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The meetinP- was called to o~~er at 1~.30 a.m. 

AGFNDP_ I'T'F'N 10~: PPRSONNEL QUESTIOJ\~8 (continued) 

Access by staff representatives to the Fifth Committee (A/C.5/34/29~ 
A/C.5/34/CRP.5 and 6) 

l. Hr. SPJmLER (United States of America) recalled that his delegation had 
declared its willingness to examine any reasonable proposal put forward by the 
Secretary-General on access by staff representatives to the Fifth Conmittee. The 
Secretary-General had just submitted a note (A/C.5/3L~/29) in which he had concluded 
that~ on balance, both psychological and practical benefits could be obtained by 
extending the principle of staff consultation to allow the staff to present their 
view-s directly to the Fifth Committee both in writing and orally. 

2. The follovling key features could be noted in the document in question: that 
the Secretary-General was merely making suggestions, not proposals or 
recommendations: that it would be left to the Fifth Committee to invite a 
representative of the Federation of International Civil Servants' Associations 
(FICSA) or a representative of the United Nations staff; that only one 
representative of FICSA and one representative of the United Hat ions staff would 
be heard by the Fifth Committee and on only t1..ro items of the agenda - "Report 
of the International Civil Service Commission;; and ''Personnel t]_uestions 11 ~ that the 
Fifth Comni ttee would :merF>ly hear thP vie-vrs of the representatives and not 
enter into negotiations with the staff regarding conditions of service or 
salaries and 1-mges: that the representatives of FICSA and the Unitecl nations staff 
should be secretariat ~embers; that access to any Fifth Co~®ittee working roroup 
would require agreement or consensus among the iviemoer States participatinn; in the 
group; that the Secretary~General would continue to appoint staff under Article 
101 of the Charter· that the protections contained in Articles 97 and 100 of the 
Charter -vrould be maintained; that the represent8.ti ves of FICSA and the United 
Hations staff i,muld address the Fifth Comnittee from the floor and not from the 
:costrmu ;, and" finally, that access by the staff would be limited to deliberations 
in the Fifth Committee. 

3. Generally speaki13 9 the delegation of the United States had serious 
reservations to expre· ,s vi th regard to the Secretary-General 1 s suggestions for 
granting direct acces3 by FICSA and the United Hations staff to the Fifth Committee. 
In particular~ it did not believe that the representatives of FICSA and the staff 
should be invited to reply to questions raised by delegations. It continued to 
believe that co~nunications should be in two directions: on the one hand, between 
FICSA and the United i.Jations staff and the Secretary-General and, on the other, 
between the Secretary-General and l·Iember States. The best formula_ would be to 
authorize the representativ'"'s of FICSA and the United Nations staff to present 
a single statement at the be::>;inning of the debate on the tvo agenda items referred 
to. 
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4. The delegation of the United States was willing, albeit reluctantly, to 
go along with some of the Secretary~General 1 s suggestions on a trial basis on 
the conditions he had enumerated. In addition, it must clearly be understood 
that any invitation issued by the Fifth Committee would in no way constitute an 
"acquired right;, for the staff and that the in vi tat ion might be 1-ri thdrmm at 
subsequent sessions if the Fifth Committee so decided. 

5. On those terms, his delegation would not be opvosed to a representative of 
FICSA addressing the Fifth Committee on the report of the International Civil 
Service Commission or a representative of the United Nations staff addressing 
the Committee on personnel questions. However, in vie1·r of the fact that the 
thirty-fourth session of the General Assembly was far advanced, any such invitation 
would have to be considered in the early part of the thirty-fifth session. 

6. Mr. 8"\'JEGER (Sweden) said that his delegation supported the conclusions and 
recownendations set out in the note by the Secretary-General. It was right for 
staff representatives to have an opportunity to address the Fifth Committee when 
the latter was dealing with conditions of service. In considering personnel 
questions, the Fifth Committee had been able to see for itself the sensitivity of 
the issues, and it would have been useful for it to hear the views of the staff 
before coming to a decision on certain of the questions involved. His delegation 
~ould like the Committee to take a decision in line with the recon~endations 
submitted in the note by the Secretary-General, so that staff representatives mi~pt 
make their vie\-rs known on matters of direct interest to them. 

7. Vtr. BROTODININGRAT (Indonesia) said that the three documents submitted to the 
Committee were not clear or precise enough for delegations to be able to adopt a 
position on the question of access by staff representatives to the Fifth Committee. 
The delegation of Indonesia was not totally opposed to authorizing the legitimate 
representatives of the staff to put forward their views on questions of direct 
concern to them, tut at the same time~ it was aware of the inconveniPnces that 
might result. In that respect, as had been noted by the Secretary-General, there 
was a need to establish appropriate modalities which would ensure that the 1-rork of 
the Committee was not adversely affected by misunderstandings or misuse of the terms 
governing the right of access to the Committee. 

8. Unfortunately, the note by the Secretary-General was much too vague regardin~ 
the modalities. Thus, paragraph 12 might be construed as meaning t:t:at staff 
representatives would be authorized to take part in the Ccrr~ittee's work on all 
matters termed "personnel questions:~. But many such questions were not of 
direct concern to staff, such as desirable ranges or improvements to the 
computerized roster of candidates. 

9. Another danger was that the General Assembly lllight be asked to deal 1-rith 
questions outside its competence and that an attempt might be made to use it 
to settle possible differences betvreen the staff and the Administration in spite 
of existing machinery for the purpose. 
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10. In the documents before the Committee it was noted that several organizations, 
among them I'IHO and ILO, already authorized access by the staff to the competent 
bodies. It would be interesting to know which bodies were being referred to: 
the Executive Board and the Governing Body or the Horld Health Assembly and the 
International Labour Ccnference. 

11. It was important to produce strict and precise guidelines for the modalities of 
access by staff representatives to the Fifth Committee. If the Committee was 
unable to agree on modalities, the best thing to do might be to decide on 
requests submitted by the staff on a case-by-case basis. 

12. Hr. KUDRYAVTSEV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) thought that the question 
of access by staff representatives to the Fifth Committee should be considered in 
the light of the Charter, in particular Article 97, under which the Secretary
General was the "chief administrative officer of the Organization n, and Article 101, 
which provided that "the staff shall be appointed by the Secretary-General under 
regulations established by the General Assemblyn. Thus, it appeared that the staff 
should take up the questions concerning them with the Secretary-General. Moreover, 
as the Secretary-General had recalled in paragraph 3 of his note (A/C.5/34/29), there 
was joint administrative machinery for settling problems that arose between the 
staff and the Administration. In addition, staff representatives had the right to 
address two subsidiary bodies of the General Assembly: the Advisory Committee on 
Administrative and Budgetary Questions and the International Civil Service 
Commission. All questions of concern to the United Nations staff were considered 
in those two bodies. 

13. Since the staff had ways of making their views known, both to the Secretary
General and to certain of the subsidiary bodies, the delegation of the USSR did not 
approve the conclusions of the Secretary-General and 1-ras a~:Sainst staff 
representatives having access to the Fifth Committee. 

14. Mr. TOBJ\10 MONTHE (United Republic of Cameroon) pointed out that the staff 
already had access to the Fifth Committee in so far as they could submit written 
statements to teat Co1nmittee through the Secretary-General. 

15. In its paper (A/C.5/34/CRP.5) the Staff Committee maintained that the right of 
access to the Fifth Committee was justified by the implications of international 
conventions concerning the right to organize. In that respect, and by transposition, 
the General Assembly had been equated with the public authority mentioned in those 
conventions. However, that was not a valid comparison since, under the Charter of 
the United Nations, the General Assembly had delegated to the Secretary-General its 
responsibilities with regard to staff management. 

16. In his note, the Secretary-General stated that he had reached the conclusion 
that, on balance, both psychological and practical benefits could be obtained by the 
extension of the principle of staff consultation. However, he gave no examples of 
those benefits, nor did he indicate the reasons for which the existing procedures for 
consultation had not proved satisfactory in certain cases. 
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17. vfuile expressing serious reservations regarding the suggestions of the 
Secretary-General, his delegation was prepared to examine any proposal -.rhich might 
be formulated. 

18. Mr. ~IZY (Egypt) emphasized that the issue under consideration was important 
not only to the United Nations as an international organization but also to the 
Member States and the staff. In view of the fact that the Committee's eventual 
decision would have considerable repercussions for the future, it was essential that 
all aspects of the problem should be studied with the greatest care. 

19. His delegation believed that, in the present case, it had never been more 
necessary to adhere strictly to the provisions of the Charter, especially those 
in Article 97, in which it was stipulated that the Secretary-General was the chief 
administrative officer of the Organization. Consequently, particular care should 
be exercised to ensure that any decision taken did not infringe that principle. 

20. Although the responsibilities assigned to the Secretary-General under the 
terms of Article 97 of the Charter mio;ht be interpreted in various ways, the 
Egyptian delegation held the view that his functions related not only to the 
aillninistration of the Organization but also to personnel questions. However, his 
delegation was aware of the fact that the interests of the Secretary-General did 
not necessarily coincide with those of the staff and the Secretary-General himself 
had acknowledged, in paragraph 8 of document A/C.5/34/29, that both psychological 
and practical benefits could be obtained by the extension of the principle of 
staff consultation. 

21. That being the case, the Egyptian delegation thought that it would be in the 
interests of efficiency to grant - and it emphasized the latter term - permission to 
the staff representatives to present the views of the staff to the Fifth Committee 
on the understanding that such permission would relate only to statements and that 
such representatives could in no case enter into negotiations with the members of 
the Committee, express an opinion on draft resolutions being formulated, put 
questions to members or reply to questions. Furthermore, their statements could 
relate only to issues brought before the Comnrittee. 

22. Certain other conditions should also be observed with regard to the 
procedure governing the presentation of the views of the staff to the Fifth 
Committee. In particular, it was essential that the Secretary-General should be 
kept fully informed, that the Committee should act with his consent and that the 
staff representatives should be invited to speak only at the request of the 
Committee. 

23. The Egyptian delegation regarded the fulfilment of those conditions as a 
:r:;rerequisite fer the granting of permission to the staff representatives to 
present to the Fifth Committee the views of the staff regarding issues bro~~ht 
before the Committee. 
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24. Mr. GOSS (Australia) acknowledged that, if the proposal of the Secretary~ 
General were to be applied as such, without more precise information regarding the 
nature and the course of future action, numerous problems would arise, as had 
already been emphasized by a number of speakers, who had rightly stressed the 
need to exercise great care. It was equally essential to adopt a balanced 
position, since it would hardly be constructive to consider only the problems 
raised without also taking into account the advantages that the proposal could 
offer. 

25. Firstly, he pointed out that some delegations had spoken of staff 
nparticipation 11

, which had never been under consideration. Secondly, he thought 
that excessive importance had been attached to the question of the physical 
presence of a staff representative in the Fifth Committee, whereas the point at 
issue was :'access 11 by staff representatives to the Fifth Committee, and such 
access could be provided in various ways. He also thought it pointless to ewell on 
legal aspects, such as whether the staff would thereby be granted a right or a 
privilege. In his view, it would be much more useful to stick to the practical 
problems and to devise methods for their solution. If some agreement was reached, 
consideration could then be given to a trial period, as had been suggested by the 
representative of the United States, after which the question would be reviewed. 

26. Some delegations had emphasized that the views of the staff >vere presented 
to the Fifth Committee through the Secretary-General. That 1vas true only to a 
certain extent since the Secretary-General, when presenting his views, had to take 
various factors into account, whereas the vie"ivs of the staff were based on different 
considerations. He wished to emphasize that the Fifth Committee had the right, 
and sometimes the duty, not to share the point of view of the Secretary-General 
or that of the staff, although, if it was obliged to take a decision to the 
disadvantage of the staff, it also had the right and the duty to acquaint itself 
with the opinion of the staff and to ensure that the latter were aware that the 
Conm1ittee had taken note of their opinion before reaching a decision. The 
psychological factor involved should not be disregarded. 

27. Once that principle was accepted, what would be the best way to ensure access 
by staff representatives to the Fifth Committee in a manner that 1vould not give 
rise to difficulties? It must be clearly understood that the Fifth Committee was 
not an employer - that role devolved on the Secretary-General - and the decision 
which the Fifth Committee might take concerning access by staff representatives 
should in no way prejudice that aspect of the Secretary-General's functions. 
Furthermore, the Fifth Committee should not be regarded as a court of appeal 
which would inherit all the problems that the Secretary~General and the staff were 
unable to solve. Nor was it a negotiating body;, hmrever, he did not think that 
by allmving the staff to express their views the Committee would be establishing 
a procedure which the staff would use in order to try to exert pressure. 

28. The Australian delegation thought that it was essential that the staff should 
be able to express their opinion. It had not endorsed a proposal that had been 
made to that effect the previous year simply because it thought that that proposal 
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had been submitted at a very inopportune moment. However, although the staff had 
not been able to make its views known to the working group established to formulate 
the text later adopted as resolution 33/143, the very fact that the Committee had 
subsequently decided to modify certain aspects of its draft after taking note of 
the position of the staff proved that another approach -vrould have produced better 
results. Next year the Committee would be considering some highly controversial 
issues concerning the pension system and it would, therefore, be useful to know 
whether the staff had taken a unified stand in that respect. Affording the staff 
an opportunity to air their views would be just as advantageous to the Corr®ittee 
itself as to the members of the staff. 

29. The respective positions of the Fifth Committee and of the staff had also often 
been compared to those of a parliament and of trade unions directly concerned by 
a particular parliamentary decision. That parallel was valid to a certain extent; 
while parliaments did not maintain formal relations with trade unions, it 
frequently happened that their committees or commissions listened to the opinion 
of those who would be affected by legislative measures under consideration. In 
that respect, the United Nations should have even greater obligations towards the 
staff since, in the case of a parliament, every elected member ran the risk of not 
being re-elected if his constttuents were not satisfied, while the staff of the 
United Hations were obviously deprived of that course of action. 

30. As for the procedure to be adopted, it would be much more useful if the staff 
was invited to submit a working paper on the questions of interest to it. If 
dele6ations had the working paper in advance, they could examine it together with 
other documentation submitted by the Secretariat, in whatever language they wished. 
Hithout automatically excluding an oral presentation, a document of that kind 
would probably be more useful. Moreover, it should be stipulated that the 
Committee would only hear one representative; there was no question of asking it 
to hear six representatives, describing six different points of view. Furthermore, 
the procedure envisaged should not be rigid: the Committee could decide whether 
it wished to hear the staff representative in the Committee itself or in a 
working group; or the staff could ask the Chairman, for example, for permission 
to express its ideas on points of interest to it. Lastly, as the Secretary-General 
had indicated in document A/C.5/34/29, it was important that the staff 
representative should be designated in an appropriate manner. 

31. Obviously, a few practical conditions would still need to be determined and, 
in view of the preceding considerations, he would gladly participate in the 
activities of a working group entrusted with the task of elaborating a draft 
decision on that question. 

32. Mr. BELYAEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic) emphasized the 
tendentious nature of the documents submitted to the Committee. Those documents 
had not in any way taken account of the provisions of the Charter concerning the 
United Nations Secretariat and revealed a complete misunderstanding of the status 
of the Fifth Committee. The Committee was composed of representatives of States 
and Governments and was responsible for establishing effective machinery to ensure 
the achievement of the goals of the United Nations. Furthermore, besides the 
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fact that the arguments put forward in those documents were often contradictory, 
they showed a total lack of restraint, respect and even courtesy. For example, 
document A/C.5/34/CRP.5 showed a lack of respect towards the highest official 
of the United Nations in stating that the reports submitted by the Secretary
General did not cover the views of staff members. It also showed a lack of 
respect towards such bodies as ICSC, on which the staff was represented, by 
stating that such representation was inadequate. Lastly, a lack of respect 
towards the Fifth Committee itself and tmv-ards its members was revealed in the 
third paragraph of that document, where it was asserted that the members of the 
Fifth Committee were not fully aware of the circumstances and problems of the 
staff or, in paragraph 13 of document A/C.5/34/CRP.6, where it was stated that 
by hearing the staff, the Committee would have a fuller awareness of the 
implications of various proposals. His delegation could not accept the assertion 
that the Committee was unaware of the implications of the proposals it considered. 

33. One could also ask 1v-hat was meant by the words "staff representatives 11
• At the 

end of cl:::>cument A/C. 5/34 /CRP. 5, the staff requested that its representatives should 
be granted the right to make a general address, to speak on the relevant agenda 
items as they came up for discussion in the Committee and even the right to cede 
place to the representative of another related association or union. Horeover, 
there was no indication as to the number of such associations and unions. Even 
assuming that a staff representative was authorized to speak, he asked what the 
Committee would do if a different representative also requested the right to speak 
on the following day in order to present a different point of view. 

34. Furthermore, it was difficult to see what a staff representative could teach 
the Fifth Cormnittee, which was already perfectly well-informed about staff matters. 
By the same token, he asked what a staff representative could possibly have to 
say about the ICSC reports, since liaison machinery between the staff and ICSC 
already existed and the staff could express its vie1v-s in that manner. 

35. He drew attention to the fact that staff members undertook specific 
obligations in making the oath or declaration when they joined the Secretariat. 
Accordinglyj his delegation wished to state that, in its opinion, the arguments 
put forward were groundless and the suggestions proposed were to be rejected. 
His delegation deplored the fact that, when so much remained to be done, the 
Committee was devoting so much time to the discussion of an idea, without even 
knowing the origin of it, its specific modalities or the implications it had 
for the Organization. 

36. Hr. BROCHARD (France) said that his delegation was satisfied with the 
proposals made by the Secretariat in document A/C.5/34/29. In fact, the 
Secretariat seemed to have clearly understood that the current trend was towards 
an enlargement of all types of contact, and his delegation welcomed that attitude, 
which it did not consider to be demagogic but, on the contrary, very courageous. 

37. In his opinion, it would be fruitless to review all the reasons in favour of 
permitting such hearings, within very precise limits, it being clearly understood 
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that they would constitute only hearings, not dialogue or negotiation, since 
responsibility for the latter came within the competence of the Secretary-General 
alone, in accordance with Articles 97 and 101 of the Charter. Hithin those limits, 
his delegation endorsed the conclusions and recor@~ndations proposed by the 
Secretary-General and was prepared to support any draft decision submitted to that 
effect. 

38. Mr. BRUCE (Canada) said that, in general, his delegation supported the 
proposals and recommendations of the Secretary-General contained in document 
A/C.5/34/29. The access by staff representatives to the Committee should be made 
official, and perhaps a resolution instituting that arrangement for a trial period 
of tvro years might be adopted. The staff should have the right to express its 
point of view on questions of special concern to it, but the Committee should not 
initiate any process of association or negotiation with the Staff Union, since 
that might encroach on the Secretary~-General 1 s responsibilities. 

39. In addition, the officers of the Fifth Committee should determine when there 
was cause to invite a single staff representative to express the views of his or 
her colleagues. Lastly, the work of the Coromittee would be facilitated if the 
staff provided documents describing its position in advance, as the representative 
of Australia had suggested. 

40. Mr. UCHUNO (Nigeria) said that his delegation was opposed to access by staff 
representatives to the Fifth Committee. In his opinion, it would be better to 
improve the functioning of existing machinery. Hhen difficulties had arisen in 
the past, the Secretary-General, in his capacity as employer, had informed the 
Fifth Conmittee of the facts of the staff's problems, through the intermediary 
of Secretariat budgetary experts. His delegation thought that, as a legislative 
body, the Fifth Committee -vras not authorized to deal directly with the staff; there 
were already enough bodies with jurisdiction in such matters. Only as a last 
resort should certain problems be brought before the Committee. Instead of giving 
the impression that he wished to relieve himself of his responsibilities, the 
Secretary-General should seek to restore trust in relations between the Secretariat 
leadership and the staff and to make maximum use of the means available to him, 
so that the Fifth Coromitee could have a complete picture of the staff problems 
brought before it. 

41. Mr. GODFREY (New Zealand) pointed out that his delegation had always been 
in favour of access by staff representatives to the Committee and, accordingly, 
he was willing to accept some of the Secretary-General 1 s proposals. However, the 
Committee should not act as arbitrator between the staff and the Secretary
General; rather, it should help to foster the exchange of information. For 
that reason, the staff's access to the Committee should be governed by specific 
guidelines, as the representatives of Australia and Egypt had indicated. Despite 
the small amount of time remaining, the Committee should thus try to formulate 
those guidelines without delay and to elaborate a draft resolution on that 
matter. His delegation was prepared to participate in the drafting of such a 
resolution. 
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42. Hr. HOUNA GOLO (Chad) noted that, in document A/C.5/34/29, the Se~retary
General actually requested complete staff participation in the work of the Fifth 
Committee, particularly when he said that it "\vould seem appropriate to allow for 
a staff representative to comment on any draft resolutions or decisions prior to 
the Committee 1 s final action. Such participation was unacceptable. If that 
proposal was adopted, the Secretary-General would lose his prerogatives in the 
field of personnel management which, moreover, seemed to be what he desired. 
One might wonder what his reaction would be if the Committee invited a staff 
representative to address it, without even informing him. 

43. However, his delegation believed that times had changed, and thus contact 
should be established between the staff and the Comraittee, provided that the 
precise terms of such contact vrere established. It would perhaps be best to set 
up an ad hoc working group for that purpose, as had already been suggested. In 
any case, there was no question of disregarding the provisions of Articles 97 and 
101 of the Charter concerning the Secretary-General and the staff of the United 
Nations. 

44. Hr. YANGA (Zaire) drev attention to the fact that, in accordance with the 
Charter, the staff -vras under the administrative authority of the Secretary-General. 
Consequently, it would be more logical if all problems involving the staff, 
particularly its complaints, were submitted to the Committee by the Secretary
General. As for the proposal to allow the staff to have access to the Committee, 
his delegation could agree to allow a staff representative merely to present the 
staff's views on specific questions, when the Committee considered it necessarJ. 
The staff representative should not have the right to participate in the work of 
the Committee" or to ask questions or answer them. In his delegation's opinion, 
the Committee, which was composed of Member States, should not be obliged to -vrork 
under pressure from the staff. If other bodies, for example, ILO, had agreed to 
allow their staff to attend certain meetings of their legislative bodies, such 
precedents should be examined with the utmost caution. Accordingly, his delegation 
had stronc reservations about the entire question of staff participation in the 
work of the Committee. 

45. Mr. KEHAL (Pakistan) said that his delegation was quite prepared to make the 
maximum possible allowance for the expectations of staff members. Nevertheless, 
their present situation could hardly be described as unsatisfactory. Employment 
conditions at the United Nations were probably the best in the world from every 
point of vie-vr. Even if they w·ere unsatisfactory, means of communication already 
existed. In fact, the staff could make its position known through the Secretary
General and the International Civil Service Conwission, although it was true that 
the Fifth Committee, by giving priority to the interests of the Organization, had 
not always accepted its recommendations. If the staff was given the right of 
direct access to the Fifth Committee, there would be a risk of limiting its 
authority. His delegation therefore considered that the Conwittee should adhere 
to the existing practice of conwunicating with the Secretary-General. Nevertheless 
in special cases it micht invite the Chairman to consult with a representative of 
the staff or even, following the proposal of the representative of Chad, to 
establish a special working c;roup -vri th responsibility for making such contact. In 
any event, it was not desirable that the Committee should accept the recommendations 
of the Secretary-General contained in paragraphs ll and 12 of document A/C.5/34/29. 
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46. Hr. BAI'1BA (Upper Volta) reminded the Committee that, under the Charter of the 
United Nations, the Secretary-General was the chief administrative officer of the 
Or~anization. His delegation was aware that the staff was represented by unjons, 
whose purpose was to defend the interests of their members and that such interests 
might not always coincide with those of the Organization. In his view, it would 
be difficult to take a decision on the question of the access of staff 
representatives to the Fifth Committee without knowing beforehand what the 
modalities of such access should be. The staff worked under the authority 
of the Secretary-General and his delegation vrould not wish such modalities, once 
established, to undermine the authority of the Secretary-General or for the 
Committee to become a tribunal in case of differences between the Secretary
General and the staff. Hhile his delegation was satisfied with the proposals 
of the Secretary-General as regards the principle of access by staff representatives 
to the Fifth Committee, it would comment in more detail during the debate on the 
modalities of such access. 

47. Ivlr. THOMAS (Trinidad and Tobago) said that his delegation supported the comments 
made by the representatives of Australia and Egypt. The staff had access to the 
Secretary-General who had taken its views into account when he had submitted 
proposals to the various legislative organs. It' was also clear that there could 
be differences between the position of the Secretary-General on the one hand and 
that of the staff on the other. The question which arose was to determine the point 
in the decision-making process at which such differences should be taken into 
consideration. If there was intervention after the decision, direct access by 
staff representatives to the Fifth Committee vrould lead to a situation in which 
the latter -vrould become the arbitrator betvreen the Secretary-General and the staff; 
it was therefore preferable that such an approach should be made to the Secretary
General 1-rho would take it into consideration. In the case of intervention before 
a decision, his delegation, while recognizine; that there was a need to hear the 
views of the staff, considered that such intervention could take place throuEh 
the intermediary of the Secretary-General. A third possibility vrould be when certain 
aspects of an issue might have escaped the Secretary-General and the legislative 
bodies; however, there were provisions in the mandates of a number of organs, in 
particular the International Civil Service Commission, for the staff to be heard 
by those organs. 

40. It was therefore clear that, in present circumstances, the staff always had 
access to the various organs responsible for the elaboration of proposals which 
would subsequently be submitted to legislative bodies. His delegation could not 
therefore accept the principle of institutionalized access of staff representatives 
to the Fifth Committee. It also vrondered whether it might not be possible to 
strengthen existing mechanisms in that area. In that case, direct access of staff 
representatives to the Fifth Committee should be permitted only at the specific 
invitation of the Committee for the purpose of clarifyine; certain points. In any 
case, his delegation was prepared to participate in a workine; group which would 
consider additional means -vrhereby the staff could express its vie-vrs. 

49. Hr. P. FALL (Senegal) stressed the importance of the issue. The staff was 
already represented at various levels but there was a gap: the Fifth Committee 
was often called upon to take important decisions 1vi thout being able to hear the 
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staff representatives in advance. His delegation was convinced that givin~ 
representatives the right of direct access to the Committee would in no way 
undermine the authority of the Secretary-General since the latter had said that 
he could see many advantages in such a process. His delegation shared the view 
of the Secretary-General and considered that the staff should be heard before 
decisions -vrere taken~ on the understanding that the modalities had yet to be 
developed. 

50. l\1r. AKSOY (Turkey) said that his delegation recognized that there were many 
advantages in giving staff representatives direct access to the Fifth Committee. 
However~ the staff should avail themselves of existing possibilities for 
intervention before decisions -vrere taken by the legislative organs. His delegation 
in general supported the proposals of the Secretary-General contained in document 
A/C.5/34/29. According to that document, the principle of access did not undermine 
either the authority of the Secretary-General nor the role which he currently 
played vis-a-vis the legislative organs of the Organization. The decision to 
invite staff representatives to express their views -vras up to the Fifth Co:rnmittee 
when it considered it necessary. One possibility would be that staff 
representatives should participate in the -vmrk of a -vmrking group to be established 
by the Fifth Committee for the purpose. 

51. The CHAIRiviAl\J considered that there should be consul tat ions on the issue and 
that they should be co-ordinated by Mr. Buj -Flores, Vice -Chairman of the Co:rnmi ttee. 
The first meeting coul<l take place at the conclusion of the Committee 1 s meeting 
that afternoon. Depending on the progress of such consultations, the Vice-Chairman 
would indicate when it would be appropriate for the Committee to resume its debate 
on the question. 

52. I~. VAN NOUHUYS (Netherlands) said that his delegation had been concerned by 
the comments made by a number of delegations who had tended to adhere too closely 
to the arguments contained in document A/C.5/34/CRP.5 and 6. His delegation 
shared the views of the delee;ations of Egypt, Australia and IJevr Zealand: namely, 
that the thrust of the staff proposal required elucidation. Once the question 
had been formulated, it w·ould be appropriate to study the arguments for and 
against the proposals. His delegation noted that there were already many channels 
of communication and methods for consultation between the administration and the 
staff but the results of such consultations -vras always presented by one of the 
parties, namely~ the administration. Also, without in a~y way doubting the good 
faith of the representatives of the administration, his delegation considered 
that there were occasions when the representatives of the staff should be heard from 
directly. It -vmuld of course be up to the Fifth Committee to decide when such 
access was appropriate. 

53. His delegation considered that the psychological factor should not be 
underestimated on the issue of consultations with staff representatives. It must 
nevertheless be stressed that if there 1-rere no limits on such access the authority 
of the Secretary-General could be undermined and the Fifth Corrm1ittee transformed 
into a sort of tribunal. But with good-vrill on all sides, it 1-rould seem possible to 
enjoy the advantages of such a procedure while eliminating the disadvantages. His 
delegation therefore favoured the principle of access by staff representatives to 
the Fifth Committee and hoped that the modalities of such access could be 
discussed during the current session. 

The meeting rose at 1.15 p.m. 


