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REPQRT OF THE GROUP OF EXPERTS APPCINTED BY THE SECKETARY.GENERAL UNDER ECCNOMIC
AND SOCIAL COUNCIL RESOLUTION 290 (XI) ON MEASURES TO REDUCE UNEMFLOYMENT AND

UNDER “EMPLOYMENT IN UNDER-IEVELOFAD = COUNTRIES IN LIGHT OF REQUIREMENTS OF ECONCMIC
DEVELOPMENT (E/1986); DISCUSSION OF THE COMMISSION'S DRAFT REPORT (E/CN.1/L.17)

Mr, MASOIN (Belglum) wished to dissipate scme misunderstendings
which seemed to have arisen with regaxrd to the Belglen representative'!s remarks to <
the Commission at 1lts previous meeting,

At previous meetings of the Economic and Social Council, much had been
sald of the unanimous desire to reach a golution to the problems of the under-
developed countries, In reguesting the Economic, Employment and Development
Commission to etudy those problems, it had obviously been the Councilts desire to
obtain the opinion of an expert body. As Mr, Masoin coneidered the Commission
& body of experte, he had not treated the subject from a political or idealistlc
point of view, but as realistically as possible,:

/The aueation
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The question was not primariiywthe social problem of the distribution of .
woalth between developed and under-developed countries, but the essentially
economic problem of the creation of wealth 1n vhich all countries, developed
and vwnder-developed, haed a keen interest. As ‘the problem vas eccnomlic, he had
been compelled to express his reesoning in eoohomic and finencial terms and to
state some reservations and restrictions. A .

In seeking & positive eolﬁtien, he had leid emphasis on the
importence of private credit and of netionalvihstitutiohs, end had favoured the
assigmment of the specific role of promoting eccnomic development to existing
bodies, rather than the"establishment ofeap'international development authority.
Some under-developed ceuntries; under the hyphotic influence of such formulae
es grants-in-aid, hed committed fhe tactieal error of not devoting sufficient
attention to the practical suggestions made. He wished to point out to the
representative of the Philippines that Belgium, which imported 45 per cent of.
the goocds necesedry for 1ts existence and exported 30 per cent of its production,
wes perhaps more interested in e'selution of the problem than any other
developed cednﬁri; He therefore emphagized thet, while the problem should be:
considered with idealistic aims, the practical poseibilitiee mist be borne in
nind.

~ Mr. BURY (Australia)'hoped that nothing he hed said iIn the course of
the previous discussion had been misconstrued to mean that he attached less
importance to the development of the under-developed countries than did the
representatives of those countries themselves. In meking recormendations,
however, it was necessary to bear in mind that the fremework within which
measures for esoncmic development could be undertaken was largely predetermined,
and could not be altered to any substantial degreer It vas therefore essential
to adopt a realistic approech end to avold making.recommondations which could
not be carried out. The recommehdations adopted by United Nations organs hed
in fact been oriticized in Australia on thafzparticuler geore, In view of its
importance;'it was partioularly necessary to lay sound foundations for economic
development, if that development was to take the desired course.

/Mr. DAYRAS
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_Mr. DAYRAS (France) seid that,ies he heli-pointed: out edrdier,’ there
wes in fac no hard apd fast dist,mction between the developed and ‘the unders "
developed countries, which were sb described .as & matter of terminoloaical
convenience, There were merely- c‘lii‘.;erences in the” per cagita incame, Some

countries were in a.better position then others to contribute to internationel =

financing of the econacnle develoment of countries for which they bore no -
adminlstrative responsiblility; othere were not yet In & position to contribute,
but might be able-to do so 1n-the near future..

; Mr. STINEBOWER: (United,States of Aieries) wished to dispel any
possible misunderstanding of this country's approach to the problem.of:economic
develoment. As the summery reccrds Indigated, he had saild In the course of
the senera.l debate that “within the linite of its international obligations.the .7

United States intended to meke every effort to assist the development of the & . .

under ~developed countries, Hie critical remarks referred to the specifiic
report before the Commission, but not to the need for action". He had no .
wish to dwell repeatedly on his country's intentione, but veiterated. that its
Govermment or people were not indifferent to the needs of -the under-developed
countries .‘

Certain points had been raised, which seewsd to him to require some
elucidation;. in particula.r , & nuuber of scmewhat mlslseding analogies had been

drawn. It had, for example, been stated thet what hed once been regarded as = .

a field for, charity was now regerded as a legltimate £ield for domestlic prants-

in-aid by national Covernments, and social securiiy systews had been given &s en'.

example, So far as the United States was concerned that erample was mot walld, - -

since ite suncizt ascurity systew forred part of the fimcal. system and- the. State .
subsldy represzuled only a sue.l part of 1ts funds, A more appropriate exazple
would have besn the grants-in=aid for publlc. roads nede ‘oj vbhe federal gevern-
ment to individual Staves. Wnlae he was in g@z;eral agrﬁamént with the view
that a growing soclal consclence was rveflected in an Increased pooling of
resources, he felt there were limits to pressing that analogy beyomd na.tional
boundaries in view of its political and other implicatioms; . -+,

¢

/Reference had
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, Rererence had alsn been made to the nuropean Recoverv Programme, with
the suggestion that similar suma shouLd be made availab%e_on a pernmnent basis
Tor economlc development. -The United States had now 1nciﬁded assistance to
various countrles in a single proposed leoislative measure to covel “the fiscal
vear 1952, The Unlted States was sympathetic to the considerations which had
been advenced’by the representatives of the: under-developed countrles- tnose
considerations had in fact been used to JustifJ the said lebislation. But as’
he hed a]:reacLy pointed out, the needs of the under-developed countries must come
aftér “the’ requirements of natlonal defenge, . There was,  Joreover, . a conglderable
difference: betwéen & Prograume,. witn a limited obaective ) such e,s the .Eurolaean
Reco’wrery Programme, ‘end & COntinuous pro.ya.mme of eeonoznic develomnent which
would require;the/ contribution of" large sums on: an 1ndefinite ba91s. S

In criticizing the report. of the Group of prerts, he had:had no ff"f"
intention of disputing the importance or urgency of pron1ot1n6 economic develop-
ment in the under-developed countries, The Commissionts discussion had revolved
around two maln lssues, the resources avallable for develomment a.nd the methode
of promoting Aty " A8 re.;,arde the. fiz:at ,he ha.d expressed the view that the
mrospective reséurcee were. at lee.st likely to mat.qh the a&‘aila‘ble supplies of
capital equipment, As regards ’the seconcl there had been;_' .ome difference of
opinion as to whether granta ehould be administered through & new international
organ, or on the basis of arrengements made by individual countries om & *
bllateral or regional basis, He had himself ihdicated that the: United States
would be most reluctant to support 2 nominally international inatitution,‘which
would not in fact be truly international, ‘ :

Mr, WOLFSON (Canade) eaid that his cowntry had given ample proof &f .
1ts w,illirJSnesa to promote the develorment of less adva.nced. countr:lee, despite
its own irmense conmdtmente in the developmen'b of its frontier aree.s. Canade
dala not excltde the principle oi‘ f’rants-in-aid as pe.rt of "the e.ssista.nce to
under-developed areas. ‘ It wa.s however ’ necessary to-be, realis'bic and to A
recognize the.t the maJority of countries, Cana.de. 1ncluded could not accept the
reeponsibiiity which the eystemetization oi‘ gre.nts-iﬁ-aid woulcl involve, It
would on the other hand be 'useml %6 sbudy the possibilities of expanding the -
lending: actlvities ot 6 Tikor fatd anal Bank, and it gesmed to him. ‘that the
Camlesion should rather stress that aspect of financing. )

B AR /Mre CHRIYSHRY
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Mr. CHERNYSHEV (Union of Soviet Socialist. Ropublics) drew attetition
to the fact that his statement st the hundred and eleventh meeting ha.ﬁ been -
Incorrectly reported in the summary record, and recussted the Secretariat to
heve the necessery corrections made. ‘ A

Mr. WEINTRAUB (Seoretary of the Commiasion) sald thet the necessary -
ection would be teken.- -

" The CHAIRMAN ennounced that thé Commission would tnlm up discussion of
the Rapporteur'’s draft report on section A of the experts’ reconmnlations
(E/CN.1/L.17), on the understending that eny representatives whe hiad not had an
opportunity fully. to comment on the recommendations could do so in ,conmxion
with the discussion of the Rapporteur's report.

Paragrephs 1 to 5:

Mr, WEINTRAUR (Seoretariat) said that paragraph 3 would ‘o aipnded: -
to include Mr. C. C. Liang as & representetive of the Internstionel Monetm Fund
Paragraphs l to 5, as e.mended, vere approved.

Paragagh 6 ‘ ,
Paragra;gh 6 vas agproved. f ; “‘V
Peragraph T: : B T
Paragreph 7 wes epproved. ' , 5 ‘
Paragregh : .- L

' Mr. STINEBOWER (United States of Amrioa) proposed tha'h the anno‘tationa
to 1tems 3, 4 aml 5 ahould bedeleted. &

C Mr. WIM‘Rz‘UB (Secretaria.t) pointed cut that it was only in ’hhe case of'
tem 3 that the words beginning "At its twelfth session constituted e true
annctation : In the other 1tems ; the words which the United. S'bataa representntive
hed proposed to delete, formed an essential pa.rt of the 1tem._

T Tt was agraed thst the a.nnotation should be deloted 1n the oase of

o

item 3. ,
C ﬁi‘é‘gragh 8, as amendad, was approved.

Paregregh 91

T e T T T T
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ara&a.gh gt T T e e
. Pe.ragraph 9 vas a'gproved. R -

r

Da‘ra‘graph ‘10. ', S AR BT IR ‘; | T . : ! T

‘

Mr, CHERNYSHFV (Union of Soviet Sociallst Rapu’olics) ‘pointed out’ that’
it was & matter of opinion whether the experts' recommendations deserved thorough
conaideration.: - He therefore propossd that the secord sentence of the paragraph
should be eménded to read ".;.to giv« the en}erts' reeommndations euf‘ficient
conslderation". L Pl ey o e ‘ ‘ A

P Y

S A was 8o agreed.

, ?arugreph 10, as ariernded, was approved

. PO

Parag*aph 11-

Mr. STINEBOWER (United States of America) said that, when the summary

records of the Commission were considered as an integral part of ite répof'b,’

they essumed sdditicnal Importance.:.' He pointed out that there ha& been delay

in- distributirg the retords in both working langueges end that the Cotmil ssion

would have -difficulty in adbering to the 48-hour time 1imit for the submissisn -

of corrections,’ Ho thersfors suggebted that”the Secretarist should ensure that

priority wag glven to swmery récords,. ' ‘ C '
o Me. WO?FSON (Cannda)‘ suggestéd that the 48-hour time 1imit might ¥e

altered to & limit of 7 days 86 a&s to give members time to submit corrections.

Mr. WEINZRAUB (Semretsriet) said that the Secretarist 'would meke
every effort o give 8s much flexibllity es sosfible to the prodediive Por N
submitting correootions to records , and would give members a reasoneble opporﬁinity
to 40 so. : :

The CHATRVAN, speaking ds representetive. of Brazil, seid the point
relised by 4he Unitec Svates repves sentative was very important. The, smary
records, parhdps beb.ause of their vory nature, ‘could not in all. ceses exactly |
reflect the opinions expreesed in the Commission. ,He therefore suggested the.t‘
the word "integral" should be doleted ent that the- following sentence should be
added to the end of the paragraph: "Notwithetanding, for obvious reasons, some
reservetions should be made in considering these records”.

e, CHERNYSHEV
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Mr. CHERNYSHEV (Union of Soviet Soclelist Republics) suggested that 1t
would be simpler to delete the last sentence of the paragraph, ‘since the Council
could slways refer to summery records if 1t so desired. Specifically to. drew
its attention to them would oversemphasize their importance and would meen that
vall;the records- concerned would have to be very carefully. revised.

- Mr. WOLFSON (Canade)ssuggested -that a decision on the:ouestion might .
be postponed until the Commission hed discussed its draft report. - If the.
report appeared to glve a satisfactory and complete record of members' views,
the sentence in cuestion could he deietqd,: 1f not it would have to be retained,

It was agreed that a declsion on the ouestion should be postponed
unti) the Commission had finished the discussion of 1ts draft report on ‘
Sections A, B'and C of the experts' reoommendations. ‘ ‘

Paragranh 12-A

Mr. CHERNYSHEV (Union of Soviet Sccislist Republics) said that ha had
not gonsidered the experts' report an extremely helpful analysis of the problems
confronting the under-developed countries. - He therefore proposed that. 'The
Commission" should be amended to read "The majority of the Commission” and.thet
thet amendment should be made throughout the report, '

‘With .regerd te the third sentence of the peragraph, he pointed out that
1f 1t was. intended to refer to his stetement, he had not said that the experts- .-
had gone beyond their terms of reference, but that they had shunned their baaic
task of considering measures for the reduction of unemployment.  -He would
therefore suggest that the sentence should read: "Scme members of the- Coomisaion
Pelt that the experts hed neglected the specific measures..."..

Mr. MASOIN (Belgium) expressed doubte about the USSR representaﬁive's
first proposal, since ‘he did not wish the.report to imply that a large minority
of the Commission had disapproved of the experts! report. x

The. Comission decided to edjourn and defer decision on the nuestion :

to its followlng meeting. - = ~ e -

he meeting rose at 1 p.m..

T A
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