oil 
exploration and received bonus 
payments for the agreements.”

Kissinger: “When you have the oil, 
perhaps we will borrow from you.”

Mujib: “You won’t need to borrow. We 
will repay you for all you have done for 
us. We need a Marshall Plan in 

Bangladesh. We need foreign 
investment in fertilizer plants and in 
petrochemicals. We have natural gas 
and we can sell it. Flood control is a 
very serious problem... You organized 
the Marshall Plan for Germany’s 
recovery. Now you can start a 
Kissinger Plan for Bangladesh.”

Kissinger: “If I can get my name on a 
plan, I will do just about anything.”

Mujib: “You have had such good 
success in Vietnam and the Middle 
East. You can have success in 
Bangladesh. There are famine 
conditions in my country.”

Kissinger: “The domestic situation in 
this country is much less favorable 
than it was at the time of the Marshall 
Plan. In fact, the domestic situation is 
unfavorable. Candidly, I must say that 
that sort of program is not likely. On 
the other hand, we are joining the 
Bangladesh consortium. We favor the 
most rapid development possible for 
your country. In 1971 our dispute with 
India was related to our China policy. 
We supported the independence of 
Bangladesh by peaceful methods. We 
will do the maximum that we can, but 
you should not have exalted 
expectations. We will be extremely 
active in the consortium....”

Kamal Hossain: “Our problem is that 
we need a margin of time....”

Kissinger: “It is the curse of 
bureaucracies that they only do 
enough to avoid crises but not enough 

to solve the underlying problems. I 
personally favor taking big steps. We 
will have to look again at your 
problems. I will meet with Mr. 
McNamara and we will see what we 
can do. Will you meet with him?” 
Robert McNamara, former US defense 
secretary, was then president of the 
World Bank.

Mujib: “Yes, in Washington. He has 
been kind enough to see me.”

Kamal Hossain: “We need three or four 
years’ margin to work on the long-term 
development.”

Kissinger: “Can you become 
self-sufficient?”

Kamal Hossain: “Yes, in three or four 
years.”

Kissinger: “We are looking for another 
100,000 tons in this current quarter.”

Kamal Hossain: “We need vegetable 
oil, fertilizer and project aid for the 
development of all our resources to 
increase exports so that we can get out 
of the current situation. We have no 
political problems. We are still winning 
by-elections in spite of our 40 percent 
inflation rate.”

Kissinger: “How are your relations with 
India?”

Mujib: “Very good. We have a foreign 
policy that is neutral, non-aligned and 
independent. We have good relations 
with India, USA, USSR and Burma. We 
are very anxious for good relations 
with China.”

Kissinger: “We are improving our 
relations with India.”

Mujib: “We welcome that. We have a 
friendship treaty with India and a 
commission on river control. I want to 
convey to you my assurances of our 
good relations. When I came out of jail, 
there was anti-US sentiment in 
Bangladesh. Now all my people are 
extremely friendly to the United 
States.”

Kissinger: “You showed great wisdom 
when you came out of jail. There must 
have been a great temptation to 
demagoguery and to deal harshly with 
Pakistan and the US. We have always 
had great sympathy for the Bengalis. It 
is a natural friendship on our side.”

Mujib: “Yes. Your longstanding interest 
is greatly appreciated.”

Kissinger: “You have a special place in 
the hearts of Americans. On food, for 
example, we are making a special 
effort.”

Mujib: “I am grateful for what you are 
doing today and for the massive food 
help you have provided.”

Kissinger: “You went to the United 
Kingdom and then back to Bangladesh. 
Did you take over the government 
immediately?”

Mujib: “Yes. It was very difficult. 
Everyone was armed and that created 
a serious problem. I appealed for 
everyone to surrender their arms. 
150,000 arms were surrendered to me. 
The Pakistanis had armed everyone. 
The Pakistan military asked permission 
to arm civilians. We have documents 
that show the Pakistan Army asked for 
permission to arm civilians at the end.”

Kissinger: “How about the Chinese? 
Are they doing anything subversive in 
your country? Do you have relations 
yet?”

Mujib: “Not yet. We know each other. I 
went to Peking in 1958 and they came 
to Dacca in 1962. I want friendship 
with China, but we have our 
self-respect. I can offer friendship but 
the initiative has to come from them 

also. We appreciate the US support for 
Bangladesh in the United Nations. You 
steadily supported us there from the 
first day.”

Kissinger: “My impression is that China 
will start to move in the next year to 
normalize its relations with you. They 
are concerned about India, but they do 
not have anything against Bangladesh. 
They will move slowly. Yours is the 
right policy: Friendship with all the Big 
Powers and avoid all their quarrels. We 
certainly don’t object to your good 
relations with the Soviet Union.”

Mujib: “Thank you. You’ve done 
wonderful things over the last two 
years.”

Kissinger: “It is easy to conduct 
relations for an established country, 
but your foreign minister has had to 
conduct relations for a new 
country—to start from nothing. That is 
much more difficult. Were you released 
together?”

Mujib: “Yes. After they released me, I 
asked them why they forgot my friend. 
I asked them to release him because he 
was my foreign affairs adviser.”

Kissinger: “Were you treated badly?’

Mujib: “They kept me in solitary 
confinement. The conditions were bad. 
It was 117?”

Kamal Hossain: “I was a little cooler 
because I was in the North West 
Frontier Province.”

Mujib: “The case they made against me 
was a farce.”

Kissinger: “We exerted very great 
pressure.”

Mujib: “Yes. I know you did. They tried 
to kill me on the night of the 16th. The 
officer-in-charge took me out and hid 
me for five days near the Chashma 
Barrage. They planned to say that there 
had been a revolt of the prisoners and 
the prisoners had killed me. They tried 
to kill me three times: in 1958, when 
martial law came, they arrested me; in 
1966 they arrested me on a conspiracy 
charge; in 1971 they arrested me and 
tried to kill me. I am living on 

extensions.”

Kissinger: “You have six more lives to 
live. They say that cats have nine lives. 
But you have made a great 
achievement. You have created a new 
state. You will find that the president 
will be very sympathetic in your talks 
tomorrow. We have our own 
difficulties with Congressional limits on 
aid and with our own food shortages, 
but we will make a special effort. I look 
forward to seeing you again in 
Bangladesh at the end of the month.”

Mujib: “I have this special problem with 
these people who do not want to 
remain in Bangladesh. I have to do 
something. Should I expel them like Idi 
Amin did?” Amin, president of Uganda, 
expelled people of Indian origin from 
his country in 1972.

Kissinger: “You mean the Biharis?”

Mujib: “Yes.”

Kissinger: “Pakistan won’t take them? 
We will take these questions up when 
we are there. You can explain this in 
more detail.”

Mujib: “I have nothing in my hand to 
bargain with. I have taken risks. They 
killed professors, intellectuals, 
journalists just before the surrender. I 
have to explain this to my people. I 
never go back on my word, but this 
time I did. I said that they would be 
tried on Bangladesh soil. There has 
been no trial.”

Kissinger: “It was a very humane and 
statesmanlike act to forgo trials, so 
that you could work for a long-term 
relationship. I will take this up.”

Mujib Meets Ford

US diplomats in Bangladesh had been 
pushing Washington to extend an 
invitation to Mujib since he visited 
Moscow in 1972. They feared he might 
feel neglected and tilt toward the 
Soviet Union. After lots of pushing and 
shoving, just a week before Mujib was 
to depart for New York to attend the 
General Assembly session, finally came 
the invitation. On 16 September 1974, 

the State Department told the 
Bangladesh ambassador in Washington 
that the “president will be happy to 
receive Bangabandhu during his 
presence” in the United States.

Mujib met Ford at 3 p.m. on 1 October 
at the White House, along with Kamal 
Hossain and Hossain Ali. Their 
forty-five minute talk started with a 
discussion on pipe tobacco and Betty 
Ford’s condition. The First Lady had 
just been diagnosed with breast 
cancer.

Ford: “It was a shock to us. We had to 
make the decision for the operation, 
then wait for them to determine 
malignancy, and so forth.”

Mujib: “I sincerely hope she is out of 
danger.”

Ford: “Yes, the prognosis cannot be 
certain, but only two nodes out of 30 
were malignant. It is good to have you 
here. It is the first time an American 
president has met with the head of 
state of Bangladesh.”

Mujib: “Yes. I am happy to have the 
opportunity to talk with you about my 
people.”

Ford: “We are happy to do what we 
can for all countries.”

Mujib: “You know the history of my 
country. Its condition after the war was 
likened to that of Germany in 1945. I 
want to thank you for your help to us. 
Before the war we were divided by 
India. The capital was all in the West. 
Bangladesh wasn’t too bad in ‘47... 
Bangladesh has resources. If we could 
control the floods, we could be 
self-sufficient in five years. We 
produce rice, jute, wheat and tobacco. 
We have big gas deposits—ten trillion 
to twenty trillion cubic feet....”

Ford: “We have been telling the OPEC 
countries that if their high prices result 
in the problems that you and the 
industrial countries are having, the high 
prices will bring a collapse and won’t 
help them.”

Mujib: “We are suffering so badly from 

the oil prices.”

Ford: “The OPEC countries must 
realize they are being shortsighted.”

Mujib: “We are having a famine, and I 
have just heard that a cyclone is 
hitting. We are in dire straits. I have 
opened food kitchens in each of the 
regional areas to keep people from 
starving.”

Ford: “Wouldn’t a Bangladesh 
consortium to include some rich oil 
producers be a good thing? It would 
give them a chance to...”

Mujib: “Abu Dhabi and Iran have joined 
the consortium. I have a crisis 
immediately, Mr President, in grain and 
food aid.”

Ford: “There are 250,000 tons of food 
grains that are being made available for 
you. As we look at our food picture we 
will do what we can. We had hoped for 
a bigger crop. We had a wet spring and 
then a drought, and now an early frost. 
So our crop is disappointing. We must 
see what we have and we will do our 
very best with what we have.”

Mujib: “You are very kind. I hope, if I 
can make the flood control project 
with the World Bank, we will be 
self-sufficient within five years. With 
our gas we hope for oil. We have 
signed contracts with Atlantic-Richfield 
and Union Oil. Eventually we can 
export. But that is in the future, and 
my crisis is immediate.”

Ford: “Do you work with the 
international lending institutions?”

Mujib: “We are a member of the World 
Bank. Mr McNamara visited 
Bangladesh just after our 
independence. Most of my mills are 
working now, but there are not enough 
materials and parts to go at capacity.”

Ford: “How about the price of jute?”

Mujib: “It has only gone up 10 percent 
to 12 percent. We were a majority in 
Pakistan. We are doing our best to be 
friends with them. Though millions 
were killed, or jailed or exiled, we want 
to forget. We released the Pakistani 

prisoners, including 195 war criminals. 
We think we should get some share of 
the old Pakistani assets. Yet I have had 
to take on the liabilities of the new 
country. Bhutto came to Dacca and I 
told him this, but so far nothing has 
happened....”

Ford: “We congratulate you on your 
independence and UN membership. I 
was up there two weeks ago. I was 
encouraged with the improving 
attitude toward the United Nations. 
The American people in recent times 
had a better attitude toward the 
United Nations. I hope we can all work 
better in the United Nations. If it is just 
a debating society, it is no good. But 
we should use it tо make it work.”

Mujib: “We are grateful to you. We are 
a poor country, but we want good 
relations with you.”

Ford: “What is the comparison 
between what used to be East and 
West Pakistan?”

Mujib: “Pakistan is 65 million. I am 75 
million. Pakistan is larger than I. I am 
starting a family planning organization. 
We are having particular problems 
now. I am glad you know our problems. 
I want to survive.”

Ford: “The 150,000 tons [of wheat] is 
all set. The 100,000 is virtually assured 
and only depends on our supplies.”

Mujib: “Would you consider edible oil 
and cotton? Our people are discussing 
with yours now.”

Ford: “We will do what we can.”

Mujib: “Thank you. I officially invite you 
to visit Bangladesh.”

Ford: “Thank you. Isn’t Secretary 
Kissinger going there?”

Mujib: “Yes. On 30 October, but I want 
to invite you.”
__________________________________
[This article is an adaptation from B. Z. 
Khasru's book, The Bangladesh Military 
Coup and the CIA Link, published by 
Rupa Publications India Private Limited, 
New Delhi, 2014.]
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On 30 September 1974, Prime 
Minister Sheikh Mujibur Rahman met 
U.S. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger 
at the Waldorf Astoria hotel in New 
York. Both were attending the UN 
General Assembly session. Dr. Kamal 
Hossain and M. Hossain Ali, 
Bangladesh's foreign minister and 
ambassador to Washington, 
respectively, accompanied Mujib.

Kissinger started the talk by giving an 
account of his meeting with Pakistan's 
president, General  Yahya Khan, at the 
United Nations in 1970. Yahya and 
Kissinger discussed Pakistan’s political 
outlook, especially in light of the 1970 
general election. Yahya told Kissinger 
that there were twenty political parties 
in East Pakistan and that none would 
win majority seats in parliament. He 
would, therefore, have an excellent 
opportunity to manoeuver to control 
the situation.

“Then, of course, you achieved your 
spectacular majority, with 167 out of 
169 seats in East Pakistan. Ever since 
then I have never believed political 
predictions, unless, of course, you 
make them,” Kissinger said, referring to 
the Bengali leader's massive election 
victory. 

Mujib recalled that he had told a press 
conference in Dhaka before the poll 
that his party would win 90 percent of 
the seats. He had taken part in so 
many elections that he knew better 
than Yahya. He had also correctly 
predicted during a conversation with 
the US consul general just before the 
election that the Awami League would 
win all but two of the 169 seats in the 
300-person National Assembly. 

Kissinger commented that there would 
have been no elections if Yahya had 
known how it would turn out. “The last 
time I saw Yahya was on the way to 
China—the trip which he arranged for 
me. He gave a dinner for me and said 
at the table, 'People call me a dictator.' 
He asked everyone: 'Am I a dictator?' 
Everyone said, 'No.' Then he asked me, 
and I said: 'I do not know, but for a 

dictator, you run a lousy election.'”

Mujib diverted the conversation: 
“Would you like something to drink?”

Kissinger: “I would like some tea.”

Mujib: “I am glad. I produce tea, also.” 
Bangladesh is a major tea exporter.

Kissinger assured Mujib of America’s 
continued help to Bangladesh. “We are 
committed to the well-being of 
Bangladesh. Within our capacity, we 
will do all we can to help you. Without 
meddling in Bangladesh’s internal 
affairs, I want you to know that we 
believe you are the best guarantee for 
stability in your country, and we want 
to do what we can to help you.”

Mujib thanked Kissinger. “That is very 
kind of you. After I got out of jail, we 
faced such big problems. Then you 
gave us massive help and we avoided 
famine.”

Kissinger: “We very much appreciated 
the trilateral agreements you have 
worked out with India and Pakistan. 
You have been very statesmanlike.” He 
was referring to the pact that allowed 
the Pakistani soldiers who had been 
held in India since the end of the 

Bangladesh Liberation War in 1971 to 
return home.

Mujib: “This caused me some 
unpopularity because of the massacres 
that took place among intellectuals. I 
could give you names that you would 
recognize.” Militias allied with Pakistan 
killed many Bengali intellectuals in 
Dhaka days before they surrendered.

Kissinger: “The Bengalis are a 
rebellious lot. There were a number of 
Bengalis at Harvard when your foreign 
minister was a student of mine there.”

Kamal Hossain: “Yes, there were a 
number of Bengalis, including Mr. 
Murshed.” Syed M. Murshed was a 
chief justice of the East Pakistan High 
Court in the 1960s.

Kissinger: “Is he all right?”

Kamal Hossain: “Yes.”

Mujib then explained how Pakistan's 
military had planned to kill the 
Bengalis: “General Forman Ali Khan 
wrote on his scratch pad and we found 
it, 'The green land of East Pakistan 
must be painted red.' I told Bhutto 
about this when he came to Dacca. I 
showed it to him. I said to him, 'Do 

something from your side.' There are 
67,000 non-Bengali families living in 
Bangladesh who have opted for 
Pakistan. They don’t want them back. 
We don’t want them. They are in 
camps. We can’t feed them. We have 
no assets. I’ve done my duty. I’m the 
victim of genocide. Why can’t the 
Pakistanis show generosity?”

Kissinger: “We strongly favor 
normalization of relations between 
Pakistan and Bangladesh. Our aim in 
the area will be to use any influence 
we have to promote normalization. I 
have the impression that it’s a question 
of domestic politics in Pakistan. Is 
there anything concrete you want me 
to do?”

Mujib: “I have taken the liabilities. Why 
can’t I have the assets? We received no 
gold, no planes, no ships. I have 75 
million people. I have returned the 
prisoners of war to Pakistan. I could 
have held back 4,000 prisoners for 
bargaining. But I did not want to do 
that. I want good relations in South 
Asia. Bangladesh is a small country.”

Kissinger: “With 75 million people 
Bangladesh is not a small country.”

Mujib: “We are small in territory. In the 
first two or three months of 
independence, we rebuilt the roads 
and the bridges, we opened 
government institutions, we approved 
a constitution. Our senior civil servants 
were detained for two years in 
Pakistan. I have resources in 
Bangladesh—fertile land, many people, 
gas, coal and livestock. And, we hope 
to find oil.”

Kissinger: “Is there coal in Bangladesh? 
Have you found oil?”

Mujib: “We have signed agreements 
with an American company for oil 
exploration and received bonus 
payments for the agreements.”

Kissinger: “When you have the oil, 
perhaps we will borrow from you.”

Mujib: “You won’t need to borrow. We 
will repay you for all you have done for 
us. We need a Marshall Plan in 

Bangladesh. We need foreign 
investment in fertilizer plants and in 
petrochemicals. We have natural gas 
and we can sell it. Flood control is a 
very serious problem... You organized 
the Marshall Plan for Germany’s 
recovery. Now you can start a 
Kissinger Plan for Bangladesh.”

Kissinger: “If I can get my name on a 
plan, I will do just about anything.”

Mujib: “You have had such good 
success in Vietnam and the Middle 
East. You can have success in 
Bangladesh. There are famine 
conditions in my country.”

Kissinger: “The domestic situation in 
this country is much less favorable 
than it was at the time of the Marshall 
Plan. In fact, the domestic situation is 
unfavorable. Candidly, I must say that 
that sort of program is not likely. On 
the other hand, we are joining the 
Bangladesh consortium. We favor the 
most rapid development possible for 
your country. In 1971 our dispute with 
India was related to our China policy. 
We supported the independence of 
Bangladesh by peaceful methods. We 
will do the maximum that we can, but 
you should not have exalted 
expectations. We will be extremely 
active in the consortium....”

Kamal Hossain: “Our problem is that 
we need a margin of time....”

Kissinger: “It is the curse of 
bureaucracies that they only do 
enough to avoid crises but not enough 

to solve the underlying problems. I 
personally favor taking big steps. We 
will have to look again at your 
problems. I will meet with Mr. 
McNamara and we will see what we 
can do. Will you meet with him?” 
Robert McNamara, former US defense 
secretary, was then president of the 
World Bank.

Mujib: “Yes, in Washington. He has 
been kind enough to see me.”

Kamal Hossain: “We need three or four 
years’ margin to work on the long-term 
development.”

Kissinger: “Can you become 
self-sufficient?”

Kamal Hossain: “Yes, in three or four 
years.”

Kissinger: “We are looking for another 
100,000 tons in this current quarter.”

Kamal Hossain: “We need vegetable 
oil, fertilizer and project aid for the 
development of all our resources to 
increase exports so that we can get out 
of the current situation. We have no 
political problems. We are still winning 
by-elections in spite of our 40 percent 
inflation rate.”

Kissinger: “How are your relations with 
India?”

Mujib: “Very good. We have a foreign 
policy that is neutral, non-aligned and 
independent. We have good relations 
with India, USA, USSR and Burma. We 
are very anxious for good relations 
with China.”

Kissinger: “We are improving our 
relations with India.”

Mujib: “We welcome that. We have a 
friendship treaty with India and a 
commission on river control. I want to 
convey to you my assurances of our 
good relations. When I came out of jail, 
there was anti-US sentiment in 
Bangladesh. Now all my people are 
extremely friendly to the United 
States.”

Kissinger: “You showed great wisdom 
when you came out of jail. There must 
have been a great temptation to 
demagoguery and to deal harshly with 
Pakistan and the US. We have always 
had great sympathy for the Bengalis. It 
is a natural friendship on our side.”

Mujib: “Yes. Your longstanding interest 
is greatly appreciated.”

Kissinger: “You have a special place in 
the hearts of Americans. On food, for 
example, we are making a special 
effort.”

Mujib: “I am grateful for what you are 
doing today and for the massive food 
help you have provided.”

Kissinger: “You went to the United 
Kingdom and then back to Bangladesh. 
Did you take over the government 
immediately?”

Mujib: “Yes. It was very difficult. 
Everyone was armed and that created 
a serious problem. I appealed for 
everyone to surrender their arms. 
150,000 arms were surrendered to me. 
The Pakistanis had armed everyone. 
The Pakistan military asked permission 
to arm civilians. We have documents 
that show the Pakistan Army asked for 
permission to arm civilians at the end.”

Kissinger: “How about the Chinese? 
Are they doing anything subversive in 
your country? Do you have relations 
yet?”

Mujib: “Not yet. We know each other. I 
went to Peking in 1958 and they came 
to Dacca in 1962. I want friendship 
with China, but we have our 
self-respect. I can offer friendship but 
the initiative has to come from them 

also. We appreciate the US support for 
Bangladesh in the United Nations. You 
steadily supported us there from the 
first day.”

Kissinger: “My impression is that China 
will start to move in the next year to 
normalize its relations with you. They 
are concerned about India, but they do 
not have anything against Bangladesh. 
They will move slowly. Yours is the 
right policy: Friendship with all the Big 
Powers and avoid all their quarrels. We 
certainly don’t object to your good 
relations with the Soviet Union.”

Mujib: “Thank you. You’ve done 
wonderful things over the last two 
years.”

Kissinger: “It is easy to conduct 
relations for an established country, 
but your foreign minister has had to 
conduct relations for a new 
country—to start from nothing. That is 
much more difficult. Were you released 
together?”

Mujib: “Yes. After they released me, I 
asked them why they forgot my friend. 
I asked them to release him because he 
was my foreign affairs adviser.”

Kissinger: “Were you treated badly?’

Mujib: “They kept me in solitary 
confinement. The conditions were bad. 
It was 117?”

Kamal Hossain: “I was a little cooler 
because I was in the North West 
Frontier Province.”

Mujib: “The case they made against me 
was a farce.”

Kissinger: “We exerted very great 
pressure.”

Mujib: “Yes. I know you did. They tried 
to kill me on the night of the 16th. The 
officer-in-charge took me out and hid 
me for five days near the Chashma 
Barrage. They planned to say that there 
had been a revolt of the prisoners and 
the prisoners had killed me. They tried 
to kill me three times: in 1958, when 
martial law came, they arrested me; in 
1966 they arrested me on a conspiracy 
charge; in 1971 they arrested me and 
tried to kill me. I am living on 

extensions.”

Kissinger: “You have six more lives to 
live. They say that cats have nine lives. 
But you have made a great 
achievement. You have created a new 
state. You will find that the president 
will be very sympathetic in your talks 
tomorrow. We have our own 
difficulties with Congressional limits on 
aid and with our own food shortages, 
but we will make a special effort. I look 
forward to seeing you again in 
Bangladesh at the end of the month.”

Mujib: “I have this special problem with 
these people who do not want to 
remain in Bangladesh. I have to do 
something. Should I expel them like Idi 
Amin did?” Amin, president of Uganda, 
expelled people of Indian origin from 
his country in 1972.

Kissinger: “You mean the Biharis?”

Mujib: “Yes.”

Kissinger: “Pakistan won’t take them? 
We will take these questions up when 
we are there. You can explain this in 
more detail.”

Mujib: “I have nothing in my hand to 
bargain with. I have taken risks. They 
killed professors, intellectuals, 
journalists just before the surrender. I 
have to explain this to my people. I 
never go back on my word, but this 
time I did. I said that they would be 
tried on Bangladesh soil. There has 
been no trial.”

Kissinger: “It was a very humane and 
statesmanlike act to forgo trials, so 
that you could work for a long-term 
relationship. I will take this up.”

Mujib Meets Ford

US diplomats in Bangladesh had been 
pushing Washington to extend an 
invitation to Mujib since he visited 
Moscow in 1972. They feared he might 
feel neglected and tilt toward the 
Soviet Union. After lots of pushing and 
shoving, just a week before Mujib was 
to depart for New York to attend the 
General Assembly session, finally came 
the invitation. On 16 September 1974, 

the State Department told the 
Bangladesh ambassador in Washington 
that the “president will be happy to 
receive Bangabandhu during his 
presence” in the United States.

Mujib met Ford at 3 p.m. on 1 October 
at the White House, along with Kamal 
Hossain and Hossain Ali. Their 
forty-five minute talk started with a 
discussion on pipe tobacco and Betty 
Ford’s condition. The First Lady had 
just been diagnosed with breast 
cancer.

Ford: “It was a shock to us. We had to 
make the decision for the operation, 
then wait for them to determine 
malignancy, and so forth.”

Mujib: “I sincerely hope she is out of 
danger.”

Ford: “Yes, the prognosis cannot be 
certain, but only two nodes out of 30 
were malignant. It is good to have you 
here. It is the first time an American 
president has met with the head of 
state of Bangladesh.”

Mujib: “Yes. I am happy to have the 
opportunity to talk with you about my 
people.”

Ford: “We are happy to do what we 
can for all countries.”

Mujib: “You know the history of my 
country. Its condition after the war was 
likened to that of Germany in 1945. I 
want to thank you for your help to us. 
Before the war we were divided by 
India. The capital was all in the West. 
Bangladesh wasn’t too bad in ‘47... 
Bangladesh has resources. If we could 
control the floods, we could be 
self-sufficient in five years. We 
produce rice, jute, wheat and tobacco. 
We have big gas deposits—ten trillion 
to twenty trillion cubic feet....”

Ford: “We have been telling the OPEC 
countries that if their high prices result 
in the problems that you and the 
industrial countries are having, the high 
prices will bring a collapse and won’t 
help them.”

Mujib: “We are suffering so badly from 

the oil prices.”

Ford: “The OPEC countries must 
realize they are being shortsighted.”

Mujib: “We are having a famine, and I 
have just heard that a cyclone is 
hitting. We are in dire straits. I have 
opened food kitchens in each of the 
regional areas to keep people from 
starving.”

Ford: “Wouldn’t a Bangladesh 
consortium to include some rich oil 
producers be a good thing? It would 
give them a chance to...”

Mujib: “Abu Dhabi and Iran have joined 
the consortium. I have a crisis 
immediately, Mr President, in grain and 
food aid.”

Ford: “There are 250,000 tons of food 
grains that are being made available for 
you. As we look at our food picture we 
will do what we can. We had hoped for 
a bigger crop. We had a wet spring and 
then a drought, and now an early frost. 
So our crop is disappointing. We must 
see what we have and we will do our 
very best with what we have.”

Mujib: “You are very kind. I hope, if I 
can make the flood control project 
with the World Bank, we will be 
self-sufficient within five years. With 
our gas we hope for oil. We have 
signed contracts with Atlantic-Richfield 
and Union Oil. Eventually we can 
export. But that is in the future, and 
my crisis is immediate.”

Ford: “Do you work with the 
international lending institutions?”

Mujib: “We are a member of the World 
Bank. Mr McNamara visited 
Bangladesh just after our 
independence. Most of my mills are 
working now, but there are not enough 
materials and parts to go at capacity.”

Ford: “How about the price of jute?”

Mujib: “It has only gone up 10 percent 
to 12 percent. We were a majority in 
Pakistan. We are doing our best to be 
friends with them. Though millions 
were killed, or jailed or exiled, we want 
to forget. We released the Pakistani 

prisoners, including 195 war criminals. 
We think we should get some share of 
the old Pakistani assets. Yet I have had 
to take on the liabilities of the new 
country. Bhutto came to Dacca and I 
told him this, but so far nothing has 
happened....”

Ford: “We congratulate you on your 
independence and UN membership. I 
was up there two weeks ago. I was 
encouraged with the improving 
attitude toward the United Nations. 
The American people in recent times 
had a better attitude toward the 
United Nations. I hope we can all work 
better in the United Nations. If it is just 
a debating society, it is no good. But 
we should use it tо make it work.”

Mujib: “We are grateful to you. We are 
a poor country, but we want good 
relations with you.”

Ford: “What is the comparison 
between what used to be East and 
West Pakistan?”

Mujib: “Pakistan is 65 million. I am 75 
million. Pakistan is larger than I. I am 
starting a family planning organization. 
We are having particular problems 
now. I am glad you know our problems. 
I want to survive.”

Ford: “The 150,000 tons [of wheat] is 
all set. The 100,000 is virtually assured 
and only depends on our supplies.”

Mujib: “Would you consider edible oil 
and cotton? Our people are discussing 
with yours now.”

Ford: “We will do what we can.”

Mujib: “Thank you. I officially invite you 
to visit Bangladesh.”

Ford: “Thank you. Isn’t Secretary 
Kissinger going there?”

Mujib: “Yes. On 30 October, but I want 
to invite you.”
__________________________________
[This article is an adaptation from B. Z. 
Khasru's book, The Bangladesh Military 
Coup and the CIA Link, published by 
Rupa Publications India Private Limited, 
New Delhi, 2014.]
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Iqbal Bahar Choudhury
There were not many Bangladeshis in 
America in the beginning, right after 
Bangladesh’s Liberation War and 
Independence. Whenever someone 
from Dhaka would come to Washington 
we would be very happy. We would visit 
them, invite them home and eagerly 
listen to what was going on back in 
Bangladesh. Among the leaders of the 
country who came to Washington after 
independence were members of 
Cabinet Tajuddin Ahmad and A. H. M. 
Qamaruzzaman. Mr. Tajuddin visited the 
US more than once. In 1974, he was in 
Washington to take part in World 
Bank’s Annual Conference.  

In September, 1974 Bangladesh’s 
Prime Minister Bangabandhu Sheikh 
Mujibur Rahman came to New York to 
take part in the annual session of the 

United Nations General Assembly as 
leader of the Bangladesh delegation. 
He was accompanied by Foreign 
Minister Dr. Kamal Hossain and his 
Political Secretary Tofael Ahmed. 
Bangladesh became a member of the 
United Nations that time. 
Bangabandhu addressed the world 
body and spoke in Bangla. Among the 
Bangladeshi journalists there were 
Shahidul Huq, Toab Khan, Anwar 
Hossain Manju, Anis Choudhury, 
Golam Rasul and others.

Aside from participating in this General 
Assembly session , Bangabandhu had 
sat in meetings with leaders of other 
countries.

 He also came to Washington for a two 
day visit beginning October 1, 1974 
and had a meeting with President Ford 

at the White House. 

Bangabandhu and his team arrived in 
Andrews Air Force base in Washington 
in a special plane. Bangladesh Finance 
Minister Tajuddin Ahmad, Deputy 
Chairman of Bangladesh’s Planning 
Commission Prof. Nurul Islam, 
Bangladesh’s Ambassador Hossain Ali 
and other were there to greet them.

On behalf of VOA, I had also gone to 
Andrews Air Force base to cover his 
visit with a tape recorder in hand. The 
then Editor of the Bangla Service 
Ishtiaq Ahmed and Head of the South 
Asia Division Lillard Hill were also 
there. Usually, esteemed dignitaries 
and leaders would land on this spot. In 
order to conduct a brief interview with 
Bangabandhu for VOA, I had tried to 
go close to the landing zone. Members 

Bangabandhu in Washington 1974

of the security team told me that I 
could not go close to the plane. After 
the landing, Tajuddin Ahmad, 
Bangladesh’s Ambassador and some 
others went towards the plane. I was a 
little behind them. Bangabandhu and 
his fellow travelers noticed us while 
getting down from the plane. Right 
after stepping down, Bangabandhu 
loudly said, “How is everyone? All 
good?” I immediately went towards 
him. The security team did not stop me 
this time. I took a short interview of 
Bangabandhu with my tape recorder. I 
prepared a report based on that 
interview and arranged to broadcast 
that in our VOA Bangla program within 
a short time. From there Bangabandhu 
was taken to the President’s guest 
house called Blair House. 
Arrangements for his visit were made 
there. Many well-known leaders of 
different nations had stayed in the 
historical Blair House. This guest house 
is on Pennsylvania Avenue opposite 
White House. At the appointed time, 
President Ford met with the war-torn 
Bangladesh’s Prime Minister Sheikh 
Mujibur Rahman. Others present in 
that meeting were Foreign Minister Dr. 
Kamal Hossain and Bangladesh’s 

Ambassador Hossain Ali. When the 
American President had just sat with 
the foreign dignitaries for their 
meeting, a handful of reporters, 
cameramen and photographers were 
allowed inside for a short amount of 
time. Even though pictures were 
allowed, there was no question-answer 
session. That is the normal practice. 
Among foreign reporters, there were 
some Bangladeshi reporters and 
cameramen who had come with 
Bangabandhu. There were only Ishtiaq 
Ahmed and I, from VOA. President 
Ford and Bangabandhu were sitting 
side by side. Bangabandhu sat at ease 
and lit his pipe. He gave a smile when 
he looked at us. The meeting began. 
Bangabandhu started by saying, “We 
have heard of Mrs. Ford’s state of 
health. How is she now? We hope for 
her speedy recovery.” What a nice way 
to start a conversation.

We left right after. Within these two 
days in Washington, Bangabandhu met 
with the President of World Bank 
Robert  McNamara, Senator Edward 
Kennedy and few other US dignitaries. 
Bangabandhu was met with warm 
welcomes and services at a local hotel. 

Amongst others, Pakistani Ambassador 
Sahebzada Yaqub Khan was present 
there. When he went up to 
Bangabandhu, he was hugged by the 
Bangladeshi Prime Minster. In 1971, 
General Yaqub Khan was East 
Pakistan’s Military Administrator. 
When he staunchly protested against 
shooting Bangalis, he was relieved of 
his duty and replaced by General Tikka 
Khan and thus the mindless violence 
commenced.

After ending his visit to Washington, 
Bangabandhu left for Dhaka from 
Washington's Dulles International 
Airport . During his visit, Bangladesh 
gained a place in the United Nations 
which made him very proud. But he 
still seemed perturbed due to the 
holistic condition of the country. He 
said, “The condition of the country is 
not good.” That day the Bangladeshis at 
the airport bid farewell to  
Bangabandhu.
_____________________________________

(Iqbal Bahar Chowdhury is a Bangladeshi 
news presenter, elocutionist and voice 
actor. He served as the head of the 
Bangla Service, Voice of America during 
1972–2010)

GLOBAL BUSINESS | 43

Bangabandhu with Iqbal Bahar Chowdhury



Iqbal Bahar Choudhury
There were not many Bangladeshis in 
America in the beginning, right after 
Bangladesh’s Liberation War and 
Independence. Whenever someone 
from Dhaka would come to Washington 
we would be very happy. We would visit 
them, invite them home and eagerly 
listen to what was going on back in 
Bangladesh. Among the leaders of the 
country who came to Washington after 
independence were members of 
Cabinet Tajuddin Ahmad and A. H. M. 
Qamaruzzaman. Mr. Tajuddin visited the 
US more than once. In 1974, he was in 
Washington to take part in World 
Bank’s Annual Conference.  

In September, 1974 Bangladesh’s 
Prime Minister Bangabandhu Sheikh 
Mujibur Rahman came to New York to 
take part in the annual session of the 

United Nations General Assembly as 
leader of the Bangladesh delegation. 
He was accompanied by Foreign 
Minister Dr. Kamal Hossain and his 
Political Secretary Tofael Ahmed. 
Bangladesh became a member of the 
United Nations that time. 
Bangabandhu addressed the world 
body and spoke in Bangla. Among the 
Bangladeshi journalists there were 
Shahidul Huq, Toab Khan, Anwar 
Hossain Manju, Anis Choudhury, 
Golam Rasul and others.

Aside from participating in this General 
Assembly session , Bangabandhu had 
sat in meetings with leaders of other 
countries.

 He also came to Washington for a two 
day visit beginning October 1, 1974 
and had a meeting with President Ford 

at the White House. 

Bangabandhu and his team arrived in 
Andrews Air Force base in Washington 
in a special plane. Bangladesh Finance 
Minister Tajuddin Ahmad, Deputy 
Chairman of Bangladesh’s Planning 
Commission Prof. Nurul Islam, 
Bangladesh’s Ambassador Hossain Ali 
and other were there to greet them.

On behalf of VOA, I had also gone to 
Andrews Air Force base to cover his 
visit with a tape recorder in hand. The 
then Editor of the Bangla Service 
Ishtiaq Ahmed and Head of the South 
Asia Division Lillard Hill were also 
there. Usually, esteemed dignitaries 
and leaders would land on this spot. In 
order to conduct a brief interview with 
Bangabandhu for VOA, I had tried to 
go close to the landing zone. Members 

of the security team told me that I 
could not go close to the plane. After 
the landing, Tajuddin Ahmad, 
Bangladesh’s Ambassador and some 
others went towards the plane. I was a 
little behind them. Bangabandhu and 
his fellow travelers noticed us while 
getting down from the plane. Right 
after stepping down, Bangabandhu 
loudly said, “How is everyone? All 
good?” I immediately went towards 
him. The security team did not stop me 
this time. I took a short interview of 
Bangabandhu with my tape recorder. I 
prepared a report based on that 
interview and arranged to broadcast 
that in our VOA Bangla program within 
a short time. From there Bangabandhu 
was taken to the President’s guest 
house called Blair House. 
Arrangements for his visit were made 
there. Many well-known leaders of 
different nations had stayed in the 
historical Blair House. This guest house 
is on Pennsylvania Avenue opposite 
White House. At the appointed time, 
President Ford met with the war-torn 
Bangladesh’s Prime Minister Sheikh 
Mujibur Rahman. Others present in 
that meeting were Foreign Minister Dr. 
Kamal Hossain and Bangladesh’s 

Ambassador Hossain Ali. When the 
American President had just sat with 
the foreign dignitaries for their 
meeting, a handful of reporters, 
cameramen and photographers were 
allowed inside for a short amount of 
time. Even though pictures were 
allowed, there was no question-answer 
session. That is the normal practice. 
Among foreign reporters, there were 
some Bangladeshi reporters and 
cameramen who had come with 
Bangabandhu. There were only Ishtiaq 
Ahmed and I, from VOA. President 
Ford and Bangabandhu were sitting 
side by side. Bangabandhu sat at ease 
and lit his pipe. He gave a smile when 
he looked at us. The meeting began. 
Bangabandhu started by saying, “We 
have heard of Mrs. Ford’s state of 
health. How is she now? We hope for 
her speedy recovery.” What a nice way 
to start a conversation.

We left right after. Within these two 
days in Washington, Bangabandhu met 
with the President of World Bank 
Robert  McNamara, Senator Edward 
Kennedy and few other US dignitaries. 
Bangabandhu was met with warm 
welcomes and services at a local hotel. 

Amongst others, Pakistani Ambassador 
Sahebzada Yaqub Khan was present 
there. When he went up to 
Bangabandhu, he was hugged by the 
Bangladeshi Prime Minster. In 1971, 
General Yaqub Khan was East 
Pakistan’s Military Administrator. 
When he staunchly protested against 
shooting Bangalis, he was relieved of 
his duty and replaced by General Tikka 
Khan and thus the mindless violence 
commenced.

After ending his visit to Washington, 
Bangabandhu left for Dhaka from 
Washington's Dulles International 
Airport . During his visit, Bangladesh 
gained a place in the United Nations 
which made him very proud. But he 
still seemed perturbed due to the 
holistic condition of the country. He 
said, “The condition of the country is 
not good.” That day the Bangladeshis at 
the airport bid farewell to  
Bangabandhu.
_____________________________________

(Iqbal Bahar Chowdhury is a Bangladeshi 
news presenter, elocutionist and voice 
actor. He served as the head of the 
Bangla Service, Voice of America during 
1972–2010)
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Syed Badrul Ahsan
The times between 1972 and 1974 
can justifiably be regarded as a bright 
era in Bangladesh's diplomacy. 
Bangabandhu's government earned, in 
these critical two years, the rare honor 
of seeing most nations in Asia, Africa, 
Europe and the Americas accord it 
diplomatic recognition. That Bangla-
desh was committed to pursuing a 
secular democratic structure was a 
powerful factor in persuading other 
nations of the need to give the new 
nation its rightful place in the councils 
of the world

Bangabandhu Sheikh Mujibur Rahman 
was unequivocal about the foreign 
policy Bangladesh would pursue under 
his leadership. He defined it in simple 
terms. 

The new country would base its ties 
with the world outside its frontiers on 
the principle of friendship for all and 
malice toward none. It was this 
axiomatic thought, with its roots in the 
politics of the Civil War-era American 
President Abraham Lincoln, which 
Bangladesh adopted as core policy in 

the early years of its independent 
nationhood. 

In the years in which Bangabandhu was 
in office, till his assassination in August 
1975, a sense of dynamism coupled 
with a huge dose of idealism was what 
constituted Bengali diplomacy soon 
after liberation in December 1971.

The foreign policy adopted by Bang-
abandhu's administration necessarily 
took into account the support, in moral 
as well as material terms, provided by 
those nations which clearly looked 
upon the genocide committed by the 
Pakistan occupation army in the 
country with dismay and derision. 

In early April 1971, Soviet President 
Nikolai Podgorny left hardly anything 
to the imagination when he wrote to 
Pakistani junta leader Yahya Khan that 
the crisis in Bangladesh, which at that 
point in time was yet being referred to 
as East Pakistan in the outside world, 
called for a political settlement. Yahya 
Khan, of course, spurned the sugges-

tion and indeed looked upon the 
Soviet advice as interference in 
Pakistan's internal affairs. 

Islamabad's negative feedback was 
thus instrumental in a hardening of 
Moscow's stance toward Pakistan and 
the subsequent role it played in the 
creation of Bangladesh. 

The new government in Dhaka, 
conscious of the decisive Soviet role at 
the United Nations Security Council, 
where Moscow vetoed all resolutions 
that looked about to prevent the fall of 
Pakistan in Bangladesh, certainly 
understood the need for close ties with 
the Soviet Union.

It was against such a background of 
Soviet support to the Bangladesh 
cause in 1971 that Bangabandhu paid 
an official visit to Moscow in March 
1972. This was one occasion where the 
Bengali political leadership, for the 
very first time, came in touch with the 
leaders of the communist state, a move 
which led to a strengthening of 
economic as well as educational ties. 

A constructive result of such close 
Dhaka-Moscow links was the facilitat-
ing of higher academic programs for 
Bengali students at Soviet universities, 
a reality that was to add enormously to 
the promotion of excellence in 
education. 

And, of course, Soviet assistance in 
clearing Chittagong port of the 
remnants of the 1971 war and helping 
to rebuild it were hugely to the 
advantage of a country which had had 
its economy battered and its infrastruc-
ture absolutely destroyed by the 
conflict.

Equally important in the Bangladesh 
foreign policy scheme of things were 
relations with India. The generosity of 
spirit with which Prime Minister Indira 
Gandhi and her government came to 
the support of Bangladesh's people in 
1971, especially in accommodating ten 
million Bengali refugees, providing 
space for the Mujibnagar government 

Foreign policy in
Bangabandhu's times

to operate in and waging a diplomatic 
campaign in Bangladesh's support, 
were naturally acknowledged with 
gratitude by the people and govern-
ment of Bangladesh. 

More importantly, the entry of Indian 
forces in the war in December 1971, 
following the attack on Indian territory 
by Pakistan, and the eventual surren-
der of the Pakistani forces before the 
joint command of the Indian army and 
the Mukti Bahini were a strong 
reassertion of the growing links 
between the two countries. 

Obviously, therefore, a strong, 
constructive bonding with India was in 
order. And Bangabandhu believed that 
in order for the two countries to 
reinforce the links forged during the 
war, it was important that Indian 
troops go back home and let the new 
country get on with its work. 

A singular contribution of Bang-
abandhu's government was thus the 
return home of India's soldiers from 
Bangladesh. Dhaka was in little mood 
to be seen as being under the influence 
of Delhi. Indian soldiers trooped back 
to their country a few days before Mrs. 
Gandhi paid an official visit to Dhaka in 
March 1972. 

And then came a defining moment in 
relations between the two neighbors 
when Bangladesh and India initialed a 

25-year treaty of friendship that would 
have the two countries coming to 
mutual support and friendship in the 
event of hostilities imposed by other 
nations on either of them.

The times between 1972 and 1974 
can justifiably be regarded as a bright 
era in Bangladesh's diplomacy. 
Bangabandhu's government earned, in 
these critical two years, the rare honor 
of seeing most nations in Asia, Africa, 
Europe and the Americas accord it 
diplomatic recognition. 

That Bangladesh was committed to 
pursuing a secular democratic struc-
ture was a powerful factor in persuad-
ing other nations of the need to give 
the new nation its rightful place in the 
councils of the world. It was a policy 
which led to the Bangladesh cause in 
the times after liberation being looked 
upon with a huge degree of support 
and empathy. 

It can be argued, therefore, that 
Bengali secular democracy, having 
been acknowledged by the world as 
Bangladesh's defining diplomatic 
principle, led to a swift opening of 
doors everywhere. The country made 
its entry into various global organiza-
tions, particularly those linked to the 
United Nations. 

Again, though Bangladesh had little 
political reason to be part of the 
Commonwealth, it nevertheless made 
it known that it was ready and willing 
to play its full part in the organization. 
Dhaka's membership of the organiza-
tion certainly riled Pakistan, which 
immediately took itself out of the 
Commonwealth (only to go back to it a 
few decades later). 

Bangladesh's efforts to obtain a place 
in the United Nations were decisively 
blocked through an exercise of the 
veto by China for two continuous 
years. Both in 1972 and 1973, the 
Chinese leadership refused to have 
Dhaka take its place in the world body, 
clearly out of an unwillingness to let 
Pakistan down. 

The Chinese action surely dismayed 
Bangabandhu. Yet he was unwilling to 
go critical or condemnatory, of 
Beijing's position on Bangladesh. It was 
political pragmatism which came into 
play, for Bangabandhu, together with 
Foreign Minister Kamal Hossain, was 
under little doubt that until Bangladesh 
and Pakistan reached a deal on the 
issues that put up roadblocks to a 
normalization of ties between Dhaka 
and Islamabad, Beijing would go on 
playing the veto card and so keep 
Pakistan in good humor. 

Such an assessment entailed, of 
course, a powerful requirement for a 
change of perceptions where links with 
Pakistan were concerned. The change 
came in February 1974, when Bangla-
desh's entry into the Organization of 
Islamic Countries (OIC) threw up a new 

dimension to its diplomacy. Indeed, the 
OIC summit, held in the Pakistani city 
of Lahore, was instrumental in burnish-
ing Bangladesh's image on the global 
scene. 

And that was for two reasons. The first 
related to Pakistan, which had been in 
a state of denial regarding Bangla-
desh's emergence as an independent 
state but which now was forced to 
accord official recognition to the new 
country if it wished to make a success 
of the Islamic summit. Bangladesh's 
secularism notwithstanding, the 
country was home to a majority 
population comprising Muslims, which 
reality could not be ignored. 

The second was Bangladesh's diplo-
matic opening out, at virtually one go, 
to the Islamic world. The perception at 
the time was that through joining the 
OIC, Bangladesh had filled a major gap 
in its diplomacy and was therefore now 
equipped to forge ahead with explor-
ing trade and other possibilities with 
the Islamic world.

Bangladesh's foreign policy regarding 
the United States, in the initial stages, 
was informed by a couple of positions. 
First, Bangabandhu and his govern-
ment were grateful to the American 
people for their unqualified support to 
the Bangladesh cause in 1971. Second, 
it was critical of the Nixon-Kissinger tilt 
toward Pakistan during the war, a 
position which clearly militated against 
the Bengali war of liberation. 

It was not easily forgotten that where 
American politicians like Senator 
Edward Kennedy were loudly rooting 
for Bangladesh in 1971, the Nixon 
administration consistently explored 
the chances of a negotiated settlement 
between the Yahya Khan regime and 
the Bengali political leadership even 
when the opportunity for such a 
settlement did not exist after 25 March 
1971.

The lengths to which the US adminis-
tration was prepared to go toward 

promoting a settlement within the 
Pakistani federal structure were soon 
revealed through reports of Khondokar 
Moshtaque, the Mujibnagar govern-
ment's foreign minister, being ready to 
make a departure from the position of 
the government and lend his support 
to the American plan during his 
projected trip to New York. 

The conspiracy, for so it was, was 
neutralized through the government's 
preventing Moshtaque from traveling 
to New York. His place was taken by 
Justice Abu Sayeed Chowdhury, the 
self-exiled vice chancellor of Dhaka 
University then serving as a special 
envoy of the Mujibnagar government.

The Bangabandhu government's 
diplomatic successes were surely 
capped by Washington's recognition of 
Bangladesh in April 1972. Though ties 
between the two countries were 
somewhat soured by the American 
position regarding Bangladesh's trade 
deals with Cuba, the government in 
Dhaka was careful not to let slip the 
opportunity of building on its new-
found links with Washington. 

Bangladesh made a significant move 
through making contact with the 
World Bank, a step that demonstrated 
the government's determination to 
pursue an independent foreign policy 
through an exercise of pragmatism in 
its dealings with foreign nations in an 
era yet constricted by the Cold War. 

In much the same manner, Bang-
abandhu and his government were 
convinced that nothing short of 
non-alignment would enable the global 
community to steer away from the 
hard choices it would have to make 
between leaning toward the Soviet 
bloc and aligning itself with American 
policy. 

Bangabandhu was keenly aware of the 
damage done to Pakistan through its 
membership of such anti-communist 
blocs as SEATO and CENTO; and 
because he was, it was his observation 

that the path traversed by Jawaharlal 
Nehru, Gamal Abdel Nasser, Ahmed 
Sukarno and Josip Broz Tito in the 
1950s was one his country needed to 
take if its goal was to carve a distinc-
tive niche for itself in the world.

Forty seven years after 1971, the 
principles on which Bangabandhu 
Sheikh Mujibur Rahman shaped 
Bangladesh's foreign policy are in 
absolute need of reassertion. 

The Father of the Nation believed, out 
of conviction and moral belief, that 
Bangladesh could be the Switzerland 
of the East. Given the trauma the 
Bengali nation has faced in the years 
since his assassination, the relevance 
of that belief rises out of the mists of 
time. 

The message is patent and unmistak-
able: Bangladesh is in sore need of 
reclaiming the goodwill and respect of 
the international community, 
sentiments which once came its way 
through the nobility of its cause and 
the sagacity of its leadership. Bang-
abandhu Sheikh Mujibur Rahman 
personified that cause and that 
sagacity.

On a personal note, this writer came 
across former British prime minister 
Edward Heath at a reception in London 
in the late 1990s. 

On being informed by the writer that 
he was from Bangladesh, Heath 
stopped for a while; there was a 
twinkle in his eyes and a smile on his 
lips. "Ah", said he, "Sheikh Mujibur 
Rahman's country."And that said 
volumes about the era of Bangabandhu 
Sheikh Mujibur Rahman.

____________________________________

( Syed Badrul Ahsan:  Editor-in-Charge, 
The Asian Age)
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Syed Badrul Ahsan
The times between 1972 and 1974 
can justifiably be regarded as a bright 
era in Bangladesh's diplomacy. 
Bangabandhu's government earned, in 
these critical two years, the rare honor 
of seeing most nations in Asia, Africa, 
Europe and the Americas accord it 
diplomatic recognition. That Bangla-
desh was committed to pursuing a 
secular democratic structure was a 
powerful factor in persuading other 
nations of the need to give the new 
nation its rightful place in the councils 
of the world

Bangabandhu Sheikh Mujibur Rahman 
was unequivocal about the foreign 
policy Bangladesh would pursue under 
his leadership. He defined it in simple 
terms. 

The new country would base its ties 
with the world outside its frontiers on 
the principle of friendship for all and 
malice toward none. It was this 
axiomatic thought, with its roots in the 
politics of the Civil War-era American 
President Abraham Lincoln, which 
Bangladesh adopted as core policy in 

the early years of its independent 
nationhood. 

In the years in which Bangabandhu was 
in office, till his assassination in August 
1975, a sense of dynamism coupled 
with a huge dose of idealism was what 
constituted Bengali diplomacy soon 
after liberation in December 1971.

The foreign policy adopted by Bang-
abandhu's administration necessarily 
took into account the support, in moral 
as well as material terms, provided by 
those nations which clearly looked 
upon the genocide committed by the 
Pakistan occupation army in the 
country with dismay and derision. 

In early April 1971, Soviet President 
Nikolai Podgorny left hardly anything 
to the imagination when he wrote to 
Pakistani junta leader Yahya Khan that 
the crisis in Bangladesh, which at that 
point in time was yet being referred to 
as East Pakistan in the outside world, 
called for a political settlement. Yahya 
Khan, of course, spurned the sugges-

tion and indeed looked upon the 
Soviet advice as interference in 
Pakistan's internal affairs. 

Islamabad's negative feedback was 
thus instrumental in a hardening of 
Moscow's stance toward Pakistan and 
the subsequent role it played in the 
creation of Bangladesh. 

The new government in Dhaka, 
conscious of the decisive Soviet role at 
the United Nations Security Council, 
where Moscow vetoed all resolutions 
that looked about to prevent the fall of 
Pakistan in Bangladesh, certainly 
understood the need for close ties with 
the Soviet Union.

It was against such a background of 
Soviet support to the Bangladesh 
cause in 1971 that Bangabandhu paid 
an official visit to Moscow in March 
1972. This was one occasion where the 
Bengali political leadership, for the 
very first time, came in touch with the 
leaders of the communist state, a move 
which led to a strengthening of 
economic as well as educational ties. 

A constructive result of such close 
Dhaka-Moscow links was the facilitat-
ing of higher academic programs for 
Bengali students at Soviet universities, 
a reality that was to add enormously to 
the promotion of excellence in 
education. 

And, of course, Soviet assistance in 
clearing Chittagong port of the 
remnants of the 1971 war and helping 
to rebuild it were hugely to the 
advantage of a country which had had 
its economy battered and its infrastruc-
ture absolutely destroyed by the 
conflict.

Equally important in the Bangladesh 
foreign policy scheme of things were 
relations with India. The generosity of 
spirit with which Prime Minister Indira 
Gandhi and her government came to 
the support of Bangladesh's people in 
1971, especially in accommodating ten 
million Bengali refugees, providing 
space for the Mujibnagar government 

to operate in and waging a diplomatic 
campaign in Bangladesh's support, 
were naturally acknowledged with 
gratitude by the people and govern-
ment of Bangladesh. 

More importantly, the entry of Indian 
forces in the war in December 1971, 
following the attack on Indian territory 
by Pakistan, and the eventual surren-
der of the Pakistani forces before the 
joint command of the Indian army and 
the Mukti Bahini were a strong 
reassertion of the growing links 
between the two countries. 

Obviously, therefore, a strong, 
constructive bonding with India was in 
order. And Bangabandhu believed that 
in order for the two countries to 
reinforce the links forged during the 
war, it was important that Indian 
troops go back home and let the new 
country get on with its work. 

A singular contribution of Bang-
abandhu's government was thus the 
return home of India's soldiers from 
Bangladesh. Dhaka was in little mood 
to be seen as being under the influence 
of Delhi. Indian soldiers trooped back 
to their country a few days before Mrs. 
Gandhi paid an official visit to Dhaka in 
March 1972. 

And then came a defining moment in 
relations between the two neighbors 
when Bangladesh and India initialed a 

25-year treaty of friendship that would 
have the two countries coming to 
mutual support and friendship in the 
event of hostilities imposed by other 
nations on either of them.

The times between 1972 and 1974 
can justifiably be regarded as a bright 
era in Bangladesh's diplomacy. 
Bangabandhu's government earned, in 
these critical two years, the rare honor 
of seeing most nations in Asia, Africa, 
Europe and the Americas accord it 
diplomatic recognition. 

That Bangladesh was committed to 
pursuing a secular democratic struc-
ture was a powerful factor in persuad-
ing other nations of the need to give 
the new nation its rightful place in the 
councils of the world. It was a policy 
which led to the Bangladesh cause in 
the times after liberation being looked 
upon with a huge degree of support 
and empathy. 

It can be argued, therefore, that 
Bengali secular democracy, having 
been acknowledged by the world as 
Bangladesh's defining diplomatic 
principle, led to a swift opening of 
doors everywhere. The country made 
its entry into various global organiza-
tions, particularly those linked to the 
United Nations. 

Again, though Bangladesh had little 
political reason to be part of the 
Commonwealth, it nevertheless made 
it known that it was ready and willing 
to play its full part in the organization. 
Dhaka's membership of the organiza-
tion certainly riled Pakistan, which 
immediately took itself out of the 
Commonwealth (only to go back to it a 
few decades later). 

Bangladesh's efforts to obtain a place 
in the United Nations were decisively 
blocked through an exercise of the 
veto by China for two continuous 
years. Both in 1972 and 1973, the 
Chinese leadership refused to have 
Dhaka take its place in the world body, 
clearly out of an unwillingness to let 
Pakistan down. 

The Chinese action surely dismayed 
Bangabandhu. Yet he was unwilling to 
go critical or condemnatory, of 
Beijing's position on Bangladesh. It was 
political pragmatism which came into 
play, for Bangabandhu, together with 
Foreign Minister Kamal Hossain, was 
under little doubt that until Bangladesh 
and Pakistan reached a deal on the 
issues that put up roadblocks to a 
normalization of ties between Dhaka 
and Islamabad, Beijing would go on 
playing the veto card and so keep 
Pakistan in good humor. 

Such an assessment entailed, of 
course, a powerful requirement for a 
change of perceptions where links with 
Pakistan were concerned. The change 
came in February 1974, when Bangla-
desh's entry into the Organization of 
Islamic Countries (OIC) threw up a new 

dimension to its diplomacy. Indeed, the 
OIC summit, held in the Pakistani city 
of Lahore, was instrumental in burnish-
ing Bangladesh's image on the global 
scene. 

And that was for two reasons. The first 
related to Pakistan, which had been in 
a state of denial regarding Bangla-
desh's emergence as an independent 
state but which now was forced to 
accord official recognition to the new 
country if it wished to make a success 
of the Islamic summit. Bangladesh's 
secularism notwithstanding, the 
country was home to a majority 
population comprising Muslims, which 
reality could not be ignored. 

The second was Bangladesh's diplo-
matic opening out, at virtually one go, 
to the Islamic world. The perception at 
the time was that through joining the 
OIC, Bangladesh had filled a major gap 
in its diplomacy and was therefore now 
equipped to forge ahead with explor-
ing trade and other possibilities with 
the Islamic world.

Bangladesh's foreign policy regarding 
the United States, in the initial stages, 
was informed by a couple of positions. 
First, Bangabandhu and his govern-
ment were grateful to the American 
people for their unqualified support to 
the Bangladesh cause in 1971. Second, 
it was critical of the Nixon-Kissinger tilt 
toward Pakistan during the war, a 
position which clearly militated against 
the Bengali war of liberation. 

It was not easily forgotten that where 
American politicians like Senator 
Edward Kennedy were loudly rooting 
for Bangladesh in 1971, the Nixon 
administration consistently explored 
the chances of a negotiated settlement 
between the Yahya Khan regime and 
the Bengali political leadership even 
when the opportunity for such a 
settlement did not exist after 25 March 
1971.

The lengths to which the US adminis-
tration was prepared to go toward 

promoting a settlement within the 
Pakistani federal structure were soon 
revealed through reports of Khondokar 
Moshtaque, the Mujibnagar govern-
ment's foreign minister, being ready to 
make a departure from the position of 
the government and lend his support 
to the American plan during his 
projected trip to New York. 

The conspiracy, for so it was, was 
neutralized through the government's 
preventing Moshtaque from traveling 
to New York. His place was taken by 
Justice Abu Sayeed Chowdhury, the 
self-exiled vice chancellor of Dhaka 
University then serving as a special 
envoy of the Mujibnagar government.

The Bangabandhu government's 
diplomatic successes were surely 
capped by Washington's recognition of 
Bangladesh in April 1972. Though ties 
between the two countries were 
somewhat soured by the American 
position regarding Bangladesh's trade 
deals with Cuba, the government in 
Dhaka was careful not to let slip the 
opportunity of building on its new-
found links with Washington. 

Bangladesh made a significant move 
through making contact with the 
World Bank, a step that demonstrated 
the government's determination to 
pursue an independent foreign policy 
through an exercise of pragmatism in 
its dealings with foreign nations in an 
era yet constricted by the Cold War. 

In much the same manner, Bang-
abandhu and his government were 
convinced that nothing short of 
non-alignment would enable the global 
community to steer away from the 
hard choices it would have to make 
between leaning toward the Soviet 
bloc and aligning itself with American 
policy. 

Bangabandhu was keenly aware of the 
damage done to Pakistan through its 
membership of such anti-communist 
blocs as SEATO and CENTO; and 
because he was, it was his observation 

that the path traversed by Jawaharlal 
Nehru, Gamal Abdel Nasser, Ahmed 
Sukarno and Josip Broz Tito in the 
1950s was one his country needed to 
take if its goal was to carve a distinc-
tive niche for itself in the world.

Forty seven years after 1971, the 
principles on which Bangabandhu 
Sheikh Mujibur Rahman shaped 
Bangladesh's foreign policy are in 
absolute need of reassertion. 

The Father of the Nation believed, out 
of conviction and moral belief, that 
Bangladesh could be the Switzerland 
of the East. Given the trauma the 
Bengali nation has faced in the years 
since his assassination, the relevance 
of that belief rises out of the mists of 
time. 

The message is patent and unmistak-
able: Bangladesh is in sore need of 
reclaiming the goodwill and respect of 
the international community, 
sentiments which once came its way 
through the nobility of its cause and 
the sagacity of its leadership. Bang-
abandhu Sheikh Mujibur Rahman 
personified that cause and that 
sagacity.

On a personal note, this writer came 
across former British prime minister 
Edward Heath at a reception in London 
in the late 1990s. 

On being informed by the writer that 
he was from Bangladesh, Heath 
stopped for a while; there was a 
twinkle in his eyes and a smile on his 
lips. "Ah", said he, "Sheikh Mujibur 
Rahman's country."And that said 
volumes about the era of Bangabandhu 
Sheikh Mujibur Rahman.

____________________________________

( Syed Badrul Ahsan:  Editor-in-Charge, 
The Asian Age)
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Syed Badrul Ahsan
The times between 1972 and 1974 
can justifiably be regarded as a bright 
era in Bangladesh's diplomacy. 
Bangabandhu's government earned, in 
these critical two years, the rare honor 
of seeing most nations in Asia, Africa, 
Europe and the Americas accord it 
diplomatic recognition. That Bangla-
desh was committed to pursuing a 
secular democratic structure was a 
powerful factor in persuading other 
nations of the need to give the new 
nation its rightful place in the councils 
of the world

Bangabandhu Sheikh Mujibur Rahman 
was unequivocal about the foreign 
policy Bangladesh would pursue under 
his leadership. He defined it in simple 
terms. 

The new country would base its ties 
with the world outside its frontiers on 
the principle of friendship for all and 
malice toward none. It was this 
axiomatic thought, with its roots in the 
politics of the Civil War-era American 
President Abraham Lincoln, which 
Bangladesh adopted as core policy in 

the early years of its independent 
nationhood. 

In the years in which Bangabandhu was 
in office, till his assassination in August 
1975, a sense of dynamism coupled 
with a huge dose of idealism was what 
constituted Bengali diplomacy soon 
after liberation in December 1971.

The foreign policy adopted by Bang-
abandhu's administration necessarily 
took into account the support, in moral 
as well as material terms, provided by 
those nations which clearly looked 
upon the genocide committed by the 
Pakistan occupation army in the 
country with dismay and derision. 

In early April 1971, Soviet President 
Nikolai Podgorny left hardly anything 
to the imagination when he wrote to 
Pakistani junta leader Yahya Khan that 
the crisis in Bangladesh, which at that 
point in time was yet being referred to 
as East Pakistan in the outside world, 
called for a political settlement. Yahya 
Khan, of course, spurned the sugges-

tion and indeed looked upon the 
Soviet advice as interference in 
Pakistan's internal affairs. 

Islamabad's negative feedback was 
thus instrumental in a hardening of 
Moscow's stance toward Pakistan and 
the subsequent role it played in the 
creation of Bangladesh. 

The new government in Dhaka, 
conscious of the decisive Soviet role at 
the United Nations Security Council, 
where Moscow vetoed all resolutions 
that looked about to prevent the fall of 
Pakistan in Bangladesh, certainly 
understood the need for close ties with 
the Soviet Union.

It was against such a background of 
Soviet support to the Bangladesh 
cause in 1971 that Bangabandhu paid 
an official visit to Moscow in March 
1972. This was one occasion where the 
Bengali political leadership, for the 
very first time, came in touch with the 
leaders of the communist state, a move 
which led to a strengthening of 
economic as well as educational ties. 

A constructive result of such close 
Dhaka-Moscow links was the facilitat-
ing of higher academic programs for 
Bengali students at Soviet universities, 
a reality that was to add enormously to 
the promotion of excellence in 
education. 

And, of course, Soviet assistance in 
clearing Chittagong port of the 
remnants of the 1971 war and helping 
to rebuild it were hugely to the 
advantage of a country which had had 
its economy battered and its infrastruc-
ture absolutely destroyed by the 
conflict.

Equally important in the Bangladesh 
foreign policy scheme of things were 
relations with India. The generosity of 
spirit with which Prime Minister Indira 
Gandhi and her government came to 
the support of Bangladesh's people in 
1971, especially in accommodating ten 
million Bengali refugees, providing 
space for the Mujibnagar government 

to operate in and waging a diplomatic 
campaign in Bangladesh's support, 
were naturally acknowledged with 
gratitude by the people and govern-
ment of Bangladesh. 

More importantly, the entry of Indian 
forces in the war in December 1971, 
following the attack on Indian territory 
by Pakistan, and the eventual surren-
der of the Pakistani forces before the 
joint command of the Indian army and 
the Mukti Bahini were a strong 
reassertion of the growing links 
between the two countries. 

Obviously, therefore, a strong, 
constructive bonding with India was in 
order. And Bangabandhu believed that 
in order for the two countries to 
reinforce the links forged during the 
war, it was important that Indian 
troops go back home and let the new 
country get on with its work. 

A singular contribution of Bang-
abandhu's government was thus the 
return home of India's soldiers from 
Bangladesh. Dhaka was in little mood 
to be seen as being under the influence 
of Delhi. Indian soldiers trooped back 
to their country a few days before Mrs. 
Gandhi paid an official visit to Dhaka in 
March 1972. 

And then came a defining moment in 
relations between the two neighbors 
when Bangladesh and India initialed a 

25-year treaty of friendship that would 
have the two countries coming to 
mutual support and friendship in the 
event of hostilities imposed by other 
nations on either of them.

The times between 1972 and 1974 
can justifiably be regarded as a bright 
era in Bangladesh's diplomacy. 
Bangabandhu's government earned, in 
these critical two years, the rare honor 
of seeing most nations in Asia, Africa, 
Europe and the Americas accord it 
diplomatic recognition. 

That Bangladesh was committed to 
pursuing a secular democratic struc-
ture was a powerful factor in persuad-
ing other nations of the need to give 
the new nation its rightful place in the 
councils of the world. It was a policy 
which led to the Bangladesh cause in 
the times after liberation being looked 
upon with a huge degree of support 
and empathy. 

It can be argued, therefore, that 
Bengali secular democracy, having 
been acknowledged by the world as 
Bangladesh's defining diplomatic 
principle, led to a swift opening of 
doors everywhere. The country made 
its entry into various global organiza-
tions, particularly those linked to the 
United Nations. 

Again, though Bangladesh had little 
political reason to be part of the 
Commonwealth, it nevertheless made 
it known that it was ready and willing 
to play its full part in the organization. 
Dhaka's membership of the organiza-
tion certainly riled Pakistan, which 
immediately took itself out of the 
Commonwealth (only to go back to it a 
few decades later). 

Bangladesh's efforts to obtain a place 
in the United Nations were decisively 
blocked through an exercise of the 
veto by China for two continuous 
years. Both in 1972 and 1973, the 
Chinese leadership refused to have 
Dhaka take its place in the world body, 
clearly out of an unwillingness to let 
Pakistan down. 

The Chinese action surely dismayed 
Bangabandhu. Yet he was unwilling to 
go critical or condemnatory, of 
Beijing's position on Bangladesh. It was 
political pragmatism which came into 
play, for Bangabandhu, together with 
Foreign Minister Kamal Hossain, was 
under little doubt that until Bangladesh 
and Pakistan reached a deal on the 
issues that put up roadblocks to a 
normalization of ties between Dhaka 
and Islamabad, Beijing would go on 
playing the veto card and so keep 
Pakistan in good humor. 

Such an assessment entailed, of 
course, a powerful requirement for a 
change of perceptions where links with 
Pakistan were concerned. The change 
came in February 1974, when Bangla-
desh's entry into the Organization of 
Islamic Countries (OIC) threw up a new 

dimension to its diplomacy. Indeed, the 
OIC summit, held in the Pakistani city 
of Lahore, was instrumental in burnish-
ing Bangladesh's image on the global 
scene. 

And that was for two reasons. The first 
related to Pakistan, which had been in 
a state of denial regarding Bangla-
desh's emergence as an independent 
state but which now was forced to 
accord official recognition to the new 
country if it wished to make a success 
of the Islamic summit. Bangladesh's 
secularism notwithstanding, the 
country was home to a majority 
population comprising Muslims, which 
reality could not be ignored. 

The second was Bangladesh's diplo-
matic opening out, at virtually one go, 
to the Islamic world. The perception at 
the time was that through joining the 
OIC, Bangladesh had filled a major gap 
in its diplomacy and was therefore now 
equipped to forge ahead with explor-
ing trade and other possibilities with 
the Islamic world.

Bangladesh's foreign policy regarding 
the United States, in the initial stages, 
was informed by a couple of positions. 
First, Bangabandhu and his govern-
ment were grateful to the American 
people for their unqualified support to 
the Bangladesh cause in 1971. Second, 
it was critical of the Nixon-Kissinger tilt 
toward Pakistan during the war, a 
position which clearly militated against 
the Bengali war of liberation. 

It was not easily forgotten that where 
American politicians like Senator 
Edward Kennedy were loudly rooting 
for Bangladesh in 1971, the Nixon 
administration consistently explored 
the chances of a negotiated settlement 
between the Yahya Khan regime and 
the Bengali political leadership even 
when the opportunity for such a 
settlement did not exist after 25 March 
1971.

The lengths to which the US adminis-
tration was prepared to go toward 

promoting a settlement within the 
Pakistani federal structure were soon 
revealed through reports of Khondokar 
Moshtaque, the Mujibnagar govern-
ment's foreign minister, being ready to 
make a departure from the position of 
the government and lend his support 
to the American plan during his 
projected trip to New York. 

The conspiracy, for so it was, was 
neutralized through the government's 
preventing Moshtaque from traveling 
to New York. His place was taken by 
Justice Abu Sayeed Chowdhury, the 
self-exiled vice chancellor of Dhaka 
University then serving as a special 
envoy of the Mujibnagar government.

The Bangabandhu government's 
diplomatic successes were surely 
capped by Washington's recognition of 
Bangladesh in April 1972. Though ties 
between the two countries were 
somewhat soured by the American 
position regarding Bangladesh's trade 
deals with Cuba, the government in 
Dhaka was careful not to let slip the 
opportunity of building on its new-
found links with Washington. 

Bangladesh made a significant move 
through making contact with the 
World Bank, a step that demonstrated 
the government's determination to 
pursue an independent foreign policy 
through an exercise of pragmatism in 
its dealings with foreign nations in an 
era yet constricted by the Cold War. 

In much the same manner, Bang-
abandhu and his government were 
convinced that nothing short of 
non-alignment would enable the global 
community to steer away from the 
hard choices it would have to make 
between leaning toward the Soviet 
bloc and aligning itself with American 
policy. 

Bangabandhu was keenly aware of the 
damage done to Pakistan through its 
membership of such anti-communist 
blocs as SEATO and CENTO; and 
because he was, it was his observation 

that the path traversed by Jawaharlal 
Nehru, Gamal Abdel Nasser, Ahmed 
Sukarno and Josip Broz Tito in the 
1950s was one his country needed to 
take if its goal was to carve a distinc-
tive niche for itself in the world.

Forty seven years after 1971, the 
principles on which Bangabandhu 
Sheikh Mujibur Rahman shaped 
Bangladesh's foreign policy are in 
absolute need of reassertion. 

The Father of the Nation believed, out 
of conviction and moral belief, that 
Bangladesh could be the Switzerland 
of the East. Given the trauma the 
Bengali nation has faced in the years 
since his assassination, the relevance 
of that belief rises out of the mists of 
time. 

The message is patent and unmistak-
able: Bangladesh is in sore need of 
reclaiming the goodwill and respect of 
the international community, 
sentiments which once came its way 
through the nobility of its cause and 
the sagacity of its leadership. Bang-
abandhu Sheikh Mujibur Rahman 
personified that cause and that 
sagacity.

On a personal note, this writer came 
across former British prime minister 
Edward Heath at a reception in London 
in the late 1990s. 

On being informed by the writer that 
he was from Bangladesh, Heath 
stopped for a while; there was a 
twinkle in his eyes and a smile on his 
lips. "Ah", said he, "Sheikh Mujibur 
Rahman's country."And that said 
volumes about the era of Bangabandhu 
Sheikh Mujibur Rahman.

____________________________________

( Syed Badrul Ahsan:  Editor-in-Charge, 
The Asian Age)

GLOBAL BUSINESS | 47



A. K. M. Atiqur Rahman
Diplomatic practices, not only in the 
present world, but did exist in ancient 
times for establishment of relations or 
cooperation between states. The head 
of a state or country used to send his 
trustworthy person as his special 
envoy at the time of need especially in 
crisis or delight. Usually the envoy had 
to carry some important message. The 
envoy’s activities never crossed the 
boundary of the purpose of his 
mission. An envoy normally had never 
to face any disaster whether he could 
bring any positive result or not, even if 
the situation went more severe. Later 
on, that practices took the shape of 
present day diplomacy. Consequently 
foreign policies were formulated to 
establish diplomatic relations among 
states.

Formulation of foreign policies and 

their implementation depend on the 
political philosophy of a country’s 
leadership and its equation of relations 
with other countries. The success of 
foreign policies can not only be earned 
by framing powerful foreign policies 
but it needs a powerful leadership. 
Actually a country’s success in 
international relations depends on the 
degree of correlation between its 
foreign policy and leadership. 
Bangladesh is not an exception of that.

Father of the Nation Bangabandhu 
Sheikh Mujibur Rahman was flown 
secretly to London in the morning of 8 
January after he was released from 
Pakistan’s jail in the night of 7 January 
1972. In London, he met British Prime 
Minister Edward Heath. He returned to 
Bangladesh on 10 January via India. At 
New Delhi, Bangabandhu was 

accorded a very warm reception which 
was attended by Indian President V V 
Giri, Prime Minister Mrs Indira Gandhi 
and other cabinet ministers in addition 
to millions of Indian people.

Returning home, Bangabandhu got a 
Bangladesh with burnt houses, 
destroyed roads. The central bank was 
empty. In that situation, he had to 
shoulder the responsibility of his 
motherland as well as his people. 
Bangabandhu was bewildered in his 
dream of reconstructing the 
independent Bangladesh. It was only 
possible for a brave patriotic leader like 
him to shoulder such hardiest 
responsibility standing on the piles of 
ruins. That self-confident and 
farsighted person did not wait for a 
single moment to start the work of 
reconstruction of the country. Drafting 
of the country’s constitution began. At 
the same time, foreign policies were 
drawn up. Based on the basic elements 
of his foreign policies- ‘friendship with 
all, malice to none’ and ‘friendly 
co-existence’, the present Bangladesh 
has established such stronger 
relationship with the world community.

Bangabandhu did not only think the 
welfare of his people, but he always 
felt the miseries of the have-nots of 
the world. He used to say, “The world 
is divided into two parts - oppressors 
and oppressed. And I am with the 
oppressed”. Bangabandhu never stood 
silent if there were any injustice and 
exploitation at any place against any 
person irrespective of caste or creed. 
By born he was a world leader who 
always spoke for the oppressed 
people. Bangabandhu was compared 
with the Himalayas. He stood against 
apartheid in Africa, foreign occupation 
in Asia and Africa or Latin America. He 
expressed his solidarity with the 
people of Palestine. In the same way, 
he condemned the overthrowing of the 
democratically elected Government of 
Cyprus.

Bangabandhu went to Kolkata on 6 
February 1972. Indian Prime Minister 

Bangabandhu’s Foreign
Policy and the World

Mrs Indira Gandhi received him at 
Domdom Airport. During the visit, it 
was decided that India would withdraw 
its army from Bangladesh by March. 
Accordingly on 1 March, India declared 
to withdraw its army from Bangladesh 
and the withdrawal was completed on 
15 March. Bangabandhu visited 
Moscow from 29 February to 6 March. 
Indian Prime Minister Mrs Indira 
Gandhi came to Bangladesh on 17 
March. The two Prime Ministers signed 
a 25-year Treaty of Friendship, 
Cooperation and Peace on 19 March. 
Bangabandhu met British Prime 
Minister Edward Heath on 18 August. 
From London he went to Geneva on 21 
August to convalesce in Switzerland as 
their guest. On his return from Geneva 
on 13 September, he held talks with 
Prime Minister Indira Gandhi during his 
stop over at New Delhi.

In 1972, Bangladesh became member 
of IMF (17 June), ILO (22 June), 
Inter-Parliamentary Union (20 
September), UNESCO (19 October), 
Colombo Plan (6 November) and GATT 
(9 November).

On 8 August 1972, Bangladesh 
officially forwarded application to UN 
Secretary General seeking UN 
membership. Bangabandhu, on 10 
August, wrote to all members of the 
Security Council for their support. On 
23 August, a resolution backed by UK, 
India, USSR and Yugoslavia urged UN 
Security Council to admit Bangladesh 
but China vetoed. However, UN 
General Assembly, on 30 November, 
recommended Bangladesh’s 
membership.

In September, Bangladesh Peace 
Council urged the US government to 
stop all bombings in Vietnam. Patrice 
Lulumba University of USSR decided to 
award peace medal to Bangabandhu 
on 23 November. Students’ Union of 
Bangladesh organised a procession on 
22 December to condemn the 
resumption of US bombing on North 
Vietnam.

On 9 February 1973, UN Secretary 

General Dr Kurt Waldheim called on 
Bangabandhu at Ganabhaban. Yugoslav 
Prime Minister Mr Dzemal Bijedic 
arrived in Dhaka on 25 March. 
Bangabandhu left Dhaka for Belgrade 
on 26 June on a 17-day visit to 
Yugoslavia and Canada. Yugoslavian 
President Marshal Tito pledged all out 
support to Bangladesh including 
admission to NAM and UN. On 7 
August, Bangabandhu addressed the 
Commonwealth Heads of Government 
Meeting in Ottawa. Bangabandhu left 
Dhaka on 6 September for Algiers to 
attend the 4th NAM Summit. During 
the Summit, he met King Faisal, 
President Tito, President Anwar 
Sadaat, President Idi Amin, President 
Gaddafi and Prime Minister Takeddine 
Sloth. He went to Tokyo on 18 October 
on a 7-day visit. He also paid a short 
visit to Malaysia in that year.

Bangabandhu loved his people as 
much his people loved him. In April, 
Bangabandhu sent a message to UN 
Secretary General proposing 
unconditional and immediate 
repatriation of all Bangalis from 
Pakistan and all Pakistanis from 
Bangladesh. During the visit of UN 
High Commissioner for Refugees to 
Dhaka in May, Bangabandhu urged him 
to save Bangalis in Pakistan. On 28 

August, India and Pakistan signed an 
agreement for resolving repatriation of 
half a million Bangalis and Pakistanis. 
Bangabandhu hailed this agreement. 
British Prime Minister Edward Heath in 
a message assured Bangabandhu all 
possible help for repatriation of 
Bangalis. Finally the repatriation began 
on 19 September (first batch of 168 
persons).

In 1973, Bangladesh became a member 
of ADB (18 February), ICAO (28 
February), ECAFE (23 April) and FAO 
(12 November). The Foreign Ministers 
of NAM approved Bangladesh’s 
membership for NAM on 3 September.

Bangabandhu hailed Vietnam peace 
accord on 24 January. The World 
Peace Council during its 3-day Asian 
Conference in May in Dhaka conferred 
Bangabandhu with Juliet Curie Gold 
Medal for Peace. On 10 July, National 
Assembly of Pakistan passed a 
resolution authorising President Bhutto 
to accord recognition to Bangladesh. In 
July, Bangladesh condemned Portugal’s 
atrocities in Mozambique. Bangladesh, 
on 21 July, recognised the new Afghan 
government headed by Sarder 
Mohammad Daud Khan. Bangladesh 
also accorded recognition to the 
provisional Revolutionary Government 
of Vietnam in July.

On 6 October 1973, Bangabandhu 
condemned latest Israeli aggression in 
the Middle East. He instructed to send 
one lakh pounds of tea for Egypt and 
Syria as gift. He hailed 
Tito-Boumedienne move for a 
concerted effort of the Non-aligned 
countries in support of Arab cause. 
Bangabandhu sent a medical team to 
Egypt and Syria in aid to war victims in 
Arab-Israel war.

The year 1974 began with a 4-day visit 
of New Zealand Prime Minister Mr 
Norman Kirk. Yugoslav President 
Marshall Tito arrived in Dhaka on 29 
January. The Secretary General of OIC 
visited Dhaka in February. Pakistan 
gave recognition to Bangladesh on 22 
February. Bangabandhu went to 
Lahore on 23 February to attend the 
OIC Summit. President of Egypt Anwar 
Sadat arrived in Dhaka on 25 February. 
On 8 March, Algerian President Col. 
Houari Bomedienne had a stopover in 
Dhaka and held talks with 
Bangabandhu. In March, Bangabandhu 
went to Moscow for treatment. 
President Ne Win of Myanmar visited 
Bangladesh in the last week of April. 
Bangabandhu went to India on 12 May 
on a 5-day visit. Mr Leopold Sedar 
Senghor, President of Senegal paid a 
visit in the last week of May. On 1 
June, President of Bangladesh went to 
Bhutan to attend the coronation 
ceremony of King Jigme Singye 
Wangchuk. Indian President V V Giri 
came to Dhaka on 15 June on a 5-day 
visit. Pakistan Prime Minister visited 
Bangladesh in June. President of South 
Vietnam Nguyen Hu Thu had a brief 
stopover at Dhaka in September.

On 17 September, UN General 
Assembly unanimously approved the 
entry of Bangladesh in the UN as its 
136th member. Bangabandhu left 
Dhaka on 23 September to attend the 
UNGA. He spoke before the UNGA in 
Bangla. He met US President Gerald 
Ford at the White House on 1 October.

In the first week of October, 
Bangabandhu paid a visit to Iraq. US 

Secretary of State Henry Kissinger 
came to Dhaka in October. 
Bangabandhu went to Kuwait on 10 
November on a 4-day visit. Malaysian 
King arrived in Dhaka on 3 December. 
Bangabandhu left for Abu Dhabi on 18 
December. The King of Bhutan paid a 
visit to Dhaka in December. Director 
General of FAO also came to Dhaka in 
December.

On 19 July, Bangladesh condemned 
the use of force aimed at overthrowing 
the democratically elected government 
of the Republic of Cyprus headed by 
Archbishop Makarios. In its first 
appearance before the UN Security 
Council on 22 October, Bangladesh 
urged for immediate expulsion of 
South Africa from the UN.

Bangladesh became a founder member 
of the Islamic Bank in August. In 
November, the site for construction of 
a 3 mile long bridge over Jamuna was 
finally selected by Japan and 
Bangladesh. UNGA nominated 
Bangladesh to its Commission on 
Namibia on 19 December.

On 19 January 1975, Australian Prime 
Minister EG Whitlam came to Dhaka. 
Crown Prince Akihito of Japan arrived 
in Dhaka on 20 February. A Bangladesh 
delegation attended the coronation of 
the Nepalese monarch held in 
February. President of Asian 
Development Bank (ADB) came to 
Bangladesh in March. President of 
Afghanistan Muhammad Daud arrived 
in Dhaka on 14 March on a two-day 
visit. President of Canadian 
International Development Agency 
(CIDA) arrived in Dhaka in March. 
Bangabandhu spoke at the 
Commonwealth Summit Conference in 
Kingston on 5 May.

Bangladesh was elected a member of 
the Executive Council of World 
Tourism Organisation (WTO) and the 
Executive Board of World Health 
Organisation on 19 May and 22 May 
respectively. On 23 June, Bangladesh 
was elected as the Vice President of 
the World Food Council.

From January 1972 to July 1975, 
Bangladesh received more than a 
hundred delegations including about 
fifty VVIPs. During this short time, 
Bangladesh signed more than seventy 
treaty, agreement, memorandum and 
contract with countries all over the 
world. Many countries and 
organisations like India, USSR, Sweden, 
Germany, USA, IDA, Japan, Poland, UK, 
Canada, Denmark, UNICEF, UN, 
Australia, France, WFP, UAE, Qatar, 
Bulgaria, Belgium, Algeria, Netherlands, 
UNHCR, etc provided billions of dollar 
as credit, grant, aid, soft loan, 
assistance and donation (for flood 
victims).  

Bangladesh became orphan on 15 
August 1975 at the age of four when it 
just started to walk step by step. 
People all over the world became 
astounded, anxious. World leaders, 
except few, reproached. Millions of 
Bangalis silently bathed in tears. The 
people, who grabbed the power 
unconstitutionally, started 
implementation of their authority on a 
country that was born on the holy 
blood of thousands martyrs. However, 
directly or indirectly, the military ran 
the country till 1991.

We know that all countries of the 
world except Saudi Arabia, Sudan, 
Oman and China recognised 
Bangladesh as an independent country 
during Bangabandhu’s time. What 
would be more than this success of our 
foreign policies? In fact, Bangabandhu’s 
leadership, wisdom and personal 
relationship with world leaders played 
an important role behind this success. 
Analysis of the success Bangladesh 
attained so far in international sector 
since independence confirms that no 
other head of government of 
Bangladesh was able to reach at such 
height of our foreign relations like 
Bangabandhu.  
____________________________________

( A. K. M. Atiqur Rahman: former 
Ambassador & Secretary)
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A. K. M. Atiqur Rahman
Diplomatic practices, not only in the 
present world, but did exist in ancient 
times for establishment of relations or 
cooperation between states. The head 
of a state or country used to send his 
trustworthy person as his special 
envoy at the time of need especially in 
crisis or delight. Usually the envoy had 
to carry some important message. The 
envoy’s activities never crossed the 
boundary of the purpose of his 
mission. An envoy normally had never 
to face any disaster whether he could 
bring any positive result or not, even if 
the situation went more severe. Later 
on, that practices took the shape of 
present day diplomacy. Consequently 
foreign policies were formulated to 
establish diplomatic relations among 
states.

Formulation of foreign policies and 

their implementation depend on the 
political philosophy of a country’s 
leadership and its equation of relations 
with other countries. The success of 
foreign policies can not only be earned 
by framing powerful foreign policies 
but it needs a powerful leadership. 
Actually a country’s success in 
international relations depends on the 
degree of correlation between its 
foreign policy and leadership. 
Bangladesh is not an exception of that.

Father of the Nation Bangabandhu 
Sheikh Mujibur Rahman was flown 
secretly to London in the morning of 8 
January after he was released from 
Pakistan’s jail in the night of 7 January 
1972. In London, he met British Prime 
Minister Edward Heath. He returned to 
Bangladesh on 10 January via India. At 
New Delhi, Bangabandhu was 

accorded a very warm reception which 
was attended by Indian President V V 
Giri, Prime Minister Mrs Indira Gandhi 
and other cabinet ministers in addition 
to millions of Indian people.

Returning home, Bangabandhu got a 
Bangladesh with burnt houses, 
destroyed roads. The central bank was 
empty. In that situation, he had to 
shoulder the responsibility of his 
motherland as well as his people. 
Bangabandhu was bewildered in his 
dream of reconstructing the 
independent Bangladesh. It was only 
possible for a brave patriotic leader like 
him to shoulder such hardiest 
responsibility standing on the piles of 
ruins. That self-confident and 
farsighted person did not wait for a 
single moment to start the work of 
reconstruction of the country. Drafting 
of the country’s constitution began. At 
the same time, foreign policies were 
drawn up. Based on the basic elements 
of his foreign policies- ‘friendship with 
all, malice to none’ and ‘friendly 
co-existence’, the present Bangladesh 
has established such stronger 
relationship with the world community.

Bangabandhu did not only think the 
welfare of his people, but he always 
felt the miseries of the have-nots of 
the world. He used to say, “The world 
is divided into two parts - oppressors 
and oppressed. And I am with the 
oppressed”. Bangabandhu never stood 
silent if there were any injustice and 
exploitation at any place against any 
person irrespective of caste or creed. 
By born he was a world leader who 
always spoke for the oppressed 
people. Bangabandhu was compared 
with the Himalayas. He stood against 
apartheid in Africa, foreign occupation 
in Asia and Africa or Latin America. He 
expressed his solidarity with the 
people of Palestine. In the same way, 
he condemned the overthrowing of the 
democratically elected Government of 
Cyprus.

Bangabandhu went to Kolkata on 6 
February 1972. Indian Prime Minister 

Mrs Indira Gandhi received him at 
Domdom Airport. During the visit, it 
was decided that India would withdraw 
its army from Bangladesh by March. 
Accordingly on 1 March, India declared 
to withdraw its army from Bangladesh 
and the withdrawal was completed on 
15 March. Bangabandhu visited 
Moscow from 29 February to 6 March. 
Indian Prime Minister Mrs Indira 
Gandhi came to Bangladesh on 17 
March. The two Prime Ministers signed 
a 25-year Treaty of Friendship, 
Cooperation and Peace on 19 March. 
Bangabandhu met British Prime 
Minister Edward Heath on 18 August. 
From London he went to Geneva on 21 
August to convalesce in Switzerland as 
their guest. On his return from Geneva 
on 13 September, he held talks with 
Prime Minister Indira Gandhi during his 
stop over at New Delhi.

In 1972, Bangladesh became member 
of IMF (17 June), ILO (22 June), 
Inter-Parliamentary Union (20 
September), UNESCO (19 October), 
Colombo Plan (6 November) and GATT 
(9 November).

On 8 August 1972, Bangladesh 
officially forwarded application to UN 
Secretary General seeking UN 
membership. Bangabandhu, on 10 
August, wrote to all members of the 
Security Council for their support. On 
23 August, a resolution backed by UK, 
India, USSR and Yugoslavia urged UN 
Security Council to admit Bangladesh 
but China vetoed. However, UN 
General Assembly, on 30 November, 
recommended Bangladesh’s 
membership.

In September, Bangladesh Peace 
Council urged the US government to 
stop all bombings in Vietnam. Patrice 
Lulumba University of USSR decided to 
award peace medal to Bangabandhu 
on 23 November. Students’ Union of 
Bangladesh organised a procession on 
22 December to condemn the 
resumption of US bombing on North 
Vietnam.

On 9 February 1973, UN Secretary 

General Dr Kurt Waldheim called on 
Bangabandhu at Ganabhaban. Yugoslav 
Prime Minister Mr Dzemal Bijedic 
arrived in Dhaka on 25 March. 
Bangabandhu left Dhaka for Belgrade 
on 26 June on a 17-day visit to 
Yugoslavia and Canada. Yugoslavian 
President Marshal Tito pledged all out 
support to Bangladesh including 
admission to NAM and UN. On 7 
August, Bangabandhu addressed the 
Commonwealth Heads of Government 
Meeting in Ottawa. Bangabandhu left 
Dhaka on 6 September for Algiers to 
attend the 4th NAM Summit. During 
the Summit, he met King Faisal, 
President Tito, President Anwar 
Sadaat, President Idi Amin, President 
Gaddafi and Prime Minister Takeddine 
Sloth. He went to Tokyo on 18 October 
on a 7-day visit. He also paid a short 
visit to Malaysia in that year.

Bangabandhu loved his people as 
much his people loved him. In April, 
Bangabandhu sent a message to UN 
Secretary General proposing 
unconditional and immediate 
repatriation of all Bangalis from 
Pakistan and all Pakistanis from 
Bangladesh. During the visit of UN 
High Commissioner for Refugees to 
Dhaka in May, Bangabandhu urged him 
to save Bangalis in Pakistan. On 28 

August, India and Pakistan signed an 
agreement for resolving repatriation of 
half a million Bangalis and Pakistanis. 
Bangabandhu hailed this agreement. 
British Prime Minister Edward Heath in 
a message assured Bangabandhu all 
possible help for repatriation of 
Bangalis. Finally the repatriation began 
on 19 September (first batch of 168 
persons).

In 1973, Bangladesh became a member 
of ADB (18 February), ICAO (28 
February), ECAFE (23 April) and FAO 
(12 November). The Foreign Ministers 
of NAM approved Bangladesh’s 
membership for NAM on 3 September.

Bangabandhu hailed Vietnam peace 
accord on 24 January. The World 
Peace Council during its 3-day Asian 
Conference in May in Dhaka conferred 
Bangabandhu with Juliet Curie Gold 
Medal for Peace. On 10 July, National 
Assembly of Pakistan passed a 
resolution authorising President Bhutto 
to accord recognition to Bangladesh. In 
July, Bangladesh condemned Portugal’s 
atrocities in Mozambique. Bangladesh, 
on 21 July, recognised the new Afghan 
government headed by Sarder 
Mohammad Daud Khan. Bangladesh 
also accorded recognition to the 
provisional Revolutionary Government 
of Vietnam in July.

On 6 October 1973, Bangabandhu 
condemned latest Israeli aggression in 
the Middle East. He instructed to send 
one lakh pounds of tea for Egypt and 
Syria as gift. He hailed 
Tito-Boumedienne move for a 
concerted effort of the Non-aligned 
countries in support of Arab cause. 
Bangabandhu sent a medical team to 
Egypt and Syria in aid to war victims in 
Arab-Israel war.

The year 1974 began with a 4-day visit 
of New Zealand Prime Minister Mr 
Norman Kirk. Yugoslav President 
Marshall Tito arrived in Dhaka on 29 
January. The Secretary General of OIC 
visited Dhaka in February. Pakistan 
gave recognition to Bangladesh on 22 
February. Bangabandhu went to 
Lahore on 23 February to attend the 
OIC Summit. President of Egypt Anwar 
Sadat arrived in Dhaka on 25 February. 
On 8 March, Algerian President Col. 
Houari Bomedienne had a stopover in 
Dhaka and held talks with 
Bangabandhu. In March, Bangabandhu 
went to Moscow for treatment. 
President Ne Win of Myanmar visited 
Bangladesh in the last week of April. 
Bangabandhu went to India on 12 May 
on a 5-day visit. Mr Leopold Sedar 
Senghor, President of Senegal paid a 
visit in the last week of May. On 1 
June, President of Bangladesh went to 
Bhutan to attend the coronation 
ceremony of King Jigme Singye 
Wangchuk. Indian President V V Giri 
came to Dhaka on 15 June on a 5-day 
visit. Pakistan Prime Minister visited 
Bangladesh in June. President of South 
Vietnam Nguyen Hu Thu had a brief 
stopover at Dhaka in September.

On 17 September, UN General 
Assembly unanimously approved the 
entry of Bangladesh in the UN as its 
136th member. Bangabandhu left 
Dhaka on 23 September to attend the 
UNGA. He spoke before the UNGA in 
Bangla. He met US President Gerald 
Ford at the White House on 1 October.

In the first week of October, 
Bangabandhu paid a visit to Iraq. US 

Secretary of State Henry Kissinger 
came to Dhaka in October. 
Bangabandhu went to Kuwait on 10 
November on a 4-day visit. Malaysian 
King arrived in Dhaka on 3 December. 
Bangabandhu left for Abu Dhabi on 18 
December. The King of Bhutan paid a 
visit to Dhaka in December. Director 
General of FAO also came to Dhaka in 
December.

On 19 July, Bangladesh condemned 
the use of force aimed at overthrowing 
the democratically elected government 
of the Republic of Cyprus headed by 
Archbishop Makarios. In its first 
appearance before the UN Security 
Council on 22 October, Bangladesh 
urged for immediate expulsion of 
South Africa from the UN.

Bangladesh became a founder member 
of the Islamic Bank in August. In 
November, the site for construction of 
a 3 mile long bridge over Jamuna was 
finally selected by Japan and 
Bangladesh. UNGA nominated 
Bangladesh to its Commission on 
Namibia on 19 December.

On 19 January 1975, Australian Prime 
Minister EG Whitlam came to Dhaka. 
Crown Prince Akihito of Japan arrived 
in Dhaka on 20 February. A Bangladesh 
delegation attended the coronation of 
the Nepalese monarch held in 
February. President of Asian 
Development Bank (ADB) came to 
Bangladesh in March. President of 
Afghanistan Muhammad Daud arrived 
in Dhaka on 14 March on a two-day 
visit. President of Canadian 
International Development Agency 
(CIDA) arrived in Dhaka in March. 
Bangabandhu spoke at the 
Commonwealth Summit Conference in 
Kingston on 5 May.

Bangladesh was elected a member of 
the Executive Council of World 
Tourism Organisation (WTO) and the 
Executive Board of World Health 
Organisation on 19 May and 22 May 
respectively. On 23 June, Bangladesh 
was elected as the Vice President of 
the World Food Council.

From January 1972 to July 1975, 
Bangladesh received more than a 
hundred delegations including about 
fifty VVIPs. During this short time, 
Bangladesh signed more than seventy 
treaty, agreement, memorandum and 
contract with countries all over the 
world. Many countries and 
organisations like India, USSR, Sweden, 
Germany, USA, IDA, Japan, Poland, UK, 
Canada, Denmark, UNICEF, UN, 
Australia, France, WFP, UAE, Qatar, 
Bulgaria, Belgium, Algeria, Netherlands, 
UNHCR, etc provided billions of dollar 
as credit, grant, aid, soft loan, 
assistance and donation (for flood 
victims).  

Bangladesh became orphan on 15 
August 1975 at the age of four when it 
just started to walk step by step. 
People all over the world became 
astounded, anxious. World leaders, 
except few, reproached. Millions of 
Bangalis silently bathed in tears. The 
people, who grabbed the power 
unconstitutionally, started 
implementation of their authority on a 
country that was born on the holy 
blood of thousands martyrs. However, 
directly or indirectly, the military ran 
the country till 1991.

We know that all countries of the 
world except Saudi Arabia, Sudan, 
Oman and China recognised 
Bangladesh as an independent country 
during Bangabandhu’s time. What 
would be more than this success of our 
foreign policies? In fact, Bangabandhu’s 
leadership, wisdom and personal 
relationship with world leaders played 
an important role behind this success. 
Analysis of the success Bangladesh 
attained so far in international sector 
since independence confirms that no 
other head of government of 
Bangladesh was able to reach at such 
height of our foreign relations like 
Bangabandhu.  
____________________________________

( A. K. M. Atiqur Rahman: former 
Ambassador & Secretary)
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A. K. M. Atiqur Rahman
Diplomatic practices, not only in the 
present world, but did exist in ancient 
times for establishment of relations or 
cooperation between states. The head 
of a state or country used to send his 
trustworthy person as his special 
envoy at the time of need especially in 
crisis or delight. Usually the envoy had 
to carry some important message. The 
envoy’s activities never crossed the 
boundary of the purpose of his 
mission. An envoy normally had never 
to face any disaster whether he could 
bring any positive result or not, even if 
the situation went more severe. Later 
on, that practices took the shape of 
present day diplomacy. Consequently 
foreign policies were formulated to 
establish diplomatic relations among 
states.

Formulation of foreign policies and 

their implementation depend on the 
political philosophy of a country’s 
leadership and its equation of relations 
with other countries. The success of 
foreign policies can not only be earned 
by framing powerful foreign policies 
but it needs a powerful leadership. 
Actually a country’s success in 
international relations depends on the 
degree of correlation between its 
foreign policy and leadership. 
Bangladesh is not an exception of that.

Father of the Nation Bangabandhu 
Sheikh Mujibur Rahman was flown 
secretly to London in the morning of 8 
January after he was released from 
Pakistan’s jail in the night of 7 January 
1972. In London, he met British Prime 
Minister Edward Heath. He returned to 
Bangladesh on 10 January via India. At 
New Delhi, Bangabandhu was 

accorded a very warm reception which 
was attended by Indian President V V 
Giri, Prime Minister Mrs Indira Gandhi 
and other cabinet ministers in addition 
to millions of Indian people.

Returning home, Bangabandhu got a 
Bangladesh with burnt houses, 
destroyed roads. The central bank was 
empty. In that situation, he had to 
shoulder the responsibility of his 
motherland as well as his people. 
Bangabandhu was bewildered in his 
dream of reconstructing the 
independent Bangladesh. It was only 
possible for a brave patriotic leader like 
him to shoulder such hardiest 
responsibility standing on the piles of 
ruins. That self-confident and 
farsighted person did not wait for a 
single moment to start the work of 
reconstruction of the country. Drafting 
of the country’s constitution began. At 
the same time, foreign policies were 
drawn up. Based on the basic elements 
of his foreign policies- ‘friendship with 
all, malice to none’ and ‘friendly 
co-existence’, the present Bangladesh 
has established such stronger 
relationship with the world community.

Bangabandhu did not only think the 
welfare of his people, but he always 
felt the miseries of the have-nots of 
the world. He used to say, “The world 
is divided into two parts - oppressors 
and oppressed. And I am with the 
oppressed”. Bangabandhu never stood 
silent if there were any injustice and 
exploitation at any place against any 
person irrespective of caste or creed. 
By born he was a world leader who 
always spoke for the oppressed 
people. Bangabandhu was compared 
with the Himalayas. He stood against 
apartheid in Africa, foreign occupation 
in Asia and Africa or Latin America. He 
expressed his solidarity with the 
people of Palestine. In the same way, 
he condemned the overthrowing of the 
democratically elected Government of 
Cyprus.

Bangabandhu went to Kolkata on 6 
February 1972. Indian Prime Minister 

Mrs Indira Gandhi received him at 
Domdom Airport. During the visit, it 
was decided that India would withdraw 
its army from Bangladesh by March. 
Accordingly on 1 March, India declared 
to withdraw its army from Bangladesh 
and the withdrawal was completed on 
15 March. Bangabandhu visited 
Moscow from 29 February to 6 March. 
Indian Prime Minister Mrs Indira 
Gandhi came to Bangladesh on 17 
March. The two Prime Ministers signed 
a 25-year Treaty of Friendship, 
Cooperation and Peace on 19 March. 
Bangabandhu met British Prime 
Minister Edward Heath on 18 August. 
From London he went to Geneva on 21 
August to convalesce in Switzerland as 
their guest. On his return from Geneva 
on 13 September, he held talks with 
Prime Minister Indira Gandhi during his 
stop over at New Delhi.

In 1972, Bangladesh became member 
of IMF (17 June), ILO (22 June), 
Inter-Parliamentary Union (20 
September), UNESCO (19 October), 
Colombo Plan (6 November) and GATT 
(9 November).

On 8 August 1972, Bangladesh 
officially forwarded application to UN 
Secretary General seeking UN 
membership. Bangabandhu, on 10 
August, wrote to all members of the 
Security Council for their support. On 
23 August, a resolution backed by UK, 
India, USSR and Yugoslavia urged UN 
Security Council to admit Bangladesh 
but China vetoed. However, UN 
General Assembly, on 30 November, 
recommended Bangladesh’s 
membership.

In September, Bangladesh Peace 
Council urged the US government to 
stop all bombings in Vietnam. Patrice 
Lulumba University of USSR decided to 
award peace medal to Bangabandhu 
on 23 November. Students’ Union of 
Bangladesh organised a procession on 
22 December to condemn the 
resumption of US bombing on North 
Vietnam.

On 9 February 1973, UN Secretary 

General Dr Kurt Waldheim called on 
Bangabandhu at Ganabhaban. Yugoslav 
Prime Minister Mr Dzemal Bijedic 
arrived in Dhaka on 25 March. 
Bangabandhu left Dhaka for Belgrade 
on 26 June on a 17-day visit to 
Yugoslavia and Canada. Yugoslavian 
President Marshal Tito pledged all out 
support to Bangladesh including 
admission to NAM and UN. On 7 
August, Bangabandhu addressed the 
Commonwealth Heads of Government 
Meeting in Ottawa. Bangabandhu left 
Dhaka on 6 September for Algiers to 
attend the 4th NAM Summit. During 
the Summit, he met King Faisal, 
President Tito, President Anwar 
Sadaat, President Idi Amin, President 
Gaddafi and Prime Minister Takeddine 
Sloth. He went to Tokyo on 18 October 
on a 7-day visit. He also paid a short 
visit to Malaysia in that year.

Bangabandhu loved his people as 
much his people loved him. In April, 
Bangabandhu sent a message to UN 
Secretary General proposing 
unconditional and immediate 
repatriation of all Bangalis from 
Pakistan and all Pakistanis from 
Bangladesh. During the visit of UN 
High Commissioner for Refugees to 
Dhaka in May, Bangabandhu urged him 
to save Bangalis in Pakistan. On 28 

August, India and Pakistan signed an 
agreement for resolving repatriation of 
half a million Bangalis and Pakistanis. 
Bangabandhu hailed this agreement. 
British Prime Minister Edward Heath in 
a message assured Bangabandhu all 
possible help for repatriation of 
Bangalis. Finally the repatriation began 
on 19 September (first batch of 168 
persons).

In 1973, Bangladesh became a member 
of ADB (18 February), ICAO (28 
February), ECAFE (23 April) and FAO 
(12 November). The Foreign Ministers 
of NAM approved Bangladesh’s 
membership for NAM on 3 September.

Bangabandhu hailed Vietnam peace 
accord on 24 January. The World 
Peace Council during its 3-day Asian 
Conference in May in Dhaka conferred 
Bangabandhu with Juliet Curie Gold 
Medal for Peace. On 10 July, National 
Assembly of Pakistan passed a 
resolution authorising President Bhutto 
to accord recognition to Bangladesh. In 
July, Bangladesh condemned Portugal’s 
atrocities in Mozambique. Bangladesh, 
on 21 July, recognised the new Afghan 
government headed by Sarder 
Mohammad Daud Khan. Bangladesh 
also accorded recognition to the 
provisional Revolutionary Government 
of Vietnam in July.

On 6 October 1973, Bangabandhu 
condemned latest Israeli aggression in 
the Middle East. He instructed to send 
one lakh pounds of tea for Egypt and 
Syria as gift. He hailed 
Tito-Boumedienne move for a 
concerted effort of the Non-aligned 
countries in support of Arab cause. 
Bangabandhu sent a medical team to 
Egypt and Syria in aid to war victims in 
Arab-Israel war.

The year 1974 began with a 4-day visit 
of New Zealand Prime Minister Mr 
Norman Kirk. Yugoslav President 
Marshall Tito arrived in Dhaka on 29 
January. The Secretary General of OIC 
visited Dhaka in February. Pakistan 
gave recognition to Bangladesh on 22 
February. Bangabandhu went to 
Lahore on 23 February to attend the 
OIC Summit. President of Egypt Anwar 
Sadat arrived in Dhaka on 25 February. 
On 8 March, Algerian President Col. 
Houari Bomedienne had a stopover in 
Dhaka and held talks with 
Bangabandhu. In March, Bangabandhu 
went to Moscow for treatment. 
President Ne Win of Myanmar visited 
Bangladesh in the last week of April. 
Bangabandhu went to India on 12 May 
on a 5-day visit. Mr Leopold Sedar 
Senghor, President of Senegal paid a 
visit in the last week of May. On 1 
June, President of Bangladesh went to 
Bhutan to attend the coronation 
ceremony of King Jigme Singye 
Wangchuk. Indian President V V Giri 
came to Dhaka on 15 June on a 5-day 
visit. Pakistan Prime Minister visited 
Bangladesh in June. President of South 
Vietnam Nguyen Hu Thu had a brief 
stopover at Dhaka in September.

On 17 September, UN General 
Assembly unanimously approved the 
entry of Bangladesh in the UN as its 
136th member. Bangabandhu left 
Dhaka on 23 September to attend the 
UNGA. He spoke before the UNGA in 
Bangla. He met US President Gerald 
Ford at the White House on 1 October.

In the first week of October, 
Bangabandhu paid a visit to Iraq. US 

Secretary of State Henry Kissinger 
came to Dhaka in October. 
Bangabandhu went to Kuwait on 10 
November on a 4-day visit. Malaysian 
King arrived in Dhaka on 3 December. 
Bangabandhu left for Abu Dhabi on 18 
December. The King of Bhutan paid a 
visit to Dhaka in December. Director 
General of FAO also came to Dhaka in 
December.

On 19 July, Bangladesh condemned 
the use of force aimed at overthrowing 
the democratically elected government 
of the Republic of Cyprus headed by 
Archbishop Makarios. In its first 
appearance before the UN Security 
Council on 22 October, Bangladesh 
urged for immediate expulsion of 
South Africa from the UN.

Bangladesh became a founder member 
of the Islamic Bank in August. In 
November, the site for construction of 
a 3 mile long bridge over Jamuna was 
finally selected by Japan and 
Bangladesh. UNGA nominated 
Bangladesh to its Commission on 
Namibia on 19 December.

On 19 January 1975, Australian Prime 
Minister EG Whitlam came to Dhaka. 
Crown Prince Akihito of Japan arrived 
in Dhaka on 20 February. A Bangladesh 
delegation attended the coronation of 
the Nepalese monarch held in 
February. President of Asian 
Development Bank (ADB) came to 
Bangladesh in March. President of 
Afghanistan Muhammad Daud arrived 
in Dhaka on 14 March on a two-day 
visit. President of Canadian 
International Development Agency 
(CIDA) arrived in Dhaka in March. 
Bangabandhu spoke at the 
Commonwealth Summit Conference in 
Kingston on 5 May.

Bangladesh was elected a member of 
the Executive Council of World 
Tourism Organisation (WTO) and the 
Executive Board of World Health 
Organisation on 19 May and 22 May 
respectively. On 23 June, Bangladesh 
was elected as the Vice President of 
the World Food Council.

From January 1972 to July 1975, 
Bangladesh received more than a 
hundred delegations including about 
fifty VVIPs. During this short time, 
Bangladesh signed more than seventy 
treaty, agreement, memorandum and 
contract with countries all over the 
world. Many countries and 
organisations like India, USSR, Sweden, 
Germany, USA, IDA, Japan, Poland, UK, 
Canada, Denmark, UNICEF, UN, 
Australia, France, WFP, UAE, Qatar, 
Bulgaria, Belgium, Algeria, Netherlands, 
UNHCR, etc provided billions of dollar 
as credit, grant, aid, soft loan, 
assistance and donation (for flood 
victims).  

Bangladesh became orphan on 15 
August 1975 at the age of four when it 
just started to walk step by step. 
People all over the world became 
astounded, anxious. World leaders, 
except few, reproached. Millions of 
Bangalis silently bathed in tears. The 
people, who grabbed the power 
unconstitutionally, started 
implementation of their authority on a 
country that was born on the holy 
blood of thousands martyrs. However, 
directly or indirectly, the military ran 
the country till 1991.

We know that all countries of the 
world except Saudi Arabia, Sudan, 
Oman and China recognised 
Bangladesh as an independent country 
during Bangabandhu’s time. What 
would be more than this success of our 
foreign policies? In fact, Bangabandhu’s 
leadership, wisdom and personal 
relationship with world leaders played 
an important role behind this success. 
Analysis of the success Bangladesh 
attained so far in international sector 
since independence confirms that no 
other head of government of 
Bangladesh was able to reach at such 
height of our foreign relations like 
Bangabandhu.  
____________________________________

( A. K. M. Atiqur Rahman: former 
Ambassador & Secretary)
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Dr Rounaq Jahan 
A leader who was always one with the 
people.

For our generation who witnessed the 
birth of Bangladesh, it is a daunting 
task to express in words the unique 
role played by the Father of the Nation, 
Bangabandhu Shiekh Mujibur Rahman 
in the creation of the new state. It is 
even more challenging to analyze the 
political ideas underpinning his life’s 
work. Whenever I think of 
Bangabandhu I first remember those 
exciting and memorable days of March 
1971. 

I consider myself to be very lucky that I 
was able to witness the events of 
March 1971 and Bangabandhu’s role in 
creating history. Very few people are 
fortunate enough to see the making of 
history. I witnessed the transformation 
of our movement for autonomy into 
our struggle for independence. I 
witnessed how the main actor of this 

historic transformation, Bangabandhu 
Shiekh Mujibur Rahman, realized an 
impossible dream. There have been 
leaders in other countries who led their 
nations. But few could create history. 
Bangabandhu was one such rare grand 
actor of history.

It is unfortunate that even after 48 
years of our independence and 43 
years after his assassination there is no 
well-researched comprehensive 
biography of Bangabandhu Shiekh 
Mujibur Rahman. Fortunately two 
recent books, based on his personal 
diaries, have been published which can 
serve as original source that help us 
understand his ideals and political 
philosophy. 

The first book, The Unfinished 
Memoirs, published in 2012, throws 
light on his childhood, and early 
political life. Though The Unfinished 
Memoirs does not include events after 
the late 1950s it still illuminates his 

political thoughts very clearly.   

The second book, Karagarer 
Rojnamcha (prison diaries) which was 
published in 2017, is based on his 
diaries when he was in prison after he 
launched the six point movement in 
1966. Here again his political thoughts 
are made very clear. He discusses at 
length the different methods of 
suppression of people’s movements 
pursued by an autocratic state. He 
highlights the importance of 
fundamental civil and political rights, 
particularly the need for ensuring 
freedom of expressions for sustaining 
democracy.

In this article I quote extensively from 
his writings so that we can hear his 
own voice. To understand his political 
philosophy we should always keep in 
mind that Bangabandhu spent most of 
his life as a political player outside 
state power. He struggled against 
colonial and undemocratic state power, 

first against the British and later 
against the Pakistan state to establish 
the economic, political, and cultural 
rights of the Bengalees. 

He exercised state power only for a 
limited period of time -- barely three 
and a half years after independence. 
His political discourse, as illustrated in 
these two books, is that of a leader 
fighting authoritarian state power, not 
that of a leader who was using state 
power to govern a country. 

One of the remarkable features of his 
political life was his transformation 
from an ordinary rank and file worker 
of a political party to an unparalleled 
leader of millions of people. 
Bangabandhu possessed outstanding 
organizational capacity; at the same 
time he was a great orator. Generally 
we do not find such a combination of 
qualities in one leader. 

In his Unfinished Memoirs 
Bangabandhu notes that he was more 
interested in party organizational work 
than in discussing theoretical and 
ideological issues. Though he was not a 
political theoretician, Bangabandhu 
had a few specific political ideals and 
goals and he worked consistently to 
achieve them. His values are best 
captured in three sentences which 
Bangabandhu penned on May 3, 1973. 
He writes:

“As a man, what concerns mankind 
concerns me. As a Bengalee, I am 
deeply involved in all that concerns 
Bengalees. This abiding involvement is 
born of and nourished by love, 
enduring love, which gives meaning to 
my politics and to my very being.”

The above quote makes it clear that 
Bangabandhu identified himself both 
as a human being and as a Bengalee. 

This self-identification helps us explore 
the main features of his political 
philosophy, such as nationalism, 
secularism, socialism, and 
people-orientation. 

Nationalism

Independence, liberation, and 
democracy

From the beginning of his political life, 
Bangabandhu was proud of his Bengali 
national identity. He was involved in 
the Pakistan movement but he 
believed that Pakistan should be 
established on the basis of the Lahore 
Resolution which envisaged two 
Muslim majority independent 
sovereign states. 

He perceived the nationalist 
movement not simply as a struggle to 
gain independence from the rule of an 
external colonial power but also as a 
struggle for the economic and political 
emancipation of the down-trodden 
masses from various forms of 
oppression. 

He joined the Pakistan movement in 
the hope that poor Muslim peasants 
will be liberated from the exploitation 
of the landlord classes. He had always 
viewed the Bengali nationalist 
movement as a movement for the 
achievement of democracy as well as 
liberation of the oppressed people. 
Thus on March 7, 1971 he called upon 
the people to launch simultaneously 
the struggle for independence and 
liberation.     

Prior to the establishment of Pakistan, 
when as a student in Kolkata, 
Bangabandhu joined the Muslim 
League. He belonged to the Shaheed 
Suhrawardy and Abul Hashem faction 
of the party which was known as the 
progressives group. In his Unfinished 
Memoirs he writes:

“Under Mr Suhrawardy’s leadership we 
wanted to make the Muslim League 
the party of the people and make it 
represent middle-class Bengali 
aspirations. Upto that time Muslim 
League had not become an 
organization that was rooted in the 
people. It used to serve the interests of 
landlords, moneyed men, and Nawabs 
and Khan Bahadurs.”

After the creation of Pakistan, 
Bangabandhu returned to Dhaka and 

became involved in various progressive 
movements and organizations which 
championed the linguistic, cultural, and 
economic rights of the Bengalis. In 
1948 he was imprisoned for 
participating in the movement 
demanding recognition of Bengali as 
one of the state languages of Pakistan. 

He was also involved in other social 
and political protest movements, such 
as the movement of poor peasants 
against prohibiting inter-district trade 
in rice known as the “cordon” system. 
He supported the movement of the 
fourth class employees of Dhaka 
university and was again imprisoned in 
1949. 

Within a relatively short period after 
the establishment of Pakistan he 
became convinced about the need for 
establishing an opposition political 
party not only for championing the 
rights of the Bengalis but also to 
challenge the authoritarian rule of the 
Muslim League. In his Unfinished 
Memoirs he explained the rationale for 
the establishment of the Awami 
League in the following way:

“There is no point in pursuing the 
Muslim League any longer. This party 
has now become the establishment. 
They can no longer be called a party of 
the people … if we did not form an 
organization that could take on the 
role of the opposition the country 
would turn into a dictatorship.”

In 1949, the Awami Muslim League 
(AML) was founded and Bangabandhu 
was elected the joint secretary of the 
party though he was still in prison. In 
1953 he became the general secretary 
of the party. The demand for self-rule 
gained increasing popular support in 
East Bengal from the mid-1950s. In 
1955 Bangabandhu became a member 
of the Pakistan National Assembly 
(NA). In one of his speeches in the NA 
we already find a strong articulation of 
various demands of the Bengali 
nationalists and his strong sense of 
Bengali identity. He said: 

“They want to place the word ‘East 
Pakistan’ instead of ‘East Bengal.’ We 
have demanded so many times that 
you should use Bengal instead of 
Pakistan. The word Bengal has a 
history, has a tradition of its own. You 
can change it only after people have 
been consulted. If you want to change 
it then we have to go back to Bengal 
and ask them whether they accept it … 
what about the state language Bengali? 
What about joint electorate? What 
about autonomy? … I appeal to my 
friends on that side to allow the people 
to give their verdict in any way, in the 
form of referendum or in the form of 
plebiscite.”

In the council session of the party in 
1955 the Awami League (AL) dropped 
the word “Muslim” from its name and 
Bangabandhu again became the 
general secretary of the party. In 
February 1966, Bangabandhu 
presented his historic six points 
demand which put forward a very 
radical notion of provincial autonomy 
leaving only limited powers in the 
hands of the central government. 

In March of that year he became the 
president of the AL and began a 
country-wide campaign to popularize 
the six points which soon became the 
sole agenda of the party. Six points 
captured the aspirations of the nation 
and it was billed as the charter for the 
liberation of the Bengalis. Following 
the launch of the six points, 
Bangabandhu was again imprisoned 
and he was charged with treason by 
the Pakistan government in the 
Agartala conspiracy case. 

In 1969, Ayub fell from power in the 
face of massive students’ movement. 
Bangabandhu was released from prison 
and the students conferred on him the 
title of Bangabandhu (friend of Bengal). 
During the 1970 election campaign 
Bangabandhu started using nationalist 
slogans such as “Bangladesh” and “Joy 
Bangla.” 

Thus, within a relatively short span of 
four years, between 1966 to 1970, 

Bangabandhu was able to unite the 
whole Bengali nation behind his 
demand for liberation and 
independence. I do not think any other 
nationalist leader had been so 
successful in mobilizing such a huge 
number of people within such a short 
period of time. 

It is noteworthy that though 
throughout his life Bangabandhu was 
involved in movement politics and 
talked about people’s emancipation 
from exploitation and oppression, he 
believed in peaceful non-violent 
political movements. From 1947 till 
1970 the Bengali nationalist 
movement became stronger 
day-by-day under his leadership but he 
stayed within the bounds of 
democratic politics. 

Whenever Pakistani rulers gave 
opportunities for election he 
participated in them, though the 
elections were often not free and fair 
and attempts were made to foil the 
election results. In Karagarer 
Rojnamcha he points out repeatedly 
that by limiting the democratic space 
an autocratic regime ultimately leads 
the country towards terrorist politics. 
He writes:

 “Newspapers arrived. I was alarmed 
that they [the Pakistani government] 
are trying to shut down democratic 
politics … If anybody criticizes the 
government there will be cases against 
them under the proposed secret act … I 
myself am facing five cases under 
article 124, section 7 (3) for making 
public speeches … My fear is they are 
leading Pakistan toward terrorist 
politics. We do not believe in that 
politics. But those of us who want to 
do good for the people through 
democratic politics, our space is 
shrinking.”     

Secularism

Non-communalism and equal rights for 
all citizens

Though he was a Bengali nationalist, 
Bangabandhu never tried to create 

division and hatred between different 
identity groups. Many nationalist 
politicians use provocative languages 
and symbols that encourage violence 
between different groups. These days 
we are witnessing the rise of such 
nationalist leaders even in Western 
democratic countries who are trying to 
instigate intolerance and violence 
towards minority groups. But 
Bangabandhu’s nationalist politics was 
different. He believed in co-existence 
and mutual tolerance of different 
identity groups and talked about equal 
rights of all citizens. He always stood 
against communal violence. 

Though he was involved in the 
Pakistan movement he believed that in 
India, Muslims and in Pakistan, Hindus 
should enjoy equal rights as citizens 
and live together in peace and 
harmony. He talked about equal rights 
of all groups to practice their 
respective religions. 

He witnessed the communal riots in 
Kolkata on August 16, 1947. He points 
out that Suhrawardy asked his 
supporters to observe the day in a 
peaceful way so that no blame could 
fall on the Suhrawardy government. 
But unfortunately, communal riots did 
break out in Kolkata and later spread 
to Noakhali. Bangabandhu saved both 
Muslims and Hindus from acts of 
communal violence in Kolkata. Later 
when Suhrawardy joined Mahatma 
Gandhi in efforts to bring back 
communal harmony, Bangabandhu 
joined them.

After returning to Dhaka he joined 
Gonotantrik Jubo League and took up 
the cause of building communal 
harmony as his main mission. He was 
against all forms of communal violence, 
not simply between Hindus and 
Muslims but also between different 
Muslim sects and between Bengalis 
and non-Bengalis. 

In his Unfinished Memoirs he strongly 
condemns the anti-Kadiyani riots that 
took place in Lahore in 1953. In 1954, 
when riots broke out between Bengali 

The political philosophy of Bangabandhu

and non-Bengali workers in Adamjee 
jute mills in Narayanganj, he rushed to 
the area to calm the situation. In 1964 
when Hindu-Muslim riots spread in 
India he started a civic campaign to 
prevent communal riots in East Bengal. 
Even in his March 7, 1971 speech he 
asked people to remain vigilant against 
the threat of communal violence. He 
said:

“Be very careful, keep in mind that the 
enemy has infiltrated our ranks to 
engage in the work of provocateurs. 
Whether Bengalee or non-Bengalee, 
Hindu or Muslim, all are our brothers 
and it is our responsibility to ensure 
their safety.”

In his personal life he followed the 
preachings of Islam. But Bangabandhu 
was against the political use of religion. 
He condemned the Muslim League’s 
practice of using the slogan of Islam 
and not paying attention to the 
economic well-being of the people 
which he argued was the goal for 
which “the working class, the peasants, 
and the labourers had made sacrifice 
during the movement for 
independence.” 

Socialism

Equality, freedom from exploitation, 
and oppression 

In his Unfinished Memoirs 
Bangabandhu writes:

“I myself am no communist, but I 
believe in socialism and not in 
capitalism. I believe capital is a tool of 
the oppressor. As long as capitalism is 
the mainspring of the economic order 
people all over the world will continue 
to be oppressed.”

By socialism he meant a system that 
would free people from exploitation 
and oppression and remove inequality. 
He visited China in 1952 which left a 
deep imprint in his mind. He found 
great differences in the living 
conditions of people in Pakistan and 
China which he attributed to the 
differences in the two political 

systems. 

Bangabandhu believed that the 
government has a role to play in 
removing inequality and freeing people 
from exploitation. He admired the 
priorities set by the Chinese 
government in improving the 
socio-economic conditions of the 
people. He writes: 

“Everywhere we could see new schools 
and colleges coming up. The 
government has taken charge of 
education.” He further writes:

“The communist government had 
confiscated the land owned by 
landlords and had distributed it among 
all farmers. Thus landless peasants had 
become land owners. China now 
belonged to peasants and workers and 
the class that used to dominate and 
exploit had had their day.”

He did not want to see inequality grow 
in Bangladesh. In the council session of 
the AL held during April 7-8, 1972, he 
reiterated his commitment to promote 
an exploitation-free socio-economic 
system and socialism was formally 
adopted as one of the ideals of the 
party. In the next council session of the 
party held in 1974 he, again, pledged 
to work for freeing the nation of 
exploitation and oppression.

People Orientation

People’s issues, people’s politics

Often we find leaders who lead people 
towards great goals but they do not 
become emotionally involved with the 
people. Bangabandhu was an 
exception. When I compare the 
speeches of various leaders of the 
world with those of Bangabandhu, one 
of his off-repeated expressions -- “love 
for people” -- stands out as unique. He 
often talked about his love for people 
and people’s love for him in return. 

He always prioritized the issues that 
are upper-most in ordinary people’s 
lives. His politics was people’s politics. 
During the campaign for Pakistan 
when famine struck, he worked in 

feeding centres for the famine victims. 
He worked to rescue the victims of 
communal riots in Kolkata. He 
participated in street rallies demanding 
food security for the poor in East 
Bengal. His political philosophy was 
not centred only around the goal of 
getting state power: He developed his 
political ideas by being involved with 
the concerns of the ordinary masses. 

This people’s orientation made him a 
pragmatist. In his diaries he constantly 
refers to issues that would affect 
ordinary people’s everyday life such as 
the rise in essential commodity prices 
or tax increase or flood or famine.   

At one level, Bangabandhu was a man 
of the masses. He learned about 
people’s aspirations from them. At 
another level he was the leader of the 
people. He carried forward ordinary 
people’s aspirations. He had faith in 
people. That is why he could call upon 
people on March 7, 1971 to join the 
liberation struggle with “whatever little 
they have.” 

Four guiding principles of state

We see the reflections of 
Banganabdhu’s political philosophy in 
the four guiding principles of state 
adopted by our constitution: 
Nationalism, democracy, secularism, 
and socialism. He defended these four 
principles in various speeches 
delivered in the parliament, in the party 
forums, and in addresses to the nation.

Bangabandhu used to articulate the 
goals of his life’s work in two simple 
words. He would either say he wants 
to build again “Shonar Bangla” or he 
would say he wants to bring “a smile 
on the faces of the poor and unhappy 
people.” Bangabandhu never talked 
about GDP growth or other theoretical 
issues. He knew very well how 
precious a smile was and his goal was 
to achieve that priceless objective.  

----------------------------------------------
(Rounaq Jahan: Distinguished Fellow at 
the Centre for Policy Dialogue (CPD), 
Dhaka, Bangladesh.)
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Dr Rounaq Jahan 
A leader who was always one with the 
people.

For our generation who witnessed the 
birth of Bangladesh, it is a daunting 
task to express in words the unique 
role played by the Father of the Nation, 
Bangabandhu Shiekh Mujibur Rahman 
in the creation of the new state. It is 
even more challenging to analyze the 
political ideas underpinning his life’s 
work. Whenever I think of 
Bangabandhu I first remember those 
exciting and memorable days of March 
1971. 

I consider myself to be very lucky that I 
was able to witness the events of 
March 1971 and Bangabandhu’s role in 
creating history. Very few people are 
fortunate enough to see the making of 
history. I witnessed the transformation 
of our movement for autonomy into 
our struggle for independence. I 
witnessed how the main actor of this 

historic transformation, Bangabandhu 
Shiekh Mujibur Rahman, realized an 
impossible dream. There have been 
leaders in other countries who led their 
nations. But few could create history. 
Bangabandhu was one such rare grand 
actor of history.

It is unfortunate that even after 48 
years of our independence and 43 
years after his assassination there is no 
well-researched comprehensive 
biography of Bangabandhu Shiekh 
Mujibur Rahman. Fortunately two 
recent books, based on his personal 
diaries, have been published which can 
serve as original source that help us 
understand his ideals and political 
philosophy. 

The first book, The Unfinished 
Memoirs, published in 2012, throws 
light on his childhood, and early 
political life. Though The Unfinished 
Memoirs does not include events after 
the late 1950s it still illuminates his 

political thoughts very clearly.   

The second book, Karagarer 
Rojnamcha (prison diaries) which was 
published in 2017, is based on his 
diaries when he was in prison after he 
launched the six point movement in 
1966. Here again his political thoughts 
are made very clear. He discusses at 
length the different methods of 
suppression of people’s movements 
pursued by an autocratic state. He 
highlights the importance of 
fundamental civil and political rights, 
particularly the need for ensuring 
freedom of expressions for sustaining 
democracy.

In this article I quote extensively from 
his writings so that we can hear his 
own voice. To understand his political 
philosophy we should always keep in 
mind that Bangabandhu spent most of 
his life as a political player outside 
state power. He struggled against 
colonial and undemocratic state power, 

first against the British and later 
against the Pakistan state to establish 
the economic, political, and cultural 
rights of the Bengalees. 

He exercised state power only for a 
limited period of time -- barely three 
and a half years after independence. 
His political discourse, as illustrated in 
these two books, is that of a leader 
fighting authoritarian state power, not 
that of a leader who was using state 
power to govern a country. 

One of the remarkable features of his 
political life was his transformation 
from an ordinary rank and file worker 
of a political party to an unparalleled 
leader of millions of people. 
Bangabandhu possessed outstanding 
organizational capacity; at the same 
time he was a great orator. Generally 
we do not find such a combination of 
qualities in one leader. 

In his Unfinished Memoirs 
Bangabandhu notes that he was more 
interested in party organizational work 
than in discussing theoretical and 
ideological issues. Though he was not a 
political theoretician, Bangabandhu 
had a few specific political ideals and 
goals and he worked consistently to 
achieve them. His values are best 
captured in three sentences which 
Bangabandhu penned on May 3, 1973. 
He writes:

“As a man, what concerns mankind 
concerns me. As a Bengalee, I am 
deeply involved in all that concerns 
Bengalees. This abiding involvement is 
born of and nourished by love, 
enduring love, which gives meaning to 
my politics and to my very being.”

The above quote makes it clear that 
Bangabandhu identified himself both 
as a human being and as a Bengalee. 

This self-identification helps us explore 
the main features of his political 
philosophy, such as nationalism, 
secularism, socialism, and 
people-orientation. 

Nationalism

Independence, liberation, and 
democracy

From the beginning of his political life, 
Bangabandhu was proud of his Bengali 
national identity. He was involved in 
the Pakistan movement but he 
believed that Pakistan should be 
established on the basis of the Lahore 
Resolution which envisaged two 
Muslim majority independent 
sovereign states. 

He perceived the nationalist 
movement not simply as a struggle to 
gain independence from the rule of an 
external colonial power but also as a 
struggle for the economic and political 
emancipation of the down-trodden 
masses from various forms of 
oppression. 

He joined the Pakistan movement in 
the hope that poor Muslim peasants 
will be liberated from the exploitation 
of the landlord classes. He had always 
viewed the Bengali nationalist 
movement as a movement for the 
achievement of democracy as well as 
liberation of the oppressed people. 
Thus on March 7, 1971 he called upon 
the people to launch simultaneously 
the struggle for independence and 
liberation.     

Prior to the establishment of Pakistan, 
when as a student in Kolkata, 
Bangabandhu joined the Muslim 
League. He belonged to the Shaheed 
Suhrawardy and Abul Hashem faction 
of the party which was known as the 
progressives group. In his Unfinished 
Memoirs he writes:

“Under Mr Suhrawardy’s leadership we 
wanted to make the Muslim League 
the party of the people and make it 
represent middle-class Bengali 
aspirations. Upto that time Muslim 
League had not become an 
organization that was rooted in the 
people. It used to serve the interests of 
landlords, moneyed men, and Nawabs 
and Khan Bahadurs.”

After the creation of Pakistan, 
Bangabandhu returned to Dhaka and 

became involved in various progressive 
movements and organizations which 
championed the linguistic, cultural, and 
economic rights of the Bengalis. In 
1948 he was imprisoned for 
participating in the movement 
demanding recognition of Bengali as 
one of the state languages of Pakistan. 

He was also involved in other social 
and political protest movements, such 
as the movement of poor peasants 
against prohibiting inter-district trade 
in rice known as the “cordon” system. 
He supported the movement of the 
fourth class employees of Dhaka 
university and was again imprisoned in 
1949. 

Within a relatively short period after 
the establishment of Pakistan he 
became convinced about the need for 
establishing an opposition political 
party not only for championing the 
rights of the Bengalis but also to 
challenge the authoritarian rule of the 
Muslim League. In his Unfinished 
Memoirs he explained the rationale for 
the establishment of the Awami 
League in the following way:

“There is no point in pursuing the 
Muslim League any longer. This party 
has now become the establishment. 
They can no longer be called a party of 
the people … if we did not form an 
organization that could take on the 
role of the opposition the country 
would turn into a dictatorship.”

In 1949, the Awami Muslim League 
(AML) was founded and Bangabandhu 
was elected the joint secretary of the 
party though he was still in prison. In 
1953 he became the general secretary 
of the party. The demand for self-rule 
gained increasing popular support in 
East Bengal from the mid-1950s. In 
1955 Bangabandhu became a member 
of the Pakistan National Assembly 
(NA). In one of his speeches in the NA 
we already find a strong articulation of 
various demands of the Bengali 
nationalists and his strong sense of 
Bengali identity. He said: 

“They want to place the word ‘East 
Pakistan’ instead of ‘East Bengal.’ We 
have demanded so many times that 
you should use Bengal instead of 
Pakistan. The word Bengal has a 
history, has a tradition of its own. You 
can change it only after people have 
been consulted. If you want to change 
it then we have to go back to Bengal 
and ask them whether they accept it … 
what about the state language Bengali? 
What about joint electorate? What 
about autonomy? … I appeal to my 
friends on that side to allow the people 
to give their verdict in any way, in the 
form of referendum or in the form of 
plebiscite.”

In the council session of the party in 
1955 the Awami League (AL) dropped 
the word “Muslim” from its name and 
Bangabandhu again became the 
general secretary of the party. In 
February 1966, Bangabandhu 
presented his historic six points 
demand which put forward a very 
radical notion of provincial autonomy 
leaving only limited powers in the 
hands of the central government. 

In March of that year he became the 
president of the AL and began a 
country-wide campaign to popularize 
the six points which soon became the 
sole agenda of the party. Six points 
captured the aspirations of the nation 
and it was billed as the charter for the 
liberation of the Bengalis. Following 
the launch of the six points, 
Bangabandhu was again imprisoned 
and he was charged with treason by 
the Pakistan government in the 
Agartala conspiracy case. 

In 1969, Ayub fell from power in the 
face of massive students’ movement. 
Bangabandhu was released from prison 
and the students conferred on him the 
title of Bangabandhu (friend of Bengal). 
During the 1970 election campaign 
Bangabandhu started using nationalist 
slogans such as “Bangladesh” and “Joy 
Bangla.” 

Thus, within a relatively short span of 
four years, between 1966 to 1970, 

Bangabandhu was able to unite the 
whole Bengali nation behind his 
demand for liberation and 
independence. I do not think any other 
nationalist leader had been so 
successful in mobilizing such a huge 
number of people within such a short 
period of time. 

It is noteworthy that though 
throughout his life Bangabandhu was 
involved in movement politics and 
talked about people’s emancipation 
from exploitation and oppression, he 
believed in peaceful non-violent 
political movements. From 1947 till 
1970 the Bengali nationalist 
movement became stronger 
day-by-day under his leadership but he 
stayed within the bounds of 
democratic politics. 

Whenever Pakistani rulers gave 
opportunities for election he 
participated in them, though the 
elections were often not free and fair 
and attempts were made to foil the 
election results. In Karagarer 
Rojnamcha he points out repeatedly 
that by limiting the democratic space 
an autocratic regime ultimately leads 
the country towards terrorist politics. 
He writes:

 “Newspapers arrived. I was alarmed 
that they [the Pakistani government] 
are trying to shut down democratic 
politics … If anybody criticizes the 
government there will be cases against 
them under the proposed secret act … I 
myself am facing five cases under 
article 124, section 7 (3) for making 
public speeches … My fear is they are 
leading Pakistan toward terrorist 
politics. We do not believe in that 
politics. But those of us who want to 
do good for the people through 
democratic politics, our space is 
shrinking.”     

Secularism

Non-communalism and equal rights for 
all citizens

Though he was a Bengali nationalist, 
Bangabandhu never tried to create 

division and hatred between different 
identity groups. Many nationalist 
politicians use provocative languages 
and symbols that encourage violence 
between different groups. These days 
we are witnessing the rise of such 
nationalist leaders even in Western 
democratic countries who are trying to 
instigate intolerance and violence 
towards minority groups. But 
Bangabandhu’s nationalist politics was 
different. He believed in co-existence 
and mutual tolerance of different 
identity groups and talked about equal 
rights of all citizens. He always stood 
against communal violence. 

Though he was involved in the 
Pakistan movement he believed that in 
India, Muslims and in Pakistan, Hindus 
should enjoy equal rights as citizens 
and live together in peace and 
harmony. He talked about equal rights 
of all groups to practice their 
respective religions. 

He witnessed the communal riots in 
Kolkata on August 16, 1947. He points 
out that Suhrawardy asked his 
supporters to observe the day in a 
peaceful way so that no blame could 
fall on the Suhrawardy government. 
But unfortunately, communal riots did 
break out in Kolkata and later spread 
to Noakhali. Bangabandhu saved both 
Muslims and Hindus from acts of 
communal violence in Kolkata. Later 
when Suhrawardy joined Mahatma 
Gandhi in efforts to bring back 
communal harmony, Bangabandhu 
joined them.

After returning to Dhaka he joined 
Gonotantrik Jubo League and took up 
the cause of building communal 
harmony as his main mission. He was 
against all forms of communal violence, 
not simply between Hindus and 
Muslims but also between different 
Muslim sects and between Bengalis 
and non-Bengalis. 

In his Unfinished Memoirs he strongly 
condemns the anti-Kadiyani riots that 
took place in Lahore in 1953. In 1954, 
when riots broke out between Bengali 

and non-Bengali workers in Adamjee 
jute mills in Narayanganj, he rushed to 
the area to calm the situation. In 1964 
when Hindu-Muslim riots spread in 
India he started a civic campaign to 
prevent communal riots in East Bengal. 
Even in his March 7, 1971 speech he 
asked people to remain vigilant against 
the threat of communal violence. He 
said:

“Be very careful, keep in mind that the 
enemy has infiltrated our ranks to 
engage in the work of provocateurs. 
Whether Bengalee or non-Bengalee, 
Hindu or Muslim, all are our brothers 
and it is our responsibility to ensure 
their safety.”

In his personal life he followed the 
preachings of Islam. But Bangabandhu 
was against the political use of religion. 
He condemned the Muslim League’s 
practice of using the slogan of Islam 
and not paying attention to the 
economic well-being of the people 
which he argued was the goal for 
which “the working class, the peasants, 
and the labourers had made sacrifice 
during the movement for 
independence.” 

Socialism

Equality, freedom from exploitation, 
and oppression 

In his Unfinished Memoirs 
Bangabandhu writes:

“I myself am no communist, but I 
believe in socialism and not in 
capitalism. I believe capital is a tool of 
the oppressor. As long as capitalism is 
the mainspring of the economic order 
people all over the world will continue 
to be oppressed.”

By socialism he meant a system that 
would free people from exploitation 
and oppression and remove inequality. 
He visited China in 1952 which left a 
deep imprint in his mind. He found 
great differences in the living 
conditions of people in Pakistan and 
China which he attributed to the 
differences in the two political 

systems. 

Bangabandhu believed that the 
government has a role to play in 
removing inequality and freeing people 
from exploitation. He admired the 
priorities set by the Chinese 
government in improving the 
socio-economic conditions of the 
people. He writes: 

“Everywhere we could see new schools 
and colleges coming up. The 
government has taken charge of 
education.” He further writes:

“The communist government had 
confiscated the land owned by 
landlords and had distributed it among 
all farmers. Thus landless peasants had 
become land owners. China now 
belonged to peasants and workers and 
the class that used to dominate and 
exploit had had their day.”

He did not want to see inequality grow 
in Bangladesh. In the council session of 
the AL held during April 7-8, 1972, he 
reiterated his commitment to promote 
an exploitation-free socio-economic 
system and socialism was formally 
adopted as one of the ideals of the 
party. In the next council session of the 
party held in 1974 he, again, pledged 
to work for freeing the nation of 
exploitation and oppression.

People Orientation

People’s issues, people’s politics

Often we find leaders who lead people 
towards great goals but they do not 
become emotionally involved with the 
people. Bangabandhu was an 
exception. When I compare the 
speeches of various leaders of the 
world with those of Bangabandhu, one 
of his off-repeated expressions -- “love 
for people” -- stands out as unique. He 
often talked about his love for people 
and people’s love for him in return. 

He always prioritized the issues that 
are upper-most in ordinary people’s 
lives. His politics was people’s politics. 
During the campaign for Pakistan 
when famine struck, he worked in 

feeding centres for the famine victims. 
He worked to rescue the victims of 
communal riots in Kolkata. He 
participated in street rallies demanding 
food security for the poor in East 
Bengal. His political philosophy was 
not centred only around the goal of 
getting state power: He developed his 
political ideas by being involved with 
the concerns of the ordinary masses. 

This people’s orientation made him a 
pragmatist. In his diaries he constantly 
refers to issues that would affect 
ordinary people’s everyday life such as 
the rise in essential commodity prices 
or tax increase or flood or famine.   

At one level, Bangabandhu was a man 
of the masses. He learned about 
people’s aspirations from them. At 
another level he was the leader of the 
people. He carried forward ordinary 
people’s aspirations. He had faith in 
people. That is why he could call upon 
people on March 7, 1971 to join the 
liberation struggle with “whatever little 
they have.” 

Four guiding principles of state

We see the reflections of 
Banganabdhu’s political philosophy in 
the four guiding principles of state 
adopted by our constitution: 
Nationalism, democracy, secularism, 
and socialism. He defended these four 
principles in various speeches 
delivered in the parliament, in the party 
forums, and in addresses to the nation.

Bangabandhu used to articulate the 
goals of his life’s work in two simple 
words. He would either say he wants 
to build again “Shonar Bangla” or he 
would say he wants to bring “a smile 
on the faces of the poor and unhappy 
people.” Bangabandhu never talked 
about GDP growth or other theoretical 
issues. He knew very well how 
precious a smile was and his goal was 
to achieve that priceless objective.  

----------------------------------------------
(Rounaq Jahan: Distinguished Fellow at 
the Centre for Policy Dialogue (CPD), 
Dhaka, Bangladesh.)
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Dr Rounaq Jahan 
A leader who was always one with the 
people.

For our generation who witnessed the 
birth of Bangladesh, it is a daunting 
task to express in words the unique 
role played by the Father of the Nation, 
Bangabandhu Shiekh Mujibur Rahman 
in the creation of the new state. It is 
even more challenging to analyze the 
political ideas underpinning his life’s 
work. Whenever I think of 
Bangabandhu I first remember those 
exciting and memorable days of March 
1971. 

I consider myself to be very lucky that I 
was able to witness the events of 
March 1971 and Bangabandhu’s role in 
creating history. Very few people are 
fortunate enough to see the making of 
history. I witnessed the transformation 
of our movement for autonomy into 
our struggle for independence. I 
witnessed how the main actor of this 

historic transformation, Bangabandhu 
Shiekh Mujibur Rahman, realized an 
impossible dream. There have been 
leaders in other countries who led their 
nations. But few could create history. 
Bangabandhu was one such rare grand 
actor of history.

It is unfortunate that even after 48 
years of our independence and 43 
years after his assassination there is no 
well-researched comprehensive 
biography of Bangabandhu Shiekh 
Mujibur Rahman. Fortunately two 
recent books, based on his personal 
diaries, have been published which can 
serve as original source that help us 
understand his ideals and political 
philosophy. 

The first book, The Unfinished 
Memoirs, published in 2012, throws 
light on his childhood, and early 
political life. Though The Unfinished 
Memoirs does not include events after 
the late 1950s it still illuminates his 

political thoughts very clearly.   

The second book, Karagarer 
Rojnamcha (prison diaries) which was 
published in 2017, is based on his 
diaries when he was in prison after he 
launched the six point movement in 
1966. Here again his political thoughts 
are made very clear. He discusses at 
length the different methods of 
suppression of people’s movements 
pursued by an autocratic state. He 
highlights the importance of 
fundamental civil and political rights, 
particularly the need for ensuring 
freedom of expressions for sustaining 
democracy.

In this article I quote extensively from 
his writings so that we can hear his 
own voice. To understand his political 
philosophy we should always keep in 
mind that Bangabandhu spent most of 
his life as a political player outside 
state power. He struggled against 
colonial and undemocratic state power, 

first against the British and later 
against the Pakistan state to establish 
the economic, political, and cultural 
rights of the Bengalees. 

He exercised state power only for a 
limited period of time -- barely three 
and a half years after independence. 
His political discourse, as illustrated in 
these two books, is that of a leader 
fighting authoritarian state power, not 
that of a leader who was using state 
power to govern a country. 

One of the remarkable features of his 
political life was his transformation 
from an ordinary rank and file worker 
of a political party to an unparalleled 
leader of millions of people. 
Bangabandhu possessed outstanding 
organizational capacity; at the same 
time he was a great orator. Generally 
we do not find such a combination of 
qualities in one leader. 

In his Unfinished Memoirs 
Bangabandhu notes that he was more 
interested in party organizational work 
than in discussing theoretical and 
ideological issues. Though he was not a 
political theoretician, Bangabandhu 
had a few specific political ideals and 
goals and he worked consistently to 
achieve them. His values are best 
captured in three sentences which 
Bangabandhu penned on May 3, 1973. 
He writes:

“As a man, what concerns mankind 
concerns me. As a Bengalee, I am 
deeply involved in all that concerns 
Bengalees. This abiding involvement is 
born of and nourished by love, 
enduring love, which gives meaning to 
my politics and to my very being.”

The above quote makes it clear that 
Bangabandhu identified himself both 
as a human being and as a Bengalee. 

This self-identification helps us explore 
the main features of his political 
philosophy, such as nationalism, 
secularism, socialism, and 
people-orientation. 

Nationalism

Independence, liberation, and 
democracy

From the beginning of his political life, 
Bangabandhu was proud of his Bengali 
national identity. He was involved in 
the Pakistan movement but he 
believed that Pakistan should be 
established on the basis of the Lahore 
Resolution which envisaged two 
Muslim majority independent 
sovereign states. 

He perceived the nationalist 
movement not simply as a struggle to 
gain independence from the rule of an 
external colonial power but also as a 
struggle for the economic and political 
emancipation of the down-trodden 
masses from various forms of 
oppression. 

He joined the Pakistan movement in 
the hope that poor Muslim peasants 
will be liberated from the exploitation 
of the landlord classes. He had always 
viewed the Bengali nationalist 
movement as a movement for the 
achievement of democracy as well as 
liberation of the oppressed people. 
Thus on March 7, 1971 he called upon 
the people to launch simultaneously 
the struggle for independence and 
liberation.     

Prior to the establishment of Pakistan, 
when as a student in Kolkata, 
Bangabandhu joined the Muslim 
League. He belonged to the Shaheed 
Suhrawardy and Abul Hashem faction 
of the party which was known as the 
progressives group. In his Unfinished 
Memoirs he writes:

“Under Mr Suhrawardy’s leadership we 
wanted to make the Muslim League 
the party of the people and make it 
represent middle-class Bengali 
aspirations. Upto that time Muslim 
League had not become an 
organization that was rooted in the 
people. It used to serve the interests of 
landlords, moneyed men, and Nawabs 
and Khan Bahadurs.”

After the creation of Pakistan, 
Bangabandhu returned to Dhaka and 

became involved in various progressive 
movements and organizations which 
championed the linguistic, cultural, and 
economic rights of the Bengalis. In 
1948 he was imprisoned for 
participating in the movement 
demanding recognition of Bengali as 
one of the state languages of Pakistan. 

He was also involved in other social 
and political protest movements, such 
as the movement of poor peasants 
against prohibiting inter-district trade 
in rice known as the “cordon” system. 
He supported the movement of the 
fourth class employees of Dhaka 
university and was again imprisoned in 
1949. 

Within a relatively short period after 
the establishment of Pakistan he 
became convinced about the need for 
establishing an opposition political 
party not only for championing the 
rights of the Bengalis but also to 
challenge the authoritarian rule of the 
Muslim League. In his Unfinished 
Memoirs he explained the rationale for 
the establishment of the Awami 
League in the following way:

“There is no point in pursuing the 
Muslim League any longer. This party 
has now become the establishment. 
They can no longer be called a party of 
the people … if we did not form an 
organization that could take on the 
role of the opposition the country 
would turn into a dictatorship.”

In 1949, the Awami Muslim League 
(AML) was founded and Bangabandhu 
was elected the joint secretary of the 
party though he was still in prison. In 
1953 he became the general secretary 
of the party. The demand for self-rule 
gained increasing popular support in 
East Bengal from the mid-1950s. In 
1955 Bangabandhu became a member 
of the Pakistan National Assembly 
(NA). In one of his speeches in the NA 
we already find a strong articulation of 
various demands of the Bengali 
nationalists and his strong sense of 
Bengali identity. He said: 

“They want to place the word ‘East 
Pakistan’ instead of ‘East Bengal.’ We 
have demanded so many times that 
you should use Bengal instead of 
Pakistan. The word Bengal has a 
history, has a tradition of its own. You 
can change it only after people have 
been consulted. If you want to change 
it then we have to go back to Bengal 
and ask them whether they accept it … 
what about the state language Bengali? 
What about joint electorate? What 
about autonomy? … I appeal to my 
friends on that side to allow the people 
to give their verdict in any way, in the 
form of referendum or in the form of 
plebiscite.”

In the council session of the party in 
1955 the Awami League (AL) dropped 
the word “Muslim” from its name and 
Bangabandhu again became the 
general secretary of the party. In 
February 1966, Bangabandhu 
presented his historic six points 
demand which put forward a very 
radical notion of provincial autonomy 
leaving only limited powers in the 
hands of the central government. 

In March of that year he became the 
president of the AL and began a 
country-wide campaign to popularize 
the six points which soon became the 
sole agenda of the party. Six points 
captured the aspirations of the nation 
and it was billed as the charter for the 
liberation of the Bengalis. Following 
the launch of the six points, 
Bangabandhu was again imprisoned 
and he was charged with treason by 
the Pakistan government in the 
Agartala conspiracy case. 

In 1969, Ayub fell from power in the 
face of massive students’ movement. 
Bangabandhu was released from prison 
and the students conferred on him the 
title of Bangabandhu (friend of Bengal). 
During the 1970 election campaign 
Bangabandhu started using nationalist 
slogans such as “Bangladesh” and “Joy 
Bangla.” 

Thus, within a relatively short span of 
four years, between 1966 to 1970, 

Bangabandhu was able to unite the 
whole Bengali nation behind his 
demand for liberation and 
independence. I do not think any other 
nationalist leader had been so 
successful in mobilizing such a huge 
number of people within such a short 
period of time. 

It is noteworthy that though 
throughout his life Bangabandhu was 
involved in movement politics and 
talked about people’s emancipation 
from exploitation and oppression, he 
believed in peaceful non-violent 
political movements. From 1947 till 
1970 the Bengali nationalist 
movement became stronger 
day-by-day under his leadership but he 
stayed within the bounds of 
democratic politics. 

Whenever Pakistani rulers gave 
opportunities for election he 
participated in them, though the 
elections were often not free and fair 
and attempts were made to foil the 
election results. In Karagarer 
Rojnamcha he points out repeatedly 
that by limiting the democratic space 
an autocratic regime ultimately leads 
the country towards terrorist politics. 
He writes:

 “Newspapers arrived. I was alarmed 
that they [the Pakistani government] 
are trying to shut down democratic 
politics … If anybody criticizes the 
government there will be cases against 
them under the proposed secret act … I 
myself am facing five cases under 
article 124, section 7 (3) for making 
public speeches … My fear is they are 
leading Pakistan toward terrorist 
politics. We do not believe in that 
politics. But those of us who want to 
do good for the people through 
democratic politics, our space is 
shrinking.”     

Secularism

Non-communalism and equal rights for 
all citizens

Though he was a Bengali nationalist, 
Bangabandhu never tried to create 

division and hatred between different 
identity groups. Many nationalist 
politicians use provocative languages 
and symbols that encourage violence 
between different groups. These days 
we are witnessing the rise of such 
nationalist leaders even in Western 
democratic countries who are trying to 
instigate intolerance and violence 
towards minority groups. But 
Bangabandhu’s nationalist politics was 
different. He believed in co-existence 
and mutual tolerance of different 
identity groups and talked about equal 
rights of all citizens. He always stood 
against communal violence. 

Though he was involved in the 
Pakistan movement he believed that in 
India, Muslims and in Pakistan, Hindus 
should enjoy equal rights as citizens 
and live together in peace and 
harmony. He talked about equal rights 
of all groups to practice their 
respective religions. 

He witnessed the communal riots in 
Kolkata on August 16, 1947. He points 
out that Suhrawardy asked his 
supporters to observe the day in a 
peaceful way so that no blame could 
fall on the Suhrawardy government. 
But unfortunately, communal riots did 
break out in Kolkata and later spread 
to Noakhali. Bangabandhu saved both 
Muslims and Hindus from acts of 
communal violence in Kolkata. Later 
when Suhrawardy joined Mahatma 
Gandhi in efforts to bring back 
communal harmony, Bangabandhu 
joined them.

After returning to Dhaka he joined 
Gonotantrik Jubo League and took up 
the cause of building communal 
harmony as his main mission. He was 
against all forms of communal violence, 
not simply between Hindus and 
Muslims but also between different 
Muslim sects and between Bengalis 
and non-Bengalis. 

In his Unfinished Memoirs he strongly 
condemns the anti-Kadiyani riots that 
took place in Lahore in 1953. In 1954, 
when riots broke out between Bengali 

and non-Bengali workers in Adamjee 
jute mills in Narayanganj, he rushed to 
the area to calm the situation. In 1964 
when Hindu-Muslim riots spread in 
India he started a civic campaign to 
prevent communal riots in East Bengal. 
Even in his March 7, 1971 speech he 
asked people to remain vigilant against 
the threat of communal violence. He 
said:

“Be very careful, keep in mind that the 
enemy has infiltrated our ranks to 
engage in the work of provocateurs. 
Whether Bengalee or non-Bengalee, 
Hindu or Muslim, all are our brothers 
and it is our responsibility to ensure 
their safety.”

In his personal life he followed the 
preachings of Islam. But Bangabandhu 
was against the political use of religion. 
He condemned the Muslim League’s 
practice of using the slogan of Islam 
and not paying attention to the 
economic well-being of the people 
which he argued was the goal for 
which “the working class, the peasants, 
and the labourers had made sacrifice 
during the movement for 
independence.” 

Socialism

Equality, freedom from exploitation, 
and oppression 

In his Unfinished Memoirs 
Bangabandhu writes:

“I myself am no communist, but I 
believe in socialism and not in 
capitalism. I believe capital is a tool of 
the oppressor. As long as capitalism is 
the mainspring of the economic order 
people all over the world will continue 
to be oppressed.”

By socialism he meant a system that 
would free people from exploitation 
and oppression and remove inequality. 
He visited China in 1952 which left a 
deep imprint in his mind. He found 
great differences in the living 
conditions of people in Pakistan and 
China which he attributed to the 
differences in the two political 

systems. 

Bangabandhu believed that the 
government has a role to play in 
removing inequality and freeing people 
from exploitation. He admired the 
priorities set by the Chinese 
government in improving the 
socio-economic conditions of the 
people. He writes: 

“Everywhere we could see new schools 
and colleges coming up. The 
government has taken charge of 
education.” He further writes:

“The communist government had 
confiscated the land owned by 
landlords and had distributed it among 
all farmers. Thus landless peasants had 
become land owners. China now 
belonged to peasants and workers and 
the class that used to dominate and 
exploit had had their day.”

He did not want to see inequality grow 
in Bangladesh. In the council session of 
the AL held during April 7-8, 1972, he 
reiterated his commitment to promote 
an exploitation-free socio-economic 
system and socialism was formally 
adopted as one of the ideals of the 
party. In the next council session of the 
party held in 1974 he, again, pledged 
to work for freeing the nation of 
exploitation and oppression.

People Orientation

People’s issues, people’s politics

Often we find leaders who lead people 
towards great goals but they do not 
become emotionally involved with the 
people. Bangabandhu was an 
exception. When I compare the 
speeches of various leaders of the 
world with those of Bangabandhu, one 
of his off-repeated expressions -- “love 
for people” -- stands out as unique. He 
often talked about his love for people 
and people’s love for him in return. 

He always prioritized the issues that 
are upper-most in ordinary people’s 
lives. His politics was people’s politics. 
During the campaign for Pakistan 
when famine struck, he worked in 

feeding centres for the famine victims. 
He worked to rescue the victims of 
communal riots in Kolkata. He 
participated in street rallies demanding 
food security for the poor in East 
Bengal. His political philosophy was 
not centred only around the goal of 
getting state power: He developed his 
political ideas by being involved with 
the concerns of the ordinary masses. 

This people’s orientation made him a 
pragmatist. In his diaries he constantly 
refers to issues that would affect 
ordinary people’s everyday life such as 
the rise in essential commodity prices 
or tax increase or flood or famine.   

At one level, Bangabandhu was a man 
of the masses. He learned about 
people’s aspirations from them. At 
another level he was the leader of the 
people. He carried forward ordinary 
people’s aspirations. He had faith in 
people. That is why he could call upon 
people on March 7, 1971 to join the 
liberation struggle with “whatever little 
they have.” 

Four guiding principles of state

We see the reflections of 
Banganabdhu’s political philosophy in 
the four guiding principles of state 
adopted by our constitution: 
Nationalism, democracy, secularism, 
and socialism. He defended these four 
principles in various speeches 
delivered in the parliament, in the party 
forums, and in addresses to the nation.

Bangabandhu used to articulate the 
goals of his life’s work in two simple 
words. He would either say he wants 
to build again “Shonar Bangla” or he 
would say he wants to bring “a smile 
on the faces of the poor and unhappy 
people.” Bangabandhu never talked 
about GDP growth or other theoretical 
issues. He knew very well how 
precious a smile was and his goal was 
to achieve that priceless objective.  

----------------------------------------------
(Rounaq Jahan: Distinguished Fellow at 
the Centre for Policy Dialogue (CPD), 
Dhaka, Bangladesh.)
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Dr Rounaq Jahan 
A leader who was always one with the 
people.

For our generation who witnessed the 
birth of Bangladesh, it is a daunting 
task to express in words the unique 
role played by the Father of the Nation, 
Bangabandhu Shiekh Mujibur Rahman 
in the creation of the new state. It is 
even more challenging to analyze the 
political ideas underpinning his life’s 
work. Whenever I think of 
Bangabandhu I first remember those 
exciting and memorable days of March 
1971. 

I consider myself to be very lucky that I 
was able to witness the events of 
March 1971 and Bangabandhu’s role in 
creating history. Very few people are 
fortunate enough to see the making of 
history. I witnessed the transformation 
of our movement for autonomy into 
our struggle for independence. I 
witnessed how the main actor of this 

historic transformation, Bangabandhu 
Shiekh Mujibur Rahman, realized an 
impossible dream. There have been 
leaders in other countries who led their 
nations. But few could create history. 
Bangabandhu was one such rare grand 
actor of history.

It is unfortunate that even after 48 
years of our independence and 43 
years after his assassination there is no 
well-researched comprehensive 
biography of Bangabandhu Shiekh 
Mujibur Rahman. Fortunately two 
recent books, based on his personal 
diaries, have been published which can 
serve as original source that help us 
understand his ideals and political 
philosophy. 

The first book, The Unfinished 
Memoirs, published in 2012, throws 
light on his childhood, and early 
political life. Though The Unfinished 
Memoirs does not include events after 
the late 1950s it still illuminates his 

political thoughts very clearly.   

The second book, Karagarer 
Rojnamcha (prison diaries) which was 
published in 2017, is based on his 
diaries when he was in prison after he 
launched the six point movement in 
1966. Here again his political thoughts 
are made very clear. He discusses at 
length the different methods of 
suppression of people’s movements 
pursued by an autocratic state. He 
highlights the importance of 
fundamental civil and political rights, 
particularly the need for ensuring 
freedom of expressions for sustaining 
democracy.

In this article I quote extensively from 
his writings so that we can hear his 
own voice. To understand his political 
philosophy we should always keep in 
mind that Bangabandhu spent most of 
his life as a political player outside 
state power. He struggled against 
colonial and undemocratic state power, 

first against the British and later 
against the Pakistan state to establish 
the economic, political, and cultural 
rights of the Bengalees. 

He exercised state power only for a 
limited period of time -- barely three 
and a half years after independence. 
His political discourse, as illustrated in 
these two books, is that of a leader 
fighting authoritarian state power, not 
that of a leader who was using state 
power to govern a country. 

One of the remarkable features of his 
political life was his transformation 
from an ordinary rank and file worker 
of a political party to an unparalleled 
leader of millions of people. 
Bangabandhu possessed outstanding 
organizational capacity; at the same 
time he was a great orator. Generally 
we do not find such a combination of 
qualities in one leader. 

In his Unfinished Memoirs 
Bangabandhu notes that he was more 
interested in party organizational work 
than in discussing theoretical and 
ideological issues. Though he was not a 
political theoretician, Bangabandhu 
had a few specific political ideals and 
goals and he worked consistently to 
achieve them. His values are best 
captured in three sentences which 
Bangabandhu penned on May 3, 1973. 
He writes:

“As a man, what concerns mankind 
concerns me. As a Bengalee, I am 
deeply involved in all that concerns 
Bengalees. This abiding involvement is 
born of and nourished by love, 
enduring love, which gives meaning to 
my politics and to my very being.”

The above quote makes it clear that 
Bangabandhu identified himself both 
as a human being and as a Bengalee. 

This self-identification helps us explore 
the main features of his political 
philosophy, such as nationalism, 
secularism, socialism, and 
people-orientation. 

Nationalism

Independence, liberation, and 
democracy

From the beginning of his political life, 
Bangabandhu was proud of his Bengali 
national identity. He was involved in 
the Pakistan movement but he 
believed that Pakistan should be 
established on the basis of the Lahore 
Resolution which envisaged two 
Muslim majority independent 
sovereign states. 

He perceived the nationalist 
movement not simply as a struggle to 
gain independence from the rule of an 
external colonial power but also as a 
struggle for the economic and political 
emancipation of the down-trodden 
masses from various forms of 
oppression. 

He joined the Pakistan movement in 
the hope that poor Muslim peasants 
will be liberated from the exploitation 
of the landlord classes. He had always 
viewed the Bengali nationalist 
movement as a movement for the 
achievement of democracy as well as 
liberation of the oppressed people. 
Thus on March 7, 1971 he called upon 
the people to launch simultaneously 
the struggle for independence and 
liberation.     

Prior to the establishment of Pakistan, 
when as a student in Kolkata, 
Bangabandhu joined the Muslim 
League. He belonged to the Shaheed 
Suhrawardy and Abul Hashem faction 
of the party which was known as the 
progressives group. In his Unfinished 
Memoirs he writes:

“Under Mr Suhrawardy’s leadership we 
wanted to make the Muslim League 
the party of the people and make it 
represent middle-class Bengali 
aspirations. Upto that time Muslim 
League had not become an 
organization that was rooted in the 
people. It used to serve the interests of 
landlords, moneyed men, and Nawabs 
and Khan Bahadurs.”

After the creation of Pakistan, 
Bangabandhu returned to Dhaka and 

became involved in various progressive 
movements and organizations which 
championed the linguistic, cultural, and 
economic rights of the Bengalis. In 
1948 he was imprisoned for 
participating in the movement 
demanding recognition of Bengali as 
one of the state languages of Pakistan. 

He was also involved in other social 
and political protest movements, such 
as the movement of poor peasants 
against prohibiting inter-district trade 
in rice known as the “cordon” system. 
He supported the movement of the 
fourth class employees of Dhaka 
university and was again imprisoned in 
1949. 

Within a relatively short period after 
the establishment of Pakistan he 
became convinced about the need for 
establishing an opposition political 
party not only for championing the 
rights of the Bengalis but also to 
challenge the authoritarian rule of the 
Muslim League. In his Unfinished 
Memoirs he explained the rationale for 
the establishment of the Awami 
League in the following way:

“There is no point in pursuing the 
Muslim League any longer. This party 
has now become the establishment. 
They can no longer be called a party of 
the people … if we did not form an 
organization that could take on the 
role of the opposition the country 
would turn into a dictatorship.”

In 1949, the Awami Muslim League 
(AML) was founded and Bangabandhu 
was elected the joint secretary of the 
party though he was still in prison. In 
1953 he became the general secretary 
of the party. The demand for self-rule 
gained increasing popular support in 
East Bengal from the mid-1950s. In 
1955 Bangabandhu became a member 
of the Pakistan National Assembly 
(NA). In one of his speeches in the NA 
we already find a strong articulation of 
various demands of the Bengali 
nationalists and his strong sense of 
Bengali identity. He said: 

“They want to place the word ‘East 
Pakistan’ instead of ‘East Bengal.’ We 
have demanded so many times that 
you should use Bengal instead of 
Pakistan. The word Bengal has a 
history, has a tradition of its own. You 
can change it only after people have 
been consulted. If you want to change 
it then we have to go back to Bengal 
and ask them whether they accept it … 
what about the state language Bengali? 
What about joint electorate? What 
about autonomy? … I appeal to my 
friends on that side to allow the people 
to give their verdict in any way, in the 
form of referendum or in the form of 
plebiscite.”

In the council session of the party in 
1955 the Awami League (AL) dropped 
the word “Muslim” from its name and 
Bangabandhu again became the 
general secretary of the party. In 
February 1966, Bangabandhu 
presented his historic six points 
demand which put forward a very 
radical notion of provincial autonomy 
leaving only limited powers in the 
hands of the central government. 

In March of that year he became the 
president of the AL and began a 
country-wide campaign to popularize 
the six points which soon became the 
sole agenda of the party. Six points 
captured the aspirations of the nation 
and it was billed as the charter for the 
liberation of the Bengalis. Following 
the launch of the six points, 
Bangabandhu was again imprisoned 
and he was charged with treason by 
the Pakistan government in the 
Agartala conspiracy case. 

In 1969, Ayub fell from power in the 
face of massive students’ movement. 
Bangabandhu was released from prison 
and the students conferred on him the 
title of Bangabandhu (friend of Bengal). 
During the 1970 election campaign 
Bangabandhu started using nationalist 
slogans such as “Bangladesh” and “Joy 
Bangla.” 

Thus, within a relatively short span of 
four years, between 1966 to 1970, 

Bangabandhu was able to unite the 
whole Bengali nation behind his 
demand for liberation and 
independence. I do not think any other 
nationalist leader had been so 
successful in mobilizing such a huge 
number of people within such a short 
period of time. 

It is noteworthy that though 
throughout his life Bangabandhu was 
involved in movement politics and 
talked about people’s emancipation 
from exploitation and oppression, he 
believed in peaceful non-violent 
political movements. From 1947 till 
1970 the Bengali nationalist 
movement became stronger 
day-by-day under his leadership but he 
stayed within the bounds of 
democratic politics. 

Whenever Pakistani rulers gave 
opportunities for election he 
participated in them, though the 
elections were often not free and fair 
and attempts were made to foil the 
election results. In Karagarer 
Rojnamcha he points out repeatedly 
that by limiting the democratic space 
an autocratic regime ultimately leads 
the country towards terrorist politics. 
He writes:

 “Newspapers arrived. I was alarmed 
that they [the Pakistani government] 
are trying to shut down democratic 
politics … If anybody criticizes the 
government there will be cases against 
them under the proposed secret act … I 
myself am facing five cases under 
article 124, section 7 (3) for making 
public speeches … My fear is they are 
leading Pakistan toward terrorist 
politics. We do not believe in that 
politics. But those of us who want to 
do good for the people through 
democratic politics, our space is 
shrinking.”     

Secularism

Non-communalism and equal rights for 
all citizens

Though he was a Bengali nationalist, 
Bangabandhu never tried to create 

division and hatred between different 
identity groups. Many nationalist 
politicians use provocative languages 
and symbols that encourage violence 
between different groups. These days 
we are witnessing the rise of such 
nationalist leaders even in Western 
democratic countries who are trying to 
instigate intolerance and violence 
towards minority groups. But 
Bangabandhu’s nationalist politics was 
different. He believed in co-existence 
and mutual tolerance of different 
identity groups and talked about equal 
rights of all citizens. He always stood 
against communal violence. 

Though he was involved in the 
Pakistan movement he believed that in 
India, Muslims and in Pakistan, Hindus 
should enjoy equal rights as citizens 
and live together in peace and 
harmony. He talked about equal rights 
of all groups to practice their 
respective religions. 

He witnessed the communal riots in 
Kolkata on August 16, 1947. He points 
out that Suhrawardy asked his 
supporters to observe the day in a 
peaceful way so that no blame could 
fall on the Suhrawardy government. 
But unfortunately, communal riots did 
break out in Kolkata and later spread 
to Noakhali. Bangabandhu saved both 
Muslims and Hindus from acts of 
communal violence in Kolkata. Later 
when Suhrawardy joined Mahatma 
Gandhi in efforts to bring back 
communal harmony, Bangabandhu 
joined them.

After returning to Dhaka he joined 
Gonotantrik Jubo League and took up 
the cause of building communal 
harmony as his main mission. He was 
against all forms of communal violence, 
not simply between Hindus and 
Muslims but also between different 
Muslim sects and between Bengalis 
and non-Bengalis. 

In his Unfinished Memoirs he strongly 
condemns the anti-Kadiyani riots that 
took place in Lahore in 1953. In 1954, 
when riots broke out between Bengali 

and non-Bengali workers in Adamjee 
jute mills in Narayanganj, he rushed to 
the area to calm the situation. In 1964 
when Hindu-Muslim riots spread in 
India he started a civic campaign to 
prevent communal riots in East Bengal. 
Even in his March 7, 1971 speech he 
asked people to remain vigilant against 
the threat of communal violence. He 
said:

“Be very careful, keep in mind that the 
enemy has infiltrated our ranks to 
engage in the work of provocateurs. 
Whether Bengalee or non-Bengalee, 
Hindu or Muslim, all are our brothers 
and it is our responsibility to ensure 
their safety.”

In his personal life he followed the 
preachings of Islam. But Bangabandhu 
was against the political use of religion. 
He condemned the Muslim League’s 
practice of using the slogan of Islam 
and not paying attention to the 
economic well-being of the people 
which he argued was the goal for 
which “the working class, the peasants, 
and the labourers had made sacrifice 
during the movement for 
independence.” 

Socialism

Equality, freedom from exploitation, 
and oppression 

In his Unfinished Memoirs 
Bangabandhu writes:

“I myself am no communist, but I 
believe in socialism and not in 
capitalism. I believe capital is a tool of 
the oppressor. As long as capitalism is 
the mainspring of the economic order 
people all over the world will continue 
to be oppressed.”

By socialism he meant a system that 
would free people from exploitation 
and oppression and remove inequality. 
He visited China in 1952 which left a 
deep imprint in his mind. He found 
great differences in the living 
conditions of people in Pakistan and 
China which he attributed to the 
differences in the two political 

systems. 

Bangabandhu believed that the 
government has a role to play in 
removing inequality and freeing people 
from exploitation. He admired the 
priorities set by the Chinese 
government in improving the 
socio-economic conditions of the 
people. He writes: 

“Everywhere we could see new schools 
and colleges coming up. The 
government has taken charge of 
education.” He further writes:

“The communist government had 
confiscated the land owned by 
landlords and had distributed it among 
all farmers. Thus landless peasants had 
become land owners. China now 
belonged to peasants and workers and 
the class that used to dominate and 
exploit had had their day.”

He did not want to see inequality grow 
in Bangladesh. In the council session of 
the AL held during April 7-8, 1972, he 
reiterated his commitment to promote 
an exploitation-free socio-economic 
system and socialism was formally 
adopted as one of the ideals of the 
party. In the next council session of the 
party held in 1974 he, again, pledged 
to work for freeing the nation of 
exploitation and oppression.

People Orientation

People’s issues, people’s politics

Often we find leaders who lead people 
towards great goals but they do not 
become emotionally involved with the 
people. Bangabandhu was an 
exception. When I compare the 
speeches of various leaders of the 
world with those of Bangabandhu, one 
of his off-repeated expressions -- “love 
for people” -- stands out as unique. He 
often talked about his love for people 
and people’s love for him in return. 

He always prioritized the issues that 
are upper-most in ordinary people’s 
lives. His politics was people’s politics. 
During the campaign for Pakistan 
when famine struck, he worked in 

feeding centres for the famine victims. 
He worked to rescue the victims of 
communal riots in Kolkata. He 
participated in street rallies demanding 
food security for the poor in East 
Bengal. His political philosophy was 
not centred only around the goal of 
getting state power: He developed his 
political ideas by being involved with 
the concerns of the ordinary masses. 

This people’s orientation made him a 
pragmatist. In his diaries he constantly 
refers to issues that would affect 
ordinary people’s everyday life such as 
the rise in essential commodity prices 
or tax increase or flood or famine.   

At one level, Bangabandhu was a man 
of the masses. He learned about 
people’s aspirations from them. At 
another level he was the leader of the 
people. He carried forward ordinary 
people’s aspirations. He had faith in 
people. That is why he could call upon 
people on March 7, 1971 to join the 
liberation struggle with “whatever little 
they have.” 

Four guiding principles of state

We see the reflections of 
Banganabdhu’s political philosophy in 
the four guiding principles of state 
adopted by our constitution: 
Nationalism, democracy, secularism, 
and socialism. He defended these four 
principles in various speeches 
delivered in the parliament, in the party 
forums, and in addresses to the nation.

Bangabandhu used to articulate the 
goals of his life’s work in two simple 
words. He would either say he wants 
to build again “Shonar Bangla” or he 
would say he wants to bring “a smile 
on the faces of the poor and unhappy 
people.” Bangabandhu never talked 
about GDP growth or other theoretical 
issues. He knew very well how 
precious a smile was and his goal was 
to achieve that priceless objective.  

----------------------------------------------
(Rounaq Jahan: Distinguished Fellow at 
the Centre for Policy Dialogue (CPD), 
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1. Introduction 

The nation is celebrating 2020 as the “Mujib Year,” marking 
the centenary of the birth of the great leader, Bangabandhu 
Sheikh Mujibur Rahman, the Father of the Nation of 
Bangladesh. Despite attempts by some quarters to belittle 
him and his contribution, the decisive and glorious role of 
Bangabandhu in Bangladesh’s independence has only 
become clearer with time. The recent publication of 
Bangabandhu’s Amgvß AvZ¥Rxebx (ingvb 2012) and KvivMv‡ii 

†ivRbvgPv (ingvb 2017) and the Secret Documents of the 
Pakistani Intelligence Branch (e½eÜz †g‡gvwiqvj Uªv÷ 2019) have 
helped all see more clearly Bangabandhu’s dedication and 
sacrifice for the people of Bangladesh and his foresight, 
organizing ability, leadership acumen, and the greatness as a 
person. The combination of qualities that Bangabandhu 
embodied is simply unparalleled. The speech that he gave 
on March 7, 1971 was like a miracle. It is a great fortune 
that the nation could have a leader like him.

It is therefore highly appropriate that the nation should 
mark the centenary of Bangabandhu’s birth in a befitting 
manner. The government has taken several initiatives; 
several committees have been formed; and a series of 
events have started to be organized under their auspices 
and also independently. However, often these events 
appear to be formalistic, without adequate substance and 
sincerity. Thus, speakers at these events routinely praise 
Bangabandhu for his role and qualities, claim themselves to 
be his followers and either call for or even pledge to fulfill 
his unfinished dreams. However, there is hardly any serious 
effort at self-examination to find out how their actual 
behaviour matches Bangabandhu’s ideals and practice and 
how they actually could fulfill his dreams. 

In this short piece, I will try to illustrate this inadequacy and 
insincerity and point to a few ways in which proper respect 
can be shown to Bangabandhu.

______________________________________________________________________

*  Department of Economic and Social Affairs, United Nations. The 
views expressed in this article are author’s personal and should not be 
ascribed to organizations to which he belongs E-mail: 
nislam13@yahoo.com

2. Corruption and malpractice vs. Bangabandhu’s dream of 
a prosperous Bangladesh 

Broadly, Bangabandhu’s dream was to see “a happy and 
prosperous” Bangladesh. He wanted to see “smile on the face 
of the low income people and the downtrodden.” That is why, 
even before the movement for Bengali national 
self-determination gained steam, he engaged himself in fight 
for the protection of the rights of daoals, the poor agricultural 
labourers who travelled from one district to another in search 
of work. He came out so strongly in support of the demands 
of Dhaka University’s class-three and class-four employees 
that the authorities expelled him, along with few others, from 
the university, and while the others got themselves 
readmitted by repenting (providing muchleka), Bangabandhu 
never returned, thus giving up the opportunity of finishing the 
law degree and becoming a prosperous lawyer. Despite twice 
being a minister in the 1950s, Bangabandhu was extremely 
reluctant to apply for a plot in Dhanmondi Residential Area, 
and it is only due to the initiative and insistence of Begum 
Mujib, the great lady who matched Bangabandhu well in 
terms of patriotism and dedication, that he ultimately had a 
plot, and that too half in size compared to the standard ones. 
The difficulty and loans that Begum Mujib had to incur to 
construct the modest house on that plot is well-known. So, 
this was Bangabandhu – a man not only of the other qualities 
that I mentioned above, a man who spent most of this youth 
in jail and faced certain death many occasions, but also he was 
completely devoid of any greed and proneness toward 
malpractice for personal material gain.

Now compare the above practice of Bangabandhu with the 
current behaviour of much of the bureaucracy, political 
cadres, and business folk. So far as business folk are 
concerned, the mere fact that the size of the default bank 
loans increased from Tk 22,480 crore in 2009 to Tk 100,000 
crore in 2019, speaks for itself.  While a fraction of the 
above may be due to true difficulties regarding business, 
there is no doubt that much of this massive default is 
deliberate and represents a culture of defrauding the nation 
to increase personal wealth. Needless to say, they do this in 
collusion with bureaucrats and politicians. 

How to
show proper
respect to
Bangabandhu

So far as the bureaucracy is concerned, recent press reports 
are revealing, one by one, horror stories of corruption and 
malpractice. In July 2018, it was reported that 1.42 lakh 
tonnes of coal from the Barapukuria mine, valued at Tk 227 
crore, just vanished.  In May, 2019, the nation came to know 
about pillows of Rooppur project costing Tk 6,000 per piece, 
with another Tk 760 billed for carrying.  In September, 
2019, there came the news about curtain used as bed 
screen in the Faridpur government hospital costing Tk 37.5 
lakh per piece.  In August 2019, the nation watched video 
showing Jamalpur DC using his private chamber as a room 
for extra-marital sex.  Misappropriation of funds and misuse 
of power seem to have become the general norm. 

Coming to politicians and political cadres, the situation was 
well-reflected by the recent (September 14, 2019) revelation 
by Prof. Farzana Islam, Vice Chancellor of Jahangirnagar 
University, that the president and general secretary of the 
Central Committee of Bangladesh Chhatra League (BCL), 
demanded from her 4 to 6 per cent cut from the 
Jahangirnagar University’s Tk 1,445 crore development 
project as their “fair share” and misbehaved with her when 
she did not agree.  It is an open secret that almost 
everywhere in Bangladesh, politicians and political cadres 
demand and get their “fair share” from public sector projects. 
As a result, the efficiency of public investment suffers badly. 

Needless to say, the above behaviour of politicians, 
bureaucrats, and business folk is far removed from 
Bangabandhu’s practice and is making realization of 
Bangabandhu’s dream of a “happy and prosperous” 
Bangladesh difficult. The government of Sheikh Hasina has 
concretized the above goal of Bangabandhu into the goal of 
Bangladesh becoming a high-income country by 2041. 
However, a close analysis shows that with the above 
tendencies persisting, it is highly uncertain that Bangladesh 
will ever reach this goal. Figure 1 below may help 
understand why this is so. It shows that corruption and 
waste generate several reinforcing pernicious processes. 

Figure 1: Economic consequences of waste and corruption 

Source: Islam (2019)

First, corruption and waste lead to poor quality of work and 
put additional demand on budget. In most cases, politicians 
and government officials have to collude with each other 
and with the business-folk (contractors) involved in order to 

misappropriate the money. As a result, the supervisory role 
of politicians and officials get compromised, and hence they 
cannot ensure the quality of work. Taking the opportunity, 
contractors keep on padding the construction budget and 
ultimately deliver poor quality of work. For example, it has 
been widely reported that construction cost of roads and 
highways in Bangladesh is one of the highest in the world, 
while the quality of construction is one of the lowest. There 
are many instances that roads constructed at high costs 
have become unusable in two years, requiring additional 
budget for repair and reconstruction.  Needless to say, 
corrupt politicians and bureaucrats are only too happy to 
approve these supplementary budgets!

Second, corruption and waste lead to black money and 
capital flight. The money earned through corruption is 
ill-gotten and thus becomes black money. Owners of these 
ill-gotten monies therefore become desperate to ship the 
money outside the country. According to a recent study by 
researchers at Global Financial Integrity (GFI), around $5.9 
billion was siphoned out of Bangladesh in 2015 through trade 
mis-invoicing. It has also been reported that Tk 4,091crore of 
Bangladeshis is parked in the Swiss Bank.  The phenomena of 
“Begum Para” in Canada, “Second Homes” in Malaysia, etc. 
offer visual evidence of the capital flight. In short, a large part 
of domestic capital, that could have been deployed for 
development in Bangladesh, is moving out of the country. 

Third, corruption is adding to the rise in inequality. The huge 
amount of public money that was misappropriated through loan 
default went into the hands of the few. Similarly, money 
misappropriated from the country’s Annual Development 
Programme (ADP) also goes to a handful few. Given that the 
size of the ADP has now reached about Tk. 4 lakh crore, even if 
it is assumed that only 25 per cent of ADP is misappropriated, 
the amount misappropriated stands at about Tk. 1 lakh crore 
per year. This is a huge engine working towards increasing 
inequality in the country. These processes are adding to the 
inequality that is inherent to the capitalist path of development 
that Bangladesh is currently following. No wonder therefore 
that inequality of income distribution in Bangladesh is now 
much higher than in other East Asian capitalist economies, such 
as Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan (Figure 2).  

Figure 2: Inequality of distribution of market income: 
Bangladesh compared with Japan, South Korea and Taiwan

Source: Author, based on data from SWIID

Unfortunately, the high inequality is becoming another 
obstacle to Bangladesh’s way to realizing Bangabandhu’s 
dream of a “happy and prosperous country.” As Figure 3 shows, 
instead of reaching the High-Income status by 2041, 
Bangladesh may soon get caught in the Middle-Income Trap, 
perhaps even at the lower middle-income stage. Several 
processes may lead Bangladesh to this disappointing outcome. 
First, high inequality constrains the domestic market, so that 
entrepreneurs cannot use domestic market to develop 
technologically sophisticated, high-end products for export. 
The country may then remain stuck to producing low-end, 
labour-intensive products, thus earning less income. Second, 
high economic and social inequality may leave the majority of 
the young population unprepared for the jobs of the globalized 
world with fast pacing technology. Bangladesh may thus be 
unable to make use of the “demographic bonus.” Third, high 
inequality may lead to social discontent, damaging investment 
climate, and pushing more capital to take flight. Together, the 
goal of reaching the High-Income status may remain elusive.

Figure 3: Inequality and “Middle Income Trap”

Source: Author

In short, the current behaviour of large sections of 
politicians, bureaucrats and business folk of Bangladesh 
does not match Bangabandhu’s ideals and practice at all. For 
them to claim to be Bangabandhu’s followers and working 
for realizing Bangabandhu’s dream is mockery. Their 
behaviour is, in fact, leaving the job of achieving 
Bangabandhu’s dream of a “happy and prosperous” 
Bangladesh more difficult. The proper way of showing 
respect to Bangabandhu would be for them to change their 
behaviour and follow Bangabandhu’s path of honesty, 
dedication, and sincerity.

3. Towards fulfilling Bangabandhu’s dream regarding 
Bangladesh villages?

Another proper way of paying respect to Bangabandhu is 
not to remain limited to his general goal of “happy and 
prosperous” Bangladesh but also to pay attention to the 
specific ideas and objectives that he had put forward and 
that remain unfulfilled and then to make sincere effort to 
implement them. There are many such ideas. Here I will 
draw attention to just one of them, namely the idea of 
transforming Bangladesh villages into cooperatives. 

It is well-known that in March 1975, Bangabandhu Sheikh 
Mujibur Rahman announced the important initiative of 
transforming Bangladesh villages into production 
cooperatives. According to this proposal, all the cultivable 
land of a village would be pooled and collectively tilled. The 
output would be divided into three equal parts, of which one 
part would be distributed based on the proportion of labour, 
another part would be distributed based on the proportion 
of land, and the third part would go to a “Village Fund,” 
which would be used for village development activities. This 
initiative regarding villages was part of the programme of a 
Second Revolution that Bangabandhu wanted to carry out in 
the country. However, the coup in August 15, 1975, in which 
Bangabandhu and most of his family members were killed, 
didn’t allow him to implement this plan. 

It is true that the international experience since 1975 has 
shown that the idea of collective farming using low-level 
technology is not effective, and as a result countries such as 
China and Vietnam have reverted from collective farming to 
family farming. Hence, it may not be appropriate to advocate 
collective farming now. However, this does not mean that 
Bangabandhu’s idea regarding villages has no relevance for 
the present-day Bangladesh and needs to be discarded 
entirely. To the contrary, a close analysis shows that his 
general idea of creating a village level institution to allow joint 
initiatives by villagers themselves is still very potential and can 
help Bangladesh’s further development in several ways. 

First, Bangabandhu’s idea can help to fill an important void 
that currently exists in the local government structure of 
the country. Historically villages were the basic social unit of 
Bangladesh; and the country has a long tradition of village 
level self-governance. It is therefore somewhat ironic that 
Bangladesh currently does not have any village-level 
self-governing institution. Second, introduction of village 
level self-governance, as envisaged by Bangabandhu, can 
help mobilize and use the labour and material resources that 
remain unutilized in the villages due to the lack of an 
institution that can facilitate joint efforts. Greater utilization 
of village-level resources can make the development process 
more self-reliant. Third, formation of a village-level tier and 
strengthening the local government in general can change 
the development process—from the top-down process, as it 
currently is, to a more bottom-up process, with more 
participation of the people at the grass-roots. This can help 
reduce corruption and waste that are involved with the 
top-down development processes, as noted above. 

Bangladesh’s lack of village-level self-governance is 
conspicuous in view of the fact that both India and China, 
Bangladesh’s two important neighbouring countries, are 
using village-level local government for their development 
effectively. In India, for example, Gram Panchayet is the first 
tier of the country’s Panchayaet (local government) system. 
Similarly, in China, “Village Governments” are playing an 
important role, including the role of periodic redistribution 
of the village land among its inhabitants. 

It is true that following Bangabandhu’s initiative in 1975, 
other governments, including a previous government led by 
Sheikh Hasina, took some initiatives to form a village-level 
tier of local government. Table 1 provides a brief list of these 
initiatives. However, none of these initiatives was properly 
followed through. As a result, villages of Bangladesh are now 
like orphans, with no effective mechanism for 
self-governance and representation at higher levels of 
government.

Table 2: Initiatives for setting up local government at the 
village level in Bangladesh 

Source: Islam (2017, p. 94)

Thus, an important way to show respect to Bangabandhu is 
to pay attention to his idea regarding transformation of 
villages into cooperatives. Of course, it is necessary to 
update his idea in the light of the international and national 
experience these days. In particular, the idea of combining 
land and tilling jointly may not be appropriate any more. 
However, there is a rational kernel in his idea, and this kernel 
may be developed in a way that can be of much help for 
Bangladesh’s future development. In my 2017 book, e½eÜzi 

¯^cœ Ges evsjv‡`‡ki MÖvg, I have offered a discussion about how 
this can be done. Those who are interested in this task may 
benefit from this discussion. 

4. Conclusions 

The nation is heading towards the centenary of 
Bangabandhu’s birth. The government has rightly announced 
2020 as the “Mujib Year” and taken initiatives to mark the 
occasion. Many events have already been held and many 
more will be held. However, in many cases, these events 
often lack sincerity and seriousness of purpose. The proper 
way of showing respect to Bangabandhu, however, is to 
strive to match Bangabandhu’s honesty, dedication, 
patriotism, and self-less work for the common people. 
Unfortunately, large sections of politicians, bureaucrats, and 
business folk are now immersed in corruption and 
malpractice. Praising Bangabandhu while engaging in 
corruption and malpractice is not the proper way of 
showing respect to him. It is only through dedicated, honest, 
and efficient work that we can help realise Bangabandhu’s 
overall dream of a “happy and prosperous” Bangladesh. 

Apart from the overall dream above, Bangabandhu also had 
many specific ideas and proposals that still remain 
unrealized. Hence, another important way to show respect 
to Bangabandhu is to go back to these proposals, think 
about their relevance for the current situation, and make 
efforts to implement them. One of these proposals was 
Bangabandhu’s announcement in March 1975 of 
transforming Bangladesh’s villages into cooperatives. Some 
aspects of this proposal may not be appropriate now. 
However, it is necessary to revisit this proposal, modify it in 
the light of the current circumstances, and find ways of 
implementing it. That will indeed be a proper way of paying 
respect to Bangabandhu. 
See https://www.daily-sun.com/ printversion/details/ 372813/ 
2019/02/21/Loan-Default-Culture. For discussion on capital flight 
from Bangladesh, see also Global Financial Integrity (2014), Imam et 
al. (1995), and Islam et al. (2014). For an analysis of Bangladesh’s 
governance problems, see Islam (2016).
https:// www.thedailystar.net/ backpage/ just-vanished- 1608787
https://www.thedailystar.net/country/rooppur-nuclear-power-plant-
corruption-writ-seeks-judicial-inquiry-1745860
http://www.theindependentbd.com/post/214308
https://www.thedailystar.net/backpage/news/jamalpur-dc-made-os
d-over-lurid-video-1790521
https://www.thedailystar.net/frontpage/bcl-president-secretary-demands
-fair-share-in-jahangirnagar-university-project-1799683 
https://www.thedailystar.net/frontpage/4-lane-dhaka-ctg-highway-
6yrs-make-6-months-break-1559266.
Seealso  http: //m. theindependentbd. com/post/116608
https://www.thedailystar.net/opinion/economics/news/checking-ca
pital-flight-it-too-late-1697959
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Nazrul Islam *

1. Introduction 

The nation is celebrating 2020 as the “Mujib Year,” marking 
the centenary of the birth of the great leader, Bangabandhu 
Sheikh Mujibur Rahman, the Father of the Nation of 
Bangladesh. Despite attempts by some quarters to belittle 
him and his contribution, the decisive and glorious role of 
Bangabandhu in Bangladesh’s independence has only 
become clearer with time. The recent publication of 
Bangabandhu’s Amgvß AvZ¥Rxebx (ingvb 2012) and KvivMv‡ii 

†ivRbvgPv (ingvb 2017) and the Secret Documents of the 
Pakistani Intelligence Branch (e½eÜz †g‡gvwiqvj Uªv÷ 2019) have 
helped all see more clearly Bangabandhu’s dedication and 
sacrifice for the people of Bangladesh and his foresight, 
organizing ability, leadership acumen, and the greatness as a 
person. The combination of qualities that Bangabandhu 
embodied is simply unparalleled. The speech that he gave 
on March 7, 1971 was like a miracle. It is a great fortune 
that the nation could have a leader like him.

It is therefore highly appropriate that the nation should 
mark the centenary of Bangabandhu’s birth in a befitting 
manner. The government has taken several initiatives; 
several committees have been formed; and a series of 
events have started to be organized under their auspices 
and also independently. However, often these events 
appear to be formalistic, without adequate substance and 
sincerity. Thus, speakers at these events routinely praise 
Bangabandhu for his role and qualities, claim themselves to 
be his followers and either call for or even pledge to fulfill 
his unfinished dreams. However, there is hardly any serious 
effort at self-examination to find out how their actual 
behaviour matches Bangabandhu’s ideals and practice and 
how they actually could fulfill his dreams. 

In this short piece, I will try to illustrate this inadequacy and 
insincerity and point to a few ways in which proper respect 
can be shown to Bangabandhu.

______________________________________________________________________
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2. Corruption and malpractice vs. Bangabandhu’s dream of 
a prosperous Bangladesh 

Broadly, Bangabandhu’s dream was to see “a happy and 
prosperous” Bangladesh. He wanted to see “smile on the face 
of the low income people and the downtrodden.” That is why, 
even before the movement for Bengali national 
self-determination gained steam, he engaged himself in fight 
for the protection of the rights of daoals, the poor agricultural 
labourers who travelled from one district to another in search 
of work. He came out so strongly in support of the demands 
of Dhaka University’s class-three and class-four employees 
that the authorities expelled him, along with few others, from 
the university, and while the others got themselves 
readmitted by repenting (providing muchleka), Bangabandhu 
never returned, thus giving up the opportunity of finishing the 
law degree and becoming a prosperous lawyer. Despite twice 
being a minister in the 1950s, Bangabandhu was extremely 
reluctant to apply for a plot in Dhanmondi Residential Area, 
and it is only due to the initiative and insistence of Begum 
Mujib, the great lady who matched Bangabandhu well in 
terms of patriotism and dedication, that he ultimately had a 
plot, and that too half in size compared to the standard ones. 
The difficulty and loans that Begum Mujib had to incur to 
construct the modest house on that plot is well-known. So, 
this was Bangabandhu – a man not only of the other qualities 
that I mentioned above, a man who spent most of this youth 
in jail and faced certain death many occasions, but also he was 
completely devoid of any greed and proneness toward 
malpractice for personal material gain.

Now compare the above practice of Bangabandhu with the 
current behaviour of much of the bureaucracy, political 
cadres, and business folk. So far as business folk are 
concerned, the mere fact that the size of the default bank 
loans increased from Tk 22,480 crore in 2009 to Tk 100,000 
crore in 2019, speaks for itself.  While a fraction of the 
above may be due to true difficulties regarding business, 
there is no doubt that much of this massive default is 
deliberate and represents a culture of defrauding the nation 
to increase personal wealth. Needless to say, they do this in 
collusion with bureaucrats and politicians. 

So far as the bureaucracy is concerned, recent press reports 
are revealing, one by one, horror stories of corruption and 
malpractice. In July 2018, it was reported that 1.42 lakh 
tonnes of coal from the Barapukuria mine, valued at Tk 227 
crore, just vanished.  In May, 2019, the nation came to know 
about pillows of Rooppur project costing Tk 6,000 per piece, 
with another Tk 760 billed for carrying.  In September, 
2019, there came the news about curtain used as bed 
screen in the Faridpur government hospital costing Tk 37.5 
lakh per piece.  In August 2019, the nation watched video 
showing Jamalpur DC using his private chamber as a room 
for extra-marital sex.  Misappropriation of funds and misuse 
of power seem to have become the general norm. 

Coming to politicians and political cadres, the situation was 
well-reflected by the recent (September 14, 2019) revelation 
by Prof. Farzana Islam, Vice Chancellor of Jahangirnagar 
University, that the president and general secretary of the 
Central Committee of Bangladesh Chhatra League (BCL), 
demanded from her 4 to 6 per cent cut from the 
Jahangirnagar University’s Tk 1,445 crore development 
project as their “fair share” and misbehaved with her when 
she did not agree.  It is an open secret that almost 
everywhere in Bangladesh, politicians and political cadres 
demand and get their “fair share” from public sector projects. 
As a result, the efficiency of public investment suffers badly. 

Needless to say, the above behaviour of politicians, 
bureaucrats, and business folk is far removed from 
Bangabandhu’s practice and is making realization of 
Bangabandhu’s dream of a “happy and prosperous” 
Bangladesh difficult. The government of Sheikh Hasina has 
concretized the above goal of Bangabandhu into the goal of 
Bangladesh becoming a high-income country by 2041. 
However, a close analysis shows that with the above 
tendencies persisting, it is highly uncertain that Bangladesh 
will ever reach this goal. Figure 1 below may help 
understand why this is so. It shows that corruption and 
waste generate several reinforcing pernicious processes. 

Figure 1: Economic consequences of waste and corruption 

Source: Islam (2019)

First, corruption and waste lead to poor quality of work and 
put additional demand on budget. In most cases, politicians 
and government officials have to collude with each other 
and with the business-folk (contractors) involved in order to 

misappropriate the money. As a result, the supervisory role 
of politicians and officials get compromised, and hence they 
cannot ensure the quality of work. Taking the opportunity, 
contractors keep on padding the construction budget and 
ultimately deliver poor quality of work. For example, it has 
been widely reported that construction cost of roads and 
highways in Bangladesh is one of the highest in the world, 
while the quality of construction is one of the lowest. There 
are many instances that roads constructed at high costs 
have become unusable in two years, requiring additional 
budget for repair and reconstruction.  Needless to say, 
corrupt politicians and bureaucrats are only too happy to 
approve these supplementary budgets!

Second, corruption and waste lead to black money and 
capital flight. The money earned through corruption is 
ill-gotten and thus becomes black money. Owners of these 
ill-gotten monies therefore become desperate to ship the 
money outside the country. According to a recent study by 
researchers at Global Financial Integrity (GFI), around $5.9 
billion was siphoned out of Bangladesh in 2015 through trade 
mis-invoicing. It has also been reported that Tk 4,091crore of 
Bangladeshis is parked in the Swiss Bank.  The phenomena of 
“Begum Para” in Canada, “Second Homes” in Malaysia, etc. 
offer visual evidence of the capital flight. In short, a large part 
of domestic capital, that could have been deployed for 
development in Bangladesh, is moving out of the country. 

Third, corruption is adding to the rise in inequality. The huge 
amount of public money that was misappropriated through loan 
default went into the hands of the few. Similarly, money 
misappropriated from the country’s Annual Development 
Programme (ADP) also goes to a handful few. Given that the 
size of the ADP has now reached about Tk. 4 lakh crore, even if 
it is assumed that only 25 per cent of ADP is misappropriated, 
the amount misappropriated stands at about Tk. 1 lakh crore 
per year. This is a huge engine working towards increasing 
inequality in the country. These processes are adding to the 
inequality that is inherent to the capitalist path of development 
that Bangladesh is currently following. No wonder therefore 
that inequality of income distribution in Bangladesh is now 
much higher than in other East Asian capitalist economies, such 
as Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan (Figure 2).  

Figure 2: Inequality of distribution of market income: 
Bangladesh compared with Japan, South Korea and Taiwan

Source: Author, based on data from SWIID

Unfortunately, the high inequality is becoming another 
obstacle to Bangladesh’s way to realizing Bangabandhu’s 
dream of a “happy and prosperous country.” As Figure 3 shows, 
instead of reaching the High-Income status by 2041, 
Bangladesh may soon get caught in the Middle-Income Trap, 
perhaps even at the lower middle-income stage. Several 
processes may lead Bangladesh to this disappointing outcome. 
First, high inequality constrains the domestic market, so that 
entrepreneurs cannot use domestic market to develop 
technologically sophisticated, high-end products for export. 
The country may then remain stuck to producing low-end, 
labour-intensive products, thus earning less income. Second, 
high economic and social inequality may leave the majority of 
the young population unprepared for the jobs of the globalized 
world with fast pacing technology. Bangladesh may thus be 
unable to make use of the “demographic bonus.” Third, high 
inequality may lead to social discontent, damaging investment 
climate, and pushing more capital to take flight. Together, the 
goal of reaching the High-Income status may remain elusive.

Figure 3: Inequality and “Middle Income Trap”

Source: Author

In short, the current behaviour of large sections of 
politicians, bureaucrats and business folk of Bangladesh 
does not match Bangabandhu’s ideals and practice at all. For 
them to claim to be Bangabandhu’s followers and working 
for realizing Bangabandhu’s dream is mockery. Their 
behaviour is, in fact, leaving the job of achieving 
Bangabandhu’s dream of a “happy and prosperous” 
Bangladesh more difficult. The proper way of showing 
respect to Bangabandhu would be for them to change their 
behaviour and follow Bangabandhu’s path of honesty, 
dedication, and sincerity.

3. Towards fulfilling Bangabandhu’s dream regarding 
Bangladesh villages?

Another proper way of paying respect to Bangabandhu is 
not to remain limited to his general goal of “happy and 
prosperous” Bangladesh but also to pay attention to the 
specific ideas and objectives that he had put forward and 
that remain unfulfilled and then to make sincere effort to 
implement them. There are many such ideas. Here I will 
draw attention to just one of them, namely the idea of 
transforming Bangladesh villages into cooperatives. 

It is well-known that in March 1975, Bangabandhu Sheikh 
Mujibur Rahman announced the important initiative of 
transforming Bangladesh villages into production 
cooperatives. According to this proposal, all the cultivable 
land of a village would be pooled and collectively tilled. The 
output would be divided into three equal parts, of which one 
part would be distributed based on the proportion of labour, 
another part would be distributed based on the proportion 
of land, and the third part would go to a “Village Fund,” 
which would be used for village development activities. This 
initiative regarding villages was part of the programme of a 
Second Revolution that Bangabandhu wanted to carry out in 
the country. However, the coup in August 15, 1975, in which 
Bangabandhu and most of his family members were killed, 
didn’t allow him to implement this plan. 

It is true that the international experience since 1975 has 
shown that the idea of collective farming using low-level 
technology is not effective, and as a result countries such as 
China and Vietnam have reverted from collective farming to 
family farming. Hence, it may not be appropriate to advocate 
collective farming now. However, this does not mean that 
Bangabandhu’s idea regarding villages has no relevance for 
the present-day Bangladesh and needs to be discarded 
entirely. To the contrary, a close analysis shows that his 
general idea of creating a village level institution to allow joint 
initiatives by villagers themselves is still very potential and can 
help Bangladesh’s further development in several ways. 

First, Bangabandhu’s idea can help to fill an important void 
that currently exists in the local government structure of 
the country. Historically villages were the basic social unit of 
Bangladesh; and the country has a long tradition of village 
level self-governance. It is therefore somewhat ironic that 
Bangladesh currently does not have any village-level 
self-governing institution. Second, introduction of village 
level self-governance, as envisaged by Bangabandhu, can 
help mobilize and use the labour and material resources that 
remain unutilized in the villages due to the lack of an 
institution that can facilitate joint efforts. Greater utilization 
of village-level resources can make the development process 
more self-reliant. Third, formation of a village-level tier and 
strengthening the local government in general can change 
the development process—from the top-down process, as it 
currently is, to a more bottom-up process, with more 
participation of the people at the grass-roots. This can help 
reduce corruption and waste that are involved with the 
top-down development processes, as noted above. 

Bangladesh’s lack of village-level self-governance is 
conspicuous in view of the fact that both India and China, 
Bangladesh’s two important neighbouring countries, are 
using village-level local government for their development 
effectively. In India, for example, Gram Panchayet is the first 
tier of the country’s Panchayaet (local government) system. 
Similarly, in China, “Village Governments” are playing an 
important role, including the role of periodic redistribution 
of the village land among its inhabitants. 

It is true that following Bangabandhu’s initiative in 1975, 
other governments, including a previous government led by 
Sheikh Hasina, took some initiatives to form a village-level 
tier of local government. Table 1 provides a brief list of these 
initiatives. However, none of these initiatives was properly 
followed through. As a result, villages of Bangladesh are now 
like orphans, with no effective mechanism for 
self-governance and representation at higher levels of 
government.

Table 2: Initiatives for setting up local government at the 
village level in Bangladesh 

Source: Islam (2017, p. 94)

Thus, an important way to show respect to Bangabandhu is 
to pay attention to his idea regarding transformation of 
villages into cooperatives. Of course, it is necessary to 
update his idea in the light of the international and national 
experience these days. In particular, the idea of combining 
land and tilling jointly may not be appropriate any more. 
However, there is a rational kernel in his idea, and this kernel 
may be developed in a way that can be of much help for 
Bangladesh’s future development. In my 2017 book, e½eÜzi 

¯^cœ Ges evsjv‡`‡ki MÖvg, I have offered a discussion about how 
this can be done. Those who are interested in this task may 
benefit from this discussion. 

4. Conclusions 

The nation is heading towards the centenary of 
Bangabandhu’s birth. The government has rightly announced 
2020 as the “Mujib Year” and taken initiatives to mark the 
occasion. Many events have already been held and many 
more will be held. However, in many cases, these events 
often lack sincerity and seriousness of purpose. The proper 
way of showing respect to Bangabandhu, however, is to 
strive to match Bangabandhu’s honesty, dedication, 
patriotism, and self-less work for the common people. 
Unfortunately, large sections of politicians, bureaucrats, and 
business folk are now immersed in corruption and 
malpractice. Praising Bangabandhu while engaging in 
corruption and malpractice is not the proper way of 
showing respect to him. It is only through dedicated, honest, 
and efficient work that we can help realise Bangabandhu’s 
overall dream of a “happy and prosperous” Bangladesh. 

Apart from the overall dream above, Bangabandhu also had 
many specific ideas and proposals that still remain 
unrealized. Hence, another important way to show respect 
to Bangabandhu is to go back to these proposals, think 
about their relevance for the current situation, and make 
efforts to implement them. One of these proposals was 
Bangabandhu’s announcement in March 1975 of 
transforming Bangladesh’s villages into cooperatives. Some 
aspects of this proposal may not be appropriate now. 
However, it is necessary to revisit this proposal, modify it in 
the light of the current circumstances, and find ways of 
implementing it. That will indeed be a proper way of paying 
respect to Bangabandhu. 
See https://www.daily-sun.com/ printversion/details/ 372813/ 
2019/02/21/Loan-Default-Culture. For discussion on capital flight 
from Bangladesh, see also Global Financial Integrity (2014), Imam et 
al. (1995), and Islam et al. (2014). For an analysis of Bangladesh’s 
governance problems, see Islam (2016).
https:// www.thedailystar.net/ backpage/ just-vanished- 1608787
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1. Introduction 

The nation is celebrating 2020 as the “Mujib Year,” marking 
the centenary of the birth of the great leader, Bangabandhu 
Sheikh Mujibur Rahman, the Father of the Nation of 
Bangladesh. Despite attempts by some quarters to belittle 
him and his contribution, the decisive and glorious role of 
Bangabandhu in Bangladesh’s independence has only 
become clearer with time. The recent publication of 
Bangabandhu’s Amgvß AvZ¥Rxebx (ingvb 2012) and KvivMv‡ii 

†ivRbvgPv (ingvb 2017) and the Secret Documents of the 
Pakistani Intelligence Branch (e½eÜz †g‡gvwiqvj Uªv÷ 2019) have 
helped all see more clearly Bangabandhu’s dedication and 
sacrifice for the people of Bangladesh and his foresight, 
organizing ability, leadership acumen, and the greatness as a 
person. The combination of qualities that Bangabandhu 
embodied is simply unparalleled. The speech that he gave 
on March 7, 1971 was like a miracle. It is a great fortune 
that the nation could have a leader like him.

It is therefore highly appropriate that the nation should 
mark the centenary of Bangabandhu’s birth in a befitting 
manner. The government has taken several initiatives; 
several committees have been formed; and a series of 
events have started to be organized under their auspices 
and also independently. However, often these events 
appear to be formalistic, without adequate substance and 
sincerity. Thus, speakers at these events routinely praise 
Bangabandhu for his role and qualities, claim themselves to 
be his followers and either call for or even pledge to fulfill 
his unfinished dreams. However, there is hardly any serious 
effort at self-examination to find out how their actual 
behaviour matches Bangabandhu’s ideals and practice and 
how they actually could fulfill his dreams. 

In this short piece, I will try to illustrate this inadequacy and 
insincerity and point to a few ways in which proper respect 
can be shown to Bangabandhu.

______________________________________________________________________
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2. Corruption and malpractice vs. Bangabandhu’s dream of 
a prosperous Bangladesh 

Broadly, Bangabandhu’s dream was to see “a happy and 
prosperous” Bangladesh. He wanted to see “smile on the face 
of the low income people and the downtrodden.” That is why, 
even before the movement for Bengali national 
self-determination gained steam, he engaged himself in fight 
for the protection of the rights of daoals, the poor agricultural 
labourers who travelled from one district to another in search 
of work. He came out so strongly in support of the demands 
of Dhaka University’s class-three and class-four employees 
that the authorities expelled him, along with few others, from 
the university, and while the others got themselves 
readmitted by repenting (providing muchleka), Bangabandhu 
never returned, thus giving up the opportunity of finishing the 
law degree and becoming a prosperous lawyer. Despite twice 
being a minister in the 1950s, Bangabandhu was extremely 
reluctant to apply for a plot in Dhanmondi Residential Area, 
and it is only due to the initiative and insistence of Begum 
Mujib, the great lady who matched Bangabandhu well in 
terms of patriotism and dedication, that he ultimately had a 
plot, and that too half in size compared to the standard ones. 
The difficulty and loans that Begum Mujib had to incur to 
construct the modest house on that plot is well-known. So, 
this was Bangabandhu – a man not only of the other qualities 
that I mentioned above, a man who spent most of this youth 
in jail and faced certain death many occasions, but also he was 
completely devoid of any greed and proneness toward 
malpractice for personal material gain.

Now compare the above practice of Bangabandhu with the 
current behaviour of much of the bureaucracy, political 
cadres, and business folk. So far as business folk are 
concerned, the mere fact that the size of the default bank 
loans increased from Tk 22,480 crore in 2009 to Tk 100,000 
crore in 2019, speaks for itself.  While a fraction of the 
above may be due to true difficulties regarding business, 
there is no doubt that much of this massive default is 
deliberate and represents a culture of defrauding the nation 
to increase personal wealth. Needless to say, they do this in 
collusion with bureaucrats and politicians. 

So far as the bureaucracy is concerned, recent press reports 
are revealing, one by one, horror stories of corruption and 
malpractice. In July 2018, it was reported that 1.42 lakh 
tonnes of coal from the Barapukuria mine, valued at Tk 227 
crore, just vanished.  In May, 2019, the nation came to know 
about pillows of Rooppur project costing Tk 6,000 per piece, 
with another Tk 760 billed for carrying.  In September, 
2019, there came the news about curtain used as bed 
screen in the Faridpur government hospital costing Tk 37.5 
lakh per piece.  In August 2019, the nation watched video 
showing Jamalpur DC using his private chamber as a room 
for extra-marital sex.  Misappropriation of funds and misuse 
of power seem to have become the general norm. 

Coming to politicians and political cadres, the situation was 
well-reflected by the recent (September 14, 2019) revelation 
by Prof. Farzana Islam, Vice Chancellor of Jahangirnagar 
University, that the president and general secretary of the 
Central Committee of Bangladesh Chhatra League (BCL), 
demanded from her 4 to 6 per cent cut from the 
Jahangirnagar University’s Tk 1,445 crore development 
project as their “fair share” and misbehaved with her when 
she did not agree.  It is an open secret that almost 
everywhere in Bangladesh, politicians and political cadres 
demand and get their “fair share” from public sector projects. 
As a result, the efficiency of public investment suffers badly. 

Needless to say, the above behaviour of politicians, 
bureaucrats, and business folk is far removed from 
Bangabandhu’s practice and is making realization of 
Bangabandhu’s dream of a “happy and prosperous” 
Bangladesh difficult. The government of Sheikh Hasina has 
concretized the above goal of Bangabandhu into the goal of 
Bangladesh becoming a high-income country by 2041. 
However, a close analysis shows that with the above 
tendencies persisting, it is highly uncertain that Bangladesh 
will ever reach this goal. Figure 1 below may help 
understand why this is so. It shows that corruption and 
waste generate several reinforcing pernicious processes. 

Figure 1: Economic consequences of waste and corruption 

Source: Islam (2019)

First, corruption and waste lead to poor quality of work and 
put additional demand on budget. In most cases, politicians 
and government officials have to collude with each other 
and with the business-folk (contractors) involved in order to 

misappropriate the money. As a result, the supervisory role 
of politicians and officials get compromised, and hence they 
cannot ensure the quality of work. Taking the opportunity, 
contractors keep on padding the construction budget and 
ultimately deliver poor quality of work. For example, it has 
been widely reported that construction cost of roads and 
highways in Bangladesh is one of the highest in the world, 
while the quality of construction is one of the lowest. There 
are many instances that roads constructed at high costs 
have become unusable in two years, requiring additional 
budget for repair and reconstruction.  Needless to say, 
corrupt politicians and bureaucrats are only too happy to 
approve these supplementary budgets!

Second, corruption and waste lead to black money and 
capital flight. The money earned through corruption is 
ill-gotten and thus becomes black money. Owners of these 
ill-gotten monies therefore become desperate to ship the 
money outside the country. According to a recent study by 
researchers at Global Financial Integrity (GFI), around $5.9 
billion was siphoned out of Bangladesh in 2015 through trade 
mis-invoicing. It has also been reported that Tk 4,091crore of 
Bangladeshis is parked in the Swiss Bank.  The phenomena of 
“Begum Para” in Canada, “Second Homes” in Malaysia, etc. 
offer visual evidence of the capital flight. In short, a large part 
of domestic capital, that could have been deployed for 
development in Bangladesh, is moving out of the country. 

Third, corruption is adding to the rise in inequality. The huge 
amount of public money that was misappropriated through loan 
default went into the hands of the few. Similarly, money 
misappropriated from the country’s Annual Development 
Programme (ADP) also goes to a handful few. Given that the 
size of the ADP has now reached about Tk. 4 lakh crore, even if 
it is assumed that only 25 per cent of ADP is misappropriated, 
the amount misappropriated stands at about Tk. 1 lakh crore 
per year. This is a huge engine working towards increasing 
inequality in the country. These processes are adding to the 
inequality that is inherent to the capitalist path of development 
that Bangladesh is currently following. No wonder therefore 
that inequality of income distribution in Bangladesh is now 
much higher than in other East Asian capitalist economies, such 
as Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan (Figure 2).  

Figure 2: Inequality of distribution of market income: 
Bangladesh compared with Japan, South Korea and Taiwan

Source: Author, based on data from SWIID

Unfortunately, the high inequality is becoming another 
obstacle to Bangladesh’s way to realizing Bangabandhu’s 
dream of a “happy and prosperous country.” As Figure 3 shows, 
instead of reaching the High-Income status by 2041, 
Bangladesh may soon get caught in the Middle-Income Trap, 
perhaps even at the lower middle-income stage. Several 
processes may lead Bangladesh to this disappointing outcome. 
First, high inequality constrains the domestic market, so that 
entrepreneurs cannot use domestic market to develop 
technologically sophisticated, high-end products for export. 
The country may then remain stuck to producing low-end, 
labour-intensive products, thus earning less income. Second, 
high economic and social inequality may leave the majority of 
the young population unprepared for the jobs of the globalized 
world with fast pacing technology. Bangladesh may thus be 
unable to make use of the “demographic bonus.” Third, high 
inequality may lead to social discontent, damaging investment 
climate, and pushing more capital to take flight. Together, the 
goal of reaching the High-Income status may remain elusive.

Figure 3: Inequality and “Middle Income Trap”

Source: Author

In short, the current behaviour of large sections of 
politicians, bureaucrats and business folk of Bangladesh 
does not match Bangabandhu’s ideals and practice at all. For 
them to claim to be Bangabandhu’s followers and working 
for realizing Bangabandhu’s dream is mockery. Their 
behaviour is, in fact, leaving the job of achieving 
Bangabandhu’s dream of a “happy and prosperous” 
Bangladesh more difficult. The proper way of showing 
respect to Bangabandhu would be for them to change their 
behaviour and follow Bangabandhu’s path of honesty, 
dedication, and sincerity.

3. Towards fulfilling Bangabandhu’s dream regarding 
Bangladesh villages?

Another proper way of paying respect to Bangabandhu is 
not to remain limited to his general goal of “happy and 
prosperous” Bangladesh but also to pay attention to the 
specific ideas and objectives that he had put forward and 
that remain unfulfilled and then to make sincere effort to 
implement them. There are many such ideas. Here I will 
draw attention to just one of them, namely the idea of 
transforming Bangladesh villages into cooperatives. 

It is well-known that in March 1975, Bangabandhu Sheikh 
Mujibur Rahman announced the important initiative of 
transforming Bangladesh villages into production 
cooperatives. According to this proposal, all the cultivable 
land of a village would be pooled and collectively tilled. The 
output would be divided into three equal parts, of which one 
part would be distributed based on the proportion of labour, 
another part would be distributed based on the proportion 
of land, and the third part would go to a “Village Fund,” 
which would be used for village development activities. This 
initiative regarding villages was part of the programme of a 
Second Revolution that Bangabandhu wanted to carry out in 
the country. However, the coup in August 15, 1975, in which 
Bangabandhu and most of his family members were killed, 
didn’t allow him to implement this plan. 

It is true that the international experience since 1975 has 
shown that the idea of collective farming using low-level 
technology is not effective, and as a result countries such as 
China and Vietnam have reverted from collective farming to 
family farming. Hence, it may not be appropriate to advocate 
collective farming now. However, this does not mean that 
Bangabandhu’s idea regarding villages has no relevance for 
the present-day Bangladesh and needs to be discarded 
entirely. To the contrary, a close analysis shows that his 
general idea of creating a village level institution to allow joint 
initiatives by villagers themselves is still very potential and can 
help Bangladesh’s further development in several ways. 

First, Bangabandhu’s idea can help to fill an important void 
that currently exists in the local government structure of 
the country. Historically villages were the basic social unit of 
Bangladesh; and the country has a long tradition of village 
level self-governance. It is therefore somewhat ironic that 
Bangladesh currently does not have any village-level 
self-governing institution. Second, introduction of village 
level self-governance, as envisaged by Bangabandhu, can 
help mobilize and use the labour and material resources that 
remain unutilized in the villages due to the lack of an 
institution that can facilitate joint efforts. Greater utilization 
of village-level resources can make the development process 
more self-reliant. Third, formation of a village-level tier and 
strengthening the local government in general can change 
the development process—from the top-down process, as it 
currently is, to a more bottom-up process, with more 
participation of the people at the grass-roots. This can help 
reduce corruption and waste that are involved with the 
top-down development processes, as noted above. 

Bangladesh’s lack of village-level self-governance is 
conspicuous in view of the fact that both India and China, 
Bangladesh’s two important neighbouring countries, are 
using village-level local government for their development 
effectively. In India, for example, Gram Panchayet is the first 
tier of the country’s Panchayaet (local government) system. 
Similarly, in China, “Village Governments” are playing an 
important role, including the role of periodic redistribution 
of the village land among its inhabitants. 

It is true that following Bangabandhu’s initiative in 1975, 
other governments, including a previous government led by 
Sheikh Hasina, took some initiatives to form a village-level 
tier of local government. Table 1 provides a brief list of these 
initiatives. However, none of these initiatives was properly 
followed through. As a result, villages of Bangladesh are now 
like orphans, with no effective mechanism for 
self-governance and representation at higher levels of 
government.

Table 2: Initiatives for setting up local government at the 
village level in Bangladesh 

Source: Islam (2017, p. 94)

Thus, an important way to show respect to Bangabandhu is 
to pay attention to his idea regarding transformation of 
villages into cooperatives. Of course, it is necessary to 
update his idea in the light of the international and national 
experience these days. In particular, the idea of combining 
land and tilling jointly may not be appropriate any more. 
However, there is a rational kernel in his idea, and this kernel 
may be developed in a way that can be of much help for 
Bangladesh’s future development. In my 2017 book, e½eÜzi 

¯^cœ Ges evsjv‡`‡ki MÖvg, I have offered a discussion about how 
this can be done. Those who are interested in this task may 
benefit from this discussion. 

4. Conclusions 

The nation is heading towards the centenary of 
Bangabandhu’s birth. The government has rightly announced 
2020 as the “Mujib Year” and taken initiatives to mark the 
occasion. Many events have already been held and many 
more will be held. However, in many cases, these events 
often lack sincerity and seriousness of purpose. The proper 
way of showing respect to Bangabandhu, however, is to 
strive to match Bangabandhu’s honesty, dedication, 
patriotism, and self-less work for the common people. 
Unfortunately, large sections of politicians, bureaucrats, and 
business folk are now immersed in corruption and 
malpractice. Praising Bangabandhu while engaging in 
corruption and malpractice is not the proper way of 
showing respect to him. It is only through dedicated, honest, 
and efficient work that we can help realise Bangabandhu’s 
overall dream of a “happy and prosperous” Bangladesh. 

Apart from the overall dream above, Bangabandhu also had 
many specific ideas and proposals that still remain 
unrealized. Hence, another important way to show respect 
to Bangabandhu is to go back to these proposals, think 
about their relevance for the current situation, and make 
efforts to implement them. One of these proposals was 
Bangabandhu’s announcement in March 1975 of 
transforming Bangladesh’s villages into cooperatives. Some 
aspects of this proposal may not be appropriate now. 
However, it is necessary to revisit this proposal, modify it in 
the light of the current circumstances, and find ways of 
implementing it. That will indeed be a proper way of paying 
respect to Bangabandhu. 
See https://www.daily-sun.com/ printversion/details/ 372813/ 
2019/02/21/Loan-Default-Culture. For discussion on capital flight 
from Bangladesh, see also Global Financial Integrity (2014), Imam et 
al. (1995), and Islam et al. (2014). For an analysis of Bangladesh’s 
governance problems, see Islam (2016).
https:// www.thedailystar.net/ backpage/ just-vanished- 1608787
https://www.thedailystar.net/country/rooppur-nuclear-power-plant-
corruption-writ-seeks-judicial-inquiry-1745860
http://www.theindependentbd.com/post/214308
https://www.thedailystar.net/backpage/news/jamalpur-dc-made-os
d-over-lurid-video-1790521
https://www.thedailystar.net/frontpage/bcl-president-secretary-demands
-fair-share-in-jahangirnagar-university-project-1799683 
https://www.thedailystar.net/frontpage/4-lane-dhaka-ctg-highway-
6yrs-make-6-months-break-1559266.
Seealso  http: //m. theindependentbd. com/post/116608
https://www.thedailystar.net/opinion/economics/news/checking-ca
pital-flight-it-too-late-1697959
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1. Introduction 

The nation is celebrating 2020 as the “Mujib Year,” marking 
the centenary of the birth of the great leader, Bangabandhu 
Sheikh Mujibur Rahman, the Father of the Nation of 
Bangladesh. Despite attempts by some quarters to belittle 
him and his contribution, the decisive and glorious role of 
Bangabandhu in Bangladesh’s independence has only 
become clearer with time. The recent publication of 
Bangabandhu’s Amgvß AvZ¥Rxebx (ingvb 2012) and KvivMv‡ii 

†ivRbvgPv (ingvb 2017) and the Secret Documents of the 
Pakistani Intelligence Branch (e½eÜz †g‡gvwiqvj Uªv÷ 2019) have 
helped all see more clearly Bangabandhu’s dedication and 
sacrifice for the people of Bangladesh and his foresight, 
organizing ability, leadership acumen, and the greatness as a 
person. The combination of qualities that Bangabandhu 
embodied is simply unparalleled. The speech that he gave 
on March 7, 1971 was like a miracle. It is a great fortune 
that the nation could have a leader like him.

It is therefore highly appropriate that the nation should 
mark the centenary of Bangabandhu’s birth in a befitting 
manner. The government has taken several initiatives; 
several committees have been formed; and a series of 
events have started to be organized under their auspices 
and also independently. However, often these events 
appear to be formalistic, without adequate substance and 
sincerity. Thus, speakers at these events routinely praise 
Bangabandhu for his role and qualities, claim themselves to 
be his followers and either call for or even pledge to fulfill 
his unfinished dreams. However, there is hardly any serious 
effort at self-examination to find out how their actual 
behaviour matches Bangabandhu’s ideals and practice and 
how they actually could fulfill his dreams. 

In this short piece, I will try to illustrate this inadequacy and 
insincerity and point to a few ways in which proper respect 
can be shown to Bangabandhu.
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2. Corruption and malpractice vs. Bangabandhu’s dream of 
a prosperous Bangladesh 

Broadly, Bangabandhu’s dream was to see “a happy and 
prosperous” Bangladesh. He wanted to see “smile on the face 
of the low income people and the downtrodden.” That is why, 
even before the movement for Bengali national 
self-determination gained steam, he engaged himself in fight 
for the protection of the rights of daoals, the poor agricultural 
labourers who travelled from one district to another in search 
of work. He came out so strongly in support of the demands 
of Dhaka University’s class-three and class-four employees 
that the authorities expelled him, along with few others, from 
the university, and while the others got themselves 
readmitted by repenting (providing muchleka), Bangabandhu 
never returned, thus giving up the opportunity of finishing the 
law degree and becoming a prosperous lawyer. Despite twice 
being a minister in the 1950s, Bangabandhu was extremely 
reluctant to apply for a plot in Dhanmondi Residential Area, 
and it is only due to the initiative and insistence of Begum 
Mujib, the great lady who matched Bangabandhu well in 
terms of patriotism and dedication, that he ultimately had a 
plot, and that too half in size compared to the standard ones. 
The difficulty and loans that Begum Mujib had to incur to 
construct the modest house on that plot is well-known. So, 
this was Bangabandhu – a man not only of the other qualities 
that I mentioned above, a man who spent most of this youth 
in jail and faced certain death many occasions, but also he was 
completely devoid of any greed and proneness toward 
malpractice for personal material gain.

Now compare the above practice of Bangabandhu with the 
current behaviour of much of the bureaucracy, political 
cadres, and business folk. So far as business folk are 
concerned, the mere fact that the size of the default bank 
loans increased from Tk 22,480 crore in 2009 to Tk 100,000 
crore in 2019, speaks for itself.  While a fraction of the 
above may be due to true difficulties regarding business, 
there is no doubt that much of this massive default is 
deliberate and represents a culture of defrauding the nation 
to increase personal wealth. Needless to say, they do this in 
collusion with bureaucrats and politicians. 

So far as the bureaucracy is concerned, recent press reports 
are revealing, one by one, horror stories of corruption and 
malpractice. In July 2018, it was reported that 1.42 lakh 
tonnes of coal from the Barapukuria mine, valued at Tk 227 
crore, just vanished.  In May, 2019, the nation came to know 
about pillows of Rooppur project costing Tk 6,000 per piece, 
with another Tk 760 billed for carrying.  In September, 
2019, there came the news about curtain used as bed 
screen in the Faridpur government hospital costing Tk 37.5 
lakh per piece.  In August 2019, the nation watched video 
showing Jamalpur DC using his private chamber as a room 
for extra-marital sex.  Misappropriation of funds and misuse 
of power seem to have become the general norm. 

Coming to politicians and political cadres, the situation was 
well-reflected by the recent (September 14, 2019) revelation 
by Prof. Farzana Islam, Vice Chancellor of Jahangirnagar 
University, that the president and general secretary of the 
Central Committee of Bangladesh Chhatra League (BCL), 
demanded from her 4 to 6 per cent cut from the 
Jahangirnagar University’s Tk 1,445 crore development 
project as their “fair share” and misbehaved with her when 
she did not agree.  It is an open secret that almost 
everywhere in Bangladesh, politicians and political cadres 
demand and get their “fair share” from public sector projects. 
As a result, the efficiency of public investment suffers badly. 

Needless to say, the above behaviour of politicians, 
bureaucrats, and business folk is far removed from 
Bangabandhu’s practice and is making realization of 
Bangabandhu’s dream of a “happy and prosperous” 
Bangladesh difficult. The government of Sheikh Hasina has 
concretized the above goal of Bangabandhu into the goal of 
Bangladesh becoming a high-income country by 2041. 
However, a close analysis shows that with the above 
tendencies persisting, it is highly uncertain that Bangladesh 
will ever reach this goal. Figure 1 below may help 
understand why this is so. It shows that corruption and 
waste generate several reinforcing pernicious processes. 

Figure 1: Economic consequences of waste and corruption 

Source: Islam (2019)

First, corruption and waste lead to poor quality of work and 
put additional demand on budget. In most cases, politicians 
and government officials have to collude with each other 
and with the business-folk (contractors) involved in order to 

misappropriate the money. As a result, the supervisory role 
of politicians and officials get compromised, and hence they 
cannot ensure the quality of work. Taking the opportunity, 
contractors keep on padding the construction budget and 
ultimately deliver poor quality of work. For example, it has 
been widely reported that construction cost of roads and 
highways in Bangladesh is one of the highest in the world, 
while the quality of construction is one of the lowest. There 
are many instances that roads constructed at high costs 
have become unusable in two years, requiring additional 
budget for repair and reconstruction.  Needless to say, 
corrupt politicians and bureaucrats are only too happy to 
approve these supplementary budgets!

Second, corruption and waste lead to black money and 
capital flight. The money earned through corruption is 
ill-gotten and thus becomes black money. Owners of these 
ill-gotten monies therefore become desperate to ship the 
money outside the country. According to a recent study by 
researchers at Global Financial Integrity (GFI), around $5.9 
billion was siphoned out of Bangladesh in 2015 through trade 
mis-invoicing. It has also been reported that Tk 4,091crore of 
Bangladeshis is parked in the Swiss Bank.  The phenomena of 
“Begum Para” in Canada, “Second Homes” in Malaysia, etc. 
offer visual evidence of the capital flight. In short, a large part 
of domestic capital, that could have been deployed for 
development in Bangladesh, is moving out of the country. 

Third, corruption is adding to the rise in inequality. The huge 
amount of public money that was misappropriated through loan 
default went into the hands of the few. Similarly, money 
misappropriated from the country’s Annual Development 
Programme (ADP) also goes to a handful few. Given that the 
size of the ADP has now reached about Tk. 4 lakh crore, even if 
it is assumed that only 25 per cent of ADP is misappropriated, 
the amount misappropriated stands at about Tk. 1 lakh crore 
per year. This is a huge engine working towards increasing 
inequality in the country. These processes are adding to the 
inequality that is inherent to the capitalist path of development 
that Bangladesh is currently following. No wonder therefore 
that inequality of income distribution in Bangladesh is now 
much higher than in other East Asian capitalist economies, such 
as Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan (Figure 2).  

Figure 2: Inequality of distribution of market income: 
Bangladesh compared with Japan, South Korea and Taiwan

Source: Author, based on data from SWIID

Unfortunately, the high inequality is becoming another 
obstacle to Bangladesh’s way to realizing Bangabandhu’s 
dream of a “happy and prosperous country.” As Figure 3 shows, 
instead of reaching the High-Income status by 2041, 
Bangladesh may soon get caught in the Middle-Income Trap, 
perhaps even at the lower middle-income stage. Several 
processes may lead Bangladesh to this disappointing outcome. 
First, high inequality constrains the domestic market, so that 
entrepreneurs cannot use domestic market to develop 
technologically sophisticated, high-end products for export. 
The country may then remain stuck to producing low-end, 
labour-intensive products, thus earning less income. Second, 
high economic and social inequality may leave the majority of 
the young population unprepared for the jobs of the globalized 
world with fast pacing technology. Bangladesh may thus be 
unable to make use of the “demographic bonus.” Third, high 
inequality may lead to social discontent, damaging investment 
climate, and pushing more capital to take flight. Together, the 
goal of reaching the High-Income status may remain elusive.

Figure 3: Inequality and “Middle Income Trap”

Source: Author

In short, the current behaviour of large sections of 
politicians, bureaucrats and business folk of Bangladesh 
does not match Bangabandhu’s ideals and practice at all. For 
them to claim to be Bangabandhu’s followers and working 
for realizing Bangabandhu’s dream is mockery. Their 
behaviour is, in fact, leaving the job of achieving 
Bangabandhu’s dream of a “happy and prosperous” 
Bangladesh more difficult. The proper way of showing 
respect to Bangabandhu would be for them to change their 
behaviour and follow Bangabandhu’s path of honesty, 
dedication, and sincerity.

3. Towards fulfilling Bangabandhu’s dream regarding 
Bangladesh villages?

Another proper way of paying respect to Bangabandhu is 
not to remain limited to his general goal of “happy and 
prosperous” Bangladesh but also to pay attention to the 
specific ideas and objectives that he had put forward and 
that remain unfulfilled and then to make sincere effort to 
implement them. There are many such ideas. Here I will 
draw attention to just one of them, namely the idea of 
transforming Bangladesh villages into cooperatives. 

It is well-known that in March 1975, Bangabandhu Sheikh 
Mujibur Rahman announced the important initiative of 
transforming Bangladesh villages into production 
cooperatives. According to this proposal, all the cultivable 
land of a village would be pooled and collectively tilled. The 
output would be divided into three equal parts, of which one 
part would be distributed based on the proportion of labour, 
another part would be distributed based on the proportion 
of land, and the third part would go to a “Village Fund,” 
which would be used for village development activities. This 
initiative regarding villages was part of the programme of a 
Second Revolution that Bangabandhu wanted to carry out in 
the country. However, the coup in August 15, 1975, in which 
Bangabandhu and most of his family members were killed, 
didn’t allow him to implement this plan. 

It is true that the international experience since 1975 has 
shown that the idea of collective farming using low-level 
technology is not effective, and as a result countries such as 
China and Vietnam have reverted from collective farming to 
family farming. Hence, it may not be appropriate to advocate 
collective farming now. However, this does not mean that 
Bangabandhu’s idea regarding villages has no relevance for 
the present-day Bangladesh and needs to be discarded 
entirely. To the contrary, a close analysis shows that his 
general idea of creating a village level institution to allow joint 
initiatives by villagers themselves is still very potential and can 
help Bangladesh’s further development in several ways. 

First, Bangabandhu’s idea can help to fill an important void 
that currently exists in the local government structure of 
the country. Historically villages were the basic social unit of 
Bangladesh; and the country has a long tradition of village 
level self-governance. It is therefore somewhat ironic that 
Bangladesh currently does not have any village-level 
self-governing institution. Second, introduction of village 
level self-governance, as envisaged by Bangabandhu, can 
help mobilize and use the labour and material resources that 
remain unutilized in the villages due to the lack of an 
institution that can facilitate joint efforts. Greater utilization 
of village-level resources can make the development process 
more self-reliant. Third, formation of a village-level tier and 
strengthening the local government in general can change 
the development process—from the top-down process, as it 
currently is, to a more bottom-up process, with more 
participation of the people at the grass-roots. This can help 
reduce corruption and waste that are involved with the 
top-down development processes, as noted above. 

Bangladesh’s lack of village-level self-governance is 
conspicuous in view of the fact that both India and China, 
Bangladesh’s two important neighbouring countries, are 
using village-level local government for their development 
effectively. In India, for example, Gram Panchayet is the first 
tier of the country’s Panchayaet (local government) system. 
Similarly, in China, “Village Governments” are playing an 
important role, including the role of periodic redistribution 
of the village land among its inhabitants. 

It is true that following Bangabandhu’s initiative in 1975, 
other governments, including a previous government led by 
Sheikh Hasina, took some initiatives to form a village-level 
tier of local government. Table 1 provides a brief list of these 
initiatives. However, none of these initiatives was properly 
followed through. As a result, villages of Bangladesh are now 
like orphans, with no effective mechanism for 
self-governance and representation at higher levels of 
government.

Table 2: Initiatives for setting up local government at the 
village level in Bangladesh 

Source: Islam (2017, p. 94)

Thus, an important way to show respect to Bangabandhu is 
to pay attention to his idea regarding transformation of 
villages into cooperatives. Of course, it is necessary to 
update his idea in the light of the international and national 
experience these days. In particular, the idea of combining 
land and tilling jointly may not be appropriate any more. 
However, there is a rational kernel in his idea, and this kernel 
may be developed in a way that can be of much help for 
Bangladesh’s future development. In my 2017 book, e½eÜzi 

¯^cœ Ges evsjv‡`‡ki MÖvg, I have offered a discussion about how 
this can be done. Those who are interested in this task may 
benefit from this discussion. 

4. Conclusions 

The nation is heading towards the centenary of 
Bangabandhu’s birth. The government has rightly announced 
2020 as the “Mujib Year” and taken initiatives to mark the 
occasion. Many events have already been held and many 
more will be held. However, in many cases, these events 
often lack sincerity and seriousness of purpose. The proper 
way of showing respect to Bangabandhu, however, is to 
strive to match Bangabandhu’s honesty, dedication, 
patriotism, and self-less work for the common people. 
Unfortunately, large sections of politicians, bureaucrats, and 
business folk are now immersed in corruption and 
malpractice. Praising Bangabandhu while engaging in 
corruption and malpractice is not the proper way of 
showing respect to him. It is only through dedicated, honest, 
and efficient work that we can help realise Bangabandhu’s 
overall dream of a “happy and prosperous” Bangladesh. 

Apart from the overall dream above, Bangabandhu also had 
many specific ideas and proposals that still remain 
unrealized. Hence, another important way to show respect 
to Bangabandhu is to go back to these proposals, think 
about their relevance for the current situation, and make 
efforts to implement them. One of these proposals was 
Bangabandhu’s announcement in March 1975 of 
transforming Bangladesh’s villages into cooperatives. Some 
aspects of this proposal may not be appropriate now. 
However, it is necessary to revisit this proposal, modify it in 
the light of the current circumstances, and find ways of 
implementing it. That will indeed be a proper way of paying 
respect to Bangabandhu. 
See https://www.daily-sun.com/ printversion/details/ 372813/ 
2019/02/21/Loan-Default-Culture. For discussion on capital flight 
from Bangladesh, see also Global Financial Integrity (2014), Imam et 
al. (1995), and Islam et al. (2014). For an analysis of Bangladesh’s 
governance problems, see Islam (2016).
https:// www.thedailystar.net/ backpage/ just-vanished- 1608787
https://www.thedailystar.net/country/rooppur-nuclear-power-plant-
corruption-writ-seeks-judicial-inquiry-1745860
http://www.theindependentbd.com/post/214308
https://www.thedailystar.net/backpage/news/jamalpur-dc-made-os
d-over-lurid-video-1790521
https://www.thedailystar.net/frontpage/bcl-president-secretary-demands
-fair-share-in-jahangirnagar-university-project-1799683 
https://www.thedailystar.net/frontpage/4-lane-dhaka-ctg-highway-
6yrs-make-6-months-break-1559266.
Seealso  http: //m. theindependentbd. com/post/116608
https://www.thedailystar.net/opinion/economics/news/checking-ca
pital-flight-it-too-late-1697959
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Year Government taking the initiative Initiative
1975 Bangabandhu Sheikh Mujib Samabayi Gram
  (Villages as production cooperative)
1980 Ziaur Rahman Swanirvar Gram Sarkar
  (Self-reliant village government)
1989 Husain Muhammad Ershad Palli Parishad
  (Village Council)
1991 Khaleda Zia Gram Shabha
  (Village Meeting)
1997 Sheikh Hasina Gram Parishad
  (Village Council)
2003 Khaleda Zia Gram Sarkar
  (Village Government)



Adnan Syed
There was a popular proverb about the 
nature of Bengalees and it was: 
‘Bengalees’ are basically homesick and 
lazy. They don’t tend to explore and 
find new home abroad". But now this 
proverb has changed and added a new 
dimension to Bengalees’ lives. We can 
find Bengalees almost all over the 
world. Bengalees are dispersed beyond 
Asia from one continent to another. Of 
course, Bengalees are now playing an 
important and significant role in 
America. The question is: How did they 
settle in America? Was it so easy? 
 If we look back at the history of 
Bengalee immigrants in America, we 
definitely can get some sort of pictures. 
For various reasons, the Bengalees 
crossed the ocean and settled in the new 
unknown land. They climbed the hills, 
and threw themselves into the 
vulnerable situation in the foreign land. 
Needless to say that this migration 
process was not easy. They had 
sacrificed their lives and played a role to 
globalise the Bengali language and 
Bengali culture. This is the reason, in this 
modern age, Bengalees have become 
more united and connected with each 
other than ever. So, Bengalees are no 
longer identified only with their so-called 
old proverb. Rather, the Bengalees are 
now proving their worth around the 

world with their hard work and integrity. 
But it should also be remembered that 
there is a lot of sacrifice and hard work 
behind this immigration story of 
Bengalees. They left their beloved 
country in search of a new life. It is not 
easy to leave behind their own culture, 
language and loved ones.
It is difficult to say exactly when and 
how the Bengalees migrated to 
America. Unfortunately we don’t have 
any empirical evidence to shed enough 
light on this matter but we have seen 
that from the beginning of the 
eighteenth century a bunch of 
Bengalees started to migrate to the 
USA from then East Pakistan. It is 
well-known that when India was under 
the British Raj, the port of Hooghly 
became quite popular for travelers to 
travel to Europe and America from 
India. Gradually this port became 
popular and gradually became part of 
one of the major routes for 
transportation to Europe and America 
from India. After boarding a steamer or 
ship at the Hooghly port the vessel 
used to head towards the Port 
Liverpool, London and the final 
destination would be the USA.
Ships used to arrive at various ports in 
the USA, the last destination. From 
that time Bengalees started getting 

their jobs as Lascar and Khalasis 
aboard the ships and went to England 
and America. 
But as I am describing, the journey was 
not so simple and easy. It was quite a 
tough situation indeed.  Question is: 
how was that difficult task made 
possible on the way to discover 
America? As mentioned earlier that 
early eighteenth century 
transportation aboard ship/steamer 
became popular in India. So some of 
poor and destitute Bengalees found 
the  way to migrate to the USA. They 
wanted to get a job aboard the ship as 
a lascar or simple khalasi/kuli. First of 
all, it was not so easy to find a job 
aboard a ship. The total plan was 
simple but not an easy process. It was 
important for them to get a job aboard 
a ship and once the ship was about to 
dock at a port in the USA, they jumped 
off the ship and settled in US 
permanently. But in the first place it 
was the most important obstacle to get 
a job aboard a ship. "Ghat sareng" was 
the supreme authority to decide on a 
job at a ship. But without bribing the 
'Ghat Sarang (local recruiter)', no one 
would get a job. After getting the job at 
the ship the Lascars had to face the 
real challenge in their lives. The job 
was risky and painful. But "no risk no 
gain". They were hired as port boys, 
boiler men and for other menial jobs. 
Boiler men were assigned to work to 
run the boiler and keep up boiler 
temperature by supplying fire. Just 
imagine the boiler room temperature 
was around 600 degrees Fahrenheit. 
No doubt it was simply inhuman and 
can be compared with slavery. The 
next important task was more difficult. 
Once the ship was about to touch the 
dreamland, these poor Lascars were 
getting ready to face their second 
challenge. It was the challenge of 
jumping off from the ship before it 
reached the US port. In short terms we 
call them "Ship Jumpers". As simple as 
it may sound, the poor Bangladeshi 
sailors did not have any documents or 
visas to travel to the United States, so 
they had no choice but to flee to 
America in whatever alternative ways 
were available. Thus, Habib Ullah in 
New York, Moksud Ali of St. Louis, 
Ibrahim Chowdhury of New York or 

Abedin Quder of Michigan and many 
more were among them. They came to 
the USA on different occasions as ship 
jumpers and settled in the USA. They 
struggled and built a Bengalee 
immigrant community in the USA. This 
is the way the story of Bengalee 
immigrants in the USA has begun. 
As mentioned earlier, Bengalees first 
learned to deal with the British than the 
Americans. Reasons were quite logical. If 
we go back to our history, we can see 
that Bengalees started their business 
with the Mughal, preserving the 
diplomatic relations of the Indian kings 
with the East India Company, and finally 
the Bengalees in various professions, 
including personal assistants, travelers, 
servants, sailors and Lascars came to 
England. But when was the first 
Bengalee flown to this USA? No, we do 
not have any exact information, however, 
we have come to know a lot about the 
arrival of the Bengalee peddlers through 
the United States Census Bureau's own 
library and various related auxiliary books 
which have been published in the USA. 
After India was under British rule, 
anti-British movements started at various 
times in Bengal. The crime of joining the 
agitation against the British, Bengalees 
were subjected to be sent to jail and 
treated inhumanly. So the life became 
miserable and at stake. Some of them 
had no option but to be fugitives and get 
jobs aboard ships and go to America. We 
all know about Tarkanath Das, the 
organizer of the anti-British movement 
who came to the USA in 1906. Tarkanath 
Das first secretly arrived in Japan and 
then moved onwards to America. He 
graduated from the University of 
Washington with an MA in 1911. On his 
way to the United States, Tarkanath 
secretly volunteered to speed up the 
anti-British movement as well. He died in 
New York on December 22, 1958.
However, it is good to know that these 
Bengalee paddlers used to be hooked 
up as Lascars from East Bengal to 
London or employed aboard American 
ships. Then they went a long way. It is 
imperative to understand that during 
the eighteenth century, the Indian 
goods were highly valued in the 
American market. Particularly silk 
fabrics, muslin, scarves, handkerchiefs 
were in great demand. Many Bengalees 

came to America to take part in this 
garments business. We have to 
remember that these simple and 
destitute Bengalees came from very 
poor society, thus they did not have 
any other choice but to work as lascars 
aboard ships. At that time, going to 

America defying the risk of shipwreck 
was just like getting a moon in the 
hand. Imagine that they had no 
knowledge of English to do their jobs. 
They had no network. But they had 
courage to travel, they had dream. 
With all these minimal efforts, they 
sailed abroad and dreamed of their 
lives in the USA.
During the World War I, the United 
States saw a huge demand for general 
workers. At that time, many Bengalee 
workers from different areas of East 
Bengal, including Noakhali, Sylhet, 

Sandeep and Chattogram started 
coming to America. On 5th June, 1932, 
Ayub Ali came to America. He jumped 
from the ship into the water before the 
ship sailed to the American port. He 
moved to London in the next year 
which was 1933. It is just a picture that 
shows how people from the then East 
Bengal region migrated to the United 
States earlier. During this time we were 
able to track twelve destitute people 
from then East Pakistan who came to 
the USA. We can get an idea from an 
American Businessman Benjamin 
Franklin in his journal. As per his 
journal he rescued 12 Bengalee sailors 
from the New Haven Port of 
Pennsylvania and they were sent to the 
Pennsylvania Supreme Court.
It is acknowledged that a large portion 
of these ship jumpers from East 
Bengal, in India, used to sell Indian silk 
cloths, women's silk scarves, 
handkerchiefs for men to use at the 
port. Researcher Vivek Bald in his book  
"Bengali Harlems" also points out that  
in 1907 there were twelve Bengalees 
in New Orleans who permanently 
settled in the USA. Traders have been 
identified as Jainal Abedin, Rostom Ali, 
Soloiman Mondol, Solomon Mollah, 
Abdus Sobhan, Safur Ali, Ishaq, 
Bahadur, Mizan Ali at the St. Louis 
Street address. Vivek also learned that 
the Bengalees used to travel around 
the city—railway stations, French 
markets, Canal Street—and sell clothes. 
Many had a window shop (home). 
Buyers also bought cotton and other 
items from the Bengal peddlers.
According to a survey, after the 1st 
World War a large number of ship 
jumpers settled in the USA. They started 
their new life in New York, New Jersey, 

Baltimore, Michigan, St. Louise 
Louisiana, etc. In some cases, after being 
released from prison, many of the 
defendants sailed back to their country. 
At that time, foreign ship crew members 
were unable to enter American soil 
legally due to restrictions on 'aliens 
contract' law. Because of this law, they 
could not work permanently and legally 
in the United States. Because of this, 
most of the ship sailors had no choice 
but to jump. They jumped off the ship 
and started a new life in the USA. After 
that, very quickly they managed some 
jobs to work as dishwashers, laundry 
workers, lift men, machine workers, hot 
dog sellers, street vendors, etc. Once 
upon a time, a large number of Bengalee 
street hawkers were seen on Ellis Island, 
New York. They used to sell handmade 
shawls, tablecloths, bed sheets, various 
handmade goods which were originally 
brought from India. At that time 
everyone had eyes on making money. 
Don't think that all of these ship jumpers 
were illiterate. Not at all. Some of them 
were quite educated, could speak pure 
English. Let's keep an eye on a report 
from the Chicago Tribune published on 
July 19th 1891. The headline of the 
news was "Hindoos in America.' A 
reporter wrote "The dark-skinned 
Hindoo peddlers who infest the seaside 
resorts of the Jersey coast in summer are 
very interesting people. They are 
invariably courteous and their general 
shrewdness when trying to affect a sale 
is most engaging. As a rule, they are 
handsome men with clean-cut features 
and intellectual faces. They speak 
Hindustanee and occasionally Bengali, 
while their English is excellent."
The US Department of Immigration and 
Naturalization records a shocking 
incident. In order to satisfy your 
curiosity, I love to mention this incident 
so that you can get a clear picture of 
the then Bengalee immigrants in the 
Unites States of America. 
It was summer in New York. June 18, 
1897. A ship named 'St. Louis' sailed 
from England to the port of Ellis Island.  
On the deck of the ship 12 ship 
peddlers were walking in pensive mood. 
They all came from East Bengal. From 
Hooghly to England, then to America. 
Later we could trace some of their 
names. Mintu Mondal, Musa Mondal, 

Maqsood Ali, Abdul Aziz, Basiruddin, 
Obaidullah and Fazle Rahman. When 
they came to the port and faced 
immigration, they were looking 
perplexed and panicked. Everyone was 
preparing to face immigration along the 
line. The first to face was Abdul Aziz 
from Noakhali region of East Bengal.
Immigration officer question: What is 
your profession?
Instant Answer: Business.
Q: Ethnicity?
Answer: East Indian
Immigration officer: Where were you 
before coming here and where to go?
Instant Answer: I'll go to New Jersey
Immigrant Officer: Who bought your 
ship ticket?
I bought it sir, Abdul Aziz replied with a 
humble face.
Immigration officer: Hmmm, 
understand. How much money did you 
bring?
Answer: 1 pound.
Immigration Officer: Ever been to the 
United States before? Or is it the first time?
Aziz: Yes.
Why did you come? What is the 
purpose of your visit?
Aziz gave no answer as he kept silent.
Immigration Officer shouted again: 
What was the reason?
No word from Aziz.
Are you a Communist?
Aziz : No sir
Then? Why came to America? Did you 

come up with a job contract? Or want 
to work here?
Abdul Aziz was baffled with all this 
sudden attack from the immigration 
officer and kept silent.
Needless to say that all these six 
Bengali ship peddlers were sent to jail 
for their suspicious acts.
This is the way stories of  Bengalee 
immigrants in the United States have 
begun. After shedding tons of blood 
Bengalees have become now one of 
the most important and significant 
nation in the USA. They have been 
contributing important part in the USA 
by highlighting their thousand years 
old rooted arts,culture and language. 
Now this days they have been involved 
in various types of business in USA and 
proudly representing their beloved 
Bangladesh in American soil..  
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Picture of Alice Island, the major port of New York
where all Bengalee paddlers used to arrive by ship.
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crossed the ocean and settled in the new 
unknown land. They climbed the hills, 
and threw themselves into the 
vulnerable situation in the foreign land. 
Needless to say that this migration 
process was not easy. They had 
sacrificed their lives and played a role to 
globalise the Bengali language and 
Bengali culture. This is the reason, in this 
modern age, Bengalees have become 
more united and connected with each 
other than ever. So, Bengalees are no 
longer identified only with their so-called 
old proverb. Rather, the Bengalees are 
now proving their worth around the 

world with their hard work and integrity. 
But it should also be remembered that 
there is a lot of sacrifice and hard work 
behind this immigration story of 
Bengalees. They left their beloved 
country in search of a new life. It is not 
easy to leave behind their own culture, 
language and loved ones.
It is difficult to say exactly when and 
how the Bengalees migrated to 
America. Unfortunately we don’t have 
any empirical evidence to shed enough 
light on this matter but we have seen 
that from the beginning of the 
eighteenth century a bunch of 
Bengalees started to migrate to the 
USA from then East Pakistan. It is 
well-known that when India was under 
the British Raj, the port of Hooghly 
became quite popular for travelers to 
travel to Europe and America from 
India. Gradually this port became 
popular and gradually became part of 
one of the major routes for 
transportation to Europe and America 
from India. After boarding a steamer or 
ship at the Hooghly port the vessel 
used to head towards the Port 
Liverpool, London and the final 
destination would be the USA.
Ships used to arrive at various ports in 
the USA, the last destination. From 
that time Bengalees started getting 

their jobs as Lascar and Khalasis 
aboard the ships and went to England 
and America. 
But as I am describing, the journey was 
not so simple and easy. It was quite a 
tough situation indeed.  Question is: 
how was that difficult task made 
possible on the way to discover 
America? As mentioned earlier that 
early eighteenth century 
transportation aboard ship/steamer 
became popular in India. So some of 
poor and destitute Bengalees found 
the  way to migrate to the USA. They 
wanted to get a job aboard the ship as 
a lascar or simple khalasi/kuli. First of 
all, it was not so easy to find a job 
aboard a ship. The total plan was 
simple but not an easy process. It was 
important for them to get a job aboard 
a ship and once the ship was about to 
dock at a port in the USA, they jumped 
off the ship and settled in US 
permanently. But in the first place it 
was the most important obstacle to get 
a job aboard a ship. "Ghat sareng" was 
the supreme authority to decide on a 
job at a ship. But without bribing the 
'Ghat Sarang (local recruiter)', no one 
would get a job. After getting the job at 
the ship the Lascars had to face the 
real challenge in their lives. The job 
was risky and painful. But "no risk no 
gain". They were hired as port boys, 
boiler men and for other menial jobs. 
Boiler men were assigned to work to 
run the boiler and keep up boiler 
temperature by supplying fire. Just 
imagine the boiler room temperature 
was around 600 degrees Fahrenheit. 
No doubt it was simply inhuman and 
can be compared with slavery. The 
next important task was more difficult. 
Once the ship was about to touch the 
dreamland, these poor Lascars were 
getting ready to face their second 
challenge. It was the challenge of 
jumping off from the ship before it 
reached the US port. In short terms we 
call them "Ship Jumpers". As simple as 
it may sound, the poor Bangladeshi 
sailors did not have any documents or 
visas to travel to the United States, so 
they had no choice but to flee to 
America in whatever alternative ways 
were available. Thus, Habib Ullah in 
New York, Moksud Ali of St. Louis, 
Ibrahim Chowdhury of New York or 

Abedin Quder of Michigan and many 
more were among them. They came to 
the USA on different occasions as ship 
jumpers and settled in the USA. They 
struggled and built a Bengalee 
immigrant community in the USA. This 
is the way the story of Bengalee 
immigrants in the USA has begun. 
As mentioned earlier, Bengalees first 
learned to deal with the British than the 
Americans. Reasons were quite logical. If 
we go back to our history, we can see 
that Bengalees started their business 
with the Mughal, preserving the 
diplomatic relations of the Indian kings 
with the East India Company, and finally 
the Bengalees in various professions, 
including personal assistants, travelers, 
servants, sailors and Lascars came to 
England. But when was the first 
Bengalee flown to this USA? No, we do 
not have any exact information, however, 
we have come to know a lot about the 
arrival of the Bengalee peddlers through 
the United States Census Bureau's own 
library and various related auxiliary books 
which have been published in the USA. 
After India was under British rule, 
anti-British movements started at various 
times in Bengal. The crime of joining the 
agitation against the British, Bengalees 
were subjected to be sent to jail and 
treated inhumanly. So the life became 
miserable and at stake. Some of them 
had no option but to be fugitives and get 
jobs aboard ships and go to America. We 
all know about Tarkanath Das, the 
organizer of the anti-British movement 
who came to the USA in 1906. Tarkanath 
Das first secretly arrived in Japan and 
then moved onwards to America. He 
graduated from the University of 
Washington with an MA in 1911. On his 
way to the United States, Tarkanath 
secretly volunteered to speed up the 
anti-British movement as well. He died in 
New York on December 22, 1958.
However, it is good to know that these 
Bengalee paddlers used to be hooked 
up as Lascars from East Bengal to 
London or employed aboard American 
ships. Then they went a long way. It is 
imperative to understand that during 
the eighteenth century, the Indian 
goods were highly valued in the 
American market. Particularly silk 
fabrics, muslin, scarves, handkerchiefs 
were in great demand. Many Bengalees 

came to America to take part in this 
garments business. We have to 
remember that these simple and 
destitute Bengalees came from very 
poor society, thus they did not have 
any other choice but to work as lascars 
aboard ships. At that time, going to 

America defying the risk of shipwreck 
was just like getting a moon in the 
hand. Imagine that they had no 
knowledge of English to do their jobs. 
They had no network. But they had 
courage to travel, they had dream. 
With all these minimal efforts, they 
sailed abroad and dreamed of their 
lives in the USA.
During the World War I, the United 
States saw a huge demand for general 
workers. At that time, many Bengalee 
workers from different areas of East 
Bengal, including Noakhali, Sylhet, 

Sandeep and Chattogram started 
coming to America. On 5th June, 1932, 
Ayub Ali came to America. He jumped 
from the ship into the water before the 
ship sailed to the American port. He 
moved to London in the next year 
which was 1933. It is just a picture that 
shows how people from the then East 
Bengal region migrated to the United 
States earlier. During this time we were 
able to track twelve destitute people 
from then East Pakistan who came to 
the USA. We can get an idea from an 
American Businessman Benjamin 
Franklin in his journal. As per his 
journal he rescued 12 Bengalee sailors 
from the New Haven Port of 
Pennsylvania and they were sent to the 
Pennsylvania Supreme Court.
It is acknowledged that a large portion 
of these ship jumpers from East 
Bengal, in India, used to sell Indian silk 
cloths, women's silk scarves, 
handkerchiefs for men to use at the 
port. Researcher Vivek Bald in his book  
"Bengali Harlems" also points out that  
in 1907 there were twelve Bengalees 
in New Orleans who permanently 
settled in the USA. Traders have been 
identified as Jainal Abedin, Rostom Ali, 
Soloiman Mondol, Solomon Mollah, 
Abdus Sobhan, Safur Ali, Ishaq, 
Bahadur, Mizan Ali at the St. Louis 
Street address. Vivek also learned that 
the Bengalees used to travel around 
the city—railway stations, French 
markets, Canal Street—and sell clothes. 
Many had a window shop (home). 
Buyers also bought cotton and other 
items from the Bengal peddlers.
According to a survey, after the 1st 
World War a large number of ship 
jumpers settled in the USA. They started 
their new life in New York, New Jersey, 

Baltimore, Michigan, St. Louise 
Louisiana, etc. In some cases, after being 
released from prison, many of the 
defendants sailed back to their country. 
At that time, foreign ship crew members 
were unable to enter American soil 
legally due to restrictions on 'aliens 
contract' law. Because of this law, they 
could not work permanently and legally 
in the United States. Because of this, 
most of the ship sailors had no choice 
but to jump. They jumped off the ship 
and started a new life in the USA. After 
that, very quickly they managed some 
jobs to work as dishwashers, laundry 
workers, lift men, machine workers, hot 
dog sellers, street vendors, etc. Once 
upon a time, a large number of Bengalee 
street hawkers were seen on Ellis Island, 
New York. They used to sell handmade 
shawls, tablecloths, bed sheets, various 
handmade goods which were originally 
brought from India. At that time 
everyone had eyes on making money. 
Don't think that all of these ship jumpers 
were illiterate. Not at all. Some of them 
were quite educated, could speak pure 
English. Let's keep an eye on a report 
from the Chicago Tribune published on 
July 19th 1891. The headline of the 
news was "Hindoos in America.' A 
reporter wrote "The dark-skinned 
Hindoo peddlers who infest the seaside 
resorts of the Jersey coast in summer are 
very interesting people. They are 
invariably courteous and their general 
shrewdness when trying to affect a sale 
is most engaging. As a rule, they are 
handsome men with clean-cut features 
and intellectual faces. They speak 
Hindustanee and occasionally Bengali, 
while their English is excellent."
The US Department of Immigration and 
Naturalization records a shocking 
incident. In order to satisfy your 
curiosity, I love to mention this incident 
so that you can get a clear picture of 
the then Bengalee immigrants in the 
Unites States of America. 
It was summer in New York. June 18, 
1897. A ship named 'St. Louis' sailed 
from England to the port of Ellis Island.  
On the deck of the ship 12 ship 
peddlers were walking in pensive mood. 
They all came from East Bengal. From 
Hooghly to England, then to America. 
Later we could trace some of their 
names. Mintu Mondal, Musa Mondal, 

Maqsood Ali, Abdul Aziz, Basiruddin, 
Obaidullah and Fazle Rahman. When 
they came to the port and faced 
immigration, they were looking 
perplexed and panicked. Everyone was 
preparing to face immigration along the 
line. The first to face was Abdul Aziz 
from Noakhali region of East Bengal.
Immigration officer question: What is 
your profession?
Instant Answer: Business.
Q: Ethnicity?
Answer: East Indian
Immigration officer: Where were you 
before coming here and where to go?
Instant Answer: I'll go to New Jersey
Immigrant Officer: Who bought your 
ship ticket?
I bought it sir, Abdul Aziz replied with a 
humble face.
Immigration officer: Hmmm, 
understand. How much money did you 
bring?
Answer: 1 pound.
Immigration Officer: Ever been to the 
United States before? Or is it the first time?
Aziz: Yes.
Why did you come? What is the 
purpose of your visit?
Aziz gave no answer as he kept silent.
Immigration Officer shouted again: 
What was the reason?
No word from Aziz.
Are you a Communist?
Aziz : No sir
Then? Why came to America? Did you 

come up with a job contract? Or want 
to work here?
Abdul Aziz was baffled with all this 
sudden attack from the immigration 
officer and kept silent.
Needless to say that all these six 
Bengali ship peddlers were sent to jail 
for their suspicious acts.
This is the way stories of  Bengalee 
immigrants in the United States have 
begun. After shedding tons of blood 
Bengalees have become now one of 
the most important and significant 
nation in the USA. They have been 
contributing important part in the USA 
by highlighting their thousand years 
old rooted arts,culture and language. 
Now this days they have been involved 
in various types of business in USA and 
proudly representing their beloved 
Bangladesh in American soil..  
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Picture of Habib Ullah who came to USA in 1920 as a ship jumper

 The headline of the news 
was " Hindoos in America'. A 

reporter wrote "The 
dark-skinned Hindoo 

peddlers who infest the 
seaside resorts of the Jersey 

coast in summer are very 
interesting people. They are 

invariably courteous and 
their general shrewdness 

when trying to affect a sale 
is most engaging. As a rule, 

they are handsome men with 
clean-cut features and 

intellectual faces. They speak 
Hindustanee and 

occasionally Bengali, while 
their English is excellent."



Adnan Syed
There was a popular proverb about the 
nature of Bengalees and it was: 
‘Bengalees’ are basically homesick and 
lazy. They don’t tend to explore and 
find new home abroad". But now this 
proverb has changed and added a new 
dimension to Bengalees’ lives. We can 
find Bengalees almost all over the 
world. Bengalees are dispersed beyond 
Asia from one continent to another. Of 
course, Bengalees are now playing an 
important and significant role in 
America. The question is: How did they 
settle in America? Was it so easy? 
 If we look back at the history of 
Bengalee immigrants in America, we 
definitely can get some sort of pictures. 
For various reasons, the Bengalees 
crossed the ocean and settled in the new 
unknown land. They climbed the hills, 
and threw themselves into the 
vulnerable situation in the foreign land. 
Needless to say that this migration 
process was not easy. They had 
sacrificed their lives and played a role to 
globalise the Bengali language and 
Bengali culture. This is the reason, in this 
modern age, Bengalees have become 
more united and connected with each 
other than ever. So, Bengalees are no 
longer identified only with their so-called 
old proverb. Rather, the Bengalees are 
now proving their worth around the 

world with their hard work and integrity. 
But it should also be remembered that 
there is a lot of sacrifice and hard work 
behind this immigration story of 
Bengalees. They left their beloved 
country in search of a new life. It is not 
easy to leave behind their own culture, 
language and loved ones.
It is difficult to say exactly when and 
how the Bengalees migrated to 
America. Unfortunately we don’t have 
any empirical evidence to shed enough 
light on this matter but we have seen 
that from the beginning of the 
eighteenth century a bunch of 
Bengalees started to migrate to the 
USA from then East Pakistan. It is 
well-known that when India was under 
the British Raj, the port of Hooghly 
became quite popular for travelers to 
travel to Europe and America from 
India. Gradually this port became 
popular and gradually became part of 
one of the major routes for 
transportation to Europe and America 
from India. After boarding a steamer or 
ship at the Hooghly port the vessel 
used to head towards the Port 
Liverpool, London and the final 
destination would be the USA.
Ships used to arrive at various ports in 
the USA, the last destination. From 
that time Bengalees started getting 

their jobs as Lascar and Khalasis 
aboard the ships and went to England 
and America. 
But as I am describing, the journey was 
not so simple and easy. It was quite a 
tough situation indeed.  Question is: 
how was that difficult task made 
possible on the way to discover 
America? As mentioned earlier that 
early eighteenth century 
transportation aboard ship/steamer 
became popular in India. So some of 
poor and destitute Bengalees found 
the  way to migrate to the USA. They 
wanted to get a job aboard the ship as 
a lascar or simple khalasi/kuli. First of 
all, it was not so easy to find a job 
aboard a ship. The total plan was 
simple but not an easy process. It was 
important for them to get a job aboard 
a ship and once the ship was about to 
dock at a port in the USA, they jumped 
off the ship and settled in US 
permanently. But in the first place it 
was the most important obstacle to get 
a job aboard a ship. "Ghat sareng" was 
the supreme authority to decide on a 
job at a ship. But without bribing the 
'Ghat Sarang (local recruiter)', no one 
would get a job. After getting the job at 
the ship the Lascars had to face the 
real challenge in their lives. The job 
was risky and painful. But "no risk no 
gain". They were hired as port boys, 
boiler men and for other menial jobs. 
Boiler men were assigned to work to 
run the boiler and keep up boiler 
temperature by supplying fire. Just 
imagine the boiler room temperature 
was around 600 degrees Fahrenheit. 
No doubt it was simply inhuman and 
can be compared with slavery. The 
next important task was more difficult. 
Once the ship was about to touch the 
dreamland, these poor Lascars were 
getting ready to face their second 
challenge. It was the challenge of 
jumping off from the ship before it 
reached the US port. In short terms we 
call them "Ship Jumpers". As simple as 
it may sound, the poor Bangladeshi 
sailors did not have any documents or 
visas to travel to the United States, so 
they had no choice but to flee to 
America in whatever alternative ways 
were available. Thus, Habib Ullah in 
New York, Moksud Ali of St. Louis, 
Ibrahim Chowdhury of New York or 

Abedin Quder of Michigan and many 
more were among them. They came to 
the USA on different occasions as ship 
jumpers and settled in the USA. They 
struggled and built a Bengalee 
immigrant community in the USA. This 
is the way the story of Bengalee 
immigrants in the USA has begun. 
As mentioned earlier, Bengalees first 
learned to deal with the British than the 
Americans. Reasons were quite logical. If 
we go back to our history, we can see 
that Bengalees started their business 
with the Mughal, preserving the 
diplomatic relations of the Indian kings 
with the East India Company, and finally 
the Bengalees in various professions, 
including personal assistants, travelers, 
servants, sailors and Lascars came to 
England. But when was the first 
Bengalee flown to this USA? No, we do 
not have any exact information, however, 
we have come to know a lot about the 
arrival of the Bengalee peddlers through 
the United States Census Bureau's own 
library and various related auxiliary books 
which have been published in the USA. 
After India was under British rule, 
anti-British movements started at various 
times in Bengal. The crime of joining the 
agitation against the British, Bengalees 
were subjected to be sent to jail and 
treated inhumanly. So the life became 
miserable and at stake. Some of them 
had no option but to be fugitives and get 
jobs aboard ships and go to America. We 
all know about Tarkanath Das, the 
organizer of the anti-British movement 
who came to the USA in 1906. Tarkanath 
Das first secretly arrived in Japan and 
then moved onwards to America. He 
graduated from the University of 
Washington with an MA in 1911. On his 
way to the United States, Tarkanath 
secretly volunteered to speed up the 
anti-British movement as well. He died in 
New York on December 22, 1958.
However, it is good to know that these 
Bengalee paddlers used to be hooked 
up as Lascars from East Bengal to 
London or employed aboard American 
ships. Then they went a long way. It is 
imperative to understand that during 
the eighteenth century, the Indian 
goods were highly valued in the 
American market. Particularly silk 
fabrics, muslin, scarves, handkerchiefs 
were in great demand. Many Bengalees 

came to America to take part in this 
garments business. We have to 
remember that these simple and 
destitute Bengalees came from very 
poor society, thus they did not have 
any other choice but to work as lascars 
aboard ships. At that time, going to 

America defying the risk of shipwreck 
was just like getting a moon in the 
hand. Imagine that they had no 
knowledge of English to do their jobs. 
They had no network. But they had 
courage to travel, they had dream. 
With all these minimal efforts, they 
sailed abroad and dreamed of their 
lives in the USA.
During the World War I, the United 
States saw a huge demand for general 
workers. At that time, many Bengalee 
workers from different areas of East 
Bengal, including Noakhali, Sylhet, 

Sandeep and Chattogram started 
coming to America. On 5th June, 1932, 
Ayub Ali came to America. He jumped 
from the ship into the water before the 
ship sailed to the American port. He 
moved to London in the next year 
which was 1933. It is just a picture that 
shows how people from the then East 
Bengal region migrated to the United 
States earlier. During this time we were 
able to track twelve destitute people 
from then East Pakistan who came to 
the USA. We can get an idea from an 
American Businessman Benjamin 
Franklin in his journal. As per his 
journal he rescued 12 Bengalee sailors 
from the New Haven Port of 
Pennsylvania and they were sent to the 
Pennsylvania Supreme Court.
It is acknowledged that a large portion 
of these ship jumpers from East 
Bengal, in India, used to sell Indian silk 
cloths, women's silk scarves, 
handkerchiefs for men to use at the 
port. Researcher Vivek Bald in his book  
"Bengali Harlems" also points out that  
in 1907 there were twelve Bengalees 
in New Orleans who permanently 
settled in the USA. Traders have been 
identified as Jainal Abedin, Rostom Ali, 
Soloiman Mondol, Solomon Mollah, 
Abdus Sobhan, Safur Ali, Ishaq, 
Bahadur, Mizan Ali at the St. Louis 
Street address. Vivek also learned that 
the Bengalees used to travel around 
the city—railway stations, French 
markets, Canal Street—and sell clothes. 
Many had a window shop (home). 
Buyers also bought cotton and other 
items from the Bengal peddlers.
According to a survey, after the 1st 
World War a large number of ship 
jumpers settled in the USA. They started 
their new life in New York, New Jersey, 

Baltimore, Michigan, St. Louise 
Louisiana, etc. In some cases, after being 
released from prison, many of the 
defendants sailed back to their country. 
At that time, foreign ship crew members 
were unable to enter American soil 
legally due to restrictions on 'aliens 
contract' law. Because of this law, they 
could not work permanently and legally 
in the United States. Because of this, 
most of the ship sailors had no choice 
but to jump. They jumped off the ship 
and started a new life in the USA. After 
that, very quickly they managed some 
jobs to work as dishwashers, laundry 
workers, lift men, machine workers, hot 
dog sellers, street vendors, etc. Once 
upon a time, a large number of Bengalee 
street hawkers were seen on Ellis Island, 
New York. They used to sell handmade 
shawls, tablecloths, bed sheets, various 
handmade goods which were originally 
brought from India. At that time 
everyone had eyes on making money. 
Don't think that all of these ship jumpers 
were illiterate. Not at all. Some of them 
were quite educated, could speak pure 
English. Let's keep an eye on a report 
from the Chicago Tribune published on 
July 19th 1891. The headline of the 
news was "Hindoos in America.' A 
reporter wrote "The dark-skinned 
Hindoo peddlers who infest the seaside 
resorts of the Jersey coast in summer are 
very interesting people. They are 
invariably courteous and their general 
shrewdness when trying to affect a sale 
is most engaging. As a rule, they are 
handsome men with clean-cut features 
and intellectual faces. They speak 
Hindustanee and occasionally Bengali, 
while their English is excellent."
The US Department of Immigration and 
Naturalization records a shocking 
incident. In order to satisfy your 
curiosity, I love to mention this incident 
so that you can get a clear picture of 
the then Bengalee immigrants in the 
Unites States of America. 
It was summer in New York. June 18, 
1897. A ship named 'St. Louis' sailed 
from England to the port of Ellis Island.  
On the deck of the ship 12 ship 
peddlers were walking in pensive mood. 
They all came from East Bengal. From 
Hooghly to England, then to America. 
Later we could trace some of their 
names. Mintu Mondal, Musa Mondal, 

Maqsood Ali, Abdul Aziz, Basiruddin, 
Obaidullah and Fazle Rahman. When 
they came to the port and faced 
immigration, they were looking 
perplexed and panicked. Everyone was 
preparing to face immigration along the 
line. The first to face was Abdul Aziz 
from Noakhali region of East Bengal.
Immigration officer question: What is 
your profession?
Instant Answer: Business.
Q: Ethnicity?
Answer: East Indian
Immigration officer: Where were you 
before coming here and where to go?
Instant Answer: I'll go to New Jersey
Immigrant Officer: Who bought your 
ship ticket?
I bought it sir, Abdul Aziz replied with a 
humble face.
Immigration officer: Hmmm, 
understand. How much money did you 
bring?
Answer: 1 pound.
Immigration Officer: Ever been to the 
United States before? Or is it the first time?
Aziz: Yes.
Why did you come? What is the 
purpose of your visit?
Aziz gave no answer as he kept silent.
Immigration Officer shouted again: 
What was the reason?
No word from Aziz.
Are you a Communist?
Aziz : No sir
Then? Why came to America? Did you 

come up with a job contract? Or want 
to work here?
Abdul Aziz was baffled with all this 
sudden attack from the immigration 
officer and kept silent.
Needless to say that all these six 
Bengali ship peddlers were sent to jail 
for their suspicious acts.
This is the way stories of  Bengalee 
immigrants in the United States have 
begun. After shedding tons of blood 
Bengalees have become now one of 
the most important and significant 
nation in the USA. They have been 
contributing important part in the USA 
by highlighting their thousand years 
old rooted arts,culture and language. 
Now this days they have been involved 
in various types of business in USA and 
proudly representing their beloved 
Bangladesh in American soil..  
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Dr. Choudhury Hasan 
It is a great honour for all of us, the 
NRB (nonresident Bangladeshi) 
community, to have the State of 
New York legislative resolution 
proclaiming September 25, 2019 
as the Bangladeshi Immigrant Day 
in the state of New York. The 
choice of this date in the 
proclamation attests to recognition 
of the memorable day, September 
25, 1974 when for the first time in 
its history, Father of the Nation of 
Bangladesh Bangabandhu Shaikh 
Mujibur Rahman gave a speech in 
Bangla in the general assembly of 
the United Nations. Also in this 
proclamation the state of New York 
recognises the accomplishments of 
the Bengalee population 
worldwide, their contribution to 
the war of independence and also 
acknowledges immense 
contributions of Bangladeshi 

Americans to New York. The 
pioneer of this achievement is the 
Muktadhara Foundation under the 
able leadership of its founder and 
CEO Mr. Bishawjit Saha. 

As we obtain this appreciation 
from the State of New York, we 
have a moral obligation of 
contributing to the growth and 
development of our beloved 
country of origin, Bangladesh. Over 
the last century the Bangladeshi 
population has grown significantly 
to the second generation or third 
generation. Bangladeshi people 
have attained significant business 
and professional growth in the 
USA. Being a physician and 
specialist trained in the USA, I 
perceive a significant difference 
between Bangladesh and the USA 
in medical management of very 

common diseases. Even though the 
economic situation of Bangladesh 
significantly contributes to these 
discrepancies of medical 
management and treatment, there 
are factors which are not financial 
in nature that contributes to a lot 
of negative scenarios in the 
healthcare sector of Bangladesh. 

Among the non-financial causes 
that contribute to poor healthcare 
in Bangladesh the following are 
more important: Lack of medical 
knowledge, lack of teamwork, lack 
of supervision by authorities, 
leadership failure (leadership 
failure in government and 
non-government sectors, also 
policy issues), a culture of rivalry 
among physicians, lack of empathy 
and lack of proper medical record 
keeping (this may include very rare 

use of electronic medical record or 
electronic health record). 
Kickbacks (given to physicians by 
pharmaceutical companies or by 
laboratory/private clinics/ 
diagnostic services) and corruption 
in the healthcare sector are 
rampant as we see in news. The 
USA is unique in making sure that 
the physicians are not deprived of 
most recent medical advances by 
making it mandatory for physicians 
to keep up to date with medical 
knowledge. American Board 
certifications and other major 
certifications/degrees have a 
clearly written date of expiration. 
Most expire in 10 years and some 
expire in 5 years, unless the 
physician takes the same exact test 
again and gets him or herself 
recertified. The near-mandatory 
nature of this kind of recertification 
exams is obvious. Lack of 
recertification puts mostly financial 
sanctions on the physician or the 
practice the physician is involved 
in. 

Possible role of NRB physicians
NRB physicians’ expertise can be 
utilised, if the government of 
Bangladesh takes an initiative to 
that end with some financial or 
non-financial incentives. This 
initiative can reduce the deficits in 
medical knowledge, medical 
management knowledge and in 
technical know-how as mentioned 
above while enriching the medical 
field of Bangladesh. Many NRB 
physicians do visit Bangladesh 
yearly for a month or a slightly 
lesser period of time.  NRB 
physician recruitment should be 
properly organised by the 
government in the private sector 
(including private medical colleges, 
which must fulfill government 
regulations in order to remain 

accredited) matching the necessity 
of different areas of Bangladesh. 
NRB physicians may provide their 
services at facilities near their 
place of residence in Bangladesh 
since their commute will be less 
difficult this way. NRB physicians 
can be recruited online so that 
they can find their schedules in 
Bangladesh much ahead of time, 
therefore planning the travel and 
work day. Depending on their 
educational and professional status 
they can be given equivalent titles 
matching their Bangladeshi 
counterparts. Since in the USA 
physicians do a lot of hands-on 
work including procedures, 
sonography, this can give an 
opportunity to a Bangladeshi 
physician, who comes across the 
US-trained NRB physician, to learn 
invasive and noninvasive 
procedures as well as medical 
ethics. Occasionally very small 
sized medically equipment can be 
carried by the NRB physician to 
Bangladesh to give hands-on 
lessons on critical and complicated 
procedures. The government of 
Bangladesh should make sure that 
the safety, accommodation, 
transportation, status, honour and 
comfort of NRB physicians are 
guaranteed so that ongoing 
services from the same NRB 
physician are available in the 
following year also. 
Access to advanced health care for 
underprivileged population is 
limited and given through 
government facilities since private 
clinics or hospitals are beyond the 
reach of common people. There 
should be an easily reachable 
hierarchy of contact persons or the 
government agency in Bangladesh 
who will supervise the above 
requirements of NRB physicians.
It should be remembered that our 

healthcare system in Bangladesh is 
less likely to acknowledge the 
deficits that exist in the healthcare 
field. Accordingly NRB physicians 
were not recruited in the past, 
since the necessity and the 
possibility of utilising the service of 
NRB physicians were not the top 
priority of healthcare leaderships. 
There is a culture in the health 
sector that recruitment of 
physicians from our big 
neighbouring country bridges the 
knowledge gap in the medical field. 
There is significant superiority of 
USA-trained physicians for obvious 
reasons and this factor has to be 
acknowledged. 

Finally recruitment of NRB 
physicians may bring recognition 
and improve image of our 
Bangladeshi medical institutions. 
This is likely to elevate their image 
in the USA. This is really needed 
since many medical graduates from 
Bangladesh end up joining the USA 
hospitals for residency and 
fellowship/specialty training. 
Entrance to residency training is a 
difficult process and graduates 
from a properly-recognised 
medical institution is more likely to 
get accepted. As NRB physicians 
we too love our country 
Bangladesh and sometimes want 
to contribute to our healthcare 
sector only to see whether our 
existing healthcare leadership is 
either unwilling or partially 
cooperative.

________________________________

Dr. Choudhury M. Hasan, MD, FACP, 
FACC, FCCP, FSCAI, RPVI, RVT, 
RDCS,RCCS,RVS ( Board Certified in 
Intervenonal Cardiology, Cardiology, 
Internal Medicine and Advanced 
Diabetes Management and Cardiac 
Rehab. Practicing in New York 
Metropolitan area, affiliated with Mt. 
Sinai Hospital, Manhatan

NRB Physicians can help make a
difference back at home



GLOBAL BUSINESS | 63

Dr. Choudhury Hasan 
It is a great honour for all of us, the 
NRB (nonresident Bangladeshi) 
community, to have the State of 
New York legislative resolution 
proclaiming September 25, 2019 
as the Bangladeshi Immigrant Day 
in the state of New York. The 
choice of this date in the 
proclamation attests to recognition 
of the memorable day, September 
25, 1974 when for the first time in 
its history, Father of the Nation of 
Bangladesh Bangabandhu Shaikh 
Mujibur Rahman gave a speech in 
Bangla in the general assembly of 
the United Nations. Also in this 
proclamation the state of New York 
recognises the accomplishments of 
the Bengalee population 
worldwide, their contribution to 
the war of independence and also 
acknowledges immense 
contributions of Bangladeshi 

Americans to New York. The 
pioneer of this achievement is the 
Muktadhara Foundation under the 
able leadership of its founder and 
CEO Mr. Bishawjit Saha. 

As we obtain this appreciation 
from the State of New York, we 
have a moral obligation of 
contributing to the growth and 
development of our beloved 
country of origin, Bangladesh. Over 
the last century the Bangladeshi 
population has grown significantly 
to the second generation or third 
generation. Bangladeshi people 
have attained significant business 
and professional growth in the 
USA. Being a physician and 
specialist trained in the USA, I 
perceive a significant difference 
between Bangladesh and the USA 
in medical management of very 

common diseases. Even though the 
economic situation of Bangladesh 
significantly contributes to these 
discrepancies of medical 
management and treatment, there 
are factors which are not financial 
in nature that contributes to a lot 
of negative scenarios in the 
healthcare sector of Bangladesh. 

Among the non-financial causes 
that contribute to poor healthcare 
in Bangladesh the following are 
more important: Lack of medical 
knowledge, lack of teamwork, lack 
of supervision by authorities, 
leadership failure (leadership 
failure in government and 
non-government sectors, also 
policy issues), a culture of rivalry 
among physicians, lack of empathy 
and lack of proper medical record 
keeping (this may include very rare 

use of electronic medical record or 
electronic health record). 
Kickbacks (given to physicians by 
pharmaceutical companies or by 
laboratory/private clinics/ 
diagnostic services) and corruption 
in the healthcare sector are 
rampant as we see in news. The 
USA is unique in making sure that 
the physicians are not deprived of 
most recent medical advances by 
making it mandatory for physicians 
to keep up to date with medical 
knowledge. American Board 
certifications and other major 
certifications/degrees have a 
clearly written date of expiration. 
Most expire in 10 years and some 
expire in 5 years, unless the 
physician takes the same exact test 
again and gets him or herself 
recertified. The near-mandatory 
nature of this kind of recertification 
exams is obvious. Lack of 
recertification puts mostly financial 
sanctions on the physician or the 
practice the physician is involved 
in. 

Possible role of NRB physicians
NRB physicians’ expertise can be 
utilised, if the government of 
Bangladesh takes an initiative to 
that end with some financial or 
non-financial incentives. This 
initiative can reduce the deficits in 
medical knowledge, medical 
management knowledge and in 
technical know-how as mentioned 
above while enriching the medical 
field of Bangladesh. Many NRB 
physicians do visit Bangladesh 
yearly for a month or a slightly 
lesser period of time.  NRB 
physician recruitment should be 
properly organised by the 
government in the private sector 
(including private medical colleges, 
which must fulfill government 
regulations in order to remain 

accredited) matching the necessity 
of different areas of Bangladesh. 
NRB physicians may provide their 
services at facilities near their 
place of residence in Bangladesh 
since their commute will be less 
difficult this way. NRB physicians 
can be recruited online so that 
they can find their schedules in 
Bangladesh much ahead of time, 
therefore planning the travel and 
work day. Depending on their 
educational and professional status 
they can be given equivalent titles 
matching their Bangladeshi 
counterparts. Since in the USA 
physicians do a lot of hands-on 
work including procedures, 
sonography, this can give an 
opportunity to a Bangladeshi 
physician, who comes across the 
US-trained NRB physician, to learn 
invasive and noninvasive 
procedures as well as medical 
ethics. Occasionally very small 
sized medically equipment can be 
carried by the NRB physician to 
Bangladesh to give hands-on 
lessons on critical and complicated 
procedures. The government of 
Bangladesh should make sure that 
the safety, accommodation, 
transportation, status, honour and 
comfort of NRB physicians are 
guaranteed so that ongoing 
services from the same NRB 
physician are available in the 
following year also. 
Access to advanced health care for 
underprivileged population is 
limited and given through 
government facilities since private 
clinics or hospitals are beyond the 
reach of common people. There 
should be an easily reachable 
hierarchy of contact persons or the 
government agency in Bangladesh 
who will supervise the above 
requirements of NRB physicians.
It should be remembered that our 

healthcare system in Bangladesh is 
less likely to acknowledge the 
deficits that exist in the healthcare 
field. Accordingly NRB physicians 
were not recruited in the past, 
since the necessity and the 
possibility of utilising the service of 
NRB physicians were not the top 
priority of healthcare leaderships. 
There is a culture in the health 
sector that recruitment of 
physicians from our big 
neighbouring country bridges the 
knowledge gap in the medical field. 
There is significant superiority of 
USA-trained physicians for obvious 
reasons and this factor has to be 
acknowledged. 

Finally recruitment of NRB 
physicians may bring recognition 
and improve image of our 
Bangladeshi medical institutions. 
This is likely to elevate their image 
in the USA. This is really needed 
since many medical graduates from 
Bangladesh end up joining the USA 
hospitals for residency and 
fellowship/specialty training. 
Entrance to residency training is a 
difficult process and graduates 
from a properly-recognised 
medical institution is more likely to 
get accepted. As NRB physicians 
we too love our country 
Bangladesh and sometimes want 
to contribute to our healthcare 
sector only to see whether our 
existing healthcare leadership is 
either unwilling or partially 
cooperative.
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Dr. Choudhury M. Hasan, MD, FACP, 
FACC, FCCP, FSCAI, RPVI, RVT, 
RDCS,RCCS,RVS ( Board Certified in 
Intervenonal Cardiology, Cardiology, 
Internal Medicine and Advanced 
Diabetes Management and Cardiac 
Rehab. Practicing in New York 
Metropolitan area, affiliated with Mt. 
Sinai Hospital, Manhatan
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