
children were evacuated with their parents' 
consent. 

Now the First Committee was being asked to 
demand the return of these children to their 
homes. It was not clear whether this meant the 
guerrilla areas or the Aegean Islands or ware­
houses in Athens. It was curious that the Greek 
Government, rather than expressing gratitude for 
the assistance given to these children, was 
requesting that they be returned to miserable 
conditions. Mr. Katz-Suchy suggested that while 
this question was under discussion, the political 
implications of the four-Power resolution be 
forgotten and that the matter be considered on a 
humanitarian basis. It was not a question of 
returning the children to their parents, many of 
whom were fighting with the guerrilla forces or 
were in prison or had been hanged. It was a 
question of whether the children should be allowed 
to remain in safety until peace had been restored 
in Greece. 

Mr. LoRmAN (Belgium) drew attention to the 
amendment to the Greek amendment proposed 
by his delegation (A/C.1/369), suggesting the 
addition of the words : " when they are claimed 
by their parents. " It had appeared that the 
Greek text proposed that all children should be 
returned to Greece whether or not they were 
claimed by their parents or guardians. In the 
present circumstances, some parents, who should 
be able to make the decision, might wish their 
children to remain abroad. However, if the 
Greek text (AjC.1j354JRev. 1) which read: 
" return to their homes " implied that the 
decision would be in the hands of the parents, 
there would be no necessity for the Belgian 
amendment. 

Mr. PRoCHAZKA (Czechoslovakia) said his dele­
gation wished to state that all the Greek children 
in Czechoslovakia had been brought at the 
express desire of their parents. They were being 
maintained by trade-union organizations and 
their health, recreation and education were being 
well provided for. The people of Czechoslovakia 
regarded them as their guests. They considered 
themselves to be carrying out their humanitarian 
duty and saw no need to make excuses for them­
selves. 

The meeting rose at 1 p. m. 
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enfants ont ete evacues avec le consentement de 
leurs parents. 

On demande maintenant a la Premiere Com­
mission d'ordonner le retour de ces enfants dans 
leurs foyers. Or, on ne precise pas s'il s'agit des 
zones oil se deroulent les operations du partisan, 
des lles de Ia Mer Egee, ou des entre pots d' Athenes. 
Il est curieux que, loin d'exprimer sa gratitude 
pour !'assistance offerte a ses enfants, le Gouver­
nement grec demande, au contraire, qu'ils 
retrouvent des conditions de vie miserables. 
M. Katz-Suchy propose d'oublier, pour un 
instant, les aspects politiques de Ia resolution des 
quatre Puissances, et d'examiner cette question 
d'un point de vue humanitaire. Il ne s'agit pas 
de savoir si les enfants seront rendus a leurs 
parents, dont beaucoup combattent avec les 
partisans, ou sont en prison, ou bien ont ete 
pendus. La question qui se pose est de savoir si 
l'on permettra a ces enfants de demeurer en 
securite jusqu'a ce que la paix ait ete retablie en 
Grece. 

M. LoRmAN (Belgique) appelle !'attention sur 
l'amendement a I'amendement de la Grece 
propose par sa delegation (AjC.1 /369), et qui 
consiste a ajouter les mots << lorsqu'ils sont 
reclames par leurs parents)). Il est apparu que 
le texte de l'amendement grec propose que tous 
les enfants soient renvoyes en Grece, que leurs 
parents les reclament ou non. Dans les circons­
tances presentes, certains parents, auxquels on 
devrait laisser le soin de prendre eux-memes une 
decision, peuvent desirer que leurs enfants restent 
a l'etranger. Toutefois, si le texte de l'amendement 
grec (A/C.1j354/Rev.1) qui porte : <<retour (de 
ces enfants) dans leurs foyers » implique que la 
decision sera laissee aux parents, l'amendement 
beige n'a plus de raison d'(~tre. 

M. PRoCHAZKA (Tchecoslovaquie) declare que 
sa delegation tient a indiquer que tous les enfants 
grecs qui se trouvent en Tchecoslovaquie y ont ete 
amenes sur le desir expres de leurs parents. Des 
organisations syndicales assurent leur entretien 
et s'occupent avec grand soin de leur sante, de 
leur instruction et de leurs loisirs. Le peuple de 
Tchecoslovaquie les considere comme ses hotes. 
Il estime s'acquitter d'un devoir humanitaire 
et ne voit nulle raison de s'en excuser. 

La seance est levee a 13 heures. 
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Continuation of the discussion of the four­
Power draft resolution (A JC.l /352) 

Consideration of the Greek amendment ( A JC.l/354/ 
Rev. 1). 

M. BEHLER (Yugoslavia), before beginning to 
discuss the subject, drew the attention of the First 
Committee to two points : first, that the document 
number and the word, "confidential " were 
missing from document A/C.l /377 which had been 
circulated at the request of the Yugoslav dele­
gation ; and secondly, that the Secretary-General 
had not yet made known his decision with regard 
to the showing of films in UnitedNations buildings. 
It would be interesting to know whether the film 
on Greek children would be allowed to be shown, if 
not to the members of the First Committee, at 
least to the public. 

Mr. Behler went on to protest against the Greek 
amendment, which contained the slanderous insi­
nuation that the States which had given refuge to 
Greek children were trying to prevent their return. 

The popular democratic organizations of Greece, 
which had taken upon themselves the transport 
of Greek children as far as the Yugoslav frontier, 
had declared that the children were either orphans 
or accompanied by their mothers, or that they had 
fl ed their villages with the consent, or at the 
express request of their parents. The report of the 
United Nations Special Committee on the Balkans 
spoke of the abduction of children, basing its 
statement on the testimony of witnesses in the pay 
of the Athens Government. 

Western journalists who were living in Belgrade 
had been invited to visit the Greek refugee 
children's camps. In an article of 11 April 1948 
entitled " Greek girls deny kidnap reports ", the 
New York Times correspondent described his 
visit to one of the camps, giving details of the ages 
of the children and the organization of the camp 
by the Yugoslav Red Cross, and stating that the 
children were cleanly dressed and were cheerful. 
They had told him that they were glad to be away 
from the bombardments. The Special Committee 
itself explained that the evacuation of the children 
was due to the shortage of food, the lack of 
schools and the horrors of war. Was it not 
obvious, in those circumstances, that the offer of 
Yugoslavia and other democratic States to take 
the children away from the combat zone was a 
humanitarian measure ? 

Mr. Behler also quoted a pamphlet written by 
Colonel Sheppard, the former head of the British 
Economic Mission in Northen Greece and at one 
time an UNRRA official, who had studied the 
question of the Greek children while engaged upon 
investigations on both sides of the frontier. The 
pamphlet, which had been published recently in 
Paris under the title "Greek children find a haven 
of peace and happiness "; gave details concerning 
the children's situation and the way in which they 
were being educated, and justified the evacuation 
of children from the war-torn areas. Further-. 
more, the Yugoslav Red Cross had for a consid­
erable time been providing the International Red 

Suite de Ia discussion du projet de resolution 
des quatre Puissances (AfC.l/352) . 

Examen de l'amendement de la Grece (A/C.Z/354/ 
Rev.l). 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie), avant d'aborder 
la question, attire )'attention de Ia Premiere 
Commission sur deux faits : dans le document 
AfC.l /377 distribue ala demande de la delegation 
yougoslave, manquent le numero d'ordre original 
du document et la mention qu'il etait confidentiel; 
le Secretaire general n'a pas encore fait connaitre 
sa decision en ce qui concerne la projection des 
films dans les locaux de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. Il serait interessant de savoir 
a ce sujet si Ia projection du film sur les enfants 
grecs sera autorisee, sinon pour les membres 
de la Premiere Commission, du moins pour 
le public. 

L'orateur proteste ensuite contre l'amendement 
grec, qui insinue calomnieusement que les Etats 
qui ont donne refuge aux enfants grecs s'opposent 
a leur retour. 

Les organisations populaires democratiques 
de Ia Grece, qui se sont chargees du transport 
des enfants grecs jusqu'a la frontiere yougoslave, 
ont precise que ces enfants etaient soit orphelins 
de pere et de mere, soit accompagnes de leur 
mere ou qu'ils avaient fui leur village avec 
l'assentiment ou a la demande expresse de leurs 
parents. La Commission speciale des Nations 
Unies pour les Balkans, dans son rapport, parle 
d'enlevement d'enfants, sur la base de depo­
sitions de temoins a la solde du gouvernement 
d'Athenes. 

Les journalistes occidentaux residant a 
Belgrade ont ete invites a visiter des camps 
d'enfants grecs refugies. Le correspondant du 
New York Times, dans un article du 11 avril1948 
intitule : cc De jeunes Grecques dementent les 
rapports au sujet de leur enlevement )) decrit 
Ia visite qu'il a rendue a un de ces camps, donne 
des details sur l'age des enfants, sur !'orga­
nisation du camp par la Croix-Rouge yougoslave, 
constate que les enfants sont proprement habilles 
et qu'ils sont de bonne humeur. lis lui ont 
declare qu'ils sont contents d'etre a l'abri des 
bombardements. La Commission speciale elle­
meme, explique le depart des enfants par Ia 
penurie des vivres, le manque d'ecoles et les 
horreurs de la guerre. Dans ces condition~, 
n'est-il pas evident que I'offre de Ia Yougoslav1e 
et des autres Etats de democratic populaire de 
recueillir ces enfants, loin de Ia zone de combat, 
est une mesure humanitaire ? 

M. Behler cite, en outre, une brochure du 
colonel Sheppard, ancien chef de la Mission 
economique britannique, dans le nord de la 
Grece et ancien fonctionnaire de l'UNRRA en 
Grece, qui a etudie le probleme des enfants 
grecs en procedant a des enquetes des deux 
cotes de la frontiere. Cette brochure, publiee 
recemment a Paris sous le titre : Les enfants 
grecs trouvent un havre de paix et de bonheur, 
donne des precisions sur Ia situation des ~nfa~ts 
et sur Ia fa~on dont ils sont instruits et JUSbfie 
!'evacuation d'enfants de regions ravagees par 
la guerre. D'ailleurs, la Croix-Rouge yougoslave a 
depuis longtemps fourni a Ia Croix-Rouge interna-
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Cr?ss with statistical information concerning the 
children, and especially with regard to the 
chil?ren who had first been evacuated to Yugo­
slavia and subsequently sent to Rumania, 
Hungary and Czechoslovakia. Yugoslavia had 
taken the word of the democratic Greek authorities 
that no Greek child had left Greece without 
the consent of its parents ; the Yugoslav Red 
Cross was doing all within its power to look after 
the children, and had even sent a certain number 
to neighbouring countries in which Yugoslavia had 
confidence. 

The Yugoslav representative added that his 
Government had replied to the Athens Govern­
ment that it was willing to send the children back 
to Greece as soon as the conditions which had made 
their evacuation necessary had changed- as soon, 
in fact, as normal living conditions had been 
resto_red. If the Yugoslav Govern?Jent was 
convmced that any parents had of their own free 
will decided to ask for the return of their children 
it would place no obstacle in the way of their 
return ; in any case, there was no need for a 
resolution calling upon Yugoslavia and the other 
States to take such action. 

The Yugoslav delegation could not consent to 
co-operate with the Special Committee in the 
matter, because that Committee was too closely 
linked with the military and police authorities of 
Greece. For that reason, it could not vote in 
favour of the paragraph which accused the three 
northern neighbours of Greece of acts that they 
had not committed and invited them to do certain 
things which they could do without any such 
resolution. 

Mr. BoGmiOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) stated that his delegation was of the 
opinion that the Greek children who had been 
received in the popular democratic States had left 
Greece with the consent of their parents. There 
could be nothing but satisfaction at the thought 
that those children had been saved from hunger and 
death and had taken advantage of the right of 
asylum. The USSR delegation would, therefore, 
vote against the Greek amendment. 

l\Ir. PrPINELIS (Greece) stated that his dele­
gation had not taken part in the article-by-article 
discussion of the four-Power draft resolution 
because it considered that the facts had been 
sufficiently established. In view of the remarks 
that had been made, however, it had become 
necessary to explain the Greek amendment. 

The kidnapping of children was one of 
the most poignant events of the Greek tragedy. 
Mr. Pipinelis described how guerrillas entered 
villages and demanded, under threat of arms, that 
parents part with their children. How could 
there be any question of free consent in such 
circumstances, especially in Greece, where family 
ties were very strong and separation was a rare 
occurrence ? 

Mr. Pipinelis protested against the argument 
of the Polish representative, who had claimed that 
the removal of the Greek children was justified by 
the excellent material conditions in which they 
were living. The use of such an argument 

tionale des renseignements statistiques sur ces 
enfants, et notamment sur le nombre d'enfants 
accueillis primitivement en Yougoslavie et 
envoyes ulterieurement en Roumanie, en Hongrie 
et en Tchecoslovaquie. La Y ougoslavie a fait 
confiance aux autorites democratiques grecques 
sur le fait qu'aucun enfant grec n'avait quitte 
la Grece sans le consentement de ses parents ; 
la Croix-Rouge yougoslave fait tout ce qu'elle 
peut pour assurer le bien-etre de ces enfants, 
et en a meme envoye un certain nombre dans 
des pays voisins, en qui la Yougoslavie avait 
confiance. 

Le representant de la Yougoslavie ajoute 
que son Gouvernement a repondu au Gouver­
nement d'Athenes qu'il etait d'accord pour 
renvoyer ces enfants en Grece aussitOt que les 
circonstances qui ont provoque leur depart 
auront cesse, c'est-a-dire des que des conditions 
normales de vie auront ete retablies. Si le Gouver­
nement yougoslave est persuade que des parents 
ont Iibrement decide de demander le retour de 
leurs enfants, il ne fera aucune difficulte a leur 
retour; il n'est pas necessaire pour cela qu'une 
resolution enjoigne a Ia Yougoslavie et aux autres 
Etats d'agir de cette fa<;on. 

Enfin, Ia delegation yougoslave ne peut 
admettre de cooperer avec la Commission speciale 
sur cette question, car cette Commission est 
trop intimement Iiee avec les autorites militaires 
et policieres de la Grece. C'est pourquoi elle ne 
pourra voter en faveur de ce paragraphe qui 
tend a accuser les trois pays voisins septen­
trionaux de la Grece de faits qu'ils n'ont pas 
commis et les invite a accomplir ce qu'ils peuvent 
faire sans le secours d'une resolution. 

M. BoGOMOLOV (Union des Republiques socia­
listes sovietiques) declare que sa delegation 
considere que les enfants grecs recueillis dans 
les Etats de democratic populaire ont fui la 
Grece avec I'assentiment de leurs parents. On 
ne peut que se rejouir du fait que ces enfants 
aient ete sauves de la menace de la faim et de 
Ia mort et aient beneficie du droit d'asile. C'est 
pourquoi Ia delegation de l'URSS votera contre 
l'amendement grec. 

M. PrPINELIS (Grece) fait observer que sa 
delegation n'a pas participe a la discussion, 
article par article, du projet de resolution des 
quatre Puissances, parce qu'elle estimait que 
les faits etaient suffisamment etablis. Elle tient 
cependant a expliquer son amendement a la 
suite des remarques qui ont ete faites. 

II declare que le rapt des enfants est un des 
elements les plus poignants de la tragedie 
hellenique, et decrit la fa<;on dont les partisans 
entrent dans les villages et, sous la menace de 
leurs armes, demandent aux parents qu'ils 
se separent de leurs enfants. Comment, dans 
ces conditions, peut-on parler de libre consen­
tement, d'autant plus qu'en Grece les liens d,~ 
famille sont tres puissants et Ia separation tres 
rare ? 

II s'eleve contre !'argument invoque par le 
representant de Ia Pologne, selon lequel I'enle­
vement des enfants grecs se justifierait par les 
conditions materielles excellentes dans lesquelles 
vivent ces enfants. L'emploi d'un tel argument 
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betrayed the moral gulf between those who 
argued in favour of increased material well-being 
and those for whom separation was an irreparable 
moral misfortune. 

The Greek representative proceeded to quote 
passages from a publication of the Greek Com­
mittee for Assistance to Children, established by 
the so-called Democratic Greek Government. He 
pointed out that the education of the children in 
the States which had received them was being 
carried out with the sole purpose of training a new 
generation of political instructors and propa­
gandists. While the representatives of those 
countries refused to co-operate, on legal grounds, 
in committees of investigation, they did not 
hesitate to take the place of the parents and of the 
Greek Government in the education of Greek 
children. 

The importance of the question had been appre­
ciated by world public opinion. The Interna­
tional Union for Child Welfare, the International 
Red Cross and the Parliamentary Union had all 
passed resolutions and recommendations which 
aimed at facilitating the return of the Greek 
children to their own country as soon as possible. 

Finally, the Special Committee had established 
the fact that Greek children had been carried off 
by force. In the circumstances, Greece, whose 
Government had received thousands of appeals 
from parents asking for the return of their 
cb.ildren, demanded that the children should be 
repatriated. The desire of the Greek Govern­
ment to exercise guardianship over its own 
children as was its right, was the only reason for 
the submission of the Greek amendment. 

1\Ir. T ARASENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) noted that the Greek representative 
could say all he wished at the present meeting, 
since he was confident that his statements would 
not be refuted by a representative of the Demo­
cratic Government of Greece. 

What could the Greek Government offer those 
children, who enjoyed material and moral care 
in the countries which had given them asylum, but 
life in barracks, undernourishment and disease ? 

As tot he family sentiments of which Mr. Pipinelis 
had spoken, the Ukrainian representative averred 
that in time of war parents who loved their 
children tried above all else to send them out of 
danger. The Athens Government would like to 
use the children as hostages and doubtless as a 
means of pressure upon their parents who were 
prisoners or exiles. Moreover, the Special Com­
mittee did not give the names of any parents who 
had asked for the repatriation of their children. 
The only thing the Special Committee made clear 
was that there were many cases of children who 
had been sent away either with the consent of their 
parents or accompanied by them. Information 
regarding the other cases was based on testimony 
from witnesses in the pay of the Greek Government 
and not from the parents. 

There was nothing in the Charter, or indeed in 
any international treaty, which prohibited the 
granting of asylum to refuges or children. The 
fact, then, that those Greek children had been 

trahit le goufire moral qui separe Ies prota­
gonistes d'un accroissement du bien-etre 
materiel de ceux pour qui la separation constitue 
un malheur moral irreparable. 

Citant alors une publication du Comite grec 
d'aide aux enfants, cree par le pretendu Gouver­
nement democratique grec, le representant de 
Ia Grece fait observer que !'instruction et 
!'education de ces enfants dans les Etats qui 
les ont recueillis sont effectuees avec Ia seule 
intention de preparer une nouvelle generation 
d'instructeurs politiques et de propagandistes. 
Alors que les representants de ces pays refusent 
de collaborer a des commissions d'enquete en 
s'appuyant sur des raisons de droit, ils n'hesitent 
pas, cependant, a se substituer aux parents 
et au Gouvernement hellenique pour !'education 
de ces enfants grecs. 

L'opinion publique mondiale a compris 
!'importance de ce probleme. L'Union interna­
tionale pour la protection de l'enfance, Ia 
Croix-Rouge internationale, l'Union parlementaire 
ont toutes trois vote des resolutions et des vreux 
tendant a faciliter le retour le plus rapide des 
enfants grccs dans leur patrie. 

La Commission Speciale enfin, a etabli le fait 
que des enfants grecs avaient ete enleves de 
force. Dans ces conditions, Ia Grece, dont le 
Gouvernement a re~u des milliers d'appels 
emanant de parents qui demandaient le retour 
de leurs cnfants, exige que ces enfants puissent 
etre rapatries. L'amendement propose par la 
delegation grecque n'a pas d'autres raisons que 
la volonte du Gouvernement grec d'exercer Ia 
tutelle qui lui revient sur ses propres enfants. 

M. T ARASSENKO (Republique socialiste sovie­
tique d'Ukraine) declare que le representan_t 
de la Grece peut declarer actuellement ce qu'1l 
veut, car ii est sur que ses declarations ne seront 
pas refutees par un representant du Gouver­
nement democratique de la Grece. 

Alors que ces enfants grecs sont entoures de 
soins materiels et moraux dans les pays qui les 
ont accueillis, qu'aurait a leur ofirir le Gouver­
nement d'Ath€mes, sinon la vie dans des 
baraquements, la sons-alimentation et les 
epidemics ? .. 

Faisant allusion aux sentiments fam1haux 
dont a parle M. Pipinelis, le representant de 
Ia RSS d'Ukraine constate que, en cas de gue.rre, 
les parents qui aiment leurs enfants essa1ent 
avant tout de les faire echapper au danger. 
Le Gouvernement d' Atbenes aimerait utiliser 
ces enfants comme otages et sans doute ~om~e 
moyen de pression· sur leurs parents empnsonnes 
ou exiles. De plus, la Commission speciale. ne 
cite le nom d'aucun des parents qm aura1~?t 
emis le desir que leurs enfants soient rap~tr~es. 
La seule chose indiquee par la Comm1sswn 
speciale est que, dans de nombreux . cas, des 
enfants ont ete envoyes avec l'assentlment de 
leurs parents ou accompagnes par eux: Dans 
les autres cas, les informations prov1ennent 
de temoins a la solde du Gouvernement grec 
et non pas des parents. . , . . 

Ni Ia Charte, ni aucun tra1te mter?,atwnal.' 
n'interdit d'accorder asile a des refugJCs ou a 
des enfants. Des lors, le fait que ces enfants 
grecs aient ete sauves temoigne simplement 
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saved simply bore witness to the high moral 
qualities of those who had received them. As to 
the education the children were receiving, it was 
not surprising that it was oriented toward liberty 
and democracy, since the parents, who were 
fighting for that ideal in Greece, would certainly 
not want their children to go on receiving the kind 
of education which was provided by the fascist 
Athens Government. 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) pointed out that the 
Special Committee did not speak of any such 
scenes of abduction as those described by the 
Greek representative, a fact which argued that the 
description given by the latter was pure 
imagination. 

1\:Ir. Bebler emphasized that Mr. Pipinelis had at 
least recognized in his speech that the evacuated 
Greek children were well cared for, although he had 
stated that the purpose of the northern neigh­
bours of Greece was to gain their sympathy by 
such treatment. 

l\Ir. Pipinelis had also alluded to the dangerous 
spirit in which the children were brought up. Yet 
the children were being brought up by their parents 
and teachers in a spirit of democracy and frater­
nity, in accordance with the principles of the 
United Nations Charter. There could be no 
question of the Yugoslav Government bringing 
pressure to bear upon the Greek adults responsible 
for the education of the children, to make them 
bring the children up according to principles which 
were contrary to the United Nations Charter, 
such as hostility among nations and racial hostility 
to the Slav people, for instance, which was 
practised by the Athens Government. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) said that the 
polemics on that aspect of the Greek question 
seemed to take no account of the real problem : 
to find practical means of repatriating those 
children to Greece. The Special Committee had 
studied that problem and had appealed to the 
competent international organizations, but no 
solution had yet been found. The amendment 
itself did not contemplate any such practical 
measures; no suggestion as to who would carry 
out the repatriation and how it would be done 
was made. And, what would be the task of the 
Special Committee in regard to that problem if 
its terms of reference were extended ? 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) said that the Greek 
representative had not denied that the Greek 
children who had found shelter abroad had been 
sick and hungry and had undergone constant 
bombardment in Greece. He had not denied, 
either, that the material conditions in which those 
children lived abroad were better than they had 
been in Greece. He had simply put forward the 
argument that material advantages did not 
compensate for the moral suffering resulting from 
the r efusal to return the children to their parents, 
and that that difference of opinion formed a gulf 
separating Greece from the States which had given 
refuge to the children. Mr. Katz-Suchy admitted, 
in fact, that there was a gulf separating the States 
where the children had found shelter from Greece, 
where the parents of those children were assas­
cilnated or tiuown into prison. It was the gulf 

des hautes qualites morales de ceux qui les 
ont recueillis. Quant a !'education que re<;oivent 
ces enfants refugies, il n'y a pas lieu de s'etonner 
qu'elle ait ete orientee dans le sens de Ia liberte 
et de Ia democratic car les parents de ces enfants, 
qui luttent en Grece pour cet ideal, n'aimeraient 
certainement pas que leurs enfants continuent 
a recevoir le type d'education donnee par le 
Gouvernement fasciste d' Athenes. 

M. BEELER (Y ougoslavie) fait remarquer que 
la Commission Speciale ne parle pas de scenes 
d'enlevement dans le genre de celle decrite par 
le representant grec et que si cette Commission 
n'en fait pas mention, c'est que la description 
du representant de la Grece est de la pure 
imagination. 

M. Behler souligne que, dans son intervention, 
M. Pipinelis a, tout au moins, reconnu que les 
enfants grecs evacues etaient bien soignes, bien 
qu'il ait declare que le but des pays voisins 
septentrionaux de la Grece etait de s'assurer 
ainsi leur sympathie. 

M. Pipinelis a fait allusion egalement a !'esprit 
dangereux dans lequel ces enfants sont eleves. 
Cependant, ces enfants sont eleves par leurs 
parents et par leurs instituteurs, dans un e5prit 
de democratic et de fraternite, conformement 
aux principes de la Charte de~ Nations Unies. 
11' ne peut etre question, pour le Gouvernement 
yougoslave, de faire pression sur les adultes 
grecs qui s'occupent de !'education des enfants 
pour qu'ils elevent leurs enfants suivant les 
principes contraires a la Charte des Nations 
Unics, principes d'hostilite entre les peuples et 
de racisme antislave par exemple, pratiques par 
le Gouvernement d' Athenes. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australie) indique que 
les polemiques sur cet aspect de la question 
grecque ne semblent pas tenir compte de la 
n~alite, a savoir qu'il faut trouver des moyens 
pratiques pour rapatrier ces enfants en Grece. 
La Commission speciale a examine ce probleme 
et s'est adressee a des organismes internationaux 
competents, mais aucune solution n'a ete trouvee 
jusqu'a present. L'amendement, lui-meme, 
n'envisage pas ces moyens pratiques, notamment 
du point de savoir qui se chargera de ce rapa­
triement et de quelle fa<;on. Quelle sera la 
mission de la Commission speciale a ce sujet 
si son mandat est prolonge ? 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) constate que le 
representant de la Grece n'a pas nie que les 
enfants grecs qui ont trouve asile a l'etranger 
etaient malades ou affames et subissaient des 
bombardements constants en Grece. II n'a pas 
nie non plus que les conditions materielles dans 
lesquelles ces enfants vivaient a l'etranger 
etaient superieures a ce qu'elles etaient en 
Grece ; il a simplement invoque !'argument 
selon lequel ces avantages materiels ne compen­
seraient pas la souffrance morale, resultat du 
refus de rendre ces enfants a leurs parents et que 
cette difference de conception constituerait un 
gouffre separant la Grece des :Etats qui avaient 
donne asile aux enfants. M. Katz-Suchy admet, 
en effet, qu'il y a un gouffre entre les E~ats 
ou les enfants ont trouve accueil, et la Grece, 
ou les parents de ces enfants sont assassines 
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hich separated humaneness from cruelty. Did 
Mr. Pipinelis wish those children returned to 
Greece so that they might be put in prison with 
their parents, or placed in villages which were 
being bombarded ? 

Referring to the pamphlet published by the 
Greek Committee for Assistance to Children, to 
which the Greek representative had alluded, 
Mr. Katz-Suchy stated that there was no doubt 
that l\Ir. Pipinelis would be sorry if those children 
were brought up in the spirit of democracy. 
·would he prefer them to go barefooted and to 
witness the execution of their parents in Greece 
rather than have them benefit from a good edu­
cation and good care ? 

Mr. PIPI:-IELIS (Greece), replying to the Austra­
lian representative, agreed that the amendment 
proposed by his delegation would not lead to 
an immediate result. H e added, however, that 
on the recommendation of the Special Committee, 
the Secretary-Gen eral had, some time ago, asked 
the States which had received the Greek children 
to consider returning them to Greece, and that 
the Greek Government had contacted those States 
directly in order to secure the children's 
repatriation. As those efforts had not met with 
any success, the Greek delegation felt that the 
moral authority of the General Assembly might 
have a good influence in the matter: 

As to Mr. Behler's assertion that the Greek 
representative had agreed that the Greek children 
tJ:ad been well treated in the countries which had 
welcomed them, Mr. Pipinelis indicated that in 
his previous speech he had only wished to point 
out that even if good care had been given to the 
Greek children, that vmuld not justify their 
being abducted against the will of their parents. 
Besides, there was good reason to doubt that the 
children had received good treatment. In that 
connexion, he read a letter written by a Greek 
child living in Valona, Albania, in which the child 
complained of the bad food, the punishment it had 
received, and the lack of health measures. 
Without wishing to generalize from that case, the 
Greek representative said that, in any case, there 
were reasons militating in favour of the return of 
those children to Greece. 

He added that, according to recent information, 
children taken away from Greece by bandits had 
been found among guerrilla prisoners, which 
proved that some of them were taking part in 
the operations of the partisans in Greece. Lastly, 
he noted that the Yugoslav representative had 
stated that his Government was ready to return the 
children on certain conditions and hoped that if 
the Greek amendment were adopted, Mr.Bebler as 
well as his Government, would study it and draw 
the necessary conclusions from it. 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia), replying to the Greek 
representative on the subject of the child's letter 
which he had quoted, stated that that child was 
living in Albania ; that if he were eaten up by lice 
it was no doubt because the Albanian authorities 

ou jetes en prison. C'est le gouffre qui separe 
l'humanite de la cruaute. M. Pipinelis souhaiterait­
il le retour de ces enfants pour les mettre avec 
leurs parents en prison en Grece, ou dans les 
villages bombardes ? 

Faisant allusion a la brochure publiee par 
le Comite grec d'aide aux enfants, a laquelle 
le representant de Ia Grece a fait allusion, 
M. Katz-Suchy constate qu'il n'y a aucun doute 
que M. Pipinelis regrette que ces enfants soient 
eleves dans un esprit democratique. Prefererait-il 
done qu'au lieu de recevoir nne bonne instruction 
et de bons soins, ils continuent a courir pieds 
nus et assistent en Grece a !'execution de leurs 
parents ? 

M. PIPINELIS (Grece), repondant au representant 
de l'Australie, admet que l'amendement propose 
par sa delegation ne permet pas d'arriver a un 
resultat immediat. II ajoute, toutefois, que, 
sur la recommandation de Ia Commission speciale, 
le Sccretaire general a, depuis longtemps, prie 
les Etats qui avaient accueilli les enfants grecs 
d'envisager leur retour en Grece et que Ie 
Gouvernement hellenique s'etait directement 
adresse a ces Etats pour obtenir egalement ce 
rapatriement. Comme ces efforts n'ont pas ete 
couronnes de succes, Ia delegation hellenique 
pense que l'autorite morale de l'Assemblee 
generale permettra d'exercer une heureuse 
influence dans cette question. 

Quant a !'assertion de M. Behler, suivant 
Iaquelle le representant de Ia Grece aurait reconnu 
que les enfants grecs etaient bien traites dans 
Ies pays ou ils ont rec;u accueil, M. Pipinelis 
rappelle que, dans son intervention anterieure, 
il n'avait eu en vue que de preciser que, a supposer 
que ces bons traitements aient ete prodig~es 
aux enfants grecs, cela ne justifierait neanmom~ 
pas leur enlevement a l'encontre de la volonte 
de leurs parents. Au surplus, il y a de fortes 
raisons de douter de Ia realite de ces bons 
traitements. A ce sujet, il donne lecture d'un~ 
lettre ecrite par un enfant grec se trouvant a 
Valona, en Albanie, dans laquelle cet enfant 
se plaint de Ia mauvaise nourriture, des punitions 
qu'il rec;oit, du manque de soins hygieniques, etc. 
Sans vouloir generaliser ce cas, le representant 
de la Grece declare que, de toutes fac;ons, les 
raisons subsistent pour le retour de ces enfants 
en Grece. 

II ajoute que, d'apres des informations recentes, 
des enfants emmenes en territoire etranger 
par les bandits se seraient trouves au. nombre 
de certains prisonniers guerilleros, ce qm prouve 
Ia participation de certains d'entre eux dans 
les operations des partisans en Grece. II pre~d 
note, enfin, que Ie representant de la Yougosl.avl~ 
a declare que son Gouvernement. etait _rret a 
restituer les enfants sous certames reserves, 
et espere que si I'am'endement grec est adopte, 
M. Behler, ainsi que son Gouvernement, voud~ont 
bien !'examiner et en tirer les concluswns 
necessaires. 

M. BEHLER (Yougoslavie), repondant au 
representant de Ia Grece, au sujet de la lettre 
d'un enfant qu'il a citee, fait remarquer .~ue, c~t 
enfant se trouvait en Albanie ; que s ll e~a~t 
mange de poux, c'est que sans doute Ies autontes 
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had not had time to delouse the child ; that if the 
food were of mediocre quality that was because 
food in Albania was not luxurious ; that if he had 
been punished it might have been by his 
grandmother or someone else. The letter only 
proved that the Albanian Government, a Govern­
ment of a poor country, had its difficulties but 
showed its goodwill by sheltering the children in 

+" queSolOn. 

1\ir. STEPHEN (Haiti) said that having sat as 
representative of Haiti at the Parliamentary 
Union Congress where the resolution referred to 
by the Greek representative had been adopted, 
he was able to understand the humanitarian impli­
cations of the problem. It was to be hoped that 
the Australian representative, whose country was 
represented on the Special Committee, would give 
more detailed information regarding practical 
means of repatriating Greek children. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) suggested that a 
provision should be added stating that the Special 
Committee would be asked to continue its efforts 
in that field and to appeal to an international 
organization. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that it seemed possible to 
find a text acceptable to all delegations. As 
things were, Yugoslavia, Bulgaria and Albania did 
not wish to keep children whose parents were 
asking for their return, while Greece only wished 
for the return of children whose parents were 
asking for them. All that had to be done, there­
fore, was to decide what organization could best 
ensure the practical solution of that problem, and 
the International Red Cross rather than the Special 
Committee seemed qualified to do so. 

Mr. ARSLAN (Syria) pointed out that the 
question of orphans should not be overlooked. 

The CHAIRMAN said that perhaps the following 
proposal might meet with general agreement : 
the Greek delegation's amendment would be 
separated from the text of the draft resolution at 
present under discussion. Another draft reso­
lution would be submitted, under which parents 
or legal guardians would be given satisfaction if 
they asked for the return of the children in their 
charge, while the International Red Cross would 
be asked to lend its good offices. 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) agreed with the 
Chairman's interpretation, it being understood 
that the wishes of the parents might be freely 
expressed and that the Greek Government should 
not exercise any pressure in matter. 

Mr. PIPINELIS (Greece) stated that the problem 
could be solved very easily as the Greek Govern­
ment welcomed the co-operation of any interna­
tional organization, as had been shown by the fact 
that it had already approached the International 
Red Cross. However, two separate textes might 
result in a reopening of the discussion which 
seemed to he nearing conclusion. 

albanaises n'avaient pas encore eu le temps 
d'en debarrasser cet enfant ; que si la nourriture 
etait mediocre, c'est que la nourriture en Albanie 
n'est pas luxueuse; que s'il recevait des punitions, 
c'etait peut-etre de sa grand'mere ou de Dieu 
sait qui. Cette lettre prouve seulement que le 
Gouvernement albanais, gouvernement d'un 
pays pauvre, a des difficultes mais qu'il fait 
preuve de bonne volonte en hebergeant ces 
enfants. 

M. STEPHEN (Haiti) indique que, ayant siege 
en tant que delegue de son pays a l'Union Parle­
mentaire, ou a ete adoptee la resolution citee 
par le representant de la Grece, i1 est a meme 
d'apercevoir toute la portee humanitaire du 
probleme. Il serait done a souhaiter que le 
representant de l' Australie, pays qui etait 
represente au sein de la Commission speciale, 
donmit des indications plus precises sur les 
moyens pratiques d'assurer le rapatriement des 
enfants grecs. 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Australie) declare qu'il 
serait bon d'ajouter une disposition selon laquelle 
la Commission speciale serait invitee a continuer 
ses efforts en ce domaine et a faire appel a une 
organisation internationale. 

Le PRESIDENT declare qu'il semble possible 
de parvenir a une formule acceptable pour 
toutes les delegations. En effet, d'une part, 
la Yougoslavie, la BuJgarie et l'Albanie ne 
desirent pas garder les enfants que leurs parents 
reclament et, d'autre part, la Grece desire 
seulement le retour des enfants que leurs parents 
reclament. Il reste done a determiner quel 
organisme pourrait assurer le reglement pratique 
de cette question et c'est la Croix-Rouge interna­
tionale qui, plutot que la Commission speciale, 
semble qualifiee en cette matiere. 

M. ARSLAN (Syrie) signale que le cas des 
orphelins doit etre prevu. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que l'on pourrait peut­
etre s'entendre sur la formule suivante : !'amen­
dement de la delegation de la Grece serait 
disjoint du texte du projet de resolution en 
cours d'examen. Un autre projet de resolution 
serait presente, en vertu duquel, d'une part, 
les parents ou tuteurs legaux devraient avoir 
satisfaction s'ils reclament le retour des enfant& 
a leur charge et, d'autre part, on demanderait 
a la Croix-Rouge internationale de preter se& 
bons offices. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) se rallie a !'inter­
pretation donnee par le President, etant bien 
entendu que la volonte des parents devrait 
etre librement exprimee et que le Gouvernement 
d' Athenes ne devrait exercer aucune pression 
en cette matiere. 

M. PIPINELIS (Grece) declare que la question 
peut etre tres facilement resolue, puisque le 
Gouvernement grec n'exclut la collaboration 
d'aucun organisme international, comme le 
montre le fait qu'il a deja entrepris des demarches 
aupres de la Croix-Rouge internationale. 
Toutefois, une disjonction risquerait d'entrafner 
une reedition des debats qui semblaient prets 
d' etre termines. 
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The CHAIRMAN stated that it would be pointless 
to entrust the Special Committee with the task 
since it was not recognized by Yugoslavia, 
Bulgaria and Albania. 

::\Ir. CouvE DE MuRVILLE (France) asked if the 
correct interpretation of the Chairman's suggestion 
was that a vote in favour of the division of the text 
would be equivalent to expressing support of the 
solution suggested by the Chairman. 

The CHAIR;'IIAN said that a vote in favour of the 
division of the t ext would mean that someone 
would be entru~ted with the work of drafting a text 
providing that children asked for by their parents 
or guardians should be repatriated and that the 
Red Cross should ensure that such recommend­
ation was carried out. 

Mr. RAHDI-KHAN (Pakistan) sad that, having 
served on the Special Committee he was in a 
position to express his firm belief that if the Com­
mittee really had the interest of the children at 
heart, the Chairman's proposal should be accepted 
as being the best solution. In fact, the situation 
was so disturbed in certain parts of Greece where 
communications had been cut and food was 
lacking, that to leave children there or send them 
back would be an inhuman act. What would the 
return of those children to their homes mean when 
those homes had been destroyed ? The advantage 
of the Chairman's proposal was that doubtless 
new homes would be found for those children. 

The Greek amendment would only complicate 
matters and lead to an impasse, since the Special 
Committee, not having been recognized by the 
northern neighbours of Greece, could not take any 
effective action. 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) 
supported the Chairman's proposal. 

Mr. PrPINELIS (Greece) said that his delegation 
had not mentioned the Special Committee in its 
amendment. The most rapid solution would 
be reached by adding a few words mentioning the 
International Red Cross. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) stated that he 
warmly supported the Chairman's proposal as it 
was clear and concise and entirely consistent with 
his delegation's point of view. Thus, an appeal 
in the name of the United Nations might be made 
to the International Red Cross. 

Mr. BoGOMOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) considered that the procedure suggest:.. 
ed by the Chairman would have to be carried out 
in several stages. Firstly, the Greek amendment 
would not be considered. Secondly, the ques­
tion of Greek children would be studied outside 
the framework of the draft resolution of the four 
Powers, and the Belgian delegation would submit 
a draft resolution on that matter. If the USSR 
delegation had rightly interpreted the Chairman's 
suggestion, it would not have any objection to 
the proposal. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that it would be 
more appropriate not to decide the fate of Greek 

Le PRESIDENT declare qu'il serait illusoire 
de confier ala Commission Speciale des attributions 
en cette matiere puisqu'elle n'est pas reconnue 
par la Yougoslavie, la Bulgarie et l'Albanie. 

M. CouvE DE MuRviLLE (France) demande 
si !'interpretation correcte des suggestions du 
President est bien que le vote de la disjonction 
equivaudrait a un avis favorable a la solution 
suggeree par le President. 

Le PRESIDENT indique que le vote de la 
disjonction cquivaudrait a donner a quelqu'un 
le mandat de rediger un texte selon lequel les 
enfants qui seraient reclames par leurs parents 
ou tuteurs devraient etre rapatries et la Croix­
Rouge devrait presider a !'execution de cette 
recommandation. 

M. RAHIM KHAN (Pakistan) declare qu'ayant 
pris part aux travaux de la Commission speciale, 
il est en mesure d'exprimer sa conviction que 
si l'on a vraiment en vue l'interet des enfants, 
la proposition du President doit s'imposer comme 
de beaucoup la meilleure. En efiet, les conditions 
sont si troublees dans certaines regions de la 
Grece, oil les communications sont coupees et 
oil la nourriture manque, qu'y laisser ou y 
renvoyer des enfants constituerait un acte 
inhumain. Que signifie d'ailleurs le renvoi des 
enfants dans leurs foyers quand ces foyers sont 
detruits ? L'avantage de la proposition du 
President serait que l'on trouverait sans doute 
de nouveaux foyers pour ces enfants. 

L'amendement de la Grece ne ferait en realite 
que compliquer les choses et conduire a une 
impasse puisque, la Commission speciale n'etant 
pas reconnue par les voisins septentrionaux. 
de la Grece, ne pourrait avoi aucune action 
effective. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) se prononce 
en faveur de la suggestion faite par le President. 

M. PIPINELIS (Grece) indique que sa delegation 
n'a pas fait mention de la Commission speciale 
dans son amendement. La solution Ia plus 
rapide serait done d'ajouter quelques mo~s qui 
feraient mention de la Croix-Rouge internatwnale. 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Austr_alie) declare .<I?'il 
donne I'appui le plus complet a la propositiOn 
du President, claire et concise, qui repond 
parfaitement aux vues de sa delegation. Ainsi, 
un appel pourrait etre fait a la Croix-Rouge 
internationale au nom de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. 

M. BoGOMOLov (Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques) considere que l~ proce.dure 
envisagee par le President comportermt plusteurs 
etapes. En premier lieu, l'amendement de. Ia 
Grece ne serait pas examine. En d.eu~iem~. heu, 
la question des enfants grecs sera~t etu_dlCe en 
dehors du cadre du projet de resolutiOn . des 
quatre Puissances, et la delegation de Ia Belgt~ue 
presenterait un projet de r~s~lut.ion a ce, SU]et. 
Si !'interpretation de la delegatwn de l ~RSS 
est bien exacte cette delegation ne verratt pas 
d'objection a I~ proposition du President. 

Le PRESIDENT indique qu'il serait plus appropri~ 
de ne pas regler le sort des enfants grecs a 
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children in a resolution of a political character, 
it being understood that his suggestion consti­
tuted a whole, and, in order to avoid reopening 
the whole discussion in the First Committee, 
the vote in favour of division of the text would 
imply a promise to accept a text according to 
which the children asked for by their parents or 
their guardians would be returned to Greece, 
the implementation of that recommendation 
being entrusted to the International Red Cross. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) called attention to 
the difficulty that might arise from the fact that 
the First Committee did not have the exact text 
before it. Moreover, as there was a national 
Red Cross Society in Yugoslavia, it would suffice 
for the International Red Cross to contact that 
body. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) said that he had 
thought at first that Greece would submit a new 
proposal. Furthermore, even if the suggestion 
of the Chairman were accepted in principle, the 
meaning of the terms "guardian " and "repa­
triation " would still have to be defined. In 
any case, some committee, perhaps the Third 
Committee, would have to be instructed to pre­
pare a recommendation for submission to the 
General Assembly. The best course would pro­
bably be for the Greek delegation to submit a 
draft resolution, and for the debate to he resumed 
when that text had been prepared. 

Mr. VITERI LAFRONTE (Ecuador) stated that, 
in any case, his delegation could have accepted 
the Greek amendment only subject to the con­
ditions laid down by the Chairman in connexion 
with the wishes of parents and guardians. The 
delegation of Ecuador was in favour of the Chair­
man's proposal to the effect that the necessary 
contacts should be made by a non-political 
organization. 

Mr. BEBLER ('Yugoslavia) declared that he 
was in agreement with the Chairman's proposal, 
provided account was taken of his previous 
reservation on the subject of the International 
Red Cross. 

Mr. PIPINELIS (Greece) said that, although the 
statements made by the Yugoslav and Polish 
representatives showed that there were still a 
number of difficulties, the Greek delegation was 
prepared to agree to resuming the discussion on 
the question of the Greek children when the 
Chairman submitted a new text. 

1\Ir. EGELAND (Union of South Africa) suggested 
that a sub-committee should be appointed and 
should consist of, say, the representatives of 
Australia, Belgium, Greece and Yugoslavia. 

Mr. PIPINELIS (Greece) considered that it would 
be better to leave the preparation of a draft 
re<>olution to the Chairman, who would naturally 
be able to avail himself of all the necessary advice. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) associated himself 
with the view expressed by the Greek represen-

!'occasion d'une resolution de caractere politique, 
etant bien entendu que la suggestion du 
President constitue un tout et que, afin que 
la Premiere Commission n'ait pas a reprendre 
toute la discussion, le vote de la disjonction 
impliquerait une promesse d'accepter un texte 
selon lequel les enfants reclames par leurs 
parents ou tuteurs seraient renvoyes en Grece, 
!'execution de cette recommandation etant confiee 
a la Croix-Rouge internationale. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) signale la difficulte 
qui resulte du fait que la Premiere Commission 
ne se trouve pas en presence d'un texte precis. 
D'autre part, puisqu'il existe en Yougoslavie 
une Croix-Rouge nationale, il suffirait que la 
Croix-Rouge internationale se mit en rapport 
avec celle-ci. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) signale qu'il avait 
d'abord pense que ce serait la Grece qui 
soumettrait une nouvelle proposition. En second 
lieu, meme si la suggestion du President etait 
adoptee en principe, il resterait encore, par 
exemple, a definir Ia qualite de tuteur ou le 
terme de rapatriement. II faudrait done de toute 
maniere qu'une commission, qui pourrait etre 
la troisieme Commission, fU.t chargee d'elaborer 
la recommandation qui serait soumise a 
I' Assemblee generale. II semble done en defi­
nitive, qu'il vaudrait mieux que la delegation 
de Ia Grece soumit un projet de resolution et 
que Ia discussion reprit une fois ce texte etabli. 

M. VITERI LAFRONTE (Equateur) indique que 
sa delegation n'aurait pu, de toute maniere, 
accepter l'amendement de la Grece que sous 
reserve des conditions exprimees par le President 
et relatives au desir des parents ou tuteurs. La 
delegation de l'Equateur se prononce en faveur 
de la proposition du President selon laquelle 
un organe sans caractere politique aurait a 
prendre les contacts necessaires. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) declare qu'il est 
d'accord sur la proposition du President, compte 
tenu de la reserve qu'il a faite precedemment 
au sujet de la Croix-Rouge internationale. 

M. PIPINELIS (Grece) declare que, bien que 
les declarations des representants de Ia Yougo­
slavie et de la Pologne aient montre qu'il subsistait 
encore quelques difficultes, la delegation de 
la Grece est prete a accepter que la discussion 
sur la question des enfants grecs reprenne 
Iorsque le President aura soumis un texte nouveau 
sur ce sujet. 

M. EGELAND (Union Sud-Africaine) suggere 
qu'un sous-comite soit constitue, compose par 
exemple des representants de l'Australie, de 
Ia Belgique, de la Grece et de la Yougoslavie. 

M.' PIPINELIS (Grece) considere qu'il serait 
preferable que le soin de rediger un projet ~e 
resolution fU.t laisse au President, qui pourrmt 
naturellement proceder a toutes les consultations 
necessaires. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) se rallie au point 
de vue exprime par Ie representant de la Grece, 
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tative, it being understood that the Chairman 
could, if he thought fit, consult the representatives 
of Greece and Yugoslavia. 

The CuAIR:\IAN stated that the discussion on 
the text regarding the repatriation of the Greek 
children was postponed until the next day, at 
which time Belgium would submit a new text in 
place of the Greek amendment. 

l\Ir. BEELER (Yugoslavia) asked the Secretary­
General to arrange, at the close of the current 
meeting of the First Committee, for the film on 
the Greek children presented by the Yugoslav 
delegation, to be shown to those delegations 
which wished to see it as 'Yell as to experts, jour­
nalists, and persons with entry passes to the 
Palais de Chaillot. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that the Secretary­
General had not yet taken a decision in that 
question. 

TIIr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) said that he had not 
meant to refer to the decision of principle to be 
taken by the Secretary-General. For the time 
being, it was only a question of a special case, 
and of a semi-public showing of a film. 

The CHAIRMAN put the Yugoslav proposal to 
the vote. 

At the request of the Yugoslav representative, 
the vole was taken by roll-call as follows : 

Uruguay, having been drawn by lot by the 
Chairman, voted first. 

In favour: Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cuba, 
Czechoslovakia, Pakistan, Poland, Ukrainian 
Soviet Socialist R epublic, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics. 

Against : Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, 
Chile, China, Denmark, Dominican Republic, 
France, Greece, Haiti , Lebanon, Liberia, Luxem­
bourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, 
Norway, Peru, Sweden, Syria, Turkey, Union· of 
South Africa, United Kingdom, United States 
of America. 

Abstaining: Afghanistan, Argentina, Bolivia, 
Burma, Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Egypt, 
Ethiopia, Honduras, India, Iran, Mexico, Panama, 
Paraguay, Philippines. Saudi Arabia, Yemen. 

The Yugoslav proposal was rejected by 25 votes 
to 10, with 18 abstentions. 

Mr. DULLES (United States of America), 
speaking on a point of order, objected to the 
obstructionist tactics which had been employed 
in the First Committee : speeches of undue length 
or unnecessarily repetitious discourses on subjects 
which were not on the agenda, unjustified requests 
for votes by roll-call on trifling subj ects. The 
use of t hose methods might paralyze the General 
Assembly as surely as the veto had paralyzed the 
Security Council. 

The United States delegation was confident 
that it was voicing the point of view of the vast 
majority of members of the First Committee in 
declaring that the Chairman should be trusted 

etant entendu que le President, s'il le jugc 
necessaire, pourrait se consulter avec les repre­
sentants de Ia Grece et de Ia Yougoslavie. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que la discussion du 
texte relatif au rapatriement des enfants grecs est 
suspendue jusqu'au lendemain, jour auquel la 
Belgique soumettra un nouveau texte remplagant 
l'amendement grec. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) demande, d'autre 
part, que le Secretaire general prenne les mesures 
necessaires pour que, a !'issue de Ia presente 
seance de la Premiere Commission, Ie film presente 
par la delegation yougoslave sur Ies enfants grecs 
puisse etre montre aux delegations desireuses de 
le voir, ainsi qu'aux experts, journalistes, et aux 
personnes munies d'une carte d'entree au Palais 
de Chaillot. 

Le PRESIDENT indique que le Secretaire general 
n'a pas encore pris de decision en cette matiere. 

l\L BEELER (Yougoslavie) declare qu'il n'a pas 
voulu faire allusion a la decision de principe que 
doit prendre le Secretaire general. Il ne s'agit 
pour le moment que d'un cas particulier et d'une 
projection de caractere semi-public. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition de 
Ia Yougoslavie. 

A la demande du representant de la Yougoslavie, 
il est procede au vote par appel nominal. 

L' appel commence par I' Uruguay, doni le nom 
est tire au sort par le President. 

Volent pour: Uruguay, Venezuela, Yougoslavie, 
Republique socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie, 
Cuba, Tchecoslovaquie, Pakistan, Pologne, Repu­
blique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des 
Republiques socialistes sovietiques. 

Volent contre: Australie, Belgique, Bresil, 
Canada, Chili, Chine, Danemark, Republique 
Dominicaine, France, Grece, Hai:ti, Liban, Liberia, 
Luxembourg, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelande, Nica­
ragua, Norvege, Perou, Suede, Syrie, Turqui~, 
Union Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Ums 
d' Amerique. 

S' abstiennent : Afghanistan, Argentine, Bolivie, 
Birmanie, Colombie, Costa-Rica, Equateur, 
Egypte, Ethiopie, Honduras, Inde, Iran, Mexiq.ue, 
Panama, Paraguay, Philippines, Arabie saoud1te, 
Yemen. 

La proposition de la Yougoslavie est rejetee par 
25 voix contre 10, avec 18 abstentions. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) sur un 
point d'ordre, s'eleve contre les tactiques 
d'obstruction qui ont ete employees au sein de 
Ia Premiere Commission : interventions d'une 
longueur exageree ou indument repetees, discours 
relatifs a des sujets ne figurant pas a l'ordre du 
jour, demandes injustifiees de vote par appel 
nominal sur les sujets les plus futiles. Ces methode~ 
risquent de paralyser l' Assemblee generale aus~l 
surement que Ie veto a paralyse le Conseil 
de securite. 

La delcaation des Etats-Unis a conscience 
d'exprimer

0

le point de .vue de l'~no.rme maj~rite 
des membres de la Prem1ere Comm1sswn lorsqu elle 
declare que l'on doit faire confiance au President 
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to make suggestions designed to enable the First 
Committee to perform its work despite the 
attempts of a small minority to frustrate his 
efforts. 

Mr. BoGOMOLOv (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) protested against the use of the term 
" obstructionist tactics ". The First Committee 
had on its agenda a number of extremely serious 
questions, and frivolous statements about so­
called obstruction were completely out of place. 

l\Ir. BEELER (Yugoslavia) protested against 
the. language used by the United States represen­
tative. The sole aim of the tactics employed by 
the Yugoslav delegation was to draw the attention 
of the First Committee to the fact that the deci­
sions which certain delegations were trying to 
force the First Committee to accept contained 
points that were unacceptable and even a danger 
to peace. 

The Yugoslav delegation agreed, however, that a 
solution of the Greek question should be reached 
as soon as possible. For that reason, the Yugo­
slav delegation suggested the establishment of a 
sub-committee in which the points of view of the 
various delegations could be reconciled. The 
First Committee could meanwhile proceed to 
consider the next question on its agenda. 

l\Ir. BALAGUER (Dominican Republic), referring 
to the fact that the members of the First Com­
mittee seemed to be agreed on the desirability 
of speeding up the debates, proposed that, in 
accordance with rule 103 of the rules of procedure, 
the time allowed to each speaker should be limited 
to five minutes. 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) noted that, as it had 
been proposed to limit the length of the speeches 
of the various delegations - which meant, 
in practice, of the minority delegations, since the 
majority had no arguments to present - the 
Yugoslav delegation formally proposed that a 
sub-committee should be set up ; that would 
enable a much greater saving of time than limit­
ing the speeches to five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Yugoslav 
proposal to appoint a sub-committee to study 
the Greek question. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The Yugo­
slav proposal was rejected by 42 votes to 4, with 
one abstention. 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) said that the First 
Committee did not really desire to speed up its 
work. In the circumstances, any decision to 
limit the length of speeches was merely iniquitous 
discrimination against the minority. 

Mr. T ARASENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) considered that the statement of the 
United States on the restriction of the right of 
the minority constituted a measure of discrimin­
ation against certain delegations which, though 
few in number, represented great countries. 

pour formuler des suggestions susceptiblcs de 
permettre a la Premiere Commission d'accomplir 
sa tache, en depit des efforts d'une petite minorite 
qui cherche a Ia frustrer de ses efforts. 

M. BoGOMOLov (Union des Republiqucs socia­
Iistes sovietiques) proteste contre l'emploi du 
terme d'obstruction. La Premiere Commission 
a a son ordre du jour des questions extremement 
serieuses et de frivoles declarations relatives a 
une soi-disant obstruction sont absolument 
superflues. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) declare protester 
contre le langage qui a ete employe par le repre­
sentant des Etats-Unis. La methode employee 
par la delegation de la Yougoslavie n'a pour but 
que d'attirer !'attention de Ia Premiere Com­
mission sur ce qu'a d'inadmissible et, en verite, 
de dangereux pour la paix, la decision que certaines 
delegations voudraient imposer a Ia Premiere 
Commission. 

La delegation de la Yougoslavie est toutefois 
d'accord pour penser qu'il est bon d'arriver le 
plus tot possible a une solution de la question 
grecque et, dans cet esprit, elle suggere la creation 
d'un sous-comite au sein duquel Ies points de 
vue des differentcs delegations pourraient etre 
!'objet d'une conciliation, tandis que Ia Premiere 
Commission ellc-meme pourrait aborder !'etude 
de la prochaine question a son ordre du jour. 

M. BALAGUER (Republique Dominicaine), se 
referant a l'accord qui semble se faire parmi les 
membres de la Premiere Commission sur I'oppor­
tunite d'accelerer Ies debats, propose que, confor­
mement a !'article 103 du reglement inh\rieur, le 
temps de parole de chaque delegation soit limite 
a cinq minutes. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) declare que, puisqu'il 
a ete propose de limiter le temps de parole des 
differentes delegations - c'est-a-dire en pratique 
de la minorite, puisque la majorite n'a aucun 
argument a presenter - la delegation de la 
Yougoslavie propose formellement la creation 
d'un sous-comite qui permettrait un gain de 
temps beaucoup plus considerable que Ia limi­
tation du temps de parole a cinq minutes. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition de 
la Yougoslavie relative a la creation d'un sous­
comite pour l'examen de Ia question grecque. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. La proposition est 
rejetee par 42 voix contre 4, avec une abstention. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) constate que la 
Premiere Commission ne desire pas veritablement 
accelerer ses travaux. Dans ces conditions, toute 
decision relative a Ia limitation du droit a Ia 
parole ne pourrait constituer qu'une decision 
inique prise contre la minorite. 

M. TARASSENKO (Republique socialiste sovie­
tique d'Ukraine) considere que la declaration des 
Etats-Unis relative a Ia limitation du droit de la 
minorite constitue une mesure discriminatoire 
contre les representants d'un certain nombre de 
delegations, peu nombreuses, mais qui repn\­
sentent de grands pays. 

505 



There seemed to be a desire to impose on the 
United Nations General Assembly methods borrow­
ed from the Un-American Activities Committee 
of the United States Congress. It might perhaps 
be more reasonable to limit each speaker to ten 
minutes, instead of five. 

1\ir. KISELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) declared that the statements made by 
Mr. Dulles on the obstructionist tactics of the 
minority were absolutely unacceptable. What 
was the meaning of that hasty generalization, 
and if l\Ir. Dulles had certain delegations in mind, 
then why had he not named them ? From what 
Mr. Dulles had said about the veto, moreover, 
one would not think that he had supported the 
principle of the unanimity of the five great 
Powers at San Francisco. 

The minority was entitled to free expression ; 
it could not tolerate dictatorial methods ; it 
would persist in its efforts to attain greater 
harmony within the United Nations. The Byelo­
russian delegation considered the Ukrainian 
proposal preferable to the earlier proposal to 
limit speeches to five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the proposal 
made by the Dominican Republic, as amended 
by the Ukrainian representative. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. The proposal 
was adopted by 42 votes to one, with 3 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the decision 
which had just been taken to limit speeches to 
ten minutes applied only to the continuation of 
the discussion of the Greek question. 

Consideration of paragraph 9 of the jour-Power 
draft resolution. 

Mr. TARASENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) said that his delegation was unable 
to accept that paragraph. In fact, that text 
pre-supposed the existence of a certain form of 
intervention which naturally meant the aid 
given to Greece by the United States and the 
United Kingdom. It amounted, in fact, to 
approval of the intervention of the United States 
and the United Kingdom in Greece. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote paragraph 9 
of the four-Power draft resolution. 

A vote was taken by show of hands. Paragraph 9 
was adopted by 42 votes to 9. 

The delegations of the Ukraine SSR and the 
Soviet Union declared that they had not taken 
part in the voting. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) said that his dele­
gation had not taken part in the voting because 
it considered paragraph 9 contrary to the Hague 
Convention of 1907. 

Consideration of the Lebanese amendment (AJC. 
lf359) to the jour-Power draft resolution. 

Mr. AMMOUN (Lebanon) referred to his previous 
speech. He read out Article 4 of Chapter II of 

II semble done que l'on veuille imposer a 
l'Assemblee generale des Nations Unies des 
methodes inspirees de la Commission du Congres 
des Etats-Unis sur les activites anti-americaines. 
Peut-etre serait-il plus raisonnable que le temps 
de parole soit limite a dix minutes, et non pas 
a cinq minutes. 

M. KisSELEV (Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie) declare que !'intervention de 
M. Dulles, relative a certaines tactiques 
d'obstruction de la minorite, est absolument 
inacceptable. Que signifie cette generalisation 
hil.tive, et si M. Dulles avait en vue certaines 
delegations, pourquoi ne les a-t-il pas designees 
nommement ? A entendre, d'autre part, ce que 
M. Dulles a dit sur le veto on ne croirait pas 
que M. Dulles ait ete en faveur de la regie de 
l'unanimite des cinq grandes Puissances a 
San Francisco. 

La minorite ale droit de s'exprimer librement: 
elle ne saurait tolerer aucun Diktat quel qu'il 
soit, et elle persistera dans ses efforts en vue de 
parvenir a une harmonic toujours plus grande 
au sein de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 
La delegation de la RSS de Bielorussie considere 
que la proposition faite par la RSS d'Ukraine est 
preferable a celle selon laquelle le temps de parole 
serait limite a cinq minutes. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix la proposition 
du representant de la Republique Dominicaine, 
telle qu'elle a ete amendee par le representant 
de la RSS d'Ukraine. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. La proposition est 
adoptee par 42 voix contre une, avec 3 abstentions. 

Le PRESIDENT indique que la limitation a 
dix minutes du temps de parole qui vient d'etre 
adoptee ne s'applique qu'a la suite de l'examen 
de la question grecque. 

Examen du paragraphe 9. 

M. T ARASSENKO (Republique socialiste sovie­
tique d'Ukraine) declare que sa delegation ne 
saurait accepter ce paragraphe. En effet, ce 
texte presuppose !'existence d'un certain genre 
d'intervention, ce qui signifie naturellement 
l'aide fournie a la Grece par les Etats-Unis et 
le Royaume-Uni. On aboutit, en somme, a 
approuver !'intervention des Etats-Unis et du 
Royaume-Uni en Grece. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le paragraphe 9 
du projet de resolution des quatre Puissances. 

Le vole a lieu a main levee. Le paragraphe 9 est 
adople par 42 voix conlre 9. 

Les delegations de la RSS d'Ukraine et de 
l'Union sovietique declarent qu'elles n'ont pas 
pris part au vote. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) indique que sa 
delegation n'a pas pris part au vote parce. qu:ene 
considere que le paragraphe 9 est contrmre a la 
Convention de La Haye de 1907. 

Examen de l'amendement du Liban (AJC.l/359). 

M. AMMOUN (Liban) se refere a son intervention 
precedente. II donne lecture de l' Article 4 du 
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the Charter, and pointed out that all candidates 
for admission to membership of the United 
Nations must fulfil three conditions : they must 
accept the obligations contained in the Charter, 
and be able and willing to carry them out. Would 
those three conditions be fulfilled if Bulgaria 
or Albania did not submit to the provisions of 
the four-Power draft resolution? In fact, the 
Special Committee had declared that the facts 
recorded against Bulgaria and Albania would, 
if the situation persisted, constitute a threat to 
the independence and integrity of Greece, and 
to the maintenance of peace in the Balkans. 
Unless an end were put to that situation, it would 
be equivalent to repudiation by Albania and 
Bulgaria of the principles of the Charter and 
refusal to fulfil the resulting obligations. Would 
that not mean that the State concerned was not 
fulfilling the conditions required of candidates 
for admission to the United Nations ? 

The Lebanese amendment would on the other 
hand be advantageous to Albania and Bulgaria, 
if they observed the provisions of the above­
mentioned resolution. 

Mr. BoGOMOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) declared that the Lebanese amend­
ment and the additional amendment submitted 
by the Dominican Republic (A/C.l/374) were in 
flagrant contradiction to Article 4 of the Charter, 
according to which membership of the United 
Nations was open to all peace-loving States, 
without any preliminary conditions beyond those 
contained in the Charter. A threat was merely 
being directed against Greece's northern neigh­
bours. 

To lay down as a prerequisite for the admission 
of Albania and Bulgaria the adoption of the reso­
lution which was being considered by the First 
Committee, constituted an intolerable attempt 
to exert pressure and was incompatible with both 
the spirit and the letter of the Charter. The 
delegation of the USSR therefore formally opposed 
the Lebanese and Dominican amendments. 

Mr. KISELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) noted that the effect of the Lebanese 
amendment would be to lay do'wn, as a prelimi­
nary condition to the admission of Albania and 
Bulgaria, their acceptance of the four-Power 
resolution, in other words, the conclusions of the 
Special Committee on the Balkans. Such a 
condition could only be regarded as an ultimatum 
and was absolutely inadmissible. 

Had the Lebanese representative forgotten that 
in 1946 in London during the consideration of a 
complaint made by Syria and Lebanon, the 
USSR delegation had supported the Lebanese 
case with determination ? Now, however,· that 
the Lebanon had become a Member of the United 
Nations, it wished to deny admittance to Albania 
and Bulgaria. It could not really be the Govern­
ment and people of the Lebanon that were laying 
down that condition, but simply the represen­
tative of the Lebanon, acting on behalf of a 
certain State. 

Every delegation doubtless had the right to 
submit any documents which might prove the 
alleged guilt of Albania and Bulgaria, but the 

Chapitre II de la Charte et il indique que, selon 
ce texte, tout candidat a !'admission au sein de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies doit remplir 
trois conditions, a savoir : accepter les obligations 
nees de Ia Charte, etre capable de Ies remplir, 
et etre dispose a le faire. Or, ces trois conditions 
seraient-elles remplies si la Bulgarie ou l'Albanie 
ne se soumettaient, pas aux dispositions du projet 
de resolution des quatre Puissances ? En effet, 
Ia Commission speciale a declan\ que les faits 
releves contre la Bulgarie et l'Albanie consti­
tueraient, s'il n'y etait pas mis fin, nne menace a 
l'inctependance et a l'integrite de la Grece et au 
maintien de la paix dans les Balkans. Si cette 
situation ne prenait pas fin, il y aurait de la part 
de l' Albanie et de la Bulgarie un desaveu des 
principes de la Charte, et un refus de remplir les 
obligations qui en decoulent : ne serait-ce pas la 
demonstration que l'Etat interesse ne remplit pas 
les conditions mises a !'admission de tout candidat 
a !'Organisation des Nations Unies ? 

L'amendement du Liban aurait au contraire 
des repercussions favorables pour l' Albanie et la 
Bulgarie si elles se conforment aux dispositions 
de la resolution precitee. 

M. BoGOMOLOV (Union des Republiques socia­
listes sovietiques) declare que l'amendement du 
Liban et l'amendement additionnel soumis par 
la Republique Dominicaine (A/C.l/374) sont en 
contradiction flagrante avec l' Article 4 de la 
Charte, selon Iequel !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies est ouverte a tous les Etats pacifiques sans 
autre condition prealable que celles qui sont 
indiquee dans la Charte. II ne s'agit done que 
d'une menace a l'adresse des voisins septen­
trionaux de la Grece. 

Poser comme condition a !'admission de 
l' Albanie et de la Bulgarie I' adoption de la 
resolution qui est actuellement examinee par la 
Premiere Commission constitue done une pression 
intolerable incompatible avec !'esprit et la lettre 
de la Charte. La delegation de l'URSS s'oppose 
categoriquement aux amendements libanais et 
dominicain. 

M. KISSELEV (Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie) constate que I' amen dement libanais 
aboutit a poser comme condition prealable a 
I' admission de l' Albanie et de la Bulgarie I' appro­
bation par ces deux pays du projet de resolution 
des quatre Puissances, c'est-a-dire des resultats 
des travaux de la Commission speciale pour les 
Balkans. II s'agit d'un veritable ultimatum, 
absolument inadmissible. 

Le representant du Liban aurait-il oublie que, 
en 1946 a Londres, lors de l'examen d'une plainte 
deposee par Ie Liban et Ia Syrie, la delegation 
de l'URSS a soutenu avec acharnement la position 
du Liban ? Or, aujourd'hui, le Liban, etant 
devenu Membre de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies, cherche a interdire l'acces de !'Organisation 
a l'Albanie et a la Bulgarie. Ce ne peut done etre 
veritablement le Gouvernement et le peuple 
libanais qui posent la condition dont il s'agit, 
mais simplement le representant du Liban 
agissant pour le compte d'un certain Etat. 

Sans doute, chaque delegation a le droit de 
presenter tous documents de nature a prouver 
la pretendue culpabilite de l' Albanie et de la 
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question of admitting those two countries to the 
United Nations had no connexion with the Greek 
question, which was the only issue at present 
before the First Committee. Would the Lebanese 
representative agree that a similar ultimatum 
should be presented to Transjordan, for which 
admission to the United Nations was so keenly 
desired by Lebanon ? 

Mr. ARSLAN (Syria) recalled that his delegation 
had always held the widest views on the question 
of the admission of new members, but the Byelo­
russian representative had been wrong to use 
extravagant language in connexion with an amend­
ment relating to the admission of Albania and 
Bulgaria. As regards the services rendered by 
the USSR to Syria and Lebanon, there was no 
object in continually recalling what those countries 
very well knew. 

l\1r. PROCHAZKA (Czechoslovakia) considered 
that the amendment submitted by the Lebanese 
delegation was absolutely unacceptable because 
it was completely incompatible with the principles 
of the Charter. As no such conditions were laid 
down, nor any ultimatum made in the cases of 
other countries requesting admission to the 
United Nations, why should Albania and Bulgaria 
be treated in that way ? It was· an unprece­
dented suggestion having all the flavour of 
a discriminatory measure. The Czechoslovakia 
delegation was most definitely opposed to the 
adoption of the Lebanese amendment. 

Mr. AMMOUN (Lebanon) objected to the lan­
guage used by the Byelorussian representative. 
He declared, moreover, that the reference to the 
Security Council discussion had not been in accord­
ance with the facts because, on that occasion, 
in London, the USSR had used the veto. 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) said 
that his delegation would abstain from voting 
on the Lebanese amendment because it considered 
it superfluous. It was not necessary to ask 
Members of the United Nations to take into 
account the facts indicated in the amendment, 
because they were bound to do so under the 
Charter. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia) pointed out that the 
Charter called upon all States, whether or not 
they were Members of the United Nations, to 
conform to its essential principles. The four­
Power draft resolution violated that principle 
of the Charter. The Lebanese amendment thus 
brought moral pressure to bear upon certain 
States to oblige them to commit the violation 
of the Charter which the adoption of the reso­
lution would constitute, and the majority of the 
Committee was being asked to be a party to that 
violation. The Yugoslav delegation would, there­
fore, oppose the Lebanese amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN put the Lebanese amendment 
to the vote. 

A vote was taken by a show of hands. The 
amendment was rejected by 19 votes to 6, with 
23 abitentions. 

Bulgarie, mais la question de !'admission de 
ces deux pays au sein de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies n'a aucun rapport avec la question 
grecque qui, seule, est actuellement devant la 
Premiere Commission. D'autre part, le repn\­
sentant du Liban admettrait-il que l'on presentat 
un semblable ultimatum a la Transjordanie dont 
le Liban souhaite ardemment !'admission au 
sein de !'Organisation des Nations Unies ? 

M. ARSLAN (Syrie) rappelle que sa delegation 
a toujours fait preuve de la plus grande largeur 
de vues en matiere d'admission de nouveaux 
Membres, mais le representant de la Bielorussie 
a eu tort de se laisser aller a des exces de langage 
a I' occasion d'un amendement relatif a !'admission 
de l'Albanie et de Ia Bulgarie. Quant aux services 
rendus par l'URSS a la Syrie et au Liban, il est 
inutile de rappeler sans cesse ce que ces deux 
pays savent fort bien. 

M. PROCHAZKA (Tchecoslovaquie) considere 
que l'amendement de la delegation du Liban est 
absolument inacceptable parce qu'il se trouve 
en contradiction absolue avec les principes de la 
Charte. Si de semblables conditions ne sont pas 
posees, si un ultimatum n'est pas adresse a tous 
les pays qui demandent a etre admis au sein de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies, pourquoi agir 
ainsi a I' egard de I' Albanie et de la Bulgarie ? 
II s'agirait Ia de quelque chose d'inoui:, d'une 
veritable mesure discriminatoire. La delegation 
de la Tchecoslovaquie s'oppose de la fa<,;on Ia 
plus categorique a !'adoption de l'amendement 
libanais. 

M. AMMOUN (Liban) proteste contre les termes 
de !'intervention du representant de la RSS de 
Bielorussie. II indique, d'autre part, que !'allusion 
faite aux debats du Conseil de securite n'etait 
pas conforme a la realite, puisqu'il y avait eu 
a Londres un veto de l'URSS. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) indique 
que sa delegation s'abstiendra de voter sur 
l'amendement libanais, qu'elle considere comme 
superflu. II n'est en effet pas necessaire de 
demander aux Membres de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies de prendre en consideration les 
faits indiques ici, puisque c'est leur devoir strict 
aux termes de la Charte. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) rappelle que la 
Charte invite tous les Etats, qu'ils soient ou non 
Membres de !'Organisation, a se conformer a ses 
principes essentiels. Or, le projet de resolution 
des quatre Puissances viole ce principe de Ia 
Charte. L'amendement libanais exerce done une 
pression morale sur certains Etats pour qu'ils 
se rendent coupables de cette violation de Ia 
Charte que constituerait !'adoption du proje~ de 
resolution. Quant a la majorite de Ia CommiSSIOn, 
on lui demande de se faire complice de cette 
violation. La delegation de la Yougoslavie 
s'oppose a I'amendement libanais. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement 
libanais. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. L' amen dement est 
rejete par 19 voix contre 6, avec 23 abstentions. 



l\fr. BALAGUER (Dominican Republic) withdrew 
the amendment ·submitted by his delegation. 

Consideration of paragraph 10 of the four-Power 
draft resolution and the Australian amendment 
(A JC.1 /361). 

Mr. KATz-Suc:HY (Poland) reminded the Com­
mittee that criticism of the Special Committee 
on the Balkans, whose activities it was suggested 
should be prolonged, had not come only from 
delegations who opposed the draft resolution of 
the four Powers. The Special Committee had 
exceeded its powers, in particular by setting up 
observation groups. 

Furthermore, as regards sub-paragraphs (a) 
and (c) of paragraph 10, there was an obvious 
contradiction in trying to make a conciliatory 
body out of an observation group, responsible 
for carrying out decisions which were in them­
selves a condemnation of Greece's three northern 
neighbours. The Special Committee had put 
a very peculiar interpretation upon its conciliatory 
function, and now it was that judge, that frontier­
guard, namely, the Special Committee, which 
was to be asked to continue its work of conciliation. 
In fact, the sole object of sub-paragraph (c) was 
to sugar the pill so that the First Committee should 
swallow it more easily, but the true role of the 
Special Committee was indeed that of an observer 
and policeman ordered to hide what was really 
going on in Greece. 

As regardssub-paragraph (b) referring to observ­
ation groups, a remarkable document concerning 
the extension of their activities had been brought 
to the notice of the First Committee. Out of 
40 observers it appeared that there were 13 British, 
12 American, 6 French and 2 Chinese. In 
addition there were 3 Brazilians, 2 Mexic-ans and 
2 Dutchmen, but! neither Pakistan nor Australia 
was represented in the observation groups. Thus 
the object of the authors of the draft resolution 
was clear. In the circumstances, how could one 
speak of a neutral or objective body ? Further­
more, the observers were paid by their Govern­
ments and had not sworn loyalty to the United 
Nations. Finally, the use of United Nations' 
guards had been planned without the First Com­
mittee having been consulted (see AfC.l /377). 

The main obstacle to conciliation on the Greek 
question, apart from United States intervention 
in Greece, was the Special Committee and its 
groups of observers, who were continually adding 
fuel to the flames. 

The Polish delegation, which desired above all 
a speedy settlement of the Greek question, was 
therefore ready ·to support the establishment 
of a body to attempt conciliation within Greece 
itself, in the spirit of the telegram which the First 
Committee had recently received, (A/C.l /376), 
and in the spirit of General Markos : memorandum 
(AJC.1 /350). The Polish delegation could not 
agree to the appointment of a committee whose 
aims were contrary to the Charter of the United 
Nations. 

Mr. DULLES (United States of America) indi­
cated that the four Powers accepted the Australian 

M. BALAGUER (Republique Dominicaine) declare 
retirer l'amendement presente par sa delegation. 

Examen du paragraphe 10 el de l'amendement de 
l' Australie (A JC.l f361). 

M. KATZ-SUCHY (Pologne) rappelle que les 
critiques formulees contre la Commission speciale, 
pour les Balkans dont on veut prolonger l'activite, 
ne sont pas venues seulement des delegations 
qui s'opposent au projet de resolution des quatre 
Puissances. 

La Commission speciale a excede ses pouvoirs, 
notamment par l'etablissement de groupes 
d'observation. 

En ce qui concerne, d'autre part, Jes alineas a) 
et c) du paragraphe 10, il existe une contra­
diction evidente a vouloir faire un organe de 
conciliation d'un organisme d'observation, charge 
de mettre a execution des textes qui constituent 
une condamnation des trois voisins septentrionaux 
de la Grece. La Commission speciale a donne une 
interpretation toute particuliere a ses fonctions 
de conciliation. Et maintenant c'est a ce juge, 
a ce garde-frontiere, que I'on veut demander 
de poursuivre sa tache de conciliation. En realite, 
le seul but de l'alinea c) est de dorer la pilule pour 
que Ia Premiere Commission l'avale plus facilement, 
mais le role veritable de la Commission Speciale 
est bien celui d'observateur et de policier, charge 
de dissimuler ce qui se passe veritablement en 
Grece. 

En ce qui concerne l'alinea b), relatif aux 
groupes d'observation, la Premiere Commission 
a eu connaissance d'un document remarquable 
relatif a !'extension de leurs activites. Or, sur 
40 observateurs, ces groupes d'observation 
comprennent 13 Britanniques, 12 Americains, 
6 Fran-;ais et 2 Chinois, Il y a, en outre, 3Bresiliens, 
2 Mexicains et 2 Hollandais, mais ni Ie Pakistan 
ni l'Australie ne sont representes au sein des 
groupes d'observation. Ainsi apparait clairement 
le but poursuivi par les auteurs du projet de 
resolution. Comment dans ces conditions peut-on 
parler d'un organe neutre, objectif ? De plus, 
ces observateurs sont payes par leurs Gouver­
nements et n'ont pas prete serment de fidelite a 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies. Enfin, l'on a 
prevu !'utilisation de gardes des Nations Unies 
sans que Ia Premiere Commission ait ete consultee 
(voir AJC.l /377). 

Le principal obstacle, en dehors de !'inter­
vention americaine, a une conciliation dans Ia 
question grecque, c'est la Commission speciale 
et ses groupes d'observation, qui n'ont cesse de 
jeter de l'huile sur le feu. 

En consequence, la delegation de la Pologne 
qui souhaite avant tout un prompt reglement 
de !'affaire grecque, est prete a appuyer l'etablis­
sement d'un organisme charge d'une t ache de 
conciliation en Grece meme, dans !'esprit du 
telegramme que la Premiere Commission vient 
de recevoir (A/C.l/376) et du memorandum du 
general Markos (A/C.1f350). La delegation de la 
Pologne ne saurait accepter l'etablissement d'une 
Commission dont les fins sont contraires a Ia 
Charte des Nations Unies. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) indique 
que les quatre Puissances acceptent l'amen-
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amendment, not because they doubted the 
legality of the Special Committee's activities, 
but because they considered it was better to 
limit their approval to the actual reports rather 
than to activities which had not been precisely 
r eported. 

Mr. TARASENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) referring to sub-paragraph (b), of 
paragraph 10 asked what the word " adequate " 
implied and what "personnel" and" equipment" 
the authors of the draft resolution had in mind. 

Mr. BEELER (Yugoslavia), referred to document 
AjC.1j377, "Working Paper prepared by the 
Secretariat and the Executive Officer " ; he 
stated that he had never suggested that that 
document was other than a working paper. Its 
importance arose from the fact that it emanated 
from a subsidiary body of the Special Committee, 
composed of high-ranking American and British 
officers who actually determined the policy to 
b e followed by the Special Committee, particu­
larly in matters concerning observation. That 
fact threw light upon the intentions of the great 
Powers which were exerting themselves so much 
to secure the establishment of another committee. 

The Yugoslav representative asked the First 
Committee to think over paragraph 10 until the 
next day, as it was a complicated paragraph 
including at least three sub-paragraphs. The 
Yugoslav delegation proposed that the discus­
sion should be adjourned. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the motion for 
adjournment. 

A vote was taken by a show of hands. The 
proposal was rejected by 26 voles to one, with 16 abs­
tentions. 

Mr. KATZ-SUCHY (Poland) drew the attention 
of the First Committee to rule 142 of the rules of 
procedure ; since the new proposal concerning 
observation groups would entail an outlay of 
4 to 6 million dollars, the Committee should 
first of all be provided with estimates of the 
proposed expenditure, prepared by the Secretary­
General. 

The CHAIR:\rAN indicated that the procedure 
would be as follows : if the First Committee 
accepted that paragraph, it would refer it to the 
Fifth Committee which would attach a comple­
mentary report to the General Assembly. 

Mr. PROCHAZKA (Czechoslovakia) reminded the 
Committee that his delegation had always consid­
ered the establishment of the Special Committee 
to be contrary to the principles of the Charter. 
Furthermore, no one had refuted the criticism 
directed against the activities of the Special Com­
mittee, and in particular against the military 
nature of the observation groups. How, then, 
could unconditional approval be given to the 
activities of the Special Committee and their 
continuance be considered ? Such a procedure 
would be even less justified now that the plan 
for the military reorganization of the entire staff 
of the Special Committee was known. 

The Czechoslovak delegation associated itself 
with the suggestion made by the representative 
of Poland concerning setting up a committee to 

dement australien, non qu'elles aient un doute 
sur la ligitimite de l'activite de la Commission 
speciale, mais parce qu'elles considerent qu'il 
vaut mieux se horner a approuver des rapports 
concrets que des activites sur lesquelles il n'a 
pas ete fait de rapport precis. 

M. T ARASSENKO (Republique socialiste 
sovietique d'Ukraine) se refere a l'alinea b) du 
paragraphe 10 : que signifie le mot <c necessaire n? 
Quel (( personnel )) et quel (( equipement )) les 
auteurs du projet de resolution ont-ils en vue ? 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) se refere au document 
AjC.1j377, <c Document de travail prepare par 
le Secretariat et le chef du bureau executif )). II 
indique qu'il n'a jamais pretendu que ce document 
fut autre chose qu'un « document de travail». 
Mais ce qui fait son importance, c'est qu'il emane 
d'un organe subsidiaire de la Commission speciale, 
compose d'officiers superieurs americains et 
anglais, qui en realite determinent Ia ligne de 
conduite de la Commission speciale, surtout dans 
sa tache d'observation. Cela jette une lumiere sur 
les intentions des grandes Puissances qui font 
tant d'efforts pour qu'une nouvelle commission 
soit creee. 

Le representant de la Yougoslavie demande 
a la Premiere Commission de reflechir jusqu'au 
lendemain sur ce paragraphe 10, si complexe, 
puisqu'il comporte au moins trois alineas. La 
delegation de la Yougoslavie propose l'ajour­
nement de la discussion. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix Ia motion d'ajour­
nement. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. La proposition est 
rejetee par 26 voix contre une, avec 16 abstentions. 

M. KATz-Sucny (Pologne) attire !'attention 
de la Premiere Commission sur !'article 142 du 
Reglement interieur. Puisque le nouveau plan 
relatif aux groupes d'observation couterait de 4 
a 6 millions de dollars, la Commission doit avant 
tout etre saisie de propositions emanant du 
Secretaire general relativement aux depenses 
envisagces. 

Le PRESIDENT indique que la proced~re. a 
suivre est la suivante : si la Premiere Commrsswn 
vote ce paragraphe, elle devra l'envoyer a la 
Cinquieme Commission, pour qu'elle y joigne un 
rapport complementaire a I' Assemblee . generale. 

M. PROCHAZKA (Tchecoslovaquie) rappelle q~e 
sa delegation a toujours considere que l'etab~s­
sement de la Commission speciale etait contrarre 
aux principes de la Charte. En outre, personne 
n'a refute les critiques qui ont ete faites des 
activites de la Commission speciale et notam~ent 
du caractere militaire des groupes d'observ~twn. 
Comment done pourrait-on approuver sans r~serve 
les activites de la Commission speciale et envrsager 
leur continuation ? Cette procedure serait d'autant 
moins justifiee que l'on connait maintenant le 
plan de reorganisation militaire de tout le 
personnel de la Commission speciale. 

La delegation de Ia Tchecoslovaquie s'asso~ie 
a la suggestion de la Pologne relative a l'etabh~­
sement d'un comite charge d'une tache de concr-
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effect conciliation. It was opposed to the continu­
ation of the activities of the Special Committee 
which served rather as a headquarters in the 
struggle against the Greek People's army than 
as a United Nations commission. 

Mr. KISELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) noted that according to the terms of 
paragraph 10, the Special Committee would 
continue to exercise the functions attributed to 
it in paragraph 9. 

By 1948, the Special Committee had already 
~ost one million dollars, a very heavy burden 
mdeed. For 1949 an expenditure of 4 to 5 million 
dollars was contemplated. In view of that fact, 
it would be fitting, first of all, to examine closely 
the expenditure incurred during 1948 and to 
receive an estimate for 1949. Indeed, in the 
past, the funds of the United Nations had too 
often been spent without due account being taken 
of budgetary estimates. 

As to the political angle, how could the four 
Powers who were sponsoring the draft resolution 
with the obvious support of Mr. Tsaldaris, believe 
that it would bring about an improvement in the 
existing situation in Greece ? Did Mr. Tsaldaris 
not see that the Greek people were still fighting 
just as they had done in the past ? The Greek 
people wished to settle their own affairs, without 
any outside intervention and the draft resolution 
put forth by the four Powers and Mr. Tsaldaris 
would not stifle the indignation of the Greek 
people. 

1\Ir. KISELEV referred to the statement of a 
number of Greek democrats in favour of a peaceful 
solution to the Greek question based on an under­
standing between the different parties and the 
Greek p eople, which would put an end to the 
terror raging in Greece. Did Mr. Tsaldaris not 
see that every time a Greek patriot was beheaded, 
the Greek Government created new enemies 
for itself ? The whole difficulty lay in the fact 
that Mr. Tsaldaris had a false conception of the 
situation in his own country. 

The Byelorussian delegation thought that the 
four-Power draft resolution could in no way contri­
bute to the solution of the Greek problem and 
that the Special Committee would do nothing 
more than add fuel to the flames. The Byelo­
russian delegation stated that it was opposed 
to paragraph 10 of the draft resolution because 
it felt that the Special Committee was an illegal 
body and that there was no valid reason for its 
having been set up. 

Mr. BoGOMOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) reminded the Committee that the USSR 
delegation had already drawn the attention of 
the First Committee and the General Assembly 
to the criticisms which had been made of the 
work of the Special Committee. It had shown very 
clearly that the Special Committee had in no 
way contributed to the solution of the existing 
difficult situation in Greece or in the Balkans ; in 
reality it had only aggravated the situation, 
~specially with regard to relations between Greece 
and its neighbours. 

Even a superficial reading of paragraph 10 
would suffice to show that the errors of the past 
were b eing repeated. The paragraph spoke of 
an order or an injunction, when the General 

liation. Elle s'oppose ala continuation des activites 
de la Commission speciale, qui constitue plutot un 
quartier general de la lutte contre l'armee 
populaire grecque qu'une commission de !'Orga­
nisation des Nations Unies. 

M. KisSELEV (Republique socialist e sovietique 
de Bielorussie) constate que, selon le paragraphe 10 
la Commission speciale continuerait a exercer les 
fonctions qui resultent notamment du para­
graphe 9. 

Or, en 1948, la Commission speciale a deja 
coute un million de dollars : le fardeau est trop 
lourd. En 1949, il s'agirait d'une depense de 4 
a 5 millions de dollars. II conviendrait done tout 
d'abord d'examiner de pres les depenses faites 
en 1948 et de recevoir un devis pour 1949. En effet, 
dans le passe, les fonds de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies ont trop souvent ete depenses 
sans qu'il ait ete tenu compte de previsions 
budgetaircs. 

En ce qui concerne le point de vue politique, 
comment lcs quatre Puissances qui ont presente 
le proj et de resolution - evidemment avec 
l'appui de M. Tsaldaris - peuvent-elles croire 
qu'il en resultera une amelioration des conditions 
actuelles en Grece ? M. Tsaldaris ne voit-il pas 
que le peuple grec lutte toujours comme par le 
passe? Le peuple grec veut regler ses propres 
affaires en dehors de toute influence etrangere et 
ce n'est pas le proj et de resolution des quatre 
Puissances et de J\1. Tsaldaris qui etouffera !'indi­
gnation du peuple grec. 

M. Kisselev se refere a la declaration faite 
par un certain nombre de democrates grecs en 
faveur d'une solution pacifique de la question 
grecque fondee sur !'entente des differents partis 
et du peuple tout entier et destinee a mettre fin 
a la t erreur qui actuellement fait rage. M. Tsaldaris 
ne voit-il pas que chaque fois que l'on coupe Ia 
tete a un patriote grec, le Gouvernement grec 
se cree de nouveaux ennemis ? Tout le mal vient 
de ce que M. Tsaldaris se fait une conception 
fausse de la situation dans son propre pays. 

La delegation de la RSS de Bielorussie considere 
que le projet de resolution des quatre Puissances 
ne saurait constituer une contribution ala solution 
du probleme grec et que la Commission speciale ne 
fera que jet er de l'huile sur le feu. La delegation 
de la RSS de Bielorussie se prononce contre le 
paragraphe 10 du projet de resolution parce 
qu'elle considere que Ia Commission speciale 
est un organe illegal et que sa creation n'avait 
aucun motif valable. 

M. BoGOMOLOV (Union des Republiques socia­
listes sovietiques) rappelle que la delegation de 
I'URSS a deja a plusieurs reprises attire I' attention 
de la Premiere Commission et de I' Assemblee 
generale sur les critiques qui ont ete formulees a 
l'encontre du travail de la Commission speciale. 
Elle a montre de fac;on precise que la Commission 
Speciale n'a nuJlement contribue a resoudre les 
difficultes actuelles en Grece ou dans les Balkans ; 
en realite, elle a aggrave la situation, et a, 
notamment, complique la situation entre la 
Grece et ses voisins. 

Une lecture, meme superficielle, du para­
graphe 10 suffirait a montrer que l'on renouvelle 
les erreurs passees : on parle, en effet, d'un ordre, 

. d'une injonction, alors que l' Assemblee generale 
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Assembly could do no more than make recom­
mendations. The USSR delegation had already 
made proposals concerning the dissolution of the 
Special Committee and it would insist upon those 
proposals since the problem of bringing peace 
to the Balkans could not be solved as long as the 
Special Committee remained in existence. 

Mr. T ARASENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) reminded the Committee that he had 
asked a question concerning the staff and equip­
ment of the Special Committee. What was to be 
understood by the term " equipment " ? Did it 
refer simply to clothing or rather to planes and 
guns ? 

lVIr. CouvE DE MuRVILLE (France) stated that 
as to material matters it had simply been intended 
that things should continue as in the past. 

The CHAin:I1AN put to the vote the Australian 
amendment to paragraph 10. 

At the request of Yugoslavia, the vole was taken 
by roll-call as follows: 

Colombia, having been chosen by lot by the Chair­
man, voted first. 

In favour: Colombia, Cuba, Denmark, Domi­
nican Republic, Egypt, Ethiopia, France, Greece, 
Haiti, Honduras, India, Iran, Iraq, Liberia, 
Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Nicaragua, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, 
Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Sweden, Syria, Turkey, 
Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, United 
States of America, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, 
Afghanistan, Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Bo­
livia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, China. 

Against : Ukrainian Soviet Socialist R epublic, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Yugoslavia, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic. 

Abstaining: Poland. 
The Australian amendment was adopted by 

43 voles to 4, with one abstention. 

Consideration of the four-Power addendum (AJC. 
l j364JCorr.l). 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) stated 
that the purpose of the addition was to emphasize 
the conciliatory nature of the Special Committee 
and to extend its activities in that field, in accord­
ance with the sentiments expressed during the 
general discussion. 

Some delegations had expressed the concern 
that the Special Committee might select persons 
not acceptable to the Governments concerned. 
The authors of the draft resolution took it for 
granted, however, that the Special Committee 
would avoid choosing persons to carry out conci­
liation work who were not persona grata to the 
Governments concerned. 

Mr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) stated that it was abso­
lutely illogical to entrust the task of concilia~ion 
to a committee which would not be recogmzed 
by three of the four countries concerned. If 

ne peut faire que des recommandations. La 
delegation de l'URSS a deja fait des propositions 
relatives a la dissolution de la Commission Speciale 
et elle insistera sur ces propositions, puisque le 
probleme de Ia pacification des Balkans n'est pas 
susceptible de solution tant que la Commission 
demeure en fonctions. 

M. T ARASSENKO (Republique socialiste sovie­
tique d'Ukraine) rappelle qu'il a pose une question 
relative au personnel et a l'equipement de Ia 
Commission speciale. Qu'entend-on par la ? De 
simples vetements, ou bien des avions et des 
canons? 

M. CouvE DE MuRVILLE (France) indique que 
ce qui est envisage, c'est que les choses continuent, 
en ce qui concerne ces questions materielles, 
comme par le passe. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'amendement 
de l'Australie au paragraphe 10. 

Sur la demande de La Y ougoslavie, il esl pro cede 
au vote par appel nominal. 

L' appel commence par la Colombie, dont le nom 
est lire au sort par le President. 

Volent pour: Colombie, Cuba, Danemark, 
Republique Dominicaine, Egyptc, Ethiopie, 
France, Grece, Haiti, Honduras, Inde, Iran, Irak, 
Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexique, Pays-Bas, 
Nouvelle-Zelande, Nicaragua, Norvege, Pakistan, 
Panama, Paraguay, Philippines, Arabie saoudite, 
Suede, Syrie, Turquie, Union Sud-Africaine, 
Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Uruguay, 
Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, Argentine, 
Australie, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, Canada, 
Chili, Chine. 

Valent conlre : Republique socialiste sovietique 
d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques, Yougoslavie, Republique socialiste 
sovietique de Bielorussie. 

S' abslienl : la Pologne. 
L'amendemenl australien est adopte par 43 voix 

contre 4, avec une abstention. 

Exam en de l' additif propose par les qualre 
Puissances (A JC. l j364 Corr.l). 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) indique 
que le but de cet additif est d'acccntuer le 
caractere conciliateur de la Commission speciale 
et d'etendre les possibilites en ce domaine, 0 
conformement au sentiment manifeste au cours 
du debat general. 

Certaines delegations ont exprime la crain~e 
que la Commission speciale puisse faire cho1x 
dans ce domaine de personnes qui ne soient pas 
persona grata au pres des Gouvernements interesses. 
Les auteurs du projet de resolution, pour leur 
part, considerent comme acquis que la Commission 
speciale se gardera de choisir, pour exercer les 
fonctions de conciliation, des personnes dont 
la designation puisse deplaire aux Gouvernement_s 
interesses. 

M. BEBLER (Yougoslavie) declare qu'i~ ~st 
absolument illogique de donner a une comm1sswn 
qui ne sera pas reconnue par trois des quatre 
pays interesses une tache de conciliation. Si l'on 
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there was really a desire to reach a conciliation, 
not only among the Balkan countries but, what 
was more important, between the United States 
and the Greek people, the First Committee would 
have t? appoint a body or a person having no 
connexwn with the Special Committee, of which 
Yugoslavia did not approve, and which i.t would 
never recognize. 

The CHAIR!\1AN put to the vote the four-Power 
addition to paragraph 10 c), which read as follows 

" ... and for this purpose, in its discretion to 
appoint, and utilize the services and good offices 
of one or more persons whether or not members 
of the Special Committee. " 

The vote was taken by a show of hands. The 
addition was adopted by 39 votes to 6, with 2 abs­
tentions. 

The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the para­
graph as a whole, as amended. 

At the request of the representative of Yugoslavia, 
a roll-call vote was taken on each sub-paragraph­
as follows: 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the ftrst sub­
paragraph. 

Honduras, having been chosen by lol by the 
Chairman, voted first. 

In favour: Honduras, India, Iran, Iraq, Liberia, 
Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
~icaragua, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, 
Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Sweden, Syria, Turkey, 
Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, United 
States of America, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, 
Afghanistan, Argentina, Australia, Belgium, 
Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, 
Cuba, Denmark, Dominican R epublic, Egypt, 
Ethiopia, France, Greece, Haiti. 

A.gainst : Poland. 
The following countries did not take part in the 

voting : Ukrainian Sovid Socialist Hepublic, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Hepublics, Yugoslavia, 
Byclorussian Soviet Soeialist Republic and Cze­
choslovakia. 

The first sub-paragraph was adopted by 43 votes 
to one. 

The CHAHUIAN put to the vote sub-paragraph 
(a). 

Sweden, having been drawn by lot by the 
Chairman, voted first : 

In favour : Sweden, Syria, Turkey, Union of 
South Africa, United Kingdom, United States 
of America, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Afghan­
istan, Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, 
Brazil, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Cuba, 
Denmark, Dominican Republic, Egypt, Ethiopia, 
France, Greece, Haiti, Honduras, India, Iran, 
Iraq, L iberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, 
::-\ew Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Pakistan, 
Panama, Paraguay, Philippines, Saudi Arabia. 

The following countries did not take part in the 
voting : Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Yugoslavia, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist _Republic, Czecho­
slovakia, Poland. 

veui reellcment ahoutir a une concilialion, non 
seulemen t entre les pays halkaniqucs, mais, 
ee qui est plus important, entre les Etats-Unis 
et le pcuple grec, il fauclrait designer un organc 
ou nne personne qui n'ait aucune attache avec 
la Commission specialc, que la Yougoslavie 
reprouve ct qn'Plle nc reconna!tra jamais. 

Le Pm;;smE~T met aux voix l'adclitif des 
quatrc Pui~>31mces :m paragraphc 10 c) ; cct 
additif est redigc commc snit : 

(( ... et a cet efTet, de faire appel, dans toutc la 
mesure oil ellc le jugcrait utile, au concours et 
aux bons offices d'une ou plusicurs personnalites 
mcmbres ou non de la Commission speciale. " 

Le vole a lieu a main levee. L' addiiif est ado pie 
par 39 voix conlre 6, avec 2 abstentions. 

Le PRESID,ENT met aux voix !'ensemble du 
paragraphe 10, tel qu'il a etc amende. 

A la demande du representant de Ia Yougoslauie, 
lc vote a lieu alinea par alimia et par appel nominal. 

Le PnESIDENT met aux voix l'alinca premier. 

L'appel commence par le Honduras, doni le 
nom est lire au sort par le President. 

Volent pour: Honduras, Inde, Iran, Irak, 
Liberia, Luxembourg, l\lexiquc, Pays-Bas, 
Nouvellc-Zelande, Nicaragua, Norvege, Pakistan, 
Panama, Paraguay, Philippines, Arabie saoudite, 
Suede, Syrie, Turquie, Union Sud-Africaine, 
Hoyaumc-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amcriquc, Uruguay, 
Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, Argentine, 
Australic, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, Canada, Chili, 
Chine, Colombie, Cuba, Danemark, Republique 
Dominicainc, Egypte, l~thiopic, France, Grece, 
Halti. 

Vote conlre: Pologne. 
Ne prennent pas part au vole: Hepubliqne 

socialistc sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des Repu­
bliques socialistes sovietiques, Yougoslavie, Repu­
bliquc socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie ct 
Tchecoslovaquie. 

Le premier alinea est adopte par 43 voix contre 
zzne. 

Le Pn.EsmENT met aux voix l'alinea a). 

L' appel commence par Ia Suede, doni le nom 
est tire au sort par le President. 

Volent pour: Suede, Syrie, Turquie, Union 
Sud-Africaine, Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d' Ame­
rique, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, 
Argentine, Anstralie, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, 
Canada, Chili, Chine, Colombie, Cuba, Danemark, 
Republique Dominicaine, l~gypte, Ethiop:e 
France, Grece, Haiti, Honduras, Inde, Iran, 
Irak, Lib6ria , Luxembourg, l\fcxique, Pays-Bas, 
Nouvelle-Zelancle, Nicaragua, Norvege, Pakistan, 
Panama, Paraguay, Philippines, Arabic saouditc. 

Ne prennent pas part au vote : Republique socia­
liste sovietique d'Ukrainc, Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiqu.es, Yougoslavie, Republique 
socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie, Tchecos­
lovaquie, Pologne. 
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Sub-paragraph (:1) was adopted by 43 votes. 

The CuAIRMAN put to th e vot<; :mh-pa.ragraph 
(b). 

El Saivador, having been drawn by lot by ihe 
Chairman, was to vote first : 

In favour: El Salvador, E thiopia, France, 
Gr:.;('ce, Haiti, Honduras, India, Iran, Iraq, 
Lih ri::t, L1xembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New 
z~' : : !.·:nd, l'~icamgua, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, 
Pr:r~!t;nay, Philippines, S:>.udi Arabia, Sweden, 
Syria , Tnrk~y, Un~o:c of South Africa, United 
Kingdoe>, Lh itcd States of America, Uruguay, 
\T~'ru·· :-:-.1 ~ T;t~ ~ .. <:' r;1c ::, Afghnnistnn , _:\ :·~r~r:tinr.. , i-\ •. us­
t~·; :: ~ ~ , ~ s ~~~:~L;J, DDli .. -~ 2, ~=1·· .··- ~~ :1 , (~l'·?'ldrr, ChHr, 
China, CclG~nbia, Cuba, i)~,;;-,~_:;~~. ;_; :_ :1:Li•:,m 
R epublic, Egypt. 

The following countries did not ta!~c parl in the 
voting : Ukrainia:1 Scrvict S0e;ali:ot R e;:mblic, 
Union of S()vi~t S'Jci~J:st IlL·;}ubiics, Yugc~Javia, 
By:.: loru:;';i~m Soviet S:)ci:ctlis t RspulJlic, Czeeho­
s!ov?.bu, P<Jbnd. 

Sub-parr:graph (b) was ado pled by {3 votes. 

The Ciu.IR~L\N put to the vote sub-par::gr<1 ph 
(c). 

V enewcla, having teen drawn by lot by the 
Chairmen, voted first : 

In favour: Vcn ::>zueh, Ye:!lE.il, AfghaEistan, 
Argentina, Au;;trnlia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, 
Canad::, Chil e, China, Colombia, Cuba, Denmark, 
Dominic~n Hepublic, Egypt, Ethiopia, France, 
Greece, Haiti, Hond.ur2.s, India, Iran, Iraq, 
Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Pah:istan, Panama, 
Paragtwy, Philippines, Saudi Arabia, S-weden, 
Syria, Turkey, Union of South Africa, United 
Kingdom, United States of America, Uruguay. 

The following countries did not take part in the 
voting : Ukrainian Soviet Socialist R epublic, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Byelorussian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, Czechoslovakia, Yugo­
slavia, Poland. 

Sub-pt:rt:.r;raph (c) zuas r:.~Zopted by 43 votes. 

The CI:An:;,:A>: tl1c;1 pd to the vote; th~~ di'aft 
reso1ut·ion n..., 3 -\ .. ,?hoJc. 

The vole ;;;cs iahcn by a show of hcmds. 

The drnfl rc;;olution as a whole was adopted by 
43 votes. 

Th2 mec:ing rose at 7.15 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND NINETY -FIRST 
l\~EETING 

Held at l!(e Palais de Chaillot, l?c.ris, 
on Vledne.dag, 10 November 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

S:S . Cc:.:Li!:.!.~.lf~tim:. or tb.o diBcl:;.ssion. on 
tF.:_o \;il~' 02~ts to the -political i:n.de­
j?::::::.(te::ca e~3.~.~1 ter~r·itO~ial i11tegrity 
ci Crr8sce 

L'alinca a) est adople par 43 voix. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'alinea b). 

L' appel commence par le Salvador, doni le nom 
est tire a11 sort par le President. 

Volent pour : Salvador, Ethiopie, France, 
Grece, H aiti, Honduras, Inde, Iran, Irak, Liberia, 
Luxembourg, Mexique, Pays- Bas, Nouvelle ­
Zelande, Nicaragua, Norv8ge, Pakistan, Panama, 
Paraguay, Philippines, Arabie saoudite, Suede, 
Syrie, Turquie, Union Sud-Africaine, Royaume­
Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Uruguay, Venezuela, 
Yemen, Afghanistan, Argentine, Australie, Bd­
giqu~, BoliTir, I:1 rC ~; i1, Canada , Chili, Chiae, 
Colombie, Cuba, Dn;;crrLl.rl-:, Repnblique Dor>~i­
nicaine, Egypte. 

Ne prennent pas pari au vote: Rcpubliqu.; 
sociali.>t e sovietique d'tJkraine, Union des Repu­
bliques socialistes sovictiqucs, Yougoslavie, Repu­
bliquc socialiste sovi6tique de Bielorm,sie, Tch6cos­
lo"'-.taquie. Pclognc. 

L'alinea b) est adopte par 43 voix. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix l'alinea c). 

L'appel commence par le Venezuela, doni le 
non est tire au sort par le President. 

Volent pour: Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, 
Argentine, Australie, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, 
Canada, Chili, Chine, Colombie, Cuba, Danemark, 
Republique Dominicaine, Egypte, Ethiopie 
France, Grccc, I--:Ia'iti, Honduras, Inde, Iran, 
Irak, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexique, Pays-Bas, 
Nouvclle-Zelande, Nicaragua, Norvcge, Pakistan, 
Panama, Paraguay, Philippines, Arabie saoudite, 
Suede, Syrie, Turquie, Union Sud-Africaine, 
Royaume-Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Uruguay. 

N e prennent pas part au vote : Republique 
socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des Repu­
bliques socinlistes sovietiques, Republique soc~a­
liste sovietiquc de Bielorussie, TchCcoslovaqmc, 
Yougoslavie, Pologne. 

L'alinea c) esi adopte par 43 voix. 

Le Pmi:siDENT met aux voix l'ens~mble du 
projet de resolut ion. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. 
L'cnsemble du projct de resolution est adople 

par 43 voix. 

La seance est levee a 19 h. 15. 

C:f.~NT-QiJ'ATBE-VINGT-ONZIEl'd'E 
SEliNCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillof, Pm·is, 
le mercredi 10 novs:;<b:·e 1948, a 10 h. 3C. 

Presidcnl: .M. P.-H. SPHK (Belgique) 

53. Suite d.e la discussion sur les 
i'. ~,. .., 'T)o'·:-'·i("r"ua 

lTIOl1aCCS 8_ ~ !l1Ctep6!1U2nCe r .. .:.~ ~ ..... 
et a l'integ:;.·iie te:;.•ritox-iale d~ la 
Gi·ece 
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