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Paragreph 13

R

Mr. GARCIA (PhiYippines) recalled thet most of his, gemeral remarks on
the recommendetions in group A had deslt with the Philipplmes’ efforts.

‘;4&;; o

to comply with the recuirements of economic deve.opmwut. Other répmeéntatims
of under-developed countries had polnted out that thelr governments had also

‘adopted measures for that purpose.

It would therefore be advismble to modify

“the text of the dreft report so as to make it cleer thet some countries hed
already taken action. He proposed the eddition of the words "if not alreedy
teken" after the words "the need for vigorous.action" in the second end third

Iines of psregraph 13.

/In the

. ’Uni‘bed Kingdom of Great Britein and



'the peregraph.

- addition of the words "as. the main regources. fcr financing their eeonomic
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A In the third an& fourth lines of, th@ paragraph, he proposed the
substitittion. of the words | complying with" for the word oreating Thef

‘wording-used in -the draft report showed in e genaral way what should be done-

but, in many cases the pre-conditions of economic development were already there,
and they hed to be complied with rather then oreated. )

He ‘then proposed the deletion of the phrase "the necesaity of using,‘
to thelir full capacity, the economic and financial resources of their own
countries’, as that.ides was already imylicit 1n tha preceding phrase.

He also-thought thaet in the last line of the paragraph 1t would be )
better to B8y merely "in order to speed the rate of economic development" "

M., wnsox (United K:Lngdom) proposed. the eubsti';uti.on of the words
“the report was correct in emphesizing" for the vords ”the report correctly l
etiphasized”. in: the English text. He thought. thet the 1nitial text of the draft
report gave the 1mpression that, the experts had attached the proper degree of
1mportanse to each. of the 1tems with whioh they had dealt, whereaa, according to
some. representetives, that was not, the case. All that should be said therafore,
was thaet the experts hed been right in stressing the problems concerned.

. He wondered. whether 1t might not e poasible to uee the expression
"for the purpose .of. creating a favourable climate for eccnomic devalopmant"
instead of the expression appeering in the draft report or that proposed by the
representative of the. Philippines.

M womrsow (Canada) sugg&ated that the Gomnission might deal wi'hh o

the*point relsed by.the first Philippine amandment hy inserting the word o
"Purther” bafgre the . words . "vigorous aotion” 1n,the seccnd and third lines ofs

L
4 A

x  -Mpy- CHERNYSHEV (Union of Soyiet Socialist Rapublics) propoeedAthe

)”:‘

development"” after the words "the economio and finsncial resourcea of thair

" .own countr&es . He also proposed the addition.of the worda "as aupplementary

resources” efter the words “"public and private -- to the under-developed
countries”. '

/Me. MASOIN
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Mr. MASOIN (Belgium), ‘speaking as: Répporteur, ‘thought the United
Kingdom amendient to the first 1ine of the paragreph & sensible one.. - With
regard to the wording proposed by the Canedian representetive to deel with the
point reised by the first Philippine amendment, he thought it-might be accepted
ifr 1t implied that certain measures had alreedy been adopted. - In that case,
the Philippine amendment would have to be disregarded. Moreover, mention of
vhat had been done in the matter of économic development was mede in
paragraph 15, sub-peragreph (b). S : :

The expression "favourable climate" proposed ‘by the United Kingdom
representative was not a heppy one, for economic development required not only
8 favourable moral and legal climate but also definite measures, such as land
reforny.the importance of which had been particularly stressed by several
delegations. He would therefore prefer ‘the retention of the word .

pre-conditions .o ‘ - - : ‘ : SN

» Paesing to the third Philippine emendment suggesting ‘the deletion of

the phrase beginning with the words "the necessity of using...", .he pointed out
that 1t referred to the mobilization of the economic and financisl resources of
the oountries concerned, end that 1t wes a logical secuel to the phrase ebout
theirigorous eotion to bé teken for the purpose of creating the pre-eonditlons
for econonic deveiopment; but ‘that the '1dea it contained was not implicit in the
' preoeding phrase, He therefore proposed thet ‘the present text should be
reteined, ' Ce - .

With regard to the amendments proposed by the representative of the
USSR, he wes convinced that meiiy representatives were.in sgreement.with their
substence. It was ouite trie that naticnal resources were indispenseble to
economic development &nd ‘that externsl resources geve ‘& necessary impetus to -
that development. The Commission would have to decide whether ‘the two
amendments might‘usefully be inserted.

| The CHAIRMANA speaking es representative of -Bragzil, said he was in
substantial agreement with the United Kingdom emendiment to- the first line: of the
paragraph; but suggested the use of ‘the words "duly underlined". With.regerd
to the emendments to’the second line, ‘he thought the expression-“further,action"

/d1d not
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sl;.ﬂ,,m’g yreciealy.convey the. opinion.whigh.it,ves desired . ta:expregs. He
would a.lao be An favour of reteining. 'th( ed Jectiye “vigsmus‘,.g; Wz oaid oLk
With regerd to the _emepdments put forward by tha representetive. of.the
USSR, he thought eccount might be teken of them, but he would prefer it to be
m@q cl,agn khe, external regources. ware Important, Bupplamntary regources, as
severel of the members or the Commission. agre,od:. S e ST IR e

M 'WOLFSON. {Canada) thought 1t would be logical to socept the
modii:ioe.t,ion pro;poaed by 'l;he Chairman, -slnca the first USSR amendment urged

qfe.gonomic deve],qmnnt. R R = T

v, . .' : ™ Yy e T
xS v * A 55

e M'r CBEHYSHIW (Union of Soviet Socialist Repuhlias) thou,ght there . ;
- ¥as no point. in steting.that -foreign capltal caontributed important supplegentery
xeaources. ., If .e .government invited the assiqta,nce of .foralgn ca.pital to ..
develop 1ts country, that showed that 1t rega.raee. auoh capital as.important, to-1t.

» He thought the modification proposed by the Chaiman put undue stress on foreign
capital. . He would .therefore prefer the origineltext of his ‘emsndment.

R P LR PO R . L. e S e - oy b o
Wkl ey s bes B ' £t ot ol S T TS T Rl

c. Mes GARCIA (Philippines) vondered whether the modificstion proposed Ly
» 48, Ghagrmen wes, not to some: extent contrpdictory. . It vas not qertein thet ..
reshonmea could be both 1mporbe.n£ and supplementary. With regard to his- -
delegation’s third emendment suggesting the deletion of the third phrese in
paragraph 13, he would agres to the retention of the phrese in the text, dut
vith the sdditdon.of the words "es.s stimulus to.Zfinencing economic development”
. ALter. the. words. [the economic end finanplel resources.of their own countries”, .
He would,. ho}fa;rer, presg his amendmeqt suggesting tke, substitution.of the words.
complying with the pre-conditions" for tha words creatigg, 1;}13 pre«-ponditions .
Lo Moo SPINEBOWER. (United States of.?mericp,) pointed ophthat the words
complying ggith" might, be, &, 1ittle toc , Btrqng since. they: ApszcJ,eas o ,;!nma extent
obedience to instrugtions. 'I.‘he expreaaion "#or the purpose of ereating and
maintaining the pre-conditions of sconcmio @evelopmsnt“ might perheps be used.

/M. DAYRAS

éw*.

PR 'zww. i i
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Mr. DA?RAS (France) a&icl he would tha mare gladly accept that wm'ding

since he was of the opinion, 1n thg light of the o‘bsaz'vatim made by the =
Rapmm, tha.t the word clmate" ves 1maé2;uate. -

e B . B . ¥

LR 23

Following & suggestion 'by Mr. smsm '(Iais), M, mmsow (Canada)
proposed the expression: "fa.vourable conditions",

b}

Mr CEEE%NYSEEV (Union of Sovie’c Socialist Republics) remarked that
paragmph 13 in its prosent fosrm aaemad to express the conclusione which the |
group of experts had enuncia.ted in its roport when it stressad tha mportance o.:t‘
foreigx capital, He had criticized that opinion of the experts as ‘oeing contrary
to the aubstanca of the a.mendment he hed submitted. It should be ma.de clear that
’ the opin,icm emreaeed 1n puagre.ph 13 was that of the Connnissicn 1tse1f He
therercre proposeﬁ that the beginning of the paragraph should be modified in such
& way as to ex'preaa 11:1 substance the idaa that the mjority of the members of the

‘Comission had emphasized etc.. .

Mr, MASOIN (Belgium) said the USSR representetive’s remarks were very
pertinent and that to assert that the experts' report emphaeized the necessgity of
using the economic and financial resources of the co‘mtriea concerned as the
principal raaauroea for econcmic devalozment would be to attri’mxte to tha experta
an opiniomn whiqh they did not hold

ot ¥4

L Mr. WIISON (United Kingdom) anﬁ m'. WOLFSC& (Oa.nada.) expreseea tfae viw
that in the circums‘cances it would be best to revert to the original text of o
paxagrapp 13 and add the content af the amendmnta proposed by the USSR repraeen»
‘tative to Waph 15, whora oer‘te.in criticisms ware already emoaaed. '

It wvas decideg to adogt that couree.

3 s v N T

. Mr. WYSHEV (ﬁn&m of Soviet chialiat Repu‘blics) aaid he wished
it to be claa,rly undarstood that hg did not ahare the experta' ep:lnion. »

:.\.(, AR 1 3
PO RS e & . . Lt [T S I T
SRR P : BV D i R
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~ Mr. WIIBW (Uniteé. Kingdom) proposed that the order of pe,ragraphs 1!4"»
and 15 should be r nersed. ‘ - . ‘

A Mr. KATZ «SUCHY (Pola.nd) vondered whether paraga.ph 14 was really

o "T;ﬁ{necessaa:y Tho nced for nationel and international action with & View to
ieconomic developmsmt hed a.lready been emphasized many times by varicus organs
of the United Nat! .ons, and particularly by the Economic and Social Council.
Mcreover, he was afra.id the 1dea might 'be diatorted 1f it ware inserted after &

para«gra,ph which ccntainad comatmctive criticism.'

S Mr. UOIF“SGN (Ca.nada.) proposed thst a deciaion on pam@aph lh ehould ‘be
;‘7*deferrad until aftsr paragraph 15 had been considered ‘
... It wms s)decided o ‘
Mr. KATZ«;UCHY (Poland) thought it would be advisable to add a fresh
" dub~-peragraph at tlle beginning of the parsgraph to emphasize that the experts' |
.., report had attachert too much importance to foreign capital.. It would be logical
to.express that 1dop before the eriticismg, relating to the experts' estimates
of tne needs for f:pancial essistance for eoonomic developmant. The . new sub-
peregraph would be followed by sub-paragraph (c) and ,then by sub-para@‘aph (a.)
of the criglnal text.

e

f',§ g0y

s 13D Mr ,MA%QIN (Bqlﬁ.gim.},pg,in’c?ﬁ cut tha't: a, distincticm lmst 'be made
between the statistics furnished 'oy the expmts and th@ re.}ative imyortance of
foreign and nationml capital. The second of those matters would rather fall
under sub-paragraph- (d).. He proposed that the Commission should,for the time |
being confine Ats, attention to sub-peragraph (a) of the origiml text, which
contained ,critic,igms of the experts' estimates.

N s R, B .
O B A g Lo LY
. “ o . ‘
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Mr, VILSON (Unitod Kingdom) oxprossoci agrottont with the ropregentttivo
of Bolglun, Tho idot to which the USSR roprosontctive wishod to coll nt¥ontion
should bo- oxprcesoa in o scp"roto <ub~pﬂrgr’1ph. “The Cormission snouid thercfore
confinc itedblf for tho tirc boing to its considerction of sub-prregriph (o). «
Mr. mON (Cencd:") wo.s “also of that opinicn ond thouzht tho USSR

roprosontgtivo"s \propos"l Bhou.ld; bc\ consmcrod E el conmxion with sub-paragraph (d).

¢

‘ CEEBNYSHEV (Unicn of Soviot 'Soelniist Republics) ngrocd thot two
diffomnt r ’ctars woTo 1nvolvcd. cni urmod ‘thot the Cormission should add o
soprrate subeporogroph which would so.y in substince thot the Cermisslon vwns of the
. opinion thot tho roport of tho group of oxports inpropcrly rocormended te tho

"undor-dovolOpod GOUNtT108 theit Tor tho purposes of thoir ccomomic dovoloprent thoy
should moke ueo of foroign copltal rothor thoin of their own ocononic and Pinnneial
rosources, on w’hich in foet they should chicfly roly for finoncing thoir ocononic
dsvolopmnt.

Mr, STINEBWER (Unitod Stotos of Aroriea) rovertod to subeporagroph (o)

’ 6%‘ £1o drigi'mil text and pointod out that the terms in which it was oxpressed wore
too Wwak., In 1ts progont forw, tho paragraph:seerpd to imply that tho oxports'
ostimtcs would hove booh mové veluablo if thoy had bocn more dotailed, wheread
thoy woro in foct unsubdtantiated, hormful and usoless, *

Mr. BURY (Austrelia) proposed that sub-paragraph ( grshculd be nodif’ied

80 a8 to Bay that the’ axperts* estirgton: thetich in'bém!bd only/ia.lwmtim mwpceos
wem nisiea.ding amd had 1o statietioal whlug, . e T B T P

FrOw, 2
Lo : - >

The ‘éﬁﬁm&,"spéakiﬁg &8 voprosontative of Brazil, proposed thet 1t
should be said that the exports! estimates were not sufficlently elaborated,
perticularly in view of the need for taintainiag a belance between dorestic end
foreign investrents so as to avoid inflation,

/Mr. SAKSENA
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Mr. smcamm (India) wond.ered whather torms a8, sti-ong e.s those Just
s%gaa”bed 'by 'bhe representative of Australia need ha used and. he proposed that it ;
shou.la aimply be said tlmt the axyertg’ aatimtes mre not comrincing. N f;} ,

TR
e R

WIISON (United Kingdon) eaw no' need i’of eucix stf‘ong' temstodescri%e
the experts‘ eat‘ma*bes{, nor, did he a.pprove of ‘bhe wora oonvincing » Ba proposed
th@ ado;ptipg for sub-paragmph (a) of' a text saying that tha Comission consid.ored
the.t valid, estimtes for ﬂnpncial neads should. 'oe based on thme poim:s- (l) the
mmc 'bo be aaai.gnad for tha axecutim of varioim p‘mdacte, (2) tha capacity
of the oopptrias concerned to abs?rb capital without generating inflation, &m,
(3) the yojure o;f aupply on the. marleat“ o

RN . RN ‘. "\ - ‘u%‘?.x.ﬂ" -

LB l,:, H'L,

Mr. GARCIA (Philippinee) said that the United Kingd.om mpresentative'
propoaal showed how iwportant sub-paregraph (a) wa.s,. The Ccmissiop ahou.m be~
Partimarly carem m wording thet. sub-’paragraph for it containe& the first
criticiams of, the- expprta' Yoport, It rilght parhp.ps be a.d.visab;.a to d.iscusa oo
sub~parasvaph (d.) fipst, And_ then sub-paragraph (a) Co g '

sy 1b tlght be. edyisabls. to quify the introduotory words of the pamggaph.
He proposed that they, ehou;m be, mpLaced by tha folloving: "'I'h§ ﬁpringipa;icxgjbi'-_h
clsns - in the Comiaaionmem. e e e ; 7

i CoF ey n
i ARG

M., STINEBOWER (United. States of. Amrica) said that maa ‘the Philippine
repmaentabiﬁfe, hsa s, awere of the inport.a.nce of aub-mmﬁmph (a) It would .
be casler to Judge wh,epg 1t shou.ld be placed after the word,ing ha.d ‘beer; ﬁmlly ‘
agroed on,

.. Lo N . . S R ok N
,.’:, \”*‘\i [ Riad B S

.. - The Philippirw, rgp:vsen’oative's socond. Fuggeatim, on the othpr W,
seemd to ralse gore difficulties,. Although the menbers of the Cotmission had .
rather savera;y cr;ticiaed the, {gtatistica.l estimat;ag prepamd W the group of
experts, he did nof mm}: it ad,vj,gable to, place thoqe qr!d:!.cisma at tha yery
Yoginning of pﬂmgra;ph 2..5). - The .4leoussion,. seemed to jfsrmw that the Conpission did
not intend to pass. Judgrent on the. egroxtsl mport but the mi;;:be on. whiqh tha
merbers. of. tha Cormisstern worg in, agregrent shou}d ba nad,e s,leax, and it shoulgl, be
etatpd vhen. an -opinton was -;hg.t of the md‘ogi,t,,r a,nd when iivaxgent viewa had. ‘caqn
expressed, ‘The Council ecould not. be guided, by such expraseions 1n tha re:port aa
"Sore %rﬁbera boneidamd e s o7
/My, WOLFSON
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, Mr. WOEFSON {Caneda) wotidéred whather the . United  Kingdom representative
would 11ike to explain what kind“of statiatics *should have been fuinished 1n the !
experts' report. In the present context, the first part of sub-paragreph (a)’
merely contalred the COmmisslon's opinion namely, ‘that the estimates .in guestion
were 1nadequate.,‘zi‘ T T e e ik

7 'Mr. STINEBOWER (United Stetés of Americe) seid that at:presemt the. -
Céﬁﬁiséion had two éims in.view, 'wbich must be ¢learly distinguishéd.'”Othérviee &
the report might be .10 ‘Tiore convincing t6 the Council than-wes 4% report of the+' -
to the Commission.
group of experts; The Commission should first point out that: the statistics
in the experts' report were not convincing, and then give 1ts ressons. It=might;
for example, be  seid that the report &id mot teke sufficient acouirt of the

points mentioned ln his proposal by the raprasentative of -the “United Kingﬂom

" Mr. WEINTRAUB (Secratary:df tbéwCOmmissiqn) readathq taxtvproposed by”m‘»
the Unitea'Kihgaém“iepresentative;.thgﬁaq:as fotlowa:>"ﬁThe<cqmmiaa§on,feelg
thet valid estimates for financiel needs should be based on progremmes of ‘capitel
development projects ahd social needs and’ ‘ghould, teke acoount of tbe.ability of
countriee to absord capital without generating domestic inflation, of the need
for maintaining a balance between domestilc ‘and foreign investwents, and of the
actual supplies of imported capital goods likely to be available™. -

Mr. BJERVE (Norway) remarked that -the United Kingdom representative = °
wag trying‘td show how the under-developed countries should prepare complete .
economic plenms, butvwonderad'whether,heuhad1emphasiged the .main factors to be -
taken into sccount. - He'was afraid that fn-rsisibg such camplex guestions, the
Comm{séiénrwbuld’bbly make'qritiqisms'gnd‘nOt«put~fdrward gny:definitﬁ:proposala.v“

' Mr SAKSENA (India) wished to make tvo. observetions. In the first

W

place, he was of " the. opinion ‘that the- Comnissien bead not elucidated. the matter ;

of. the wording of tha preamble. It would’s +be.-possible to say "The Commission’s .
principal oriticiems are:“  only if the membera of the Commission wewe . ..

unanimously agreed on. them.. Otherwise, a wording such as "Moet members of the..
Commisston" or "The maJority of thé" members of the Cgmmission" -would -have.to be -

ueed. - . : i e e ' e
Co /w1th regard
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With regaxd ‘to ﬁﬁéi&is&ggé{dn tHnt hed teken plesé on sub-paregraph (a),
be pointsd out ‘that ‘the Commiddion was departing from”the Point of view that ™
had been mdfntdined'5y”€beﬁe§ﬁ§itdi\ In*theif7fe§ort§; hhe»experts'hgd étriven‘
to glve ‘an 1des of ‘the aiiplifiide of the woik to be done; - they had mot &ttenipted
to estimate the éﬁ&af¢déﬁﬁidpéd*couﬁtfiés*'fsauiréﬁénté;~$ut wereiy to show the”
amount’ of the finenclal reédurces which should be e¥pected. It was possible
that thé Comnission 413 not approve’of the mépner 1n whléh' thosé estimates had '
been prépefed and considered that they were fot convipclng. But that was &8
far as one could go, and he wes therefore unadble to accept the text proposea by !
the Uhited Eingdom representative. S T me ' '

. f VS RPN . v 4 . L . . P
P el . " g <Sagmeee i [N A R L2 Forip cpe oo

! Mr, CHERNYSHEV (Union of Soviet Soéfalist RepiibIice) supported the "
first part 3f the Indien represeéntative's"dthtement. If a ‘purely denerel wordfrg
was to be'ussd for the text of the preamble, the mémbers of the Commission would
‘have ‘to be”in'unéﬁimoﬁe'agreewent; The Cbmmis§ion's repoit, however, in no way
reflscted’ the dissentient opinlons expredsed by thé représentative of ‘the USSR,
for exmmple, - 'his statement that ‘the’ report of the @roup of experts liproperiy”
recommendsd to the under-develdped dofintries that they should maie-ude“of '}
foreigh 'véther than patidpal capitsl’,” Bis descriptioh’of the citteriawbich '
- BHot1d 84 Yaken: into acoount in defiring’the under-developed countiles, Hia' '~ '
statement ﬁéﬁt‘it"waa‘imﬁrﬁﬁefwto‘givdﬁforéién ceapital the same fEci1ftiés as '+
pationall capftal, ‘and his emdrks on double taxdtion. Thé Commission's repdet -
omitted those criticisms. He could not therefore give unqualifiled support to
the’ Confil séTon’s critiﬁisms, end be d1d*'ndt- ees anyfreaaon why referefive should
be medé to a utentwlty“¥hich d1d not exist. -He'Hgresd 'td the last o' critidieme,
hut‘conaidéfbd that the '£1£8t *two 'Werbnot thd mbet impoitent. ST e B

' ' He 'proposed ‘thEt some such Wording'as "THe majority of the mewbesd
of the Comisslon” or’"MSst members of ‘the SommIssion in the 1ﬁtrddué%o§y""*"
phreds? ' Specific driticieis should: fhed 'be wads. HE wWould 1ike ‘to- repeat ”

thét the critioisms 15 aub-pafagrupha “(a) and’(b) vére not“?r{ncipalmcrfticismﬁ

Bympteb R L .H . NS . ¥ -
AT : S L L e B A Sl “ R RS Lora e oy
[P P 5 . e N e . % R VPR &S 31 ‘ PR N DR PR S

[ o R OWHER L Tl BT CEAR TS £40 B S L SR A : - Yo T
* o " . B . LY N X, L g - ot RS “ '.‘ b
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o b!r‘ MASOTN {Belgium) agreed that all. ambiguity; pugt. ‘pq eliminated.
Ee was pmpared to edopt for the introductory phra.sg amne such tmrding aa the
follovings ,'The principel criticisps in the Connnission were . He had
endesvowred in eech of the sub-paragraphs to deacribe. the e;ltmtion rqeulting
from the dlecussion. Thus, the obserwation in sub-wqph {a) resulted .
fram the opinions expressed by the. members of the Commission. "He had usad{
such, expré;aéiops; as. "generelly speeking", "seversl members felt" and "some .
members, of the Commission f‘qJ,‘ ", which conveyed the idea thet there had ,.bsee_nv |
divergencies of opinlon. ... . . . .. »'

Moreover, the criticisms mntioned in auhe-pe.ragraph (a) did not,
represent all the criticisms made by the members of the Comniasion. ’l‘hus 3, the
criticisms mede by the representative of the USSR would be indicated in the
follqwing sub-peragraphs, or in the. paragraphs devoted to t«he considare.tion
of -the. experts’. ind1vidual recommendations. In sub-paregreph (a) he hed
nerely described the fundaman‘bal elements of the Comission's criticiams A .
cempromise wording for the text of the sub~paragreph might be found by combining
the .proposals of the representatives of Indle and the United K:;pgdom
following. formula, for example, might be used: = "Generally gpeeking, the
Commission considers that the exper‘ts’ estimates of the noeds,, snd eapecially
of the negeds for foxeign finenclal essistance, are not suffic;,qntg.y eu‘batantiated.
The Commission considers that a further study should be mede yith 8 view to
reaching e valid estimate on the besis of .sub-paregrephs (a), (b) and (o) "

SR Mr, wmsom (cm) thought that 1—1: would be difficul’c ‘bo a,c.oept the
:;United King&om representative's proposal. .. If, 1t 414 accept 1t,. the Qomgi_gsion
would heve to list a mmber of metters which must be.taken .into ecoount in, the
following sub-persgrephe. . The alm should be,.on the. oontrarY, to meke sub-
peragraph-(a). as ‘brief ss possible and independent of the following subs
paregraphs, so.that it.would be easier tq.obtain the. general ammn‘b of the
gubers of the Commission, . He proposedthat the Commission should :Qon‘,c.,.inue, 1ts
reading of the report right through to the end, noting the modifications that
_ might be :!.ntroduced but without chenging anything for the ‘bime being.
Representa.tiwa might then submit in writing sweh mm!mnts as they considered
necessary.
BRI JHe would
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- He would 1119& to explain that 1f t‘he Commisaion decided ¥o modify the
text of aub-peragmph (a) following 1n the min tha United Kingdom proposel, -
1t would be obliged to add several other 1tems so as to take in¥d’ a&count certain
espects not mentioned in eub-pe.ragra.ph {e.) a8 now worded' ‘ and couse';ucntly
1t would. be o’bliged to encroa.ch on mttars wh:lch might be raised. la‘ﬁer durin@
the @omidemtion of ’che d.raft report. o | S P
‘ The GHAIRW.N, speaking L representative of Brazil, se.id the method "
: propoaeﬁ. 'uy the representative of Cmda would ﬁ.mpede the’ COmission 8 work,
and that it wou).d 'be bettor to diacuss ‘each point sepmtoly. " He wondered
whether the text of the su‘b-pwag'aph might not be’ ahortened,, and proposed -hhe
following wording: "Generally speaking, the Commiseion considers thet the -
experts* estimtas of the needs, and particularly of the amounts required ‘both
.fofr d.omeatic aml toreign 1nvestmant ; are not sui’ficiantly ela‘borated to provide
an adequate besis for the formuletion of definite proposels.”  ‘The Unitad Kingdom
‘Ar_grprgaqntq.piv? 8 qbsemtiong m:}gh_t tr_zen bg a.dded..

R

Mr. SAKSE‘NA (Inﬁia) acceptad the wording proposed by the cmirmm, with
the exception of the last part. ‘ S :

. Mr. ‘WILSON (Unitad Kingdom) ves prepa.red t6 accept ‘the Chairman's
wording, but urged the substitution of the ‘word’ aubatantiated,“ ‘for the word -
"elaborated”. . He d1d not ap;:rova of the United Sta’hes end"Australigh -

represen‘qativeu’ Qroposa.ls ). which seemd to him ‘to ‘be t}oo strongly worded

. CHERNYSHEV (Union of Soviet Socia‘ifét Biepuz{uéé)' ’éa:fa‘ the turn H
- taken 'b;’ the disoussion forced h:lm to make & ganeral sta.tement repeating his
: _pravious ramrks.t Thq reporb did not take aocomt of tho criticisms he hed
mede; and he therefore supportad the Indian ropreaentﬁtive‘s propoaa.l relating
to the wording of aub-paragraph (a) ‘I‘he criticisms mnticned in thaf ‘gube"
paragraph were not principal ones.: -‘There were others.' The ‘USSR: dalegation
would give later ites opinion on the definite proposals: submitted

" He could not, therefore, eccept sub-paragraphs (a) , (v) and (o) in
thelr present form. He proposed the insertion in the preamble of a wording

such as "Criticisms were made in the Cormission". . :
’ | /M MASOIN
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.., M. MASOIN (Belgium) remerked that it was impossible to say "The
meJority’of theé members ‘ofthe Commission... in each paragraph, eince there -
had been divergencies of opinion ot every point EEER . ‘

. : I R e

Mr WEINTRHUB (Secretary of the Commies{on) proposed that criticisms
relating*to def 11 points should be’ méde 1n' the paragraphs dealing with the
experts' recommendations, and general criticisme in the sub-paragraphs ‘Polléwing
on the introdustory part of paragraph 15. In that case the text of the preamble
should be aifplified ‘80" ae to make 1% clear that criticiems of definite
recomméndations were referred to 'in the following parapraphe ¢nd that ‘the”
general criticisms made by the membere of the Commission were given in the
sub-paragraphs. ' o ’

e

4

“

. Mr CHERNYSHEV (Union of Soviet Sociamlist Republics) acoepted the
Secretary‘s propoaal provided that the wdrds general criticiams" weére deleted.
Mr. STINEBOWER {United States of America) said he was 1-';, ‘agresment with
the Secretary'e proposal. He proposed that the text of the introductory phrase
and of sub-paragraph (2) should be put to the vote. iy
M. WEINTRAUB (Secretary of the Commission) said that if the
Commisaion provisionally adopted 8 wording for the” introductory phraee which
more or less oorreeponded to vhat’ he had: suégested, 1t would be edvisable to’
discuss sub-paragraphs ), (<) and (d) end then résume consideration of subs
peregraph (a). "He therefore proposed that the Cormission shéwld begin
discussion of sub-paragraph (b) |

’ [ B . R . .
. IR .o NI A ' , b Al
y S ’ NP a . ) L .

Mr BURY (Australia) proposed - that thé text of subsparesreph (b) ehould
be altered ae follows f...faile to" conwey the naturé and magnitude of the '

- - 3L
TS ! . (RN
s AR -" .

national and 1nternational actions...'. f
Sub-pmgraph ('o) s adopted as thus emended“ S

YR .-.r a a » ; s . RS I R R

I R . me. vmson
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Mr. WILSON (United Kingdom) propoaad the insertion in the second
sentence of sub-paregraph (a) of the words "stressed In resolution 341 (XII)
of the Economic tind-Sooial Council, *af‘aer the Worde. "heve not-taken sufficient

E S

account: of 'bhe fact". : R o S
» SOt e
Mr. GARCIA (Philippin,es) supported the Unlted Kingdom representative's
proposal. - He' a.lso thought the last sentence In the .sub~paregraph’ too blunt
and did not convey an accurate idee of the discussion thet had ‘aken place on
the subject. He proposed that 1t showld be replaced by the following
sentence:: "Several members of the cmsﬂon discussed :the efféct of the _
present trena 1n the terms of trade on tha development prograxmies of umler-

ey - "

developed countries.' o : ek SR g
: [T P o e . C iy e S

Mr. smmm (United States of Amerfca). tHought sikth '@ referente
would be too briéf. ' He propossd the 2dditioh of the following sentence
'a.fter the second ‘aentence of sub-peragreph (c): "In pwticula.r, -the report ¢ - -
fails adeguately to take into account the present limitations of supply likely
to be available atid the fact thet the improved balance of peyhents: poeiticn
of most- under-dsveloped cHiittries enhancés reso‘tfrces b.va‘il*able to thett for

P e
)

fimnoins thbir econom‘io davel.opment" o
. S R AR A £
Mr. CHERNYSHEV (Union of Soviet Soclalist Republics) wished, on the
cohtrary, 4o etphasize thet the repoit d1d not Bufficlently bHing out the fact
tlmt the ermaments race was impeding the ecofiontt ' deveYopment of ‘the under-! 7
d.eveloped cotmtries. Tha.t ves 8 truth which shov;td be consta.ntly emphesized.

. .
i apn ot . ) PR l‘ ber e T ;L’:

Mr. SAKSENA ( I‘rﬂia.) asked vhether the United States remsenmtm

meent to put forward his suggestion as, m:pmsenting ‘the gemml obinion of
the Comniseion or merely the opin:lon of soms of 11;3 members.

« - 1 A,
7. . i)~ '& N . . ,..;.‘ “

MeY STINEBOWER (’United States éf Atdiide ) saw tio rédson wh;v the
Cormission ahould not be conaulted oh the sentence he hed proposed. He had
been ceretul’ to chooaér a wor&ing ‘adceptabie to 3.11. " He 'did net sey that en
1mprovemarxt in''the belance of peyments of the unde¥ #i developed” countriés would @ -
in iteelf be enough to"emble them to tmderta.ke their ooonomio development ;e

o /‘mrt merely
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but merely ihat it was e Factor: vhich the expam ha& not W Sttffi&ient}.y 1mto
&OGOW. A ‘ !v;‘. .;," s

Tims. o er -

<5
Eoae s em
,‘»" A T
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A [ : » k4 ‘gl% :~ )"«~ ¢ x Py i

Mr. KATZ-SWHY (Poland) asxed the United States repmaentative whethar

the sentence he proposed was Intended to replace the last sentence ‘of gub- =
paraa'aph (f})- L e i el
(':‘ ) 2 L ,;.‘ e - ,"A;;;;v . ~' . ; ; ‘ . : . . « 5‘

m. srmm (tmitad Stqtes of. .America) repned 'hhat it shou:m ‘be

inserted between: the panultimtq and. the' mst een‘oama._“ N
I«hﬂ WEIM‘RAUB (Secratary of the Ccmmission) read sub—peramph (c)

of pmgraph 1‘5 in its propoeed new form: the first sontence woulcl ba unchangeq.,
+he second sentence would be modified by the United Kingdom amndmnt' and Xhen -
would qcmwthe ,se,ntence proposed by the. representative of the United Sta:tee of
America. ﬂ‘ha Philippmé mgresentative ha.d proposed to substitute another o
sentence . ﬂor the. lpat one of the praaent taxt.v The cominsion would have to ,b

make @ dzci&ion 1:1 the. mtter.

H..‘ . ‘ o “_;A‘,‘;_ﬂ‘ r . .‘>‘: ) ‘;._‘ ‘
Mr.. srmmom (Uni"bed States af "m:arioa) did not o‘b.)ect to the .
inserftion of tha senteme proposed by the P;;;lippim representative,, but did not
see why the lsst sentence of the present text should be deleted, sinoe 1t

300“?“79*»9:13' dqecribed the disousglon that had tgken plape. oo
R RTE e ST S Uy )

.The CHAIRA&N, gpaak:ing as repi'eaentative of Bra.zil expreesed egeemant
with. ~tfhe Unitad. States mpmsenta.tive. -

A
* ‘. R

of th& mmﬂt tej:t. E f’ " B . . R . . - ~‘= . »l\gv; [ N SR T
Lol H PRI -;?- g 4? RS
Sub pwagraph (c) ves, ado;gted as amnd.ed ' \ e

o Me. CMNYSHEV (Union of Sovist Soc:ialist Be?ublice) ‘proposed the

dele‘tion ;;f the,ycrde fem}any througl; gsants" ragraph (ﬂ-) SRR
. ;'r,f vy, (u;uwg Kan.gdom) asked, mm- “tha't,‘g;za.nge wauld. ,Q.J.eo m@e}ts

the w;lahea q;' thp representatiwes ofdshq USSR@::@ Ppland 1n oopm;rion with
parmph 13- E ) /Mr CHERNYSEEV

k x‘:
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» “ mmsm (Union of Soviet Socialist, Bepu‘blics) replied in the .
negative.z The purpose of the proposal he l;ad. mde in oomexion with pmgraph 13
wes to show that ‘the exper'ta hed not taken the domstic resources of the under-
developad coun‘tries suf‘ficiently into acccmt a.ntl had, on the contra.ry, o
exaggerated the importance of foreigz capital He would be better satisifed
vith paregreph 15 if thet ides vere expressed es sub-paregraph. (a), and the msent
sub-paragraph (d) becam sub-paragraph (e) L R T

" . VETNIRAUB (Becreta.ry of the anmisaion) asked the representativ:q of .
the USSR 1f he would be satisfied with the addition to aub~paragraph (d) of 'bhe
following sentence' "Some membsrs of the Comisaion also oansiderad that the
eyperts' report improperly orienta under-&evaloped. countries towards foreign
co.pi‘bal to the de'brimen‘b of the development of domestic resources, which
should’ gerve e the 'basic source 'for the financing of economio devalopment.

 Me. wnso»r (United Kingdom) seid he would prefer to have thay text in
writing so thet the members of 'bha Comiasion could atudy it ‘bhoroug;:ly. aee

Mr. DAYRA S (Fra.nca) thought tb@ members of the Commission should be
able to identify 'bhe origin of certain remarks whan ‘bhey had the whole report in
thelr hends; otherwise it might prove somewhat confusing. .

| Mr. MASOIN ‘(Rapp;i-f“eﬁr)t;a; gre;éma to insert - the USSR representative!s .
proposal in the reporf. He 414 not see, however, why the words especially
through gmnts" should be deleted from aub-pa.ragraph (d) Some members .of the
Comiasion had pa.rt:lcularly s‘tresead that point

Mr. srmmmrﬂ (Uniteci Statee of *\.marica\ was xmder the impression .
thst the Commission was at present giving tho report a first reaé.ing, ‘and that
the members could ,propose further cha.nges later. . His delegation could not
ecoept the last part of eub-pamgraph (a), end he asked ‘thet the firet, part of- ..
that sub-paragraph, desling with certain criticiems which he hi!,mself had mede,
should be sepersted from the second pe.rt The draft report feiled to mention &
eriticism made aeveral timpa by rapreaentatives bo’t.h of developed and
/under-d.eveloped
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underudaveloped cotmtries», namely, that some of the mbcmndations 1n the
experts’ report were not deduced from the report. 'He therefore propoaed the
insertion of & new sentenge, such &s: "The Coxmn:wsion regrets that the ,
recommendetlions in the report ‘are not always borne out by the repor‘b itse].f‘.

| Mr. cmwxszmv (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) also thought |
sub«section (4) as et present worded might lead to oconfusion. He %oo,
therefore, asked thet the first pert of that sub—paragraph should be separa.ted
from the aecond, in whioh he recognized Boma of his own 1deas.
‘ Mr. 'WOLFSON (Canada.) swgested ‘that the text proposed ‘by the
representative of the USSR should be ‘inserted as aub-pa.ra@’aph (d), end tha:b the
sscond pert of the present aub-pem.graph (d) ahould be regaz‘ded as conetituting
a sub-parsgraph (e).- |

The CHATRMAN asked -what would then ’becoma of the f:trs‘h part of the
present sub-paragraph (d). ST A

. Mr. WOLFSON. (Cansds) proposed thet 1t should be deleted. -

Mr. CHERNYSHEV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) sald he saw no
objection to its belng deleted, but pointed cmt that he had not yroposed the
deletion. L L :

~ Mr. KATZ-SUCHY (Polend) would agres tdthe" separstion of the two
sentences in sub-persgraph {d), but thought the sib-peragraph ‘should show that
the Cormission as e whole considerea that the experts hsd emggemted the need
for internation&l f’inmial &saistance. K ‘
M. wawson (cm) said. he would 111:0 to ha.ve the tex‘b propoaed by ,
the USSR mpresentative in: writing. oo T oo ~

/M. WILSON
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e . ‘WILSON ‘(Writed Kirgiock) sald thet, if he‘ waé no‘t mistaken, sub-
paragreph- (d.) should conteln, firet’ “of el the Piret pa.rt of the present taxb
86 Pér’ as the words "ihternstions) ¥inanciel sssistance” s ‘then a ser;pence‘to o
tho effeot’ that' the expsrts report atthohsd too much fmportence to the use of |
grente instead of loans for developmant end lastly, the second pa.rt of the
present text. * The text’ prorpcsed by the USSR representative would also be o
edded gs & aeparate paragf‘aph ‘ ' T

T : R sl
LA M B3 ' . v ¥ : : S o . A

e

R T T A RS
=

Mr. WOLFSON (,‘Caimdaa)"thouéht'thé’com:a’sibn would perheps reslize
from the reading of the text proposed by the USSR reprosen'bative 'bhat the first
part of the preseit sub-peragraph (4) had become supérfluoué. He accepted the

remainder of the . :Lﬁterprstation given by the United Kingdom regreaen’tative. ol
B I P ¢ R et cwge BT

= ‘,» . A \« 'y Y g -. ..
e P G e

- The " cmimw seid the Rapporteur andtle Secretary of ‘the Commission
would together work out & text which would taka into sccount the diacussion that

had Just’ ta‘ken placw anﬁ the Comnflssion would ccnsider thajc 't'fext the

v . - ',‘{":(1 . v““.;;tl

. ~ A T N h R . k GO B

following day S : ‘ :
B . N b « 3
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Lo M. WE«IEM‘BFUB (Secmta;ry of. hhe Cemmission) recalled that the. o
Comnisaion; ha,d not finished ite. discussion of paregraph 12, .The Repporteur
hed Jus’c had distributed & new text to replace the first lines of that paragraph.
He suggested tha.t the Commigsion should mpise: & ‘decision on that point.: He -
read the.pey text, which wue. wcrded as follows: -"Without” prejudicing: thetra ./
positions vit); :g*.?spect.s;pggthe mattors, tr@mgg'-in -the.report of the'experts ~ .~
and with duve regerd to the reservetions yirleh:are expressed in this repoft<of i
the . conmj.gsicn, -most of the mepbers cangid.er thet;the report of the *e:tpar‘bs R
preaents a.n axtremely usem analysie.., P e T
e T R I N R SURTI S LR 2 Koo
Mr. WOIFSON (Canada) proposed the substitution of the.words “t}xa S
Commission" for the words "most of the members", eince the reservations expressed

et the beginning of the sentenss were sufficient in themselves.. ' ™. .z!

i

.
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. cmmsm (Unzon of ‘Soviet:Socialist Republics} wes opposed
to tha,t pro‘pcsal and in.his turn Droposed the eddition 'of the following .
Benteuce to the Rapportam"a new text:  "Some members of the Commission, howewer,
considered. that the experts' rieport was in ‘substance an unacceptable domment" .

m:_ smmom ,‘(United s-bates:oﬁmzeioe},:mtmg that the
representatives' views did not seem to be getting eny closer, formally proposed -
“that the Commission shopuld sdopt the first sentence of paragraph 12 as appearing
in the d.ra.ft report, msroly deleting: the word "extrenbly" ‘

‘ § ‘rr
o I

. Mr. K!\.‘I.‘Z-SUCBY (Pola.ml) expredsed surprise at that propoee.l. . In order -
to be a.ble to adop'b the United States representetive's’ proposal, the Commission
would heve to modify pamgraph 12 by including & reference to that proposel, the
result. of the .Yp‘t:,oj ‘to which, it gave rise and.the-views of the “mincrity delegations.
Goe IR Toavat e e T mn ST
Mr. STINFBOWER (United Stetes.of Amstica) said that the: iembers of
the Cormission could bear witness to the fact thet he had not lagged behind - '~
in eriticizing the experts' report. It was nevertheless true that the report —
hed been useful es a basis for discussion, and the Cc;mmissgion in gemral hed
egreed to regard It es'such. . If & minority of the members’ cf the Comnission o
disag:eed, 1t would, of oourss, be at liber'hy to express u;a poin'h of‘ view. v

EUTRY 1 B

4
‘

Mr. CHERNYSHEV (Union of Soviet Soofalist’ Repu‘blics) said. the N
United Ststes representativels yrcrposal ves unaccep’table. " He 'bhought tﬁe ’
experts’ répoit was e bed-one, and d1a not seo why ‘he should be m;:resented in .
the dreft report es oomsidering it useful, It woulﬂ be neceeeary therefore,
to say, in the first plecs, that’ the m8 Jority of the members of the Commission o
hed oonsldered the experts! report to be a ueeful ana.].ysis, ete.; ; and, in the :
second place, that some members of‘ the COmisaion had comsidered it %o be in
substance- wmccep‘bable. A T I R - :

o

I

M, srmmwim?(mﬁéat Stales of ‘Ametios) recellsd that the unenimity
-rule did not apply to the Cormission and that, even when not unanimously edopted,
the resolutions of the Gensyal -Assenbly begen with the words: "The General
_ Assembly, decides..." and not with the words "The majority of the members of
the General Assembly, decides, ete...".

Nabvw  rea
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Mr. CHA (China) considered that it would be fair to record the
opinion of the minority in the report. He suggosted thet if e vote were
taken the results of the vote should be given in e footnote.

‘Mr. WOLPSOW (Canada) proposed that the opinions both of the msjority
of the members of the Commission and of the minority should be recorded in the

paragraph.

Mr, MASOIN (Rapporteur) approved that proposal, provided the report
specified which countries considered the experts' report unacceptable.

Mr. CHERNYSHEV (Union of Soviet Scoielist Republics) supported the
Canadian representative's proposal, but considered the Rapporteur's suggestion
to be superflucus. The positions adopted by the various delegations would be
shown in the summary records,

Mr. MASOIN (Rapporteur) accepted thet solution.

The meeting rose et 6.10 p.m.

11&/6 a.m,





