
the United Nations forbade a recommendation 
such as that proposed in the USSR draft reso­
lution, then the Charter was meaningless. If 
Mr. Castro really believed that the Assembly 
had no right to make any recommendations 
affecting the internal affairs of a country, he 
should have opposed the adoption of the four­
Power resolution which contained very specific 
recommendations affecting the internal affairs 
of Greece's northern neighbours. 

Mr. K atz-Suchy agreed with previous speakers 
that the statement of the Greek representative 
had made it quite clear that discrimination 
against minorities did exist in Greece. He had 
attempted to justify it by speaking of discrim­
in~tion by Greece's northern neighbours, but 
that vms not t he question. The Committee was 
net discnss.i rcg ttc problem of discrimination 
ago.ir:st m inc::-iLes in general. It was concerned 
only -,,-5th t iw 'Ge'"tment cf mino~~ties in Greece. 
Ev·cryL :::t~ h ~td adrnitted t hat the situation in 
Greece ··.vas very larzely due to her domestic 
policy. Consequently it V¥8.:> essential to adopt 
the proposal coat ained in the USSR draft reso­
lution as a step t owards the solution of the 
Greek problem. 

The meeting rose at 1.05 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND NINETY-SECOND 
MEETING 

H eld at the Palais de Chaiilol, Paris, 
on Vlednesd«y, 10 Novem ter 1948, at 3 p.m. 

Chairman : ~. ir. P.-I-I. SPAAK (Belgium). 

59. C.oati:nuation of the discu.sdon on 
the threats to the politicr.l inde­
·;;e:,.i.de:'l.ce and territorial integrity 
(}! ~3l'~OG6 

REPOHTS OF THE UNITED XATIONS SPECIAL 

COMMITTEE ON THE BALKA!'iS (A/574, A/G'14 
and A /692). 

Continuation of the discussion of the USSR 
draft resolution ( AfC.1 j358fCorr.1). 

Mr. BALAGUER (Dominican Republic) stated 
that the constitution and traditions of his country 
excluded ail discrimination practised either by 
law or- by custom. Two fundamental reasons, 
however, one of a legal and the other of a political 
nature, led his delegation to oppose the third 
operati ve paragraph of the draft resolution of 
the USSH. In the first place, the fo~m in which 
the attempt was being made to impose certain 
specifi c obligations on Greece with regard to 
h~r minorities would constitute an unwarrantable 
interference in affairs which cam~ wit hin the 
domestic jurisdiction of the Greek Government. 
~1areo·.7er, it could be expected that Greece 
should refrain from taking legal measures of 

l'objet du proj et de resolution presente par l'URSS 
est incompatible avec Ia Charte des Nations Unies, 
alors la Charte est denuee de tout sens. Si M. Castro 
croit reellement que l'Assemblee n'a pas le droit 
de faire des recommandations ayant trait aux 
affaires interieures d'un pays, il aurnit du s'opposer 
a l'adoption de la resolution presentee par les 
quatre Puissances et qui contient des recomman­
dations expresses ayant trait aux affaires 
interieures des voisins septentrionaux de la 
Grece. 

M. Katz-Suchy pense, comme les orateurs 
precedents, que la declaration du representant 
de Ia Grece a fourni Ia preuve que la Grece applique 
effectivement des mesures discriminatoires contre 
les minorites. Le representant de la Grece a 
essaye de justifier cet etat de chases en parlant 
des mesures discriminatoires qui auraient ete 
prises p:1r les voisins septentrionaux de la 
Grece ; mais la n'est pas Ia question. La Commis­
sion nc discutc pas le probleme des mesures 
discriminatoires prises contre les minorites en 
general. Elle s'occupe uniquement du traitement 
auquel on soumet les minorites en Grece. Tout 
k mond~ ::dmet aue la :- i tua1.im e:J. Grece est due 
en grande parli~. a !a politlque interieure de 
ce pays. P :1r consequent, il est indispensable 
d'adoptcr la proposit ion contenue dans le projet 
de resolution de l'URSS, afin de contribuer a la 
solution du probleme grec. 

La seance est levee :1 13 h. 05. 

CENT-QUATRE;-VINGT-DOUZIElv!E 
SEANCE 

T en uc au Palais de Chaiilol, Paris, 
le mercredi 10 noucmbre 1948, a 15 hcures. 

President : l.\L P. H. SPAAr< (Bl'Igique). 

59. Suite de la discu::>sion sur les 
m.ene,ces a l 'indepsndanco polit.i.que 
et a l'integrite te::."l'itor·iale de la 
Grece 

RAPPORTS DE LA COMMISSION SPECIALE DES 

NATIONS UNIES POUR LES BALKAI'\S (A i574, 
A/644 ET A/692). 

Suite de la discussion du projet de resolution 
de l'URSS (AfC.1 f358. Carr. 1). 

M. BALAGUER (Republique Dominicaine) 
rappelle que la constitution et les traditions de 
son pays exclucnt to~1te discrimination, q u'elle 
s'opere par le moyen des lois ou des coutumes. 
Toutefois, deux raiso;Js essentielles, l'unc de 
caractere juridiquc ct !'autre de caractere poli­
tique, amenent la delegation de la H.cpubliquc 
Dominicaine a se prononcer contre lc t roisieme 
para;zraplw du dispositif ciu projet de resolution 
de l'UTISS. En premier licu, la forme sous l::tquclle 
on veut imposer certaines oblig:1tions parti­
culieres a Ia Grece, en ce qui concerne ses minorites , 
constituerait une ingerence inadmi~~ible . dans 
des affaires qui relevent de la competence nutwnale 
du Gouvernemcnt grcc. D'autre part, ce que l'on 
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discrimination , such as depriving those minorities 
of political ri ghts. However, n decision to t h e 
eHect Lhat Grel:'k should he the or.Jy lr.n guage 
m ed in public schools ::1nd in oJ!icial do(·unwnts 
did not in ~my 'yay eons1itt. tc an act of discr im­
ination. For, as Henan had said, language 
was nn essent inl feature in t he ethnic physi og­
nomy of a cou ntry and the GoYernm,~nt of that 
country had not 0 11ly the r ight hut the duty 
to combat lhe di sinte-gration of its nationn! 
uni i y. 

If it were in re::1lit y a question of discrimination 
lJ :::scd on r acial or rel igiot's causes, his delega ti on 
would b e the first to vote for the paragraph Hnder 
consideration. The Dominican Republic, which 
had had to struggle to maintain its national 
identity, would, however, for the r easons stated, 
vote against the third opcratiYe paragraph of 
the uSSR draft r esolution . 

::\Ir. .JHIE::-IEZ DE AH ECHAGA (Uruguay) Eitated 
that, for the reasons which had already been 
put forward by several other delegations, the 
Urnguay an delegation had to explain why it 
was opposed to the paragraph under diccussion. 
That should not he tak en to mean thnt Uruguay 
\Yas not radically opposed to all discrimination 
or that, in this case, it considered there would 
be interference in aiTairs \vhich came essentinlly 
within the domestic juriEdiction of a St ::1te. 

The r eal r eason was that the First Committee 
was n ot com;>etent to t ake a deeision in that 
connc:xion at the present ,,t age. The report 
of the United Nati ons Special Commit-::ce on the 
B alkans, parngr:1pl1 S3 (A/57,1) st ated, in fact, 
that the Special Committee was corrtine ing to 
study the whole problem of minorities in Greece 
and was no t y et prepared Lo submit its 
conclusions. If the Speci::l Committee could 
not come to :~ny conclusions on t he subj ec t, 
how could the Fi rst Committee do ~; o ? It was 
only logical therefore that the text proposed on 
that question by the U SSH delegation sh ould be 
rejected. That ,youlcl not in a ny way imply a 
passive attitude towards the problem, since 
the Special Committee would con tinue lo study 
the matter. 

l\Jr. BEBLER (Yugoslavia) said that the repre­
sentative of the Dominican Ri~public had disputed 
the right of national minorities to their own 
language. Such an attitude was absolutely 
contrary to the Charter. 

The r epresentative of the Dominican R epublic, 
in order to justify his assertion t hat national 
minorities should be deprived of the right t o 
use their mvn language, h ad maintained that 
that did not const itute a civic right. However, 
the Greek Go;-ernment went still further and 
disputed the right of national minorities t o r eside 
in t heir nat ive vill:lges. It was known unrler 
what condit! ons the Albanian national minority, 
the Chams, had been obliged to leave Greece. 
The rig ht of t he Maeedonian national minority 
t o remain in its villages was also being disputed . 
The Prefect of Greek Macedonia, l\Ir. Bonis, had 
taken the initiative in dispersing the Macedonians 
and in sending them to other par ts of Greece, 

pent a ttendrc deJa Grece, c'est qu'elle s'abs~ienne 
de prendre des me~ ;ure:; legales de discrimination 
t d les que 1~, privntion des droits politiques. Mais 
le Ia i L de deLidcr que , dans les ecoles pubEqucs 
on rlans la r ec1action des documents officieh, 
le gree Ecra b ~c u le langue employee, ne con:titue 
nnllrment un ade de ct iscrimination. C'est que, 
comme Hcn:m 1":1 eli t, la langue consti ~ ue un 
t rait essent iel de l:l physionomie t echnique d'un 

1 
pays ct q <Je ie gonvernement de cc pays a non 
~; eulrme:: L le droit rnais lc devoir de s'oppcser a 
la clL~~:i n tcgr::tti on de son unite nationalc. 

S'il ~; 'agissait d fcctivemcnt d'une discrimination 
fondcc ~m r la race ou la religion, b delegation de 
la Rcpulllique dominic:Jinc serait la premiere i:t 
voter pour le paragraphc en question. I\lais la 
Hepnbliqne Dominicainc, qui a dii elle-meme 
lutter pour m <Ji n lcnir sa personnalite nationale, 
votera, pour les raisons indiquees, contre lc 
t roisieme pamgra phe du dispoo.itif du projet de 
la r esolution de l'UHSS. 

1\J. JmENEZ D E ARECHAG A (Uruguay) declare 
q ue, p our ll~S rai sons qui ont deja ete indiquees 
JJar un cert ain nombre d'aut res delegations, Ia 
delegation de l'Uruguay doit ex pliquer pourquoi 
elle sc prononce contre le paragraphe en discussion. 
Ccla ne signi fi e nullement que l'Uruguay ne 
soit pas ra dic~:lcment oppose a toute discri­
minatioa, ou qu 'il considere que, dans ce cas, il 
y a intervention dans les aiTaircs qui relevent 
essen ticllemcnt de la compet ence nationale d'un 
Etat. 

La raiwn, c'est que Ia Premiere Commission 
n'est pas :i meme, a l'heure actuelle, de prendre 
nne decision en cette matiere. En effet, on pent 
lire au p:uagraphc gg du rapport de la Commi~sion 
~pecia l c des Nations Unies pour lcs Balkans 
(A/574) que cet organisme continue a etudier le 
probleme des minorites en Grece dans son e~sembl~ 
et ne pcut encore pre::enter :oes concluswns. S1 
dou~ Ia Commission specialc n'est pas a meme 
tl'nrriver u des conclusions sur cctte question, 
comment la Premiere Commission pourrait-ellc 
lc faire ? L a logiquc exige done que l'on _rcj e_tte 
le te}:te propose en cettc m atiere par la delegatwn 
de l'U HSS, ce qui n'implique d'ailleurs nullemcnt 
une ::Jttitude passive a l'cgard de ce probleme 
puisque la Commission speciale poursuivra son 
c [:UUC de la qHestion. 

i\1. B EELER (Yougoslavie) declare que le repre~ 
sentant de la Hcpublique Dominicaine a conteste 
le droit des minorites nationales a leur langue. 
Une t elle att itude est absolumcnt contraire a 1:1 
Charte. 

Sans doute, Ic reuresentant de la Republique 
Dominicaine, pour {ust ifier son affirmation selon 
laquelle les minorites nationales devraien.t etre 
privces du droit a I' usage de leur langue, a pretend_u 
qu'il ne s'agissait pas la d'un droit civique. l\!ms 
lc Gouvernement grec va plus loin; il va_meme 
j usqu'a contest er le droit des minorites na~wnalcs 
a resider dans leur village natal. On sad d~ns 
quellcs conditions la minorite nationale alban?IEe 
des Tchams a du quitter la Grece ; et quant a ~a 
minorite nationale macedonicnne, on es,::nc 
egalement de lui contester le droit de rester dans 
scs villages. C'est le prcfet de Ia Macedoine grecque, 
M. Bonis qui a pris !'initiative de disperser lcs 

' d' tres Maeedoniens et de les envoyer dans au -
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each family to a different village. That dha 
taken place in 1946 ; since then, however, that 
initiat ive had been assumed by the Athens 
Government ; it had been successfully carried 
out solely because there had been a shortage 
of transport and because UNRRA, which had been 
approached on the matter, had been dissolved 
and the United Kingdom Economic Mission had 
not complied with the Greek Government's 
request. 

It could be seen therefore that the right of 
natio~al minorities to their own language and 
th~ n ght to r eside in their own villages was 
bemg disputed. It was rather surprising then 
that t h e representative of El Salvador did not 
seem to be aware of the Greek Government's 
policy in that connexion since even the reports 
of the Special Committee had noted that state 
of affairs. 

The representative of the Dominican Republic 
had spoken of interference in affairs which came 
within Greece's domestic jurisdict ion. Would it, 
ho\vever, be acknowledged that the Special 
Committee which had studied t he situation of 
national minorities and made a report on that 
problem had been guilty of such interference ? 
Why did the Dominican Republic not condemn 
the Spedal Committee for its activities in that 
field ? Since all the arguments brought forward 
by those opposed to the USSR t ext were clearly 
unfounded, the First Committee should not 
hesitate to adopt the paragraph under discussion. 

General RoMuLo (Philippines) thought that, 
in order to have an accurate conception of the 
paragraph, it had to be considered in conjunction 
with the first two operative paragraphs which 
had already been approved and with vvhich it 
constituted a whole. Those two paragraphs aimed 
at promoting methods of reconciliation and, if the 
third paragraph were interpreted in the same 
spirit, it would become clear, in his delegation's 
opinion, that there was no question of a finding 
of guilt which, moreover, his delegation was 
convinced, would not in any way be justified. 

It was in that spirit that his delegation would 
vote in favour of the third paragraph of the 
USSR draft r esolution, for it was true to say, 
generally speaking, that the removal of all 
measures of discrimination would be desirable 
in order to eliminate certain factors which were 
at the root of the present difficulties. Since 
the draft resolution which had already been 
adopted had recommended to Albania, Bulgaria 
and Yugoslavia that they should do certain 
things or should desist from doing certain things 
Greece should not take umbrage if certain 
recommendations were made to her in the 
interest of re-establishing peaceful relations in 
the Balkans. Moreover, his delegation could 
not withhold its support from a text which 
reaffirmed the fundamental principles of the 
Charter, and it would always be favourably 
disposed towards everything done for the pro­
tection of minorities wherever they were to be 
found. 

Mr. WILSON (New Zealand) stat ed that he 
could not support the text relating to the Albanian 

regwns de la Grece, a raison d'unc famille par 
village. Cela s'est passe en 1946 mais, depuis lors, 
cette initiative a ete reprise par le Gouvcrnement 
d'Athenes et si elle n'a pas ete menee a bonne fin, 
c'est uniquemcnt parce que les transports ont 
manque et parce que l'UNRRA, a laquclle une 
demande avait ete adressee, avait e te dissoute, 
et que la mission economique britannique n'avait 
pas donne suite a la requete du Gouvernement 
grec. 

Ainsi, on conteste aux minorites nat ionales le 
droit a leur langue et le droit de resider dans leurs 
villages. Et il est assez surprenant que le repre­
sentant du Salvador ait paru ne pas etre informe 
de cette politique du Gouvernement grec puisque 
les rapports deJa Commission spcciale eux-memes 
constatent cet etat de chases. 

En ce qui concerne la Republique Dominicaine, 
ellc parle d'intervcntion dans des affaires qui 
relevent de Ia competence nationale de la Grece. 
Mais, reconnaltra-t-on alors que la Commission 
speciale, qui a examine la situation des minorites 
nationales et fait rapport sur ce probleme s'est 
rendue coupable d'une semblable intervention ? 
Pourquoi la Republique Dominicaine ne con­
damne-t-clle pas la Commission speciale pour ses 
agissements en ce domaine ? Tous les arguments 
presentes par les adversaires du texte de l'URSS 
ctant manifestement sans aucun fondement, il 
ne reste plus a la Premiere Commission qu'a 
adopter Ie paragraphe en discussion. 

Le gem\ral RoMuLo (Philippines) considere 
que, pour se faire une idee exacte de ce para­
graphe, il est necessaire de le rapprocher des deux 
paragraphes precedents du dispositif, qui ont 
deja ete approuves et avec lesquels il constitue 
un ensemble. Or, ces deux paragraphes visent a 
favoriscr la conciliation et, si l'on interprete dans 
le meme esprit le troisieme paragraphe, on 
conviendra, comme la delegation des Philippines 
est amenee a le faire, qu'il ne s'agit nullement d'un 
verdict de culpabilite, qui d'ailleurs, la delegation 
des Philippines en est convaincue, ne serait 
nullemcnt justifie. 

C'est dans cet esprit que les Philippines votcront 
pour le troisieme paragraphe du projet de reso­
lution de l'URSS. Il est vrai de dire, d'une maniere 
generale, que !'elimination de toute mesure de 
discriminat ion est m\cessaire si l'on veut remedier 
a certains des facteurs qui sont a l'origine des 
difficultes actuelles. De meme qu'en vertu du 
proj et de resolution qui a deja ete adopte, il est 
recommande a l'Albanie, a la Bulgarie et a la 
Yougoslavie de faire ou de cesser de faire certaines 
chases, la Grece ne saurait se formaliser de ce 
qu'on lui ad resse certaines recommandations 
dans !'interet du retablissement de relations 
pacifiques dans les Balkans. En outre, la dele­
gation des Philippines ne saurait refuser son 
appui a un text e qui reaffirme les principes fonda­
mentaux de la Charte, et elle sera toujours 
favorable a tout ce qui peut tendre a assurer la 
protection des minorites oil qu'elles se trouvent. 

M. WILSON (Nouvelle-Zelande) declare qu'il 
ne pcut se rallier au texte relatif aux minorites 
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and :\1acedonian minorities. If a minority 
problem existed in Greece, the only possible 
solution was a long-term one, which \vould call 
fo!' protracted discussions, as the experience 
of the League of Nations had shown. Moreover, 
tlw~e problems doubtless also existed in other 
Balkan countries. Finally, it would not be 
opportune to make a recommendation on a 
subject which would be covered by the recom­
mendation the Assembly would make in connexion 
with human rights. 

There was, however, yet another reason for 
which his delegation could not approve the 
third operative paragraph of the USSR proposal : 
the item on the agenda of the First Committee 
was " Threats to the political independence and 
territorial integrity of Greece ", which \vas a 
question with a more limited scope than the 
Greek problem in general. 

It should be added that the recommendation 
at present under consideration appeared in a 
context \\·hich was unacceptable to his delegation. 
That would prevent it from approving that 
recommendation even if it \Wre justified. i'. i 

l\Ir. CooPEn (Liberia) said that the Charter 
rightly condemned discrimination, for, in the 
past, discrimination had been the cause of 
catastrophes such as the breaking-up of Austria­
Hungary and the conflicts which had arisen in 
the l\Iidclle East. 

It was, moreover, impossible to assert that 
the adoption of the paragraph under discussion 
would constitute interference in the internal 
affairs of a State. What, then, could be said 
of the draft declaration of human rights ? Such 
an attitude would tend to encourage the recurrence 
of events such as the persecutions directed against 
the Jews. 

His delegation fully sympathized with the 
position of the Greek delegation, but it was of 
the opinion that peace and harmony could not 
exist bet\vecn nations when minorities were 
deprived of their rights. ·when minorities were 
persecuted," it generally resulted in the birth 
of nc\Y States. 

1\fr. l\IcKEIL (United Kingdom) took note of 
the declaration of principle made by the Liberian 
representati\·e. He considered it extremely 
doubtful, however, whether any positive 
conclusion could be reached in that conncxion 
with regard to Greece. The paragraph under 
consideration did in fact assert that not only 
did minorities exist, but that there were two 
types of nationalities, and that the Greeks had 
been guilty of discriminating against them and 
persecuting them. In other words, the USSR 
draft resolution implied that the persecution of 
those non-Greek minorities was responsible in 
part for the situation existing on the northern 
frontiers of Greece. 

The terms of reference of the Special Committee 
in that connexion should, however, be borne 
in mind : to study the practicability of a volun­
tary transfer of minorities. That was a difficult 
soltrtion, but one for which precedents existed. 

[ albanaise et maccdonienne. S'il existe en Grece 
un prob1emc de minorites, il n'est susceptible que 
d'une solution a long termc, ce qui necessite de 
tres longues discussions, ainsi que Ie montre 
!'experience de la Societe des Nations. D'autre 
part, ces problemes doivent exister egalement 
dans d'autres pays balkaniques. Enfin, il ne 
serait pas opportun de formuler nne recom­
mandation sur un sujet dont traitera la rccom­
manclation eventuelle de l'Assemblee generale 
relative aux droits de l'homme. 

1\Iais il existe encore une autre raison pour 
laquelle I a delegation de la N ouvelle-Zelande ne 
peut approuver le troisieme paragraphe du 
dispositif de Ia proposition de l'URSS. En effet 
le point a l'orclre du jour de la Premiere Com­
mission s'enonce comme suit : «Menaces a l'inte­
grite territoriale et a l'independance politique de 
Ia Grece ''· C'est la une question plus limitee que 
le prohlcme grec clans son ensemble. 

II faut ajouter egalement que la recom­
mandation qui est actuellement examinee figure 
dans un contexte qui n'est pas approprie et 
qui empecherait la delegation de la Nouvelle­
Zelande de !'accepter meme si cette recom­
mandation Ctait justifiee. 

M. CoOPER (Liberia) declare que c'est a juste 
titre que la Charte condamne toute discrimination. 
En cfiet, dans Ie passe, la discrimination a ete a 
l'origine de catastrophes telles que la dislocation 
de 1' Autriche-Hongrie et les conflits qui sont 
survenus dans le Moyen-Orient. 

II est, d'autre part, impossible de dire que 
!'adoption du paragraphe en discussion consti­
tuerait unc intervention dans les affaires 
interieures d'un Etat, car alors, qu'en serait-il 
de la declaration des droits de l'homme? Un tel 
etat d'esprit serait de nature a preparer lc retour 
d'evenements semblables aux persecutions clout 
les J uifs ont ete victimes. 

La delegation du Liberia est en parfaite sym­
pathie avec Ja position de la delegation de ~a 
Grcce, mais elle considere qu'il ne peut y av01r 
ni paix ni harmonic entre les nations la ou le~ 
minorites sont privees de leurs droits. Ce qm 
survient generalement lorsqu'on persecute les 
minorites, c'est que l'on assiste a la naissance 
de nouveaux Etats. 

M. Mr::NmL (Royaume-Uni) prend note de la 
declaration de principe qui a ete faitc) par le 
representant du Liberia, mais il considcre c.omm~ 
extremement douteux que l'on puissc arnver a 
aucune conclusion positive en cette matiere, en 
ce qui concerne Ia Grece. En fait, le paragraphe en 
discussion affirme que l'on se trouve en presence, 
non pas sculement de minorite8, mais de deux 
nationalites ct que les Grccs se sont rendt~s 
coupables de mesures discriminatoires ct de per.se­
cutions :en d'autres termes, le projet de resolutiOn 
de l'URSS tend a montrer que les persecutions 
de ces minorites non e;recques seraient, dans une 
certaine mesure, responsables de la situation aux 
frontieres septentrionales de la Grece. , . 

Mais que !'on se souvienne clu mandat qu.~vm: 
regu la Commission speciale en cette ma~1ere · 
etudier la possibilite d'un transfert volontmr~ d~ 
minorites. C'est la une solution delicate ma1s a 
laquelle il y a des precedents. Or, on lit au para-

530 



Paragraph 87 of the report of the Special Com­
mittee stated that a sub-committee had been 
established to study problems of r efugees and 
minorities, but that it had been impossible to 
complete the preliminary work in that field by 
a thorough and impartial investigation, since 
only the Greek Government had been willing to 
co-operate. Thus, delegations which had empha­
sized the need for an impartial study would 
have to admit that in that particular case, that 
condition could not be fulfilled. That was the 
conclusion drawn by the Special Committee 
itself in paragraph 99 of the report, where it 
declared that it was not in a position to state 
its views. 

Further, the supplementary report cf the 
Special Committee (A/644) stated that, in the 
circumstances, it had been impossible to ascertain 
"·ith any accuracy the real desires of the Greek 
Sla\·ophones, and that, accordingly, when 
conditions permitted, an invr 'tigation should 
be carried out. In view of t. e fact that the 
Special Committee had admitted that it had 
been unable to establish the facts, how could 
the implication in the paragraph under consid­
eration be accepted ? As! a matter of fact, it 
was a complex problem, with a long history, 
and it should be recognized that there was 
nothing in the evidence supplied by the Special 
Committee which would suggest that there was 
the slightest justification for the implication 
in the USSR draft resolution that the Greek 
Government ·was blameworthy. For that reason, 
the United Kingdom delegation would vote 
against the paragraph in question. 

:\lr. SoHLMAN (Sweden) stated that the Swedish 
delegation would vote against the paragraph 
because the recommendation therein was 
addressed to only one of the parties concerned. 
As had been shown by the position taken by 
the Swedish delegation during the discussion on 
human rights, Sweden favoured the principle of 
non-discrimination in regard to national minor­
ities. However, in the present instance, that 
principle was being applied in a restrictive sense, 
unilaterally, and that could not be accepted. 

l\Ir. BoGOl\IOLov (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Rqublics) noted that the discussion had shown 
the interest taken by the various delegations in 
that paragraph of the USSR draft resolution. 

The question was actually very simple. The 
text took note of the fact that there was discrim­
ination against the national minorities of 
Albanian and :\1acedonian origin living on Greek 
territory, and accordingly recommended that the 
Greek Government should take action in order 
to nut an end to that discrimination. What 
was· there in that to justify a long discussion, 
unless it were perhaps the fact that the paragraph 
was embodied in a resolution submitted by the 
USSR? 

The delegations which had defended the 
riaht of the Greek Government to take such 

0 . 

discriminatory measures had done so 111 three 
different w:ays. The crudest method had 

graphe 87 du rapport de Ia Commission speciale 
qu'un sous-comite a ete cree afin d'etudier le 
probleme des refugies et des minorites, mais 
qu'il a ete impossible d'achever les travaux 
preliminaires - une enquete impartiale et 
approfondie - du fait que seul le Gouvernement 
grec etait pret a cooperer. Aimi, les delegations 
qui ont insiste sur la necessite d'une etude 
impartiale devront reconnaitre que dans ce cas 
particulier, cette condition n'a pu etre remplie. 
C'est la conclusion que tire la Commission spcciale 
elle-meme au paragraphe 99 du Rapport, 
lorsqu'elle se declare hors d'etat Ce sc prononcer. 

De plus, Ie rapport supplementaire de la 
Commission specialc indique (A/644) que, etant 
donne les circonstances, ii n'a pas ete possible 
d'etablir de fa<;on precise les desirs reels des 
Grecs slavophones et que, en. consequence, une 
enquete devrait etre menee lorsque les circons­
tances le permettraient. Comment done, alors que 
la Commission speciale reconnait qu'elle n'a pu 
etablir les faits, accepter la these impliquee dans 
le paragraphe en discussion? En realite; il s'agit 
d'un probleme complexe, et qui a une longue 
histoire et il faut reconnaitre que rien, dans Jes 
donnees fournies par Ia Commission speciale, ne 
permet de justifier le moins du monde le blame 
au Gouvernement grec qu'implique le projet de 
resolution de l'URSS. En consequence, la dele­
gation du Royaume-Uni votera contre le para­
graphe en discussion. 

M. S0HLMAN (Suede) declare que la delegation 
suedoise votera contre le paragraphe, en raison 
du fait que la recommandation qu'il contient · 
n'est adressee qu'a l'une des parties interessees. 
Ainsi qu'il ressort de !'attitude adoptee par sa 
delegation au cours des debats sur les droits de 
l'homme, la Suede est en faveur du principe 
de non-discrimination en ce qui concerne les 
minorites nationales. Toutefois, il s'agit en 
l'occurence d'une application limitative, uni­
laterale, de ce principe, et cela ne saurait etre 
accepte. 

M. BoGOMOLOV (Union des Republiques socia­
listes sovietique) constate que les debats ont 
montre !'interet que portent les difierentes 
delegations a ce paragraphe du projet de reso- . 
lution de l'URSS. 

La question est en realite tres simple. Le texte 
prend note du fait qu'il y a discrimination contre 
lcs minorites nationales d' origine albanaise et 
macCdonienne qui vivent en territoire grec et, 
en consequence, recommande au Gouvernement 
grec de faire en sorte que cette discrimination 
prenne fin. Qu'y a-t-il hl. qui justifie de longs 
debats, si ce n'est peut-etre le fait que ce para­
graphe figure dans une resolution proposee par 
l'URSS. 

Les delegations qui ont defendu le droit du 
Gouvernement grec a prendre ces mesures de 
discrimination s'y sont prises de trois manieres 
differentes. La methode la pins primitive a 
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consisted in declaring that it constituted inter­
vention in the internal affairs of Greece ; but 
in that case, questions of discrimination could 
never be dealt with without giving rise to accu­
sations of intervention in the internal affairs 
of a State being made. A second group of 
delegations had used arguments which, if not 
more serious, were at least more complex, as 
they had stated that they were opposed to any 
discrimination, but that, in the present case, 
measures to eliminate it constituted intervention 
in the internal affairs of Greece. However 
illogical that attitude might be, it had at least 
brought forth a statement of principle opposing 
any discrimination. A third method had been 
used by the United Kingdom representative, 
who had spoken neither of intervention nor 
discrimination, but had simply stated that the 
question had not had sufficient study. 

As a matter of fact, none of those methods, 
all three of which recognized the Greek Govern­
ment's right to take discriminatory measures 
against Greek nationals of Albanian or Mace­
danian origin, were really sound. All democratic 
Powers which were Members of the United 
Nations should therefore express their unanimous 
condemnation of any discrimination against 
national minorities. And the USSR delegation 
had noted with particular satisfaction that 
some delegations had declared themselves in 
favour of the paragraph in question, precisely 
because of the need to oppose any discrimination 
based on ethnic grounds, wherever it might be 
practised. 

Mr. ARSLAN (Syria) stated that the principle 
of abolishing discrimination against minorities 

·was absolutely right. But the question had 
already been discussed by other bodies and 
concrete decisions had been taken. Moreover, 
the principle should be generally applied, and 
the problem was such that a special session 
might be required to solve it. 

It was true that the problem did not even 
exist in some countries ; thus, in Syria, all racial 
and religious minorities were represented in 
Parliament, and the leader of the Syrian delegation 
represented a religious minority numbering 
scarcely 2,000. But the fact should be borne 
in mind that it was precisely the conduct of 
those minorities themselves towards their native 
land which enabled Governments or majorities 
to grant them equal rights. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the third 
operative paragraph of the USSR draft resolution. 

A vote was taken by a show of hands. 
The paragraph was rejected by 21 votes to 13, 

with 19 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN made it clear that the recom­
mendation in the fourth operative paragraph 
applied only to the recommendations which 
had been previously adopted. 

A vote was taken by roll-call as follows : 
Lebanon, having been drawn by lot by the 

Chairman, voted first. 

consiste a dire qu'il s'agissait 1:1 d'une intervention 
dans les affaires interieures de la Grece; mais 
alors, I' on ne pourrait jamais traiter des questions 
de discrimination sans etre accuse d'intervenir 
dans les affaires interieures d'un Etat. Un 
deuxieme groupe de delegations a use d'arguments 
sinon plus serieux, du moins plus complexes 
puisqu'elles ont declare qu'elles etaient opposees 
a toute discrimination, mais que dans le cas 
present, il s'agissait d'une intervention dans les 
afiaires interieures de la Grece. Toute illogique 
qu'elle soit, cette attitude comporte au mains 
une declaration de principe hostile a toute 
discrimination. Une troisicme methode a ete 
celle du representant du Royaume-Uni, qui n'a 
parlc ni d'intervention, ni de discrimination, mais 
s'est borne a dire que la question n'avait pas ete 
suffisamment etudiee. 

En realite, aucme de ces methodes, qui tendent 
toutes trois a rr onnaitre au Gouvernement grec 
le droit de pren .re des mesures discriminatoires 
contre les citoyens grecs d'origine albanaise 
ou macedonienne, n'est veritablement serieuse. 
L'unanimite devrait done se faire parmi toutes 
les Puissances democratiques qui sont Membres 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies pour 
condamner toute discrimination contre les mino­
ritcs nationales. La delegation de l'URSS a 
constate avec une satisfaction particuliere que 
certaines delegations se sont declarees en faveur 
du paragraphe en dicussion, en invoquant preci­
sement la necessite de combattre toute discrimi­
nation fondee sur des motifs d'ordre ethnique, 
ou qu'elle s'exerce. 

M. ARSLAN (Syrie) declare que le principe est 
tout a fait juste qui veut que toute discrimination 
exercee contre des minorites doive disparaitre. 
Mais c:>tte question a deja etc discutee par 
d'autres organismes et des decisions concretes 
ont deja cte prises. D'autre part, l'application 
de ce principe doit etre generale et il s'agit la d'un 
probleme tel qu'il faudrait peut-etre une session 
extraordinaire pour en venir a bout. 

Il est vrai que dans certains pays, le probleme 
n'existe meme pas : c'est ainsi qu'en Syrie toutes 
les minorites de race et de religion sont representees 
au Parlement et que le chef de la delegation 
syrienne represente une minorite religieuse d'a 
peine 2.000 ames. Mais il ne faut pas perdre de 
vue que ce qui permet a un Gouvernement ou 
a unc majorite d'accorder l'egalite de droit aux 
minorites, c'est precisement la conduite de ces 
minorites elle-memes envers leur patrie. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le troisieme para­
graphe du dispositif du projet de resolution de 
l'URSS. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. 
Par 21 voix contre 13, avec 19 abstentions, l~ 

paragraphe est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT precise que la recommandation 
contenue dans lc quatrieme paragraphe du 
dispositif s'applique uniquement aux recomman­
dations precedentes qui ont ete adoptees. 

Le vote a lieu par appel nominal. 
L'appel commence par le Liban, doni le nom est 

tire au sort par le President. 
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In favour: Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, , 
i\etherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Pakistan, 
Panama, Philippines, Poland, Sweden, Turkey, 
Ukrainian SSR, Union of South Africa, Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, United States of 
America, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugo­
slavia, Afghanistan, Argentina, Australia, Belgium, 
Brazil, Burma, Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Chile, 
China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Czecho­
slovakia, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 
El Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, India, 
Iran, Iraq. 

Against: Lebanon. 
Abstaining: Bolivia, Egypt, Ethiopia, France, 

Greece, Peru, Saudi Arabia, Syria, United 
Kingdom. 

The fourth operative paragraph of the USSR 
draft resolution was adopted by 44 votes to one, 
with 9 abstentions. 

~Ir. KATz-SucHY (Poland) recalled that two 
years ago, the General Assembly had unanimously 
adopted a resolution on the regulation and 
reduction of armaments and armed forces [ reso­
lution 41 (I)], which recommended the withdrawal 
of all troops stationed in foreign territory. Now, 
not only were there foreign troops still stationed 
in Greece, but fresh troops had arrived to 
reinforce the first contingents. If the United 
States vote on the resolution had been a sincere 
one, the United States delegation could not 
oppose the fifth paragraph of the USSR resolution 
providing for the implementation of a principle 
embodied in the resolution. Actually, the oppo­
sition of the United States to that paragraph 
served to reveal the gulf between the words and 
the acts of the United States delegat ion. 

Mr. BoGOMOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) considered that paragraph of the 
USSR resolution of capital importance, for it 
was obvious that the presence of foreign troops 
in Greece constituted the main obstacle to the 
establishment of peace in the Balkans. 

l\Ir. BEELER (Yugoslavia) stated that he had 
already pointed out that the paragraph in question 
dealt with the most important factor of the 
problem, because the presence of foreign troops 
in Greece was not only the cause of the civil war, 
but it constituted a violation of the principle of 
non-intervention in the internal affairs of another 
State, a principle recognized by the Charter. 

l\1r. McNEIL (United Kingdom) recalled that 
British troops were in Greece with the consent 
and at the request of the legally - elected 
Government of that country. The United 
Kingdom had no territorial ambitions in Greece ; 
its troops there merely acted as police. Far 
from being a cause of civil war, the presence of 
British troops in that country had exercised a 
moderating and pacifying influence. 

Mr. KISELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) pointed out to Mr. McNeil that Greece 
had troops of her own, and that the best way 
of ensuring order and peace in the Balkans was 
to "lvithdraw foreign troops, and permit the Greek 
people to settle their own affairs. 

Volent pour : Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexique, 
Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelande, Norvege, Pakistan, 
Panama, Philippines, Pologne, Suede, Turquie, 
Republique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union 
Sud-Africaine, Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiqucs, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Venezuela, 
Yemen, Y ougoslavie, Afghanis tan, Argentine, 
Australie, Belgique, Bresil, Birmanie, Republique 
socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie, Canada, Chili, 
Chine, Colombie, Costa-Rica, Cuba, Tcheco­
slovaquie, Danemark, Republique Dominicaine, 
Equateur, Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, 
Inde. 

V ate contre : le Lib an. 
S' abstiennent : Perou, Arabie saoudite, Syrie, 

Royaume-Uni, Bolivie, Egypte, Ethiopie, France, 
Grece. 

Par 44 voi'x contre une, avec 9 abstentions, le 
quatrieme paragraphe du dispositif du projet de 
resoluthn de l' URSS est ado pte. 

M. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) rappelle que, il y a 
deux ans l' Assemblee generale a ado pte a l'unani­
mite une resolution sur la reglementation et la 
reduction generale des armements et des forces 
armees [n\solution 41 (I)] danslaquelleon pn\voyait 
le retrait de toutes les troupes stationnees en 
territoire etranger. Or, en Grece, non seulement 
les troupes etrangeres sont toujours stationnees. 
mais de nouvelles troupes etrangeres sont venues 
renforcer les premiers contingents. Si les :Etats­
Unis ont vote sincerement la resolution, ils ne 
peuvent s'opposer au cinquieme paragraphe de 
la resolution de l'URSS qui met en application le 
principe contenu dans cette resolution. En realite. 
!'opposition des Etats-Unis ace paragraphe montre 
l'abime qui separe les paroles des actes de la 
delegation des :Etats-Unis. 

M. BoGOMOLOV (Union des Republiques socia­
listes sovietiques) estime que ce paragraphe de 
la resolution de l'URSS est d'une import ance 
capitale, car il est evident que la presence de 
troupes etrangeres en Grece constitue l'obstuck 
principal a la pacification des Balkans. 

M. BEELER (Yougoslavie) fait observer qu'il :i 

deja indique que ce paragraphe s'occupe du 
point le plus important, du probleme car la 
presence des troupes etrangeres en Grece est non 
seulement la cause de la guerre civile, mais 
constitue une violation au mincine, reconnu par 
Ia Charte, de non-ingeren~e da~ns les affaire& 
interieures d'un autre Etat. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) rappelle que les 
troupes britanniques sont stationnees en Grece 
avec le consentement et a la demande du Gouver­
nement legalement elu de la Grece. Le Royaume­
Uni n'a aucune ambition territoriale en Grece ; 
scs troupes y assument une simple fonction de 
police. Loin d'etre une cause de guerre civile, la 
presence des troupes britanniques exerce dans ce 
pays une influence de moderation et de pacification 

M. KisSELEV (Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie) fait observer a M. McNeil que la 
Grece possede ses propres trouiJeS et que la 
meillcure fac;on d'assurer l'ordre et la paix dans 
les Balkans serait de retirer les troupes etrangeres 
de maniere a permettre au peuple grec de regler 
lui-meme ses propres affaires. 
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Mr. PnocnAZKA (Czechoslovakia) recalled that 
his delegation had already stated that the 
problem of the Balkans could only be solved 
by the withdrawal of foreign troops from Greece. 

Mr. BoGmroLov (Union of Soviet Socialist 
R epublics) observed that both the United States 
and United Kingdom representatives were against 
intervention in t he internal affairs of Greece. 
President Truman himself, however, had recog­
nized that British troops had assisted the 
Greek gendarmerie. He had therefore admitted 
that the Unih 1 Kingdom was using troops to 
intervene in tiL internal afiairs of Greece. Even 
though that ir ·;ervention "·as claimed to be on 
a small scale, such an argument could not 
justify opposition to the recommendation on 
the withdrawal of foreign troops from Greece. 

:\Ir. DuLLES (United States of America) pointed 
out in answer to the representative of Poland 
that resolution 41 (I) only concerned the with­
drawal of armed forces stationed on the t erritory 
of l\Iemb:;r States ·without the full and publicly 
expressed consent of the latter. The comment 
of the Polish representative was consequently 
invalid since the foreign troops stationed in 
Greece \Vere there at the request and with the 
consent of the Greek Government. 

~1r. BEnLEn (Yugoslavia), replying to the 
United Kingdom representative, said that the 
British troops were in Greece before any invitation 
had been issued to them by the Greek Govern­
ment. Furthermore, it would be recalled that 
the conditions prevailing at the time when 
elections were held were very far from normal ; 
British troops assigned to a special military 
mission were then present in Greece. Moreover, 
more than 30,000 opponents of the Athens 
Government were either in exile or in prison 
and had been unable to vote. 

The majority, if it rejected the paragraph 
under consideration, would show that it applied 
two different yardsticks since, on the one hand, 
it allowed British and American troops to remain 
in foreign territory and did not consider their 
presence as intervention and, on the other, 
condemned the popular democracies for their 
alleged intervention in Greece, when in actual 
fact, no proof had been adduced even of assistance 
in the way of food supplies. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) observed that he 
had stated that the USSR proposal was not so 
much a repetition of resolution 41 (I) as an 
attempt to apply the intentions embodied in 
that resolution. Futhermore, there was yet 
another resolution of the General Assembly 
that had not been respected by the United 
States : that which stipulated that economic 
asshtance and relief accorded to a country 
should not be used as a means for political 
pressure [resolution 48 (I)]. The Truman 
Doctrine and the Marshall Plan obviously violated 
that resolution. It was consequently not sur­
prising that the United States should also ignore 
resolution 41 (1). The Polish delegation 
maintained that the General Assembly had 
recommended that all troops should be withdrawn 
and concluded that, if American troops had 

M. PRoCHAZKA (Tchecoslovaquie) rappelle que 
sa delegation a deja indique que le retrait des 
troupes etrangeres de Greee constituait le seul 
moyen de resoudre le probleme des Balkans. 

l\I. BoGOMOLOV (Union des Republiques socia­
listes sovietiques) constate que les repn\sentants 
des Etats-Unis et du Royaurne-Uni sont tous 
deux opposes a toute intervention dans les affaires 
interieures de la Grece. Or, le President Truman 
lui-meme a reconnu que les troupes britanniques 
a vaient aide la gendarmerie grecque. II a done 
aclmis que le Royaume-Uni intervenait dans les 
a1Iaires interieurcs de la Grece, au moyen de ses 
troupes. Meme si l'on pretend que eette inter­
vention est faible, cet argument ne peut justifier 
que l'on s'oppose a la recommandation sur le 
retrait des troupes etrangeres de Grece. 

M. DULLES (Etats-Unis d' Amerique), rcpondant 
au representant de la Pologne, fait obserYer que 
la resolution 41 (I) concerne seulement le retrait 
des troupes stationnees sur lc t erritoire des 
Et0.ts membres sans le consentement de ceux-ci, 
librement ct publiquement exprime. La remarque 
du representant de la Pologne n'est done pas 
vulable puisquc les troupes etrangeres stationnees 
en Grcce le sont avec le consentement et a la 
demande du Gouvernement grec. 

M. BEBLEll (Yougoslavie) repond au repre­
sentant du Royaume-Uni que les t roupes hritan­
niques se trouvaicnt en Grece avant d'y avoir ete 
invitees par le Gouvernement grec. De plus, on se 
souvient que les conditions clans lesquelles ont 
eu lieu les elections en Grece etaient plus qu'anor­
males, puisqu'elles eurent lieu en presence de 
troupes britanniques qui exer<;aient une mission 
militaire speciale. Enfin, plus de 30.000 adversaires 
du Gouvernement d'Athenes etaient soit en exil, 
soit en prison, et ne partieipaient pas au vote. 

Si la majorite rcjctte le paragraphe en discussion 
elle demontrera qu'elle utilise deux poids et deux 
mesures en permettant, d'une part, aux troupes 
britanniques et amerieaines de stationner en 
territoire etranger sans que cela soit considere 
comme une intervention et en condamnant, 
d'autre part, les !~tats de democratic populaire 
pour leur soi-disant intervention en Grece, alors 
qu'on n'a pu fournir aucune preuve rneme d'une 
aide en ravitaillement. 

M. KATZ-SUCHY (Pologne) rappelle qu'il avait 
declare que la proposition de l'URSS etait no.n 
pas une repetition de la resolution 41 (I), mms 
plutot une application de !'esprit de cette reso­
lution. D'ailleurs, il cxiste une autre resolution de 
l'Assemb!Ce generale que 1es Etats-Unis n'ont pas 
respectee : c'est celle qui prevoit que l'aide ou 
les seeours economiques a un pays ne pe~:·ent 
etre utilises comme moyen de pression pohtique 
[resolution 48 (I)] Or, la doctrine Truman c~ le 
plan Marshall violent manifestement cette reso­
lution. Il n'est pas etonnant, des lors, que .l~s 
Etats-Unis violent la resolution 41 (I). La del~­
gation polonaise maintient que I' Assemblee 
generale avait recommande le retrait de tou~es ~es 
troupes et conclut que, si les troupes de~ Et~,s­
Unis ont ete invitees a stationner en Grcce a Ia 
demande du Gouvernement grcc, c'est sans doute 
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been invited to remain in Greece at the request 
of the Greek Government, it was no doubt as 
a result of a secret agreement which had not 
been registered with the United Nations. , .. , ,.., 

• • • •' b~-.~ 

The CHAIRMAN put the fifth operative paragraph 
of the USSR draft resolution to the vote. 

A vote was taken by roll-call as follows: 
The Philippines, having been drawn by lot 

by the Chairman, voted first. 
In favour: Poland, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 

Republic, Union of .Soviet Socialist R epublics, 
Yugoslavia, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Czechoslovakia, Iran. 

Against: Philippines, Sweden, Turkey, United 
States of America, United Kingdom, Uruguay, 
Union of South Africa, Venezuela, Afghanistan, 
Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, 
Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, 
Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 
El Salvador, France, Greece, Haiti, Honduras, 
Liberia, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Nicaragua, Norway, Panama, Pakistan, Paraguay, 
Peru. 

Abstaining: Saudi Arabia, Syria, Yemen, 
Burma, Egypt, Ethiopia, Guatemala, India, 
Iraq, Lebanon, Mexico. 

The fifth operative paragraph of the USSR 
draft resolution was rejected by 38 votes to 7, with 
11 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the sixth 
paragraph of the USSR draft resolution was 
in contradiction with the resolution of the four 
Powers (A/C.l /379) which had already been 
adopted by the First Committee. 

Mr. BoGOMOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
R epublics) considered that the Chairman had 
given his opinion as representative of a delegation 
and not as Chairman, for certain delegations 
had not been in agreement on that resolution. 
He would consequently request that the paragraph 
be put to the vote. 

~Ir. STEPHEN (Haiti) said that since a vote 
£ould not be reconsidered, he did not think it 
n ecessary for a vote to be taken on that paragraph. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that in order to avoid 
.any incident, he would put the sixth paragraph 
to the vote. 

A vole was taken by roll-call as follows: 
Czechoslovakia, having been drawn by lot by 

.the Chairman, voted first. 
In favour : Czechoslovakia, Poland, Ukrainian 

Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet 
Socialist R epublics, Yugoslavia, Byelorussian 
Soviet Socialist Republic. 

Against: Denmark, Dominican R epublic, 
Ecuador, Egypt , El Salvador, Ethiopia, France, 
·Greece, Haiti, Honduras, India, Iran, Iraq, 
Lebanon, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, New 
Zealand, the Netherlands, Nicaragua, Norway, 
Paldstan, Panama, Paraguay, P eru, Philippines, 
Saudi Arabia, Sweden, Syria, Turkey, Union of 
South Africa, United Kingdom, United States 
-~f America, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Afghan-

a la suite d'un accord secret qui n'a pas Cte 
enregistre aupres de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies. 

Le PRI';smE-"T met aux voix le cinquieme 
paragraphe du dispositif du proj et de resolution 
de l'URSS. 

Le vote a lieu par appel nominal. 
L'appel commence par les Philippines doni le 

nom est tire au sort par le President. 
Volent pour : Pologne, Republique socialiste 

sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des Republiques 
socialistes sovietiques, Yougoslavie, Republique 
socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie, Tcheco­
slovaquie, Iran. 

Volent contre : Philippines, Suede, Turquie, 
Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Royaume-Uni, Uruguay, 
Union Sud-Africaine, Venezuela, Afghanistan, 
Argentine, Australie, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, 
Canada, Chili, Chine, Colombie, Cost a-Rica, Cuba, 
Danemark, Republique Dominicaine, Equateur, 
Salvador, France, Grece, Halti: Honduras, Liberia, 
Luxembourg, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelandc, Nica­
ragua, Norvege, Panama, Pakistan, Par::~guay, 

Perou. 
S'abstiennent : Arabie saoudite, Syrie, Yemen, 

Birmanie, Egypte, Ethiopie, Guatemala, Inde, 
Irak, Liban, J\Iexique. 

Par 38 voix contre 7, avec 11 abstentions, le 
cinquieme paragraphe du dispositif du projet de 
resolution de l' URSS est rejete. 

Le PnE:smE~T fait remarquer que lc sixieme 
paragraphe du proj et de resolution de l'URSS 
est en contradiction avec la resolution des quatre 
Puissances (A jC.l /379) deja adoptee par la 
Premiere Commission. 

M. BoGOMOLOV (Union des Republiques socia­
listes sovietiques) estime que le President a donne 
son point de vue en tant que representant d'une 
delegation, mais pas comme President, car un 
certain nombre de delegations n'etaient pas 
d'accord sur cette resolution. II demande, par 
consequent, qu'un vote ait lieu sur ce paragraphe. 

M. STEPHEN (Haiti) fait remarquer que, comme 
on ne peut revenir sur un vote deja acquis, il ne 
voit pas la necessite de voter sur ce parngraphe. 

Afin de couper court a tout incident, le 
PRESIDENT met aux voix le sixieme paragraphe . 

Le vote a lieu par appel nominal. 
L'appel commence par la Tclu!coslovaquie doni 

le nom est tire au sort par le President. 
Volent pour: Tchecoslovaquie, Polognc, Repu­

blique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des 
R epubliques socialistes sovietiques, Yougoslavie, 
Republique socialiste sovietique de Bielorussie. 

Volent contre : Danemark, Republique Domi­
nicaine, Equateur, Egypte, Salvador, Ethiopie, 
France, Grece, Haiti, Honduras, Inde, Iran, Irak, 
Liban, Liberia, Luxembourg, l\Iexique, Nouvelle­
Zelande, Pays-Bas, Niacaragua, Norvege, Pakistan 
Panama, Paraguay, Peron, Philippines, Arabie 
saoudite, Suede, Syrie, Turquie, Union Sud­
Africaine, Royaume-Uni, :Etats-Unis d'Amerique, 
Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Afghanistan, Argcn-

535 



i"t:m, Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, 
Br:1zii, Burma, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, 
Co~ta Rica, Cuba. 

Abstaining: Guatemala. 
The sixth operative paragraph of the USSR 

draft resolution was rejected by 49 votes to 6, 
with one abstention. 

The CIJ.\IR:\IAN stated that the paragraphs 
adopted must now be put to the vote as a whole, 
namely, the first second and fourth operative 
pa,-agraphs. 

l\Ir. BoGO:IIOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) proposed that the entire proposal 
be voted upon. 

The CIIAIR:IIA)I quoted rule 118 of the rules of 
procedure, whereby : " Pa:-ts of a proposal shall 
be voted on separately... The resulting proposal 
shall be put to :1 final vote in its entirety." 

1\Ir. KATz-SucHY (Poland), arguing from 
precedent, pointed out that at the request of a 
representative, the whole of a proposal was put 
to the vote after having been voted upon 
paragraph by paragraph. The USSR draft 
resolution represented a whole which would be 
mem!inglcss if it were reduced to some of its 
component parts. 

l\Ir. BocmwLov (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) supported the point of view of the 
Poli,.h representative !and requested that the 
ussn draft resolution be put to the vote in 
its entirety. When a resolution was put to 
the vote as a whole, it was that whole which 
was approved or rejected with all its implications 
and with all its political significance. It would 
be illogical to act atherwise. 

The CHAIHl\IAN emphasized that the First 
Commiitec and the Assembly v;ould find them­
selves in an absurd and illogical position if 
the USSB proposal were adopted as a whole, 
when some of its paragraphs contrary to the 
four-PoY>'er resolution (AJC.1j379) which had 
already been adopted, had been rejected. The 
converse would be equally illogical. He further 
pointed out that rule 118 of the rules of procedure 
was absolutely explicit. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) supported the 
opinion expressed by the Chairman and suggested 
that the point should be settled once for all. 
If the ruling of the Chair were challenged, it 
should be put to the vote. 

l\Jr. T AR."-SENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) thought that the t erm "resulting " 
in rule 118 was applicable to negative results 
and abstentions as well as to the positive results 
of each of the votes on parts of a proposal. 

:'.Ir. illr.NEIL (United Kingdom) considered that 
any illtcrpret.ation of rule 118 which differed from 
that g iven by the Chairman would lead to great 
confusion. \Vhen there were numerous 
amendments to a proposal, delegations often 
asked for an adjournment before voting on the 
p:·oposal as a 'vhole in order to obtain a text 

tine, Australie, Belgique, Bolivie, Bresil, Birmanie, 
Canada, Chili, Chine, Colombie, Costa-Rica, Cuba. 

S' absiienl : le Guatemala. 
Par 49 voix conlre 6, avec une abstention, le 

sixieme paragraphe du disposilif du projet de 
resolution de l' URSS est rejete. 

Le PRESIDENT declare qu'il convient de voter 
sur l'enscmble des paragraphes adoptes, c'est-a­
dirc les paragraphes premier, deuxieme et 
quatricme du dispositif. 

l\I. Bocol\WLOV (Union des Republiques socia­
listcs sovietiques) insiste pour que toutc la 
proposition soit mise aux voix. 

Le PRESIDENT cite !'article 118 du reglement 
interieur, aux termes duquel : « apres le vote sur 
les differentes parties ( d'une resolution), la 
proposition qui en resulte est mise aux voix pour 
adoption definitive >>. 

1\:I. KATz-SucnY (Pologne), s'appuyant sur des 
precedents, fait observer que, lorsqu'un repre­
sentant le demandc, !'ensemble de la proposition 
est mis aux voix apres avoir ete vote paragraphe 
par paragraphe. Le proj et de resolution de l'URSS 
est un tout qui ne signifierait plus rien si on le 
reduisait a certaines de ses parties. 

M. BoGOMOLov (Union des Republiques socia­
list es sovictiques) appuie les vues exprimees par 
le representant de la Pologne ct dem:mde que ~e 
proj ct de resolution de l'URSS soit mis aux vmx 
duns son ensemble. En effet, lorsqu'on met aux 
voix nne r esolution dans son ensemble, c'est cet 
ensemble qui est approuve ou rejete av~c t?ute 
sa portec, tout son sens politique. II serait Jllogtque 
d'agir autrement. 

Le Pn:EsiDENT souligne la situation ridicule 
et illogiquc dans laquelle sc trouverai~n~ la 
Premiere Commission et l'Assemblee generale 
si la proposition sovietique etait acceptee dans 
son ensemble, alors que certains de ses para­
graphes, contraires a la resolution des qua~r~ 
Puissances (AJC.1 /379) deja adoptee, ont ete 
rejetes. Le cas inverse serait egalemcnt illogique. 
II rappellc, en outre, que I' article 118 du reglement 
intc!·ieur est absolument forme!. 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Australie) appuie l'opit;ion 
exprimee par le President et propose qu'o~ :e.gle 
cette question une fois pour toutcs. Si la dec!S!Oll 
du President est contestee, qu'on la mette aux 
voix. 

M. TARASSENKo (Hepublique socialiste so_dc­
tique d'Ukraine) estime que !'expression << ~m.en 
resulte >> de !'article 118 s'applique auss1 ~J:cn 

b · 1 ~ux aux resultats negatifs et aux a stcnhons qt .": ;, 
resuitats positifs de chacun des votes parue.s 
d'une proposition. 

M. McNEIL (Royaume-Uni) estime qt:c, 51 

I' article 118 du reglement interieur etait. I~tcr-
1, c trmere le prete autrement que comme a .,1 "'" . 

President ccla entrainerait une grande confu~1?11 • 
' d . uropo<Iiton Il rappell.e que, dans es cas ou une r o • 

f2it l'ohjet de trcs n~mbrcux amen~emen~s .. :~ 
arrive que des delegatwns demandcnl un aJOUI 
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which took account of all amendments, additions 
and deletions. That was done to prevent 
confusion. That procedure proved that the 
resulting text was a ne'v one. Furthermore, 
the reason for allowing a vote to be taken on 
parts of a proposal was to permit the adoption 
of one part while rejecting another. Finally, 
rule 102 of the rules of procedure offered a way 
out of the dilemma by allowing the Chairman's 
ruling to be put to the vote. 

Mr. T ARASENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) did not consider that Mr. McNeil was 
right in regarding basic proposals and amendments 
as being of equal importance. 

Mr. BoGOllfOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) considered that it would be illogical 
to remove certain ideas embodied in a proposal 
and then to ,vote upon what remained of it 
and call the few paragraphs that had been 
adopted a proposal. He would suggest that the 
USSR proposal, if it were understood in that 
way, should not be put to the vote, but that 
the General Committee should be reauested to 
interpret rule 118 of the rules of pr~cedure. 

l\Ir. CouvE DE MuRVILLE (France) pointed out 
that the real difficulties which confronted the 
First Committee arose from the fact that it 
had discussed two contradictory draft resolutions 
in succession. It was clear that the Committee 
had retained only those paragraphs in the USSR 
proposal which were not contradictory with the 
previously adopted four-Power resolution. The 
question which should be submitted to the 
General Committee of the Assembly was rather 
whether it was necessary to vote on a resolution 
when it was utterly inconsistent with a resolution 
previously adopted. 

l\lr. KISELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) considered that the drafting of rule 118 
was not clear, and supported the USSR proposal 
that the General Committee be asked to interpret 
it. The USSR draft resolution constituted a 
whole which would no longer have any sense if 
some of its paragraphs were deleted. 

::\1r. DULLES (United States of America) said 
that the Chairman had given a ruling which 
v;as being challenged. Consequently, in pur­
suance of rule 102, that ruling must be put to 
the vote. It was for the Committee itself to 
decide upon its own procedure ; the General 
Committee was not competent in the matter. 

Mr. VITERI LAFRONTE (Ecuador) stated that, 
as the USSR proposal contained certain provisions 
w·hich did not appear in the four-Power resolution, 
it seemed proper to put those provisions t o the 
vote. He supported the proposal to ask the 
General Committee of the Assembly for an 
interpretation of rule 118. 

::.\1r. BoGOl\IOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics), replying to Mr. Couve de Murvillc, 
stated that if a draft resolution submitted by 

nemcnt avant de passer au vote sur !'ensemble 
de la proposition de fac;on qu'un texte incorporant 
les amendements, additions et soustractions soit 
etabli afin d'eviter toute confusion. Cette maniere 
de proceder prouve qu'il s'agit bien la d'un 
nouveau texte, avec ses 'additions, soustractions 
et amendements. D'ailleurs, la raison pour 
laquelle on peut demander la division du vote 
est de permcttre l'adoption d'une partie de la 
proposition. Enfin, l'article 102 du reglement 
interieur permet de sortir du dilcmme en mettant 
aux voix la decision du President. 

M. T ARASSENKO (Republique socialiste sovie­
tiquc d'Ukraine) estime queM. McNeil se trompe 
en traitant sur un pied d'egalite les propositions 
principales et les amendements. 

M. BoGOMOLov (Union des Republiques socia­
listes sovietiques) pense qu'il serait illogique 
d'ext raire certaines idees contenues dans une 
proposition, de voter ensuite sur ce qui resterait 
de cette proposition, en qualifiant les quelques 
paragraphes adoptes du titre de proposition. n 
propose de ne pas mettre aux voix la proposition 
de l 'URSS ainsi comprise, mais de demander au 
Bureau de l'Assemblee d'interpreter l'article 118 
du reglement intericur. 

M. CouvE DE MuRVILLE (France) fait rcmarquer 
qu'en realite les difficultes auxquelles se hcurte 
la Premiere Commission proviennent du fait 
qu'elle a discute successivement deux projets de 
resolutions contradictoires. II est evident que la 
Commission n'a retenu de }a proposition de l'URSS 
que les paragraphes qui n'etaient pas en opposition 
avec la resolution des quatre Puissances, adoptee 
precedemment. La question qu'il faudrait 
soumettre au Bureau de l'Assemblee, scrait 
plutot celle de savoir s'il est necessaire de voter 
sur une resolution, lorsqu'elle est en complete 
contradiction avec une resolution deja adoptee. 

M. KISSELEV (Republique socialiste sovietique 
de Bielorussie), estimant que la redaction de 
l'article 118 n'est pas claire, appuie la proposition 
de l'URSS tendant a demander au Bureau une 
interpretation de cet article. II fait remarquer 
en outre que le projet de resolution de l'UHSS 
constitue un tout qui n'aurait plus de sens si 
on en supprimait quelques paragraphes. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis) constate que le 
President a pris une decision, que cettc decision 
est contestee; des lors, en vertu de l'article 102, 
cette decision doit etre mise aux voix. C'est a la 
Commission de decider de sa propre procedure, 
et non au Bureau qui n'est pas competent en la 
matiere. 

M. VITERI-LAFRONTE (Equateur) declare que 
la proposition de l'URSS contient certaines 
dispositions qui ne sont pas contenues dans 1a 
resolution des quatre Puissances et qui ont leur 
importance. C'cst pourquoi il semble normal de 
mettre ces dispositions aux voix. Il appuie la 
motion tendant a demander une interpretation de 
l'article 118 au Bureau de l'AssembJee. 

JVL BoGOMOLov (Unlon des Republiques socia­
listes sovietiques), repondant a M.. Co~ve 
de Murville, declare que si un projet de resolutiOn 
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the minority could not be examined because a 
resolution had been adopted by the majority, 
it would be impossible henceforth to maintain 
peaceful co-operation within the United Nations. 

He thought that rule 118 was not clear ; side 
by side with the words "the resulting proposal", 
the English text also contained the words " in 
its entirety ". The Russian text, which was 
equally authentic, also contained the expression 
"in its entirety". The General Committee was 
competent to give a clear interpretation of the 
rule. 

Mr. KATz-SucHY (Poland) observed that the 
Chairman's interpretation of rule 118 was illogical. 
If the preamble of a proposal was accepted and 
the operative part rejected, it was obvious and 
borne out by precedwt that the resolution as 
a ·whole, :md not only the preamble, should be 
put to the vote. 

:\Ir. GAr.ciA BAUER (Guatemala) did not think 
that the General Committee \Yas competent to 
interpret rule 118. In any case, the rule \Yas 
perfectly clc:.1r ; if the Chairman's ruling \vas 
challenged, rule 102 could always be applied. 

~Ir. THORN (New Zealand) stated that rule 118 
was in no ',vay ambiguous, and the Chairman's 
ruling was perfectly clear. Some delegations 
had referred to the difficulties which the Com­
mittee would encounter if one course or the 
other were adopted. Actually, the USSR repre­
sentative was proposing that his draft resolution 
should be voted upon in its entirety in the hope 
that it would be rejected, thus offering a way 
out of the awkward situation in which his 
delegation would find itself if some parts only 
of its proposal were adopted. 

The Cr-rAIR:\lA!'." recalled that he had authorized 
discussion of the USSR draft resolution only 
because that resolution contained certain recom­
mendations which did not appear in the four­
Power resolution but were not inconsistent with 
the latter. The Committee had adopted some 
of those paragraphs. He added that rule 118 
was perfectly clear and the words " the resulting 
proposal " could only mean the proposal resulting 
from the vote taken paragraph by paragraph. 
Nevertheless, for the sake of impartiality, he 
would first put to the vote the USSR proposal 
to ask the General Committee of the Assembly 
or an interpretation of rule 118. 

A vola was taken by show of hands. The 
proposal was rejected by 50 votes to 6, with one 
abstention. 

~lr. BoGoMor.ov (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) stated that his delegation could not 
consider the vote on the first, second and fourth 
paragraphs of its resolution as a vote on the 
USSR resolution in its entirety. 

The CHAifCIIAN put to the vote the first, second 
and fourth paragraphs of the operative part of 
the CSSH resolution. 

.:1 uotc was taken by show of hands. 

presente par la minorite ne pent etre etudie 
parce qu'une resolution a ete adoptee par la 
majorite, il serait desormais impossible de proceder 
a une cooperation pacifique dans le cadre de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies. 

Il estime que !'article 118 n'est pas clair, car 
a cote de !'expression (( qui en resulte )) se trouve 
egalement dans le texte anglais !'expression 
« in its entirety )) (dans son ensemble). De plus, 
le texte russe, qui fait egalement foi, contient 
aussi !'expression « dans son ensemble J>. Le 
Bureau de l'Assemblee est qualifie pour donner 
une interpretation claire de cet article. 

J\1. KATz-SucHY (Pologne) declare que !'inter­
pretation de !'article 118 par 1e President est 
illogique car, lorsque Ie preambule d'une propo­
sition est adopte et le dispositif rejete, il va de 
soi, et il y a des precedents, que l'on ne met pas 
aux voix le preambule seulement, mais l'ensemble 
de Ia proposition. 

M. GARCIA BAUER (Guatemala) estime que le 
Bureau n'est pas competent pour interpreter 
!'article 118. Cet article est d'ailleurs parfaitement 
clair. Si la decision du President est contestee, 
il suffit d'appliquer !'article 102. 

M. THORN (Nouvelle-Zelande) declare que 
!'article 118 ne prete a aucune equivoque et que 
!'interpretation du President est parfaitement 
claire. Certaines delegations ont fait allusion aux 
difficultes dans Iesquelles s'enfoncerait la Com­
mission si l' on procedait de telle ou telle maniere. 
En rcalite, si le representant de l'URSS propose 
que l'on vote sur !'ensemble de son projet de 
resolution, c'est dans l'espoir de la voir rejetee 
pour sortir de l'impasse ou il se trouvcrait si 
certaines parties seulement de sa proposition 
etaient adoptees. 

Le PRESIDENT rappelle que s'il a admis la 
discussion du projet de resolution de I'URSS, 
c'est parce que cette resolution contient certaines 
recommandations qui ne sont pas contenucs dans 
la resolution des quatre Puissances et qui ne 
contredisent pas cette derniere. La Commission 
a adopte certains de ces paragraphes. D'autre 
part, !'article 118 est parfaitement clair et 
I' expression (( la proposition qui en resulte :) . ne 
peut avoir qu'une signification : la proposition 
qui resulte du vote paragraphe par paragraph_e. 
Toutefois, par souci d'objectivite, il met aux vo1x 
par priorite Ia proposition de l'URSS tendant 
a demander au Bureau de l'Assemblee une 
interpretation de !'article 118. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee. La proposition est 
rejetee par 50 voix contre 6, avec une abstention. 

M. BoGoMoLov (Union des Republiques. socia­
listes sovietiques) declare que sa deiegatwn ne 
pourra pas considerer le vote sur les paragra~hes 
premier, deuxieme et quatrieme de sa resolution, 
comme un vote sur la resolution de l'URSS, dans 
son ensemble. 

Le PRESIDENT met aux vmx les paragraphes 
premier, deuxieme et quatrieme du dispositif de 
la resolution de l'URSS. 

Le vote a lieu a main levee . 
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The three paragraphs were adopted by 48 votes, 
with one abstention, _ 

/ .--
'/ 

( 

Consideration of the A usiralian proposal 
( AJC.lf362) 

1\Ir. STCiLK (Venezuela), in supporting the 
Australian proposal, formally moved the addition 
<lf a sentence specifying that the President of 
the General Assembly or the Chairman of the 
First Committee and the Secretary-General should 
be vested \vith power of mediation and concil­
iation between the four-Po·,ver concerned, with 
a view to achieving agreement. 

R.-\tiil\1 Khan (Pakistan) supported the Aus­
tralian proposal and recalled that the Special 
Committee, which had encountered great diffi­
culties in obtaining the co-operation of the four 
States concerned, had recommended that the 
General Assembly should consider ways and 
means of obtaining such co-operation. In that 
connexion, t he delegation of Pakistan had 
suggested that a goodwill mission consisting of 
not more than three world-renowned diplomats 
should be dispatched to the three States on the 
northern frontier of Greece after consultation 
with the five great Powers. 

The Pakistan delegation therefore suggested 
that the mediator or mediators should first 
get in touch with representatives of the five 
Great Powers, so as to clear the ground for 
action and improve the chances of success. 

Mr. DuLLES (United States of America) recalled 
that, in the general debate, his delegation had 
already supported the Australian proposal, which 
it now welcomed as a gesture of conciliation. 
It proposed that the officers of the First 
Committee, namely, the Chairman and the 
Rapporteur, should also take part in the Paris 
meetings of the representatives of the four 
Powers concerned. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) stated that the 
only reason why he had not proposed that 
Mr. Spaak should act as mediator was that 
the latter had not been in Paris at the time 
when the Australian delegation had submitted 
its proposal. He heartily endorsed that suggestion, 
as well as the suggestion that the Rapporteur 
should also take part in the proposed talks. 
He also agreed to jthe amendment proposed 
by the delegation of Venezuela. 

Mr. KATz-SvcHY (Poland) stated that, although 
the circumstances in which the at tempts at 
conciliation were to take place would be less 
favourable after the adoption of the resolution 
{)f the four Powers, and although the repre­
sentative of Greece would enjoy a privileged 
position, the Polish delegation supported the 
Australian proposal. 

It agreed to the United States representative's 
proposal to include the Chairman of the First 
Committee among the conciliators, but did not 
think that the Rapporteur should be included, 
as the success of the negotiations depended 
on the small number of mediators. 

The Polish delegation regretted ·that the 
Committee had not replied to the cablegram sent 

Les trois paragraphes sont adoptes par 48 voix 
et une abstention. 

Examen de La proposition auslralienne 
( A/C.l/362) 

M. STOLK (Venezuela), en appuyant cette 
proposition, propose formellement d'ajouter nne 
phrase precisant que le President de l'Assemblee 
ou le President de la Premiere Commission et le 
Secretaire general seront investis de fonctions de 
mediation et de conciliation aupres des quatre 
Puissances interessees, en vue de favoriser la 
conclusion d'un accord. 

RAHIM Khan (Pakistan) appuie la propo!>ition 
de l' Australie et rappelle que la Commission 
speciale qui anit rencontre de grandes difficultes 
a obtenir la cooperation des quatre Etats intcresses 
avait recommande a l'Assemblee gencrale de 
rechercher les moyens d'arriver a n~ali ser cette 
cooperation. A ce sujet, la delegation du Pakistan 
avait suggerc qu'une mission de bonne volonte 
ne comptant pas plus de trois diploma:es, de 
renom mondial, flit envoyee dans les trois Etats 
du nord de la Grece, apres avoir pris contact avec 
les cinq grandes Puissances. 

La delegation du Pakistan suggere done que le 
ou les mediateurs prennent d'abord contact avec 
les representants des cinq grandes Puissances 
afin de deblayer le terrain et d'augmenter les 
chances d'accord. 

M. DuLLES (Etats-Unis d'Amerique) rappelle 
que, lors du debat general, sa delegation avait 
deja appuye la proposition de l'Australie. Elle 
salue aujourd'hui ce geste de conciliation. Elle 
propose que le Bureau de la Premiere Commission, 
c'est-a-dire son President et son Rapporteur, 
participent aussi aux reunions des representants 
des quatre Puissances interessees, a Paris. 

Le colonel HoDGSON (Australie) declare que 
c'est uniquement en raison de !'absence de 
M. Spaak de Paris au moment ou la delegation 
de I' Australie a presente sa proposition qu' elle 
ne l'avait pas propose comme conciliateur. II se 
rallie naturellement a cette proposition, de meme 
qu'a celle d'adjoindre le Rapporteur de la Com­
mission. II est egalement d'accord sur l'amen­
dement propose par la delegation du Venezuela. 

M. KATz-Sucnv (Pologne) declare que, quoique 
les circonstances dans lesquelles s'opererQ la 
conciliation soient moins favorables apres 
!'adoption de la resolution des quatre Puissances 
et bien que le representant de la Grece ait une 
situation privilegiee, la delegation polonaise 
appuie cependant la proposition australienne. 

Elle approuve la suggestion du representant 
des Etats-Unis tendant a inclure le President 
de la Premiere Commission parmi les conciliateurs, 
mais ne croit pas qu'il soit opportun que le 
Rapporteur doive en faire partie, car le succes 
de cctte tentative depend du petit nombre des 
mediateurs. 

La delegation polonaise 
gramme cmanant des 

reorette que Ie te1e­
n~uf personnalitcs 
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by nine prominent Athenians, particularly as 
the authors of the cablegram were already 
undergoing punishment by the Athens Govern­
ment. The fundamental problem was clearly 
one of internal conciliation in Greece itself. 
However, in view of the frontier incidents and 
of the abnormal relations between Greece on 
one hand and its three northern neighbours on 
the other, the Polish delegation would vote for 
the Australian proposal. 

Mr. TARASENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) supported the Australian proposal. 
He added in reply to the Pakistan representative's 
remarks that the USSR, which had neither 
strategic nor economic interests in Greece, was 
certainly not responsible for the situation in 
that country. 

Mr. PIPINELIS (Greece) supported the Australian 
proposal. His delegation did not wish on 
principle to exclude any attempt at mediation 
with the three northern States. He remarked, 
hov1ever, that after Mr. Behler's statement to 
the effect that his country would continue to 
furnish moral aid to the guerrillas, and after 
the Polish representative's attempt to introduce 
questions relating to Greek domestic affairs into 
the discussion, there seemed to be little chance 
of success. In no event ·would Greece be able 
to agree to a discussion of her internal affairs. 

Mr. Pipinelis supported the United States 
representative's proposal to include the Chairman 
and Rapporteur of the Committee in the list 
of mediators. 

Mr. BoGOMOLov (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) stated that his delegation favoured 
the Australian proposal. However, he wished 
to ask in what capacity the President of the 
General Assembly and the Secretary-General 
would take part in the proposed meeting. He 
also asked the United States representative in 
what capacity the Chairman and Rapporteur of 
the First Committee were to participate. \Vritten 
proposals on that question accompanied by 
verbal explanations should be submitted. 

Colonel HoDGSON (Australia) stated in reply 
to the USSR representative that the Australian 
delegation had approved a Venezuelan amendment 
proposing that the President of the General 
Assembly and the Secretary-General should act 
as conciliators ; they would do so on account 
of their high position and considerable experience. 
If the proposal were accepted, the President of 
the General Assembly intended to convene the 
meeting as soon as possible so as to establish 
contact before the General Assembly took up 
the discussion of the question. 

J'\Ir. VITERI LAFRONTE (Ecuador) thought that 
th~ addition to the Australian proposal of the 
sentence " The President of the General Assembly, 
the Chairman of the First Committee and the 
Secretary-General shall _act as conciliato;s . ~nd 
mediators " would furmsh an exa~t de1m1hon 
vf the part which they \vould play m the talks. 

atheniennes n'ait pas fait l'objet d'une reponse 
de la part de la Commission, d'autant plus que 
les auteurs de ce telegramme sont deja victimes 
de sevices de la part du Gouvernement d'Athenes. 
Le probleme fondamental est evidemment celui 
de la conciliation interne en Grece meme. De plus, 
etant donne les incidents de frontieres et les 
relations anormales entre Ia Grece, d'une part, 
et ses trois voisins du nord, d'autre part, la 
delegation de la Pologne votera en faveur de la 
proposition australienne. 

M. T ARASSENKo (Republique socialiste sovie­
tique d'Ukraine) appuie la proposition austra­
lienne. II ajoute, en reponse a la declaration du 
representant du Pakistan, que la situation en 
Grece ne depend certainement pas de l'URSS, 
qui n'a pas d'interet ni strategique, ni economique 
dans ce pays. 

M. PIPINELIS (Grece) appuie la proposition 
australienne car sa delegation ne veut exclure 
en principe aucune tentative de mediation avec 
les trois Etats septentrionaux. II fait remarquer 
cependant qu'aprcs la declaration de M. Behler 
indiquant que son pays continuerait a fournir 
une aide morale aux partisans, eta pres la tentative 
du representant de la Pologne d'introduire, dans 
les discussions qui vont avoir lieu, des questions 
relatives aux affaires interieures de la Grece, les 
chances de succes deviennent faibles. De toute 
fa~on, la Grece ne pourra accepter que des 
questions d'ordre interieur soient discutees. 

M. Pipinelis appuie la proposition des Etats­
Unis tendant a inclure Ie President et le Rap­
porteur de la Commission, dans la liste des 
mediateurs. 

M. BoGoMoLov (Union des Republiques socia­
listes sovietiques) declare que sa delegation est 
favorable a la proposition de l'Australie. II 
voudrait cependant demander en quelle qualite, 
le President de I' Assemblee generale et le Secn~­
taire General participeront a Ia reunion projetee. 
II demande egalement au representant des Etats­
Unis a quel titre le President et le Rapporteur 
de la Commission participeraient a la reunion. 
Des propositions ecrites devraient etre faites a 
ce sujet accompagnees de commentaires oraux. 

Lc colonel HoDGSON (Australie) repond au 
representant de l'URSS que la delegation austra­
lienne a approuve un amendement du Venezuela 
tendant a ce que le President de l' Assemblee 
generale et le Secretaire general agissent en 
tant que conciliateurs. C'est en raison de leur 
position elevee et de leur experience considerable 
en la matiere qu'ils agiraient. Si cette proposition 
etait adoptee, le President de l' Assemblee generale 
aurait l'intention de convoquer la reunion le plus 
vite possible, de fa~on a faire rapport avant que 
I' Assemblee generale "discute la question. 

M. VITERI LAFRONTE (Equateur) estime. que 
!'addition de la phrase suivante a Ja proposltlOTI 
de l'Australie : « le President de l'Assemblee, le 
President de la Premiere Commission et le 
Secretaire o'eneral aPiront en !qualite de conci-· 
liateurs et"' de mldiateurs » · permettrait d~ 
determiner exactement le role qu'ils devraient 
jouer. 
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Mr. ~OGOMOLov (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) moved the adjournment of the meeting. 

_The proposal was adopted mJ 29 voles to 5, 
Wlih 8 abstentions. 

The meeting rose at 6.05 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND NINETY-THIRD 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Wednesday, 10 November 1948, at 8.30 p.m. 

Chairman : Mr. P.-H. SPAAK (Belgium). 

60. Continuation of the discussion on 
the threats to the political inde­
pendence and territorial integrity 
of Greece 

REPORTS OF THE UNITED NATIONS SPECIAL 
CoMMITTEE oN THE BALKANs (A/574, A/644 
AND A/692). 

Discussion of the Belgian draft resolution 
(A fC.1 /378). 

• \t the suggestion of the representative of the 
USSR, the CHAIRMAN invited the representatives 
of Albania and Bulgaria to the Committee table 
for the purpose of answering any questions which 
the Committee might desire to ask. In response 
to a request from the representative of Poland, 
they were invited to make initial statements on 
the Belgian draft resolution. 

Mr. KuLISHEv (Bulgaria) said that his Govern­
ment was concerned only for the welfare of the 
children and did not wish to prevent their return 
to Greece if that was the desire of their parents 
or guardians. However, it was important that 
the Greek Government should not be given an 
opportunity to exploit the children's plight for 
its own political ends, and the Bulgarian Govern­
ment required assurance that the children would 
really be returned to their families. Mr. Kulishev 
requested that the Committee postpone its deci­
sion on the draft resolution for a reasonable time 
jn order that he might have an opportunity to 
consult his Government and receive its instructions 
as to the position which he sould take in respect 
of the proposal. 

Mr. HEBA (Albania) stated that the Greek 
Government bore responsibility for the children's 
plight. They had left Greece in order to escape 
from the persecution and terror of the monarcho­
fascist regime. Albania's interest in the children 
was entirely humanitarian. The Albanian Red 
Cross and other welfare societies had taken charge 
of the children upon their arrival and had gone 
to great lengths in providing for their comfort 
and weH-being. The children were in the charge 
of Greek personnel, responsible for their education, 
who had accompanied them across the frontier. 
Mr. Heba denied that any of the children had been 
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. M. BoG?.M_GLov (Union des Rcpubliqurs socia­
li?tes sovietlques) propose l'ajonrnrmcnt dP h 
seance. ' 

Celte proposi~ion est adoptee par :!9 voi:r contr~ 5 
avec 8 absientzons. · 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 05. 

CENT-QUATRE;VINGT-TREIZIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au palais de Chaillol, Paris, 
le mercredi 10 novembre 1948, a 20 h. 30. 

President: M. P.-H. SPAAK (B elgique). 

60. Suite de la discussion sur les 
menaces a l'independance politique 
et a 1 'integrite territoriale de la 
Grece 

RAPPORTS DE LA CoM;mssioN SPECIALE DES 
NATIONS UNIES POUR LES BALKANS (A/57-i, 
A/644 ET A/692). 

Discussion du projet de resolution de la Belgique 
( AjC.1f378) . 

Sur la proposition du representant de l'URSS 
Ie PRESIDENT invite les representants de I' Albanie 
et de la Bulgarie a prendre place a la table de !a 
Commision pour repondre aux questions que la 
Commission pourrait avoir a leur poser. Sur la 
demande du r epresentant de la Pologne, Jc 
President prie les representants de l' Albanic 
et de la Bulgarie de faire connaitre leur position 
a l'egard du projet de resolution presentc par Ia 
Belgique. 

M. KouLICHEV (Bulgarie) precise que son 
Gouvernement ne se preoccupe que de !'interet 
des enfants et n'a pas !'intention d'empechcr 
qu'ils soient rapatrics en Grece, si tel est Ie desir 
de leurs parents ou de leurs tuteurs. II importc 
toutefois de ne pas donner au Gouverncmcnt 
grec !'occasion de faire etat, a des fins politiqucs 
particulieres, de la faeheuse situation de c~s 
enfants ; le Gouvernement bulgarc veut avo1r 
}'assurance que Ies enfants seront reellemcnt 
rendus a leur famille. M. Koulichcv dcmn.ndc 
a la Commission d'ajourner d'un t emps rai~on­
nable sa decision sur le projet de resolulwn. 
pour qu'il puisse consulter son Gou wrnei;'~n l 
et en recevoir des instructions sur la po~• twn 
qu'il doit prendre au sujet de cctte proposition. 

M. HEBA (Albanie) declare que c'est le ~~u:·cr­
nement grec qui porte l'enticre rcsponsah11Jte .du 
malheur de ces enfants. Ils ont quitte la Grerr 
pour echapper a la persecution ct a b tcr~cnr 
que fait regner le regime monarcho-fascJstc. 
L'Albanie ne s'interesse :i ces cnfn.nis que .du 
point de vue purement hum:mitairc. La ~rm~­
Rouge albanaise ct d'autres societes de b•cnf:u­
sance se sont chargees de ces cnbnts h lr~1.~ 
arrivee dans Je pays, et ont fait tout ce qn 1 

etait possible pour leur assurer lc bicn-etrc ~t 
Jes soins neccssaires. Les enfants sont :i Ia g:u</ 

. 't n1Jl:lanc' du personnel gree qm Jes ava1 nero · · 




