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ORGANIZATION AND OP.EI',A'riON OF Tllli MGIOil:AL ECONOl-liC CONJ:-1ISSIONS ' 

~~. ZONOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)~; speaking on a point 

of order, explained that it had been his impression at the previous meeting that 
t :! 

suggestions :for changes in the terms of re:ferenae ·of ECAFE were aimply to be 

transmitted to the Council. After reading the conference. room paper distributed 

through the 'u1iited Kin~dom dillegation, however, he had realized that those changes 

'were to be considered as definitely adopted. The USSR delegation had therefore 

voted for the proposed cha:nses. as a result of purely accidental circumstances; 

actually,· it was convinced that the regional economic co~~ssions themselves, and 

not the Council, _should make decisions in that respect. 'llhe USSR delegation 

objected to several of the proposed changes, particularly those respecting ECAFE's 

terms of reference. In any case, only after a thorough discussion could the 

Committee take a decision. Consequently, the USSB delegation wished its statement 

to appear in the f!Uilllllary record. 

The CHAimW~ asked the Comntittee to consider the action to be. take·n on 

the oral proposal of the United States representative to add a paragraph identical 

with sub-paragraph 7 (b) of ECLA's tel~ of reference to the terms of reference of 

ECAFE and ECE. The paraGTaph provided that the Commiseion would act in consequence 

of consultations with the non-governmental organizations granted consultative 

status by the Economic and Social Council., in fulfilment of the principles approved 

by the Council for that purpose. 
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Nr. LUl3IN (United States of America) said that some degree of 

untfcrm:it;y in' the provisi;~a on c.ons,~l;.itions With the s~d.alH:ad agencies 

and the non.:.governmental organizat:i.one appeared desirable. Provisions governing. 

that uti tterc might a.J...ready exist; in the. terms of reference of the three regional 

economic. commis_sions 1 ho:Wever 1 there should be a statelll3nt of principle ch."afted 

in clear and i'dentical terms. 

The CRA~UU~ noted that on page 11 of the English text of conference 

room paper no. 3, which contained e.xcerpte from the re;port of ECE 1 it was stated : · 

that the Conntlis:sio~ had reached the conclusion that there was no need to alter the 

rules of procedure on consultatiolls with non-governmenta.l organizations for the 

existing provisions, as applied in practice, . appe.su·ed satisfactory. to the members. 
. ' . 

·:Hr. LUBIH (United 'states of America) said that changes might arise in 

applying the provisions on consultations vTith the non-governmental organizations. 

To meet that conti~gency, his delegation had deemed it necessary to embody the . . . . . 

provision contained in ECL.~ 's terms · of reference in the terms of reference .. of· ECE · 

and ECAFE~ 

Mr.' ZONOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) fotmd it ~iffioULt to 
' . 

understand why the Committee should deal with a problem of that nature. ~e . , . 

Commissions. thenwe~ves 'should arrange their relatione with non-gover~ntal 
orge.n·j:zations' and any interf~:rence by the Conll.J.littee in that field would. b.e all the 

.. ' . . - . 

more uncalled for as the reports of ECE and EC.AFE showed that consul-:ations with 

ron-governmental organizations had consistently' borne eatiefactory results. 

The CIIAIRI4AN put to the vote the proposal of tJ:la United States re]lt'e-

sentative. 

~he ptoEosal w,a!. ado:pt~:d b;,: 6 votes to 1 1 w;tth one abstention. 
,. 

/Mr. LUBIN 
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Nr. LUBIN (United States of America} thought that the Conm:dttee should nl.ec 

cnnsj_de:r. the question of possible changes in the provisions of thet rules of 

procedure of regional economic commissions· regarding consultations wtth non­

governmental organizaM.ons. Those provisions should be made uniform; at present, 

there were naturally differences bee a use, under its terms of referenc:e, each 

commission adopted its own rules or proc~ure. 

He suggested that the Council's Committee on Non-Governmental 

Organizations, 'Which was to meet before the July 1951 session of the Council, should 

study the matter of uniformity in the rules of procedure of regional economic 

commissions on consultatjons "rith non-governmental organizations. 

The CHAIRMAN recalled that he had pointed out at the previous meeting 

the importance of making those rules uniform and of referring the ma·tter to the 

NGO Committee. 

Ml:' ~ BRENNAli (Australia) had no objection in principle to the 

Uni teo. States proposaL He noted ho"Wever that in paragraph 257 of the report 

of its seventh session (E/1981), ECA~'E had announced several changes in the 

provisions of its rules of procedure reJ,.atine to consultationo with non­

governmental organtzations. ECE's report also indicated that the Commission 

had a 1 tered its terms of reference • Mr. Brennan wondered whether the 

representative of the SecretarJ-General could give the Committee aotlle infor!Illtion 

about those changes and say whether they were similar or, on the contrary, 

different. 

Ivrr·. HOGAN (Secretary of the Committee) said that there WeJ:-e substantial 

differences in the changes made. 

Mr. de SEYN.ES (France) said that just a a he could not agr~~e with the 

tlSSR representative that the Committee was not competent to suggest changes in the 

/terms of 
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.. ,, 

terms of. referen9e <;xf' the regiional economf c ·comm:tasions, a,o it seemed· e:l-ear · 

t~:··him, ~n th~ ~~s.e~t .ca{le,. that th·e Comni.i1itee .could not r(1guJ,.ate the , · 

procedure to b~· a~p~i~~ to .re:Lations bet\.l'een· 'the regiOtil8l :~economic C<;lmrniss:lons 

and 'th.e ~on-~ove~~~e~t~l organ~zations.. It -would be too bad. if~ tne :•;. 
• . . -1 . ";, . ' . l • . ' - ~ ' ' . 

' ... ' ' ' 

~~ [o£ Ce>rrnni~tee were to confu~e eompatib:Uity and uniformity. lie did. not_ 
. -. ·'. '" l- ' . •' - ' ~- -~ . 

thinlc it advisa,ble i;.o ~ry to maket ·th,~ rules or .the ~~.gional :ecollotnic .6ol'lllll.iesions 
'·, • I 

uniform b~cause, by their ver.y natur.e, the conmdssiona had .to deaLwi:t;l:t 

different proble~s and. interpret .s:t;171ilar pr,oble:ms in dUfe:r·ent ways. · He 
~ . -- . - ' . '. 

therefor~ felt that the regional e,conomic commiss:tone should be le..ft entirely ... 

free to organ.i~e their contacts with the non~gov~rmnental organizattons.~ : .. 
~ ,1 • • • • > •' • • ' • • • • • • 

. •. '·. :· ... 

Mr~. ZONOV (Union of Soviet Sociali·at.Repub.,lics) sa;td that':th.e ·' 
..... ,' : . . 

Coll'l.ll}i,ttee. wa~,,p~t entitled to modify. the rules of J:lr,oc·edure of the r.eg:i,onal. · 

epono~:tc copm:d.ssious; certain d~l~gatio~s .had argued :in. favour of m&k:ipg · · 

the:· r~lec. of' ~-~~edur~ of tho?e .commie~ ions unif~l."m but that argum~mt ·did .. , · 
' : " ~ ' • ' .' ' ~ • • • " • ' • • ' .. • • J • 

not hold vater as the re.giopal economi.c commissions. had been set up to assist 
> 0 0 ' ' > l ' OM • '0 ~·. 0 , 0 : ' ~" ' 0 "' 0 0 • • 0• 

different region.a and were therefore called .upon to. deal lJ'i th · essentially 

.. differ.ent matters .. 
. l ' ·.. ·' ~. ', - I. ·. '• 

.· .. '.· 
f', 

Nr o' LUBIN ''{United States of America). said that it should not be' 

thoug.nt that his 'proposal would of itself :rea'ul/fthe atandard,ization of' th~ 
provisioua. governing reiationa between 'the :·P.egibnai economic commtssiona and 

the non-governmental. prgaq.izations. At the same time, in his opinion the·~: 

question wae important enoUgh to j;1.stify its being sent for consideration 

to tlle Committee o~ Nou-Gov.ernmental organizations .whi.ch, in due course, 

would.decidelthethEW, racomruendationa on the subjaot.ahould be eubm:ltted 

to. the Council .• · · ',I 

.. ,. The J?!0£06~·!:; of :;,t!l,e .uni!aQ. States ·rEH>~esentat1v~ :re! ~dopted by 

6 votes t6 .2. ·. .·i' · 

/The CHAIRMAN. 
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The CHAiffi~ invited the Committee to consider the text o~ the three 

rules which the United states proposed ~or inclusion in the rules o~ procedure 

of the regional economic commissions and which dealt respectively with the number 

o~ sessions, the date ana the place o~ each session (E/AC.34/L.l2}. 

At present the termsof reference of those cammiaa~ona contained no 

proVision regulating the number o~ sessions each year; nevertheless, there was 

a stipulation that each commission should present an annual report to the Council 

which obviously led to the conclusion that the commissions must hold at least 

one session each year. 

The rules of procedure did not fix the date o~ sessions; but it was 

understood that the commission concerned proposed a date, and that the Council 

took that proposal into conside~~tion in adopting its calendar of meetings. 

The provisions o~ the rules o~ proce~~re resarding the place of sessions 

now varied for each commission: ECLA decided on the meeting place of its session 

on the advice o~ the Secretary-General with due consideration for the principle 

that the various countries of Latin America should be chosen in rotation; ECAFE 

and ECE generally held their sessions at their head~uarters but could in 

consultation with the Secretary-General decide to meet elsewhere. 

Mr. OVERTON (United Kingdom) asked whether, in practice, the commissions 

themselves did not adopt their own rules of procedure and, if that was the case, 

how it was proposed to deal with the United States proposals. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that the terms of reference of the commissions 

actuallY authorized tham to adopt their own rules of procedure. 

Mr. LUBIN (United states of America) said that the ~onomic and Social 

Council was the parent body on which the regional economic commissions were 

dependent; as the responsibilitytbr studying the budgetary requests of the 

commissions rested with the Council, it seemed that that body should also have 

a. say in fixing the place, date and the general conduct of the sessions of the 

commissions. 
/He pointed 
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He pointed out that his proposal stipulated that, prior to fixing the 

date and place of a commissions session, the Council should take into account any 

recommendation of the commission and that in exceptional cases the Executive 

Secretary could alter the date of a session. 

The CHAIRMAN, referring to the text of rule 3 proposed by the United 

States according to which each session should be held at the seat of the 

United Nations in Europe,(Aaia 1 Latin Americ~ pointed out that while Geneva was 
the seat of the European office of the United Nations, Santiago and Bangkok 

were only the seats of the Economic Commission for Latin America and the Economi~ 

Commission for Asia and. the Far East respectively. 

Mr. LUBIN (United States of America) stated that the drafting of 

rule 3 should be changed to indicate that 11 Each session shall be held at the 

seat of the commission.,.". 

Mr. ~RENNAN (Australia) pointed out that on the previous day, the 

Committee had had before it a proposal of the Philippine representative 

(E/AC •. 34/L.32) eugge~ting some changes in the rules of procedure of ECAFE, and 

in particular proposing Manila as the seat of the Commission. He wondered 

whether ECAFE had been informed_ of that proposal and whether the Committee's 

decision of the preceding day designating Ban~ok as the permanent seat of ECAFE­

had not in a sense been premature. 

He could accept the text of rule 3 with the cherlges which the 

United States representative had just made. The first two ~les.merely confirmed 

principles"which were already in application, as ECAFE, for example, which had 

originally held two sessions a year had, in 1949, decided to hold only one session 

annually. The Australian delegation could therefore accept those rules if·the 

Commdttee considered their adoption necessarr:. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that the question raised by the Australian 

representative regarding the Philippine proposal was now beside the point as 

the COI!lillittee had no intention of changing the location· of the penna.nent seats 

of commissions but might poesib:y fix the place of sessions. 

/Re pointed 
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, .... ' 

-"·. ·. H~. pointed ont that the place of :J.eetings of ECIA sessions was fixed 

by the orJani:z.ation 's terms· of reference rath~r than by its rules of pr'ocedtU'e, 

if the United States representative wished tc raaihtain rule 2 as it 'appeared in 

the1 >pr oposM. text (E/Ac·~ 3~/V~ 12); ECIA 's terr,lS of ;eie;ence rather., than its 

rules·.of pt•oc~dure ,;0,_,Ja have to ·be:ar:.endea.· .11.ct\l8.'11y, e:1"ticle 15 of the terms 

of reference· of ECIA ati~vlated that ''The Coimliiesi6~ ·shall at each 'session decide 

upon t:he 'Place of meeting for ita r1ext.· sessioi1.1 with ·aue consideration for the 

principle that the COlmtries of latin .Aln.cr·ica be chosen in rotation" 

(E/1330/Rev .1) •. . 'If that question wer~ studied from"· the :point of··~i~' o.t prin­

ciple rather tban ·:pr.ocedute, ·it wouid certainly 'be flatte1~:tng tdr chiie t~ have 

ECIA llleet each 'yeatr 'in Santiago, but i.t shoulci be considered that in d~cidinc i~ 
favour of the :princi;ple of rotation the Council hadre6o~i:z.ed the 'advEintage of 

haYing all latin At~.er:i.can,ciountries prof'it: in turn from the presence ·or tlk't 
Connn.iesion. 

• L ;' ~ 

As for the other t1.;o resional commissions, ECE had so i'ar ruet 

:permanent~ ih'-Getieva 'becau.se that solution had been :recognized as oost practical. 

Nevertheless, it was :possible that ill futm·e· the Commission would' find it 

necessary to meet elsewhere than in Geneva anc1 it· seemed soinewlmt undesirable to 

oppose its taking a deciaioh o-r that kind. The case of EC!iFE was eanewhat 

different 'in v:tew ot' the fact that the' Commission had. not always met in the same 

place and that :tt· 1tad. not applied the ·:Principle of rotation; nevertheiess, 

there seellled· to 'be no: reason for imposing On it a fixed place o:f meeting: 
.• .:r •• 

In amending tne ·-provisJonEI abont sessions of the i'eci6n.al econonrl.c cOlinn.rs·a'ions; 
• . . . ' ' l {, . . ' . :1 . • .• : - . ~ ' ~ ··: .• . 

the Committee w6~1d run the risk af giving the impression that it sought to deny 

those CODlDliSBione;sone Of their freedom of action and prevent the:riJ.trom ContinuitJS 
' ' 

to apply xnethods which had. been recognized as effective·· Far from assisting the 
. . -

cOlllln.taaions, ·'tihe·co:mra.it"tee 'rould be placing obstacles 'in th~ way of the,:r work.;: 

l·tr. de AI.MmJA (Bl'azil) sta'ted that hie delegat._ion could acbept. the . . ' 

TJ'nited States :proposa.-1 regt.l'dirig the riU:n1ber e.rid the date of sE)'aaioris of r~giona.l 
economic ·c0lllll11atiione whibh rr.AUe no subata~tial cha.nGe 'in curtent pract:ice~. 

• . . ~ ·. : . . . , . . . . . . • . . ··: , . . , • .,' r ... : " • ~~.. ~ 
At the same time, there seetJ.ed nothing to be· gained. by adopt. ina that proPc>sal ·· · 

. ,. . ·. ' ... \ . . 

and it might be dangero't~a -~;' .~?-t.roduce ~oo much riJi~ity into t~e operation of 

com:m1setons'~ '· .. , 
1• ···.:. 

1 •. ~. ' ·.'\ - /In connex1ori 
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In· connax1on:-with· rule '3, 'the Brazilian· represerttati.Ya. rroted that his 

·-delegation had or ig-inalJ:.y 'OO~n" of .the· a :pinion ·that sess±·ona Ghc:luld: be he.ld: ,at. 
,l._; 

the ·Se'atl:'l.'·=ot ·the regional ·ec~niomi:c commissionj it had howeve!"d!henGed ita tiew 

after seeinc how mnch the countries of latin Al;';erica had :pl·ofited from t.l}e 

. :rotation ·of· the ECL\ sessions. I't wa'S :in order to enaole Braz:U.td benefit 

'· -·~n :t\U'n from the adva.ntaceer of the ·presence· of that Co:ru:miosion that Braz:u.:-had 

pr:6~osed Rio de Janeiro ·as the place ·of I11eeting.<'.Of'the next ECIA B'ession·~ · : : 

'" · Aocordi'ngl:)··, ·he could' vote for tlie-· first. 't~o·rules •proposed by··the· 

United States· representative :if the Coir.ltli t·tee tavoul'ed tha:!:r ~ eldopt1cm • t <F-or' the 

reasonEr wh1cll·.-be had jUSt indicated·, he w·ould .t~ind it ::!.mpoaefbls to Vltlt·e·•.for· .. ~ 

rule 3. .: w ~·. J. ;,.. ~ , . , " 1 
' ' _,•.• .... 

' . Mt'. de' SEl'lf.l!S' (:France) said that his delesation had nd ·aarious I·, .. ·' 
objections to rules 1 and 2 put forward by the Ur.ited States bec::auco it>felt'·' 

that control should be ~x~xc:t.eed by the Council at all tirr:es. Nevertheless 1 it 

··did not· think it appropriate· to-lla:V'e those rule·a inserted in the rules of 

procedure of regional ecotibllllC1 conl:l'iSaions by' an outside attthol':tty~ ·· Stich ·a:ction 

wo;Ild 'i.mpJi tha. t auper·visi6ri Wa.s- "exe'l':cisea<ave:r tli~ Commissions;' l1oreover) •· the 

Ad H\)0 Coll1nittee' had:'"beeti eatab:l'ished -·t;o5Ji1e'V::t~: tlie ::te!'ma of r.efer~nce ·t)t those ---
cOmniisaions rather than ··thei~ ··r\ilee' ¢r::procedtir"e~:- ''Thd 'French del:egaii'on wotild1 

therei"ore, abatairi 'tram vo-ti.ng: on- ~tJ:W:, rnlea-1 and· .Z ·as .cet out in the Vni ted 

Statoa proposal. 

· · Ee ·pointed· dut 'fri :·ccili'~:·d:oh ~'th ':rUle-; 3 · ;tmt ~tt. ·ieast .one COlllillission 

had in' ita rules of'. procedure eatablisl1ed:· a p:t.fnciple which ran· counter to·,"tihe 

p:rovisions of the ·prorosed ruld 3 · a:rtd· tlia.t i:il practice· anotu.r ·cOJ:mn:ts·aion fol.lowt•t 

'tf' ·slightly ·d1t:f'erent principle :f'rOll! that reo&mrended: by the United States··: , :. 

representative. Thus; by adoptinG rule· 3i · the £:1 !££ Committee would~ seem to 

be ·oi5)osing -thf' wishes of .two of tho reg'i6hal' cormni'ssions. Tlie.' ·Fr6n<ili'~deJSsa-

tion woUld therefore vote against rule 3~•- ': J 

.. ~,,.. . ~ < ' 

the matter: in the case of functio~l commissions and of the .council itself, 

the Commit'tel:i' fuid. InruiJ recOllllilOndations on :procedUl'e; there ~rae nothing to 

:prevent the Committee from conaide:ri:ng simil.ar questions in connexion with 

:regional economic commissions. 

/Mr. de SEn® 
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Mr. de SEYN.ES (Franoe) explained that the terms of reference of 

~egional economic commissions stipulated that they were free to adopt their own .. 
rules of procedure and he saw no reason to de~rive t~em of that authority. 

~ . '. . ~ 

Mt-. OV"ER'fON {United Kingdom) believed that the United States proposal 

had aroused critic is~ because it was drafted rather too rieidly, He considered 

in oo~xion, with rule 2 of the United States proposal that 1t.wae tboroughly 

deei~ble for the Council to be able to control the expenditure of regional . 

economic commissions and to intervene in the drafting of their annual 

progremnte of work. ECLA had recognized the soundness of such procedure and 

had consulted the Council as to the date of its next session. 

He proposed that rules 1 and 3 of the United States proposal should 

be deleted, and that rule 2 should be slightly modified to.make i~s provisions 

more flexible. 

of 
Mr. LUBIN (United States of Ainerica) agreed to the deletionf-r;~~faphs 

1 and 3, as suggested by the United Kingdom representative, and propose~ in para­

graph 2, the words "and place" should be added after the words "the datett, 

and that the phrase nshall.be subject to the Council's approval" should be 

substituted for the words ''shall be :f'ixed by the Council". Thus the Council 

would have a voice in fizing the dates of the sessions of its commissions. 

Mr. TSAO (China) thou&~t it was the Council's function to establish 

the terms of reference of the reGional economic commissions, rather than to 

fix their rules of procedure, Nevertheless, the United States proposal 

seemed acceptable, as it provided for a measure of control by the Council over 

~he decisions of the regional economic commissions, while being sufficientlY 

flexible to allow considerable discretion to the commissions. It provided 

for certain exceptional cases, by including in each rule a phrase whio~ 

allowed for broad interpretation of the rule. In rule 3, for example, it was 

provided that each session should be. held at the seat of the regional commission, 

/"unless another 
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"unless another place is designated by the Co~cil t~king into account any 

recommendation of·. the co.nmrlsslon and in consuli{a,tion. t·r~th the Secretary-General". 

He recalled that th~ Counctl 1 s o'Wll rules of procedure p!"eJ'V'ided that the Council 
• I , .... '·· 

and the functional commissions might meet at a place other than Headouarters. 
__ ,.. j 

In point of fact, since the seventh ses3ion, the Council's summer sessions had 

not been held at Headquarters. Fe thvught it :i.mportant to decide whether the 

question should be the subject of a rule of procedure or whether it should be 

dealt .with in the terms of reference of the regional economic commissions. 

After an exchanGe of vi erN's, in vM.ch Mr. BRENNAN (Australia) e.nd the 

CHAIRMA:r1 took part, Mr. LUBTI'r (United S~ates of America) sugg~sted that the 

Committee might recommend to the regional economic commissions the addition 

to their rules of procedure of a rule such as the following: '~he date and 

place .of each session of a commissio~ shall be subject to the Council's 

approval, taking into account .•• ". It was understood, of course, that on~ 

the date of a session might be changed by the rebionnl commissions, as a change 

in the ploce or the session would entail budgetary ~rrrplications • 

. . 
.Mr. ZONOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) thought that the 

procedure being followed by the Committee was inappropriate. Moreover, 

he could not express an opinion on the matter until the United States ~roposal 
,.. ~ 

in its amended form had been circulated as a document. 

The CID\IRMAN said he would put the United States proposal to the 

vote at the next meeting, after the text had been distributed. l!e invited 

the Committee to resume it~ discussion on the right to vote of non-members 

of the United Natio~s participating in an aqvisory capacity in the work of the 

ECE. That CoJliillj.saion had not taken a decision on the question, 1>1.1t had 

referred it back to the Council. The Committee must decide whether or.not 

it would consider the matter. 

/Mr. ZONOV 
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Nr. ZONOV (-Union of Soviet Socialist Republica) suggested. that the 

Conimittee: should riot c6nsider the·question, as it had. no inforniatiori-at its 

diapGsa1 Ori ·wh:f.ch to take a decision. !·''IIi his opinion, the ·Committee. sh~ould 

simply refer the· reaoluticin to the Council, in accordance with· ECE 1s request. T.he 

Couneil··would: undoubtedly have all the neC'essary documentatiOn at· ita disposal at 

1 te thirt'e·en:th session and would be· able to take a decision. 

Mr. de SEYNES (France ) shared the view of the USSR re pre sen ta ti ve • The 

Committee· weuld find it difficult to stud,y that question without going beyond its 

terms ot reference. It might, in fact, f1nd itself dealing '1-lith deta.iled-matterl:J 

which lay wit:t:in the competence of the corr.urdss.ions, or general questions which 

were the reeponsib111 ty of the Council. He failed to see how the Committee cOUld 

assist the Council on the problem, which was of a political nature·. · 
... ",' 

The CHAIRMAN felt that the Conmtttwe's terms of' reference authorized it 

to examine the structure of all' the cOtmniasions, a.nd t6 r&oammend to the Council 

any change which it thought should be made in the rules of procedwe of the 

regional economio commiesior~s. The Committee could made recomnwnd£itions in 

conne:x:ion with a:ny of those rules, :lnclud.:tng ·those deal1ng 't-ii th . the rtgh t to vote. 

Mr. OVEB'£0N (Untted Kingdom)· said t.hat ·the r-em.a::rJ.ts 'of the USSR 

representative had confirmed his own view that it was not advisable for the 

Committee to consider the qu:eation. The ECE had asked for tile Counc:!'l'a opinion, 

.not the domlli:fttee'e, ._. ;._ ·· , 
..... 

·' Tlie·· cRAJ:RMiiN, after· ascerta.::l.nirig the ··vfe•vs or:the mellloera of :f.he 

Committee 1 ruled t...liat the question would not be considered. 

,., He asked whe'ther the members 'of the Committee· wore ready to examine­

the next 1tem on the agenda, which was the fil1.aric1al irnplicat:i.ons of economic·· 

and social projects and programmes. 

Mr. LUBIN (United States of America) pointed out that the Comm:i ttee 

had not finished 1 ts study of the terms of reference of the regional economic 

commissions. So far, only the recoramendations made by the commissions themselves 

had been examined. 

/He recalled 
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He recalled that at its preceding meeting the Committee had made 

recommend~:ttions concerning the terms of reference of the regional economic 

commissions. In hie opinion, the eame.date should be set for the review of 

the 'tvorlr of the regional economic commissions as had been set ·for the functional 
commissions. 

Mr. de &t;YNES (France) recalJod that at ita preceding meeting the 

Comm:i ttee had recommended that the regional economic commissions should them­

selves conduct a periodic review of their work, whereas now 1 t was proposed 

that the Council should conduct such a review. The two recanmendations did not 

contradict each oth~r, and the proposal just made did not appear to call for 

any change in the terms of reference of the regional economic commissions. 

Mr. LUBIN (United States of America) thought it desirable that the 

two reviews should be conducted simultaneously. 

The CHAIRMAN thought that the position of the regional economic com­

missions was very d;if:ferent from that of the functional commissions •. Although 

in the case of the latter the Comwi ttee had rec~nded temporary measures, 

subject to revision in 1953, there was no reason why similar measures should 

be adopted as regards the regional economic corumieaions. The latter had been 

in existence an a provisional basis for several years, and their maintenance 

on a permanent basis had been approved. He was afraid that any proposal tor a 

freab stu~ of the question might prove discouraging to the regional economic 

commissions, and thus jeopardize the long-term prograzmnes which they were 

carrying out, in particular in connexion with economic development. 

Mr. de Al'JID.l:IDA (Brazil) felt that the Committee 'a task as regards the 

regional economic commissions was different from the duties it had been g1 ven 
. . . . 

in colll'lex+on with the functional commissions. Whereas the Conlmi ttee had 

receive~ no d.1::rec~i ve conce:roin.e ~e. wo;rk of the ~ctional commissions and of 

/the Council 
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the Council itself, it had received explicit instructions from the General 
~. ~ . 

Assembly for the maintenance of the ~·~giot?-al economic comm~seions. He noted, 

as had the Chairman, that the regional economic commieslons had. originally 

been created for a limited period of time only, and that they had now completed 

the experimental :period,· wh::,ch had .;ust been terminated by the ~nanimous dec:~­

aion of thj;h governments concerned to mainta'n. them on a permanent basis.. If 
··' 

the· maintenance of those, c_o[l)nlissj_ons was now q_ueetioned, .the wor~ envisaged by 

· ECLA and ECAFE in the field of economic development m1g}?.t wel:l)e jeo~rdized. 

Consequently 1 he felt th~t the,Goun~il' s consideration of ;th,e question 

shoUld. .bear s-olely on the work: of the regional econ~mic commissions, not. on 

their terms of reference. There must be no confusion on that point. 

Mr. LUBTI; (Un~ted. Stat;es of America) point~~- out th~t there h8;d been 

a rnisunderstan.CU.ne;. He had never had the slightest :intention of querying the 

adv:tsabili ty of ma,intain:,Lng the, ,exi~t?nce. of the regional. economic commissions; 

he had merely ·_eugc;ested. thEJ,t the .first periodic review _by the Council 

o::f ,t.he: vrork of those comtn:i.~siorH~, .:Provided for in the re~ommendations ad.opU,d 

the . pre ced. 1 ng day .vri th re ape c.~ tq ECA11'E, shoU;ld t(i.ke plf=!oce in 195 3 • . .· 

He proposeCj. t;~a t .. , the C,utnf:l~ ttee should inse:.,t in i ~s revort a r~com­

meridatlon to the effect thai:. the C~~nc2.1 should af,so revlew the work of the 

ret3ional econom:'.c c_qtmn.:as.:Lons ;:.n 1953~. 

:.:.:..· 

Tlie qiATI\1v1AN. thought that the Cotnmit.tee could Ut.ke a decision on 

that pro1Jo.sal 'Hl.l~!;l; it e~fa.tninf)d it$ re f'Ql~i .~ 

. Mr .• zoi~E:JV (Un'J.on o:f 1Soviet Soci?-lis:t Re::_Jub~.ics). did r)_Ot tl~ink it .. .. . . . . ' ) . . 
~d.yis.able for the· Qominittee to. l"eCOmmend any :fixed dll.te }yr the .Co~nc_il'~··: ,·;. 

review of the woi:·k of the region~l ecpnomic ?omrn:i.e~io~s·~·- The Council was 

free to set >Jhate:ver clra,te it.dt;)slred,, for that review. 

l.fr. LUKIN (United States of America) suggested that the regtonal 

economic commissions shoUld be aslted to suoml t recommendations toneerning · 

e.mendments which they 'thought should be made to their terms of reference •. 

/He further 
\ 
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He further pro~oaed that the Committee's report shoul~ state that 
I 

i;he work of the reg:!onal economic comm::.ssions shoulcl be made an 'integral ;:>art 

of the WO!'k of the Council, . The commissions should- con:form t:o the Council t s 
. ' ' ... ·' .. '. 

'generai poiicy ,directives, and should-.obte.in :the: .. council's approvAl 'Defore 
'l ••·• ' 

undertakinG l'llaJOr r:rogramp~es •. · It was the Counpil'e duty, on th~ other hfmo:, 

to gv.ide the activities of the commissions... ,,_, ... 
The Committee should emphasize the importance of the relations between 

the regional, economic _c.ornmie~:tona and. .the _Council,: as ·well as' tne fact that 1 t 
' ( 

'Was 'the latter's functjon to provide-.guida,nce. 

, -·~; · :He then :recalled thEt .. t wJ.1en ECE. -had been created i-t had ·been entrusted. 
~ ,, ·.. . 

,; 

~nth c~rtain temporary functions cor:;:~spond5.ng to the· needs of the moment· and 

that it had therefore set u·:J ~uhs:i,dial-y bodies. It'·ehoulrl be :l.nvited to roview 

'•! 

La,s_tly, .~e. recaped. that his delegation had agreed at the preceding 

meeting 'to the inclusion of provisions relating to technical assistance in the 

terms _of refer,~np~ of· ECLA anq ECAFE. An important part should be played in 

that. fi~lq by the ·ree:i.onal economic commissions·. But the commissions aild . 

their secretariats .should confine. themselves .. to assiB"ting governments in 
·~£' / . . ', : .. 

preparing :t:fJq ues;te for technical ass,iatance, and they were not· enti tlad to take .. 
the· initiative in actually administering technical asSistance projects. The 

technical ass-istance work of the Unitoed.J'lationa muet be directed fi.om Headquarters f . . . 

and not be split up into a numler of autonomous regional programmes. It 'W"ould 

therefore be W6ll to 'transmit to th0 Technical Assistance Committee_, for 

c911eultat1on, the texts of the amendments adopted· jn· connexion with the terme 

of rE:tference. of ECAFE and 'ECI,A •. 

',,)"•< 

The CHAIRMAN thought. that the view the United States representative 

had just expressed was merely his own. interpretation of the Committee's 
•. ' 'I. .• 

decisipn and could not qe disctiased by- .the Committee. The views of the 

United States representative wonld, however, be given in the sumtnary record . ; . •, ~ . . . 

of the meeting. 

._::·., ,.·._,· 

·· .. /He declared: 

. ;~ ; . 
,. •. . ' -.~ , .. 

·. ~ : .J • 

__ .,., 
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He declared closed the debate on the revision of the terms of reference 

of regional economic commissions, subject to the vote on the United States 

proposal which would be circulated to the members of the Committee; that vote 

would be taken at the following meeting. 

Mr. de AlMEIDA (Brazil) objected to the United States representative •a 

retnark that regional economic commissions had no powers of initiative in the 

field of technical assistance.. At its last aesaion1 ECLA had 'decided that it 

should help the governments of the region to formulate their requests for 

technical assistance, which was very important as such requests were difficult 

to prepare. He hoped that the United States representative would not consider 

such initiative as exceeding the competence of the regional economic commissions. 

~. UIBIN (United States of .America) agreed w:ith the Brazilian repre­

sentative that the regional economic commissions should assist not only in the 

formulation of requests by member countries but also in the pre-paration of 

co-ordinated -progra.rnmes, grouping together coun-Q-iea in the same region. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the question raised by the Brazilian repre­

aentat:i:ve "\'Tas outside the Committee's competence. 

Mr. Z.OHOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republ;+ca) wished to know what 

action would be taken on the United States proposals~ .It was against the. 

practice of TJnited Nations bodies to consider proposals W·;ithout having the 

relevant docutnents available. He wondered whether the Committee should examille 
if 

the United States proposals, and/ it decided not to do so, whether the inclusion 

of those -proposals 1n the report would be Justified. Jn his opinion, only 

questions which had bee.n discussed in a meeting should be ·included in the report. 

The CE'.AJRlv'~ -welcomed the opportunity offered him by the USSR repre-­

sentative to clerify the situation. The United States representative 'a last 

statement had been merely a -personal interpretation of a decision taken by the 

Committee and consequently called for no action. In his other statements he 

had made certain proposals for inclusion in the report; those -proposals would in 

due time be circulated in wit:il'lg to the Committee which could then discuss them 
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He recalled the procedure followed by the Committee at its previous 

session on the question of functional commissions. It had approved, not only 

the recommendations, but a.l.ao the parts of the report dealing with the 

recommendations. The same procedure should be followed with regard to the 

recommendationa concerning regional economic commissions. The Conmlittee must, 

however, have proposals on which it could take action. The United Kingdom 

representative had already submitted w.ritten proposals explaining the reasons 

why the Committee had recomnrended the contint,_ation of the vegional economic 

commissions. The United States representative had. put for-vrard other proposals 

Which would be discussed when the written text had been circulated. 

Mr. ZONOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) was satisfied with the 

Chairman's explanations, but thought that, in vie't-r of the importance of the 

questions under consideration, sufficient tin.:e should be allowed to enable the 

members of the Committee to study and discuso the proposals to be submitted to 

them. 

16/7 u .m. 




