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to the system of contracts, their duration and the 
indemnities payable on separation. It was desirable 
that the Organization should establish a system 
enabling staff members to make a career in the 
Secretariat. He stressed the fact that the review 
of permanent contracts every five years was un
necessary, and that it constituted a serious source 
of anxiety for the staff members concerned. If 
disciplinary action had to be taken against a staff 
member, it should be taken immediately and not 
at the time when the staff member's contract was 
to be reviewed. 

82. Mr. Machado recalled that his delegation had 
always approved the principle of home leave. 
That step made it possible to maintain the inter
national character of the Secretariat, and should 
not be considered a favour. The Brazilian dele
gation approved the Secretary-General's recom
mendation to continue to grant home leave every 
two years. It felt, nevertheless, that such leave 
should be granted only after the staff member 
converned had spent two years away from his 
country and that that measure should not be in
terpreted in too generous a manner. 

83. The Brazilian delegation felt that ten addi
tional days should continue to be granted to a 
staff member going on home leave. A member of 
the staff going on home leave should not do so 
for a very short period, and it should be definitely 
indicated that staff members should have at least 
twenty-five working days to spend in their own 
countries. 

84. The Brazilian delegation felt that it was not 
necessary to continue to grant home leave to staff 
members working in their own countries. 

85. With regard to family allowances, the report 
of the Committee of Experts had proposed a 
modification in the conditions governing their en
titlement. The Brazilian delegation agreed with 
those suggestions. 

86. The Committee of Experts proposed no 
change in the education allowances, which were 
based on a fair principle. Nevertheless, the Brazil
ian delegation did not think that a staff member 
should be able to send his child to any country 
but his own. On the other hand, it thought that 
the Advisory Committee should obtain informa
tion concerning the organization of the inter
national school at the United Nations head
quarters. 

87. Mr. Machado formally proposed that the 
Committee should adopt a resolution, which would 
refer the study of the report of the Committee of 
Experts to the next session of the General Assem
bly. In the terms of that resolution, it would 
invite the Advisory Committee to undertake a 
detailed analysis of the proposed plan and to make 
a report to the Committee. It would also ask the 
Secretary-General to furnisq the material which 
would make this study possible, such as a manual 
describing the various posts in the Secretariat, for 
instance. 

88. The Secretary-General's plea that the post
ponement for a year of all decisions on the pro
posed plan would have serious effects on the 
morale of the staff members was not convincing. 
In fact, the adoption of a defective plan would 
have much more serious results. 

89. If the Committee did not adopt the proposal 
submitted by the Brazilian representative, he 
would request that the proposed plan should be 
examined point by point and not as a whole. 
Finally, if the whole or part of the plan was adopt
ed at the current session, the Brazilian delegation 
felt that staff members should take part in the 
future studies, particularly in regard to the re
classification of posts. 

The meeting rose at 1. p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND TWENTY-EIGHTH MEETING 
Held at Lake Success, New York, on Tuesday, 22 Novetnber 1949, at 3 p.m. 

Chairman: Mr. A. KYRou (Greece). 

Budget estimates for the :financial year 
1950 (first reading continued} 

REPORT oF THE CoMMITTEE OF ExPERTS ON 
SALARY, ALLOWANCE AND LEAVE SYSTEMS 

(concluded) 

1. Mr. GANEM (France) warmly congratulated 
the Committee of Experts on Salary, Allowance 
and Leave Systems, and especially its Chairman, 
and stressed that, although some of the conclusions 
reached by that Committee in its report (A/C.5/ 
331) could not be accepted by the French delega
tion, most of them were fair and reasonable. The 
French delegation realized that it was difficult to 
carry out reforms such as those suggested, and 
was glad that the Secretary-General in his report 
(A/C.5/331/Add.1), and the Assistant Secretary
General in charge of the Department of Adminis
trative and Financial Services in his statement, 
had both adopted a firm stand in that connexion. 

2. The statement made at the previous meeting 
by the Chairman of the Committee of Experts 
that those persons who had appeared before the 

Committee had not been in favour of the main
tenance of the status quo so far as the Secretariat 
was concerned, was an important one, and the 
French delegation considered that the new system 
advocated by the Committee of Experts was a 
definite improvement. It would enable the staff 
to become more flexible, would simplify adminis
tration, and would thus enable the personnel of 
the Department of Administrative and Financial 
Services to be reduced considerably. 

3. He realized that even if the Fifth Committee 
approved in principle the main provisions of the 
experts' plan to reclassify the staff, the adminis
tration might meet with great difficulties, and he 
agreed, therefore, with the Brazilian representa
tive who had suggested that such reclassification 
should be <:arried out in 1950 by the Secretary
General in consultation with the staff, and that it 
should not be done in a hasty manner. 

4. The French delegation supported the experts' 
opinion that the salaries of certain high-ranking 
members of the -staff should be increased, as it 
was a fact that some important officials who had 
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been asked to accept posts in the Secretariat had 
declined because the salaries offered were too low. 
Although the number of directors and top-rank
ing directors in the Secretariat was rather high, 
it was to be hoped that in the future their number 
would be reduced. 

5. Referring to the lower grades of the Secre
tariat, he felt that there was no reason why such 
persons should receive wages higher than those 
paid for similar work in the city of New York, 
and he therefore supported the conclusions reached 
by the Committee of Experts. 

6. In the case of the secretarial staff; he felt that 
higher qualifications should be required ;;nd a 
wider knowledge of languages, and .he considered 
that with a more efficient staff it might be pos
sible to reduce the number employed. Staff re
cruited in the lower grades should have every 
opportunity to obtain promotion to higher grades. 

7. As regards home leave, the French delegation 
supported the opinion expressed by the Secretary
General that it should be granted every two years 
and not every three years, as had been suggested 
by the Committee of Experts. The powerful in
fluence of the American environment was felt by 
all those who lived and worked in New York, and 
members of the Secretariat whose homes were in 
other countries might lose their international out
look and become Americanized if the normal ties 
with· the home country were not kept intact. His 
delegation also felt that home leave should be 
granted to United States citizens who were mem
bers of the Secretariat. 

8. The French delegation was in favour of the 
maintenance of the expatriation allowance fol;' a 
number of years. If the General Assembly accept
ed the experts' suggestions regarding the ex
patriation allowance, his delegation would suggest 
that members of the staff should be given the 
option whether they wished to continue to recei~e 
expatriation allowance or :whether, after a certain 
number of years, they wished to give up the ex
patriation allowance and receive a repatriation 
grant .. 

9. Finally, Mr. Ganem was glad to note that the 
Committee of Experts had made suggestions re
garding a social security system which would be 
a reassurance and an encouragement to members 
of the Secretariat. 

10. The French delegation felt that the report 
of the Committee of Experts should be approved 
by the Fifth Committee at the current session, 
and not postponed as had been suggested by cer
tain representatives. It therefore supported the 
procedure suggested by the United States repre
sentative at the previous meeting, namely, that 
the Advisory Committee on Administrative and 
Budgetary Questions should be asked to report to 
the Fifth Committee on the conclusions reached 
by the Committee of Experts, and that a decision 
should be reached at the current session in order 
to enable the Secretary-General to put the pro
posed new scheme into operation without delay. 

11. Mr. RoscHIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) felt that, in view of the complexity of 
the questions dealt with in the report of the Com
mittee of Experts and the short time left at the 
disposal of the Fifth Committee, it would be better 
to postpone the whole question of salary, allow
ance and leave systems until the fifth session of 

the General Assembly. The ,USSR delegation 
could not, therefore, agree with the United States 
representative's proposal that the problem should 
be referred to the Advisory Committee for a re
port to the Fifth Committee at the current session 
of the General Assembly. 

12. The report of the Committee of Experts had 
several shortcomings, the most ~triking of which 
was in connexion with the question of recruiting 
staff on an international basis. The USSR dele
gation felt that the Committee had not paid sufli
cient attention to the fact that the Secretariat of ' 
the United· Nations should be recruited on an 
international basis. If all the staff were to be re
cruited from among the citizens of the State of 
New York economies would certainly be effected, 
as there would be no expenses for travel on home 
leave, expatriation allowance or repatriation ex
penses. The Fifth Committee should bear in mind, 
however, that the Secretariat of the United Na
tions must be international, and therefore staff 
should be recruited from the largest possible num
ber of Member States. 

13. The USSR delegation considered that home 
leave should be granted every two years. Such 
leave was all the more necessary in the case of the 
intermediate and junior grades of staff as the 
senior officials very often travelled on missions 
and were thus able to keep in contact with their 
home countries. ' 

14. The USSR delegation was of the opinion 
that the expatriation allowance should be main
tained. Although the report of the Committee of 
Experts pomted out that, by replacing the ex
patriation allowance with a repatriation grant, 
savings would be effected over a period of four 
years, no figures were available as to what would 
be the result over a period of ten years. Mr. 
Roschin feared that the sums paid in repatriation 
grants might reach a very high figure. 

15. Referring to the suggestion of the Commit
tee of Experts that the salaries of certain senior 
staff should be increased, Mr. Roschin wondered 
why only two categories of the staff had been 
singled out for such an increase. He considered 
that the whole question of recla,gsification of staff 
and the salaries of all grades should be studied 
thoroughly. 

16. Pointing out that neither the report of the 
Committee of Experts nor the report of the 
Secretary-General had been circulated in Russian, 
he stressed that it was therefore difficult for the 
USSR delegation to study those documents as 
they should be studied or to make recommenda
tions. As the administrative system of the Secre
tariat of the United Nations should be perfect, 
the USSR delegation supported the proposal of 
the Polish representative that, in the interval be
tween the fourth and fifth sessions of the Gen
eral Assembly, the Advisory Committee should 
thoroughly study the conclusions reached by the 
Committee of Experts and report to _ the Fifth 
Committee at the fifth session of the General 
Assembly. 

17. Mr. PoLLOCK (Canada) said his delegation 
was impressed by the importance and necessity of 
improved standards in the administration of the 
Secretariat. It had noted the report of the Com
mittee of Experts and the careful consideration 
that Committee had given to the question of sal
ary, allowance and leave systems. 
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18. Reviewing briefly the various steps which 
the Fifth Committee had taken in the past regard
ing administrative problems, he referred to the 
statement of the Belgian representative at a pre
vious meeting of the Fifth Committee regarding 
the Secretariat of the United Nations,1 and said 
he was surprised to find that that representative 
now supported the suggestion that the Fifth Com
mittee should take no action on the report of the 
Committee of Experts until the fifth session of the 
General Assembly. A Committee of Experts on 
Salary, Allowance and Leave Systems had been 
set up to help the Fifth Committee in its work. 
Those experts had submitted a detailed report, 
but certain delegations were now convinced that 
the Fifth Committee should examine that report 
in detail before reaching a decision. The Fifth 
Committee had to accept responsibility for guiding 
the destinies of the United Nations Secretariat. It 
should, however, also recognize the responsibility 
to be vested in the Secretary-General, and there
fore the Canadian delegation felt that a decision 
on the report of the Committee of Experts should 
be taken without delay. Although the Fifth Com
mittee had not much time in which to reach solu
tions on all the questions raised by the report, the 
Secretary-General should be instructed to carry 
out in 1950 the reforms suggested by the Commit
tee of Experts, and especially those in connexion 
with salaries, the system of recruiting, expatriation 
allowance and other aspects which were abso
lutely fundamental to the development of a sound 
system of administration. 

19. As regards the problem of home leave, Mr. 
Pollock felt that the question of efficiency and 
other similar considerations were sufficiently im
portant to weigh heavily in the balance against the 
system of granting home leave every two years. 

20. Referring to the statement of the Staff As
sociation on the report of the Committee of Ex
perts on Salary, Allowance and Leave Systems 
(A/C.Sj331/Add.1, appendix II), he pointed out 
that any such statements would be examined by 
the Fifth Committee in an objective spirit. It was 
not intended that the report of the Committee of 
Experts should be dealt with over a bargaining 
table. He wondered whether the staff appreciated 
the kind of consideration given to reports of that 
nature by the Fifth Committee. The Fifth Com
mittee was not trying to take money from junior 
members of the staff and give it to senior mem
bers, nor did it wish to reduce their leave only in 
order to effect economies. It was simply trying to 
arrive at the most sincere and objective presenta
tion of the situation. He hoped that the Staff 
Association would realize that the Fifth Commit
tee had to take both sides into consideration, and 
that the former should give it credit for being 
objective and would not attempt to put forward 
specious arguments. He did not suggest that the 
Staff Association was guilty of doing so, but in 
its report it had given the impression that it had 
no faith or confidence in the Fifth Committee. He 
wished to point out that the Canadian delegation 
always carefully considered the interests of the 
Secretariat, for if members of the staff had no 
sense of security it would be impossible to arrive 
at a sound organizational framework. 

1 See 0 fficial Records of the thircl session of the 
General Assembly, Part I, Fifth Committee, 159th meet
ing. 

21. In conclusion, he considered that the Ad
visory Committee should be asked to submit its 
recommendations regarding the report of the 
Committee of Experts as soon as possible. The 
Fifth Committee shoUld then take a decision at 
the current session and give the necessary instruc
tions to the Secretary-General. 

22. Mr. CARPIO (Philippines) said that he pro
posed to give the views of his delegation on the 
report of the Committee of Experts later, but 
wished meanwhile to ask the Assistant Secretary
General for some information on one point with 
which the report dealt; namely the question of 
children's allowances. It had been brought to the 
attention of his de1egation that the regulations 
regarding children's allowances were being ad
ministered on an unequal basis, one standard 
being adopted in respect of the children of mar
ried women whose husbands were not incapaci
tated, and another in respect of the children of 
divorced women, unmarried parents and the male 
members of the staff. Such differentiation was 
contrary both to Article 8 of the Charter and to 
Article 23, par.agraph 2 of the Universal Declara
tion of Human Rights which proclaimed the right 
of men and women to equal pay for equal work. 
In paragraph 94 of the experts' report (A/C.S/ 
331) it was stated that "the allowance should be 
paid equally to male or female staff members who 
certify that the child is 'dependent' ", but there 
was no provision in the Secretary-General's draft 
amendments to the staff regulations to guard 
against a recurrence of the prevailing inequality 
in the payment of children's allowances. How, 
then, did the Secretary-General propose to abolish 
the discriminatory practice which had been noted 
and condemned by the Experts? 

23. Mr. PRICE (Assistant Seqetary-General in 
charge of the Department of Administrative and 
Financial Services) suggested that the Chairman 
of the Committee of Experts should answer the 
questions that had been addressed to him concern
ing the report of that Committee. With regard to 
the question asked by the representative of the 
Philippines, he was able to say that regulation 30 
of the staff regulations would not require amend
ment to ensure the payment of children's allow
ances to all members of the staff upon whom they 
were dependent, as it was entirely a matter of 
interpretation. The ·secretary-General was willing 
to accept the advice of the experts that no close 
investigation should be made of dependency, pro
vided a certificate to that effect was provided. He 
was therefore in entire agreement with the repre
sentative of the Philippines. 

24. The Belgian representative had suggested 
that amendments to the staff regulations other 
than those proposed by the Secretary-General 
would be necessary in view of the many adminis
trative changes that were planned. Nevertheless, 
the Secretary-General considered he had sufficient 
authority to act on the proposed changes without 
amendment of the staff regulations, except regula
tions 30, 33 and a new regulation 22a, as ex
plained in his report (A/C.S/331/ Add.l, annex 
I). If the representative of Belgium believed other 
proposed changes required legal sanction, details 
of the items concerned would be welcomed. It 
should be borne in mind, however, that the Sec
retary-General had proposed a final paragraph in 
the draft resolution submitted in his report (A/ 
C.S/331/ Add.1, paragraph 31) providing that he 
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should recommend to the fifth session of the Gen
eral Assembly permanent staff regulations to re
place the existing provisional regulations. 

25. The representative of Poland had asked why 
the Secretary-General had issued document A/ 
C.5/331/ Add.2 as a Secretariat document. The 
reason was to be found in the document itself, 
which included a note from the Chairman of the 
Staff Committee to the Secretary-General. The 
latter had requested the views of the Staff Com
mittee on the report of the Committee of Experts 
as soon as it had become available and the docu
ment sent by the Chairman of the Staff Commit
tee recorded the views of various members of that 
Committee, apparently nine full members and 
some alternates. 

26. The representative of Brazil had asked why 
the Advisory Committee had not been provided 
with the text of the report of the Committee of 
Experts. But the Secretary-General had in fact 
provided the Advisory Committee with a provi
sional draft for preliminary study in October, 
about five weeks previously. The same represen
tative had referred to the turnover of senior staff. 
The precise figures of turnover in grades 16, 17, 
18 and 19 for the preceding thirteen months had 
been as follows: Grade 19, 7 members, of whom 
2 were United States citizens; Grade 18, 3 mem
bers, of whom none was a United States citizen; 
Grade 17, 12 members, of whom 1 was a United 
States citizen; Grade 16, 17 members, of whom 
2 were United States citizens, making a total of 
thirty-nine members, of whom five had been United 
States citizens. During the same period the Sec
retary-General had received some twelve refusals 
from persons invited to join the staff, each of 
which had been based on financial grounds. In 
reply to the Brazilian representative, Mr. Price 
stated that the criteria which would be employed 
for the purpose of the proposed review of staff 
would, of course, be competence, performance and 
conduct. 

27. Mr. Price said he was disappointed at the 
proposal that the new scheme should be postponed 
for a year. The Secretary-General had expressed 
regret at being prevented from attending the Fifth 
Committee's meeting, and had requested him to 
emphasize his view that it was important for the 
General Assembly to give full consideration dur
ing the current session to those questions arising 
from the report of the Committee of Experts on 
which action by the General Assembly would be 
necessary. If the Fifth Committee referred the re
ports to the Advisory Committee, he hoped it 
would not include a definite instruction that no 
report should be submitted before the fifth ses
sion, and that the representatives of Belgium and 
the USSR would not insist on such a provision. 

28. Mr. MACHADO (Brazil) asked if the Assist
ant Secretary-General could also answer his re
quest for information as to the legal situation 
regarding the acquired rights of members of the 
staff in respect of allowances, pensionable amounts 
and salaries. 

At the invitation of the Chairman, Mr. Flem
ming, Chairman of the Committee of Experts on 
Salary, Allowance and Leave Systems, took his 
place at the Committee table. 
29. Mr. FLEMMING (Chairman of the Commit
tee of Experts on Salary, Allowance and Leave 
Systems) wished to correct his statement made 

that morning to the effect that the recommenda
tions of his Committee would in no instance result 
in the reduction of any member's earnings. In this 
connexion, he read paragraph 91 of the report 
(A/C.5/331). 

30. He emphasized that his Committee believed 
that the United Nations should be able to obtain 
the best staff in the locally-recruited category, as 
well as in other categories. No financial obstacle 
should be allowed to stand in the way of obtaining 
locally-recruited staff with the highest qualifica
tions. That view had been expressed in paragraph 
62 of the report, and was evidence that the Com
mittee had not recommended that the salaries of 
high-ranking directors only should be increased. 
In the same connexion, the Committee had com
mended the practice of paying a bonus for lan
guage skills where they were essential to the duties 
of any particular post, as in the case of secretaries. 
A special allowance had also been recommended 
for what were known as semi-local recruits, who 
were also to be included in the repatriation system 
after two years' service. It was clear, therefore, 
that the Committee had been as much concerned 
for the welfare of local recruits as for other 
officials. 

31. With regard to the idea that his Committee 
wished its report to be either accepted in its en
tirety or rejected, he said that its intention had 
been simply to suggest that the various parts of 
the report should be considered in relation to the 
whole, particularly as certain recommendations, 
such as the new classification plan and the pro
posal that the salary ceiling should be raised, were 
closely interrelated. 

32. Reference had been made to the fact that 
cost-of-living increases had been taken into con
sideration in assessing salaries for the higher posts. 
The Committee, had, in fact, taken that factor 
into account in relation to the salary scales pro
posed for all posts. It had felt that the staff would 
feel greater security if the cost-of-living factor 
was included in the basic salary, rather than left 
as a special allowance which might be taken away 
at any time. 

33. In connexion with the comments on the 
qualifications of high-ranking · officials, he drew 
attention to paragraph 89 of the report, in which 
it was suggested that it might be necessary to 
place certain directors and principal officers in the 
rank next below that currently held by them, sub
ject to their net salary remaining unaffected. 

34. In conclusion, Mr. Flemming said that his 
Committee was strongly of the opinion that the 
new plan would definitely benefit members of the 
staff. Whenever a salary ceiling was raised and 
the interval between such ceilings widened, oppor
tunities for staff members increased. That made 
service in the United Nations a more promising 
career than before. 

35. The Committee had constantly borne in mind 
the necessity for wide-spread geographical repre
sentation. Moreover, its recommendations in
volved only modest salary increases for top-level 
posts. In the case of Assistant Secretaries-General, 
the Committee had, for example, proposed that 
the representation allowance should be reduced · 
and the basic salary increased, while the total re
muneration remained unchanged, the only addi
tional expense to the United Nations being an 
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increase in the payment to be made into the pen
sion fund. The object of the Committee's recom
mendations had been to improve the service as a 
career, and if its recommendations were accepted 
the Committee felt that, from that point of view, 
the opportunities for all staff members would be 
very greatly improved. 

36. Mr. TARN (Poland) suggested that the pro
cedure to be followed should be defined. The pre
liminary question had not yet been dealt with, yet 
the Committee was already discussing the merits 
of the report itself. In spite of the recent pro
cedural ruling in connexion with the discussion 
on the establishment of a new information centre 
in Liberia, the Chairman of the Advisory Com
mittee had not yet been asked for his views, and 
no decision had been taken to refer the reports 
to that Committee for examination. He proposed, 
therefore, that the preliminary question which the 
representative of Belgium had raised should be 
settled before the Chairman of the Advisory Com
mittee was asked to speak. 

37. The CHAIRMAN said that he had proposed 
to invite the Chairman of the Advisory Commit
tee to speak after the Chairman of the Committee 
of Experts and the Assistant Secretary-General 
had spoken. 

38. Mr. FRENCH (United States of America) 
requested the Chairman of the Advisory Commit
tee to say whether he thought his Committee could 
profitably advise, during the current session, on 
those items in the report on which the Secretary
General had requested action by the General 
Assembly. 

39. Mr. VANER (Turkey) pointed out that the 
time table of the General Assembly provided for 
only eighteen more working days. He proposed, 
therefore, that the reports should be referred to 
the Advisory Committee, with a request that it 
should submit its report the following Monday. 
In his view the disadvantages of delay in bringing 
in the proposed reforms would outbalance the ad
vantages of postponement for a year. 

40. Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) explained that he 
wished to address himself solely to the pro
cedural question, and not to the substance of the 
report. However, in reply to the Assistant Secre
tary-General's question, he said that several of the 
reforms advocated by the Committee of Experts 
should be embodied in the staff regulations or in 
an annex thereto. In particular, he considered 
that the detailed provisions relating to salary 
scales, rental allowances, expatriation allowances, 
home and annual leave and social security should 
be embodied in those regulations. The recommen
dations relating to amendments to the contracts 
of staff members, together with those relating to 
the termination of such contracts would affect 
staff regulations 21 and 22. The regulations had 
been drawn up in 1946 on very broad lines, with 
the intention that they should be reviewed in the 
light of experience. The fundamental reorganiza
tion of the administration currently under consid
eration should be reflected in the revised regula
tions, as had been done in other international 
organizations. 

41. In reply to the representative of Canada, he 
said that he much preferred the maintenance of 
the prevailing system, with all its admitted faults, 
for one year more, to the hasty adoption of an 

inadequately considered but supposedly definitive 
system. He could not accept the Secretary-Gen
eral's request to approve the scheme forthwith. 
The Advisory Committee had worked extremely 
hard in recent weeks and little time was left for 
the Fifth Committee itself to consider the hundred 
and one points in the report. He urged, therefore, 
that the Committee should refer the whole report 
to the Advisory Committee for consideration and 
report to the fifth session of the General Assem
bly, together with proposed amendments and a 
revised draft of the staff regulations. 

42. Mr. TARN (Poland) supported the proposal 
of the ?elgian representative. He pointed out that 
regulation 16 of the staff regulations provided 
that : "pending the adoption of a permanent classi
fication plan, the salaries of the members of the 
staff other than the Assistant Secretaries-General 
and Directors shall be determined by the Secre
tary-_Gen~ral". The adoption of a permanent 
classification plan would, therefore, necessitate the 
amendment of that regulation at least. He asked 
for comments on tha~ point from the Chairman of 
the Advisory Committee. 

43. Mr. MAcHADO (Brazil) explained that he 
h3;d not meant to i_mply that the Advisory Com
mittee had not received the report of the Commit
tee of Experts, but rather to ask whether the 
report ought or ought not to be officially forwarded 
to it_; in the vie'Y of the Brazilian delegation, the 
Advisory Committee ought to receive the report. 

44. Mr. Machado could not agree with the United 
States proposal that only part of the report of the 
Committee of Experts should be referred to the 
Advisory Committee. If the Committee of Experts 
~till endorsed paragraph 156 of their report, where 
It was stated that unless their proposals were re
garded as a wliole the vital elements of balance 
and proportion would disappear, then the report as 
a ~hole must be examined by the Advisory Com
rmttee. 

45. The CHAIRMAN indicated that the Chairman 
of the Committee of Experts had explained the 
intention of paragraph 156; he himself felt no 
contradiction between that paragraph and the 
United States proposal. 

46. Mr. PrucE (Assistant Secretary-General in 
charge of the Department of Administrative and 
Financial Services) felt that he must have mis
understood the Brazilian representative's refer
ence to "acquired rights". The Secretary-General 
had certainly considered the matter, had discussed 
it with the Legal Department, and had agreed 
with the Committee of Experts that the adoption 
of its recommendations would not violate any such 
rights. . 

47. In reply to the representative of Belgium, he 
pointed out many of the points in question were 
covered by existing staff regulations, although not 
specifically. Regulation 16 provided much of the 
basis that was required. 

48. Mr. VAN AscH VAN WIJCK (Netherlands) 
supported the Belgian proposal. His delegation, in 
view of the importance of the question for both 
the staff and the United Nations as a whole, was 
opposed to a hurried decision being taken. The 
question had been examined by the Committee of 
Experts, but it should also be studied by the Fifth 
Committee itself. Reference to the Advisory Com-
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mittee was not a postponement of the matter, since 
that body must have time for a thorough and well
considered report. 

49. The Netherlands representative, moreover, 
failed to understand why the Fifth Committee 
should depart from its normal procedure of asking 
for the Advisoty Committee's opinion, an opinion 
which the latter would not have time to formulate 
at the current session. 

50. Mr. WITHERSPOON (Liberia) thought that 
even the Committee of Experts, being only human, 
was fallible, and that the results of its work should 
be carefully scrutinized. He depretated any at
tempt to depart from the usual procedure and re
called · that, in connexion with the establishment 
of an information · centre in Liberia, the Fifth 
Committee had insisted on the Advisory Commit
tee's report being circulated before it would take 
a decision. 

51. Liberia was greatly interested in the reports 
before the meeting, particularly where they referred 
to acquired rights and other legal points, and 
also to the position of personnel other than United 
States citizens. The Liberian delegation would, 
therefore, support the Belgian, Polish and Brazil
ian representatives in their proposals. 

52. Mr. Witherspoon was aware that documents 
of the sort in question were often rushed through 
a legislative body during the last week of a ses
sion, but he submitted that it was bad legislative 
practice to allow oneself to be rushed, particularly 
since only twelve working days remained to the 
Fifth Committee. 

53. Mr. WEBSTER (New Zealand) reminded the 
meeting that the Secretary-General had expressed 
a wish to be present at the debate. He himself 
thought that decision should be deferred until the 
Secretary-General had been heard, and enquired 
whether the latter would be free to attend the next 
morning's meeting. 

54. The CHAIRMAN summed up the proposals 
and amendments before the meeting and outlined 
the work of the General Assembly as it affected 
the Fifth Committee. 

55. He asked the Chairman of the Advisory 
Committee whether that Committee was in a posi
tion to advise the Fifth Committee on the whole 
of the report of the Committee of Experts, or only 
on those points mentioned by the United States 
representative, and whether such advice could be 
given before the fifth session of the General 
Assembly. 

56. Mr. TARN (Poland) protested that the 
Polish proposal, postponing discussion of the mat
ter until19SO, should be put to the meeting before 
the Chairman of the Advisory Committee was 
consulted ; the latter was an interested party in 
the motion, and if he stated that the Advisory 
Committee would in fact have time to consider 
the reports, it would be difficult for the Polish 
representative to contend that it would not. 

57. Mr. Tam asked that the Chairman of the 
Advisory Committee should confine himself to 
subjects not covered by the Polish proposal. 

58. Mr. PoLLOCK (Canada) was at a loss to 
understand the reasoning of the Polish represen
tative. If the Advisory Committee was in a posi
tion to study the reports at the current session, 

why should it not do so? The Chairman of the 
Advisory Committee was, moreover, the best per
son to decide whether or not it was in such a 
position. The representative of Poland could hard
ly be suggesting that the Fifth Committee should 
not hear all views before coming to a decision. 

59. The CHAIRMAN ruled that the Chairman of 
the Advisory Committee should have full discre
tion to answer as he wished. 

60. Miss W ITTEVEEN (Nether lands), Rappor
teur, suggested that the Chairman of the Advis
ory Committee could hardly give an opinion be
fore knowing whether the Fifth Committee wished 
the entire report to be studied, or only those items 
referred to by the United S~tes delegation. 

61. Mr. HAMBRO (Norway) reminded the meet
ing that the New Zealand representative had sug
gested that the Secretary-General might be heard 
before a final vote was taken. 

62. He agreed with the Belgian representative 
that it was difficult for delegations to reach a de
cision, since they had had no opportunity to dis
cuss the matter with their Governments or to 
receive instructions. If the Canadian representa
tive would formulate his tentative suggestion that 
the Secretary-General be authorized to proceed 
with the reforms, the Norwegian delegation was 
prepared to discuss such a proposal. 

63. The CHAIRMAN stated that the Secretary
General would be able to be present at a meeting 
the following morning. 

64. Mr. FRENCH (United States of America) 
suggested that the United States proposal might 
be made an amendment to the Polish proposal; 
the United States delegation was asking, not that 
the entire report be referred to the Advisory Com
mittee, but only those parts of it on which Gen
eral Assembly action was required, and also that 
the Advisory Committee submit its report as soon 
as possible during the current session. 

65. Mr. TARN (Poland) could not accept the 
United States amendment. His own proposal had 
been that the Advisory Committee be asked to 
study the Secretary-General's draft resolution and 
report to the Fifth Committee at the next session 
of the General Assembly. The only possible 
amendment to such a proposal was the one put 
forward by Brazil. 

66. Mr. FRENCH (United States of America) 
drew attention to the second paragraph in the 
Secretary-General's draft resolution (A/C.S/ 
331/Add.1, paragraph 31) which said that the 
General Assembly agreed "with the desirability of 
simplifying the organization and classification of 
staff in accordance with principles set forth by the 
Committee of Experts". It was that paragraph 
which the United States delegation did not wish 
to be referred to the Advisory Committee. 

67. The CHAIRMAN asked whether the Commit
tee wishe4 to proceed to the vote without hearing 
the Secretary-General. 

68. Mr. MACHADO (Brazil) felt that· since the 
Secretary-General's opinion was . already before 
the meeting i;n document A/C.S/331/ Add.l, it 
would be in order to proceed to a vote. 

69. Mr. WITHERSPOON (Liberia) added that 
according to the rules of procedure, the Secretary~ 
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General had the right to designate a representative 
and such a representative had already been heard 
by the Fifth Committee. 

70. Mr. WEBSTER (New Zealand) reminded the 
meeting that the Secretary-General had expressed 
a desire to be present himself. 

It was agreed, by 20 votes to 10, with 9 absten
tions, to take a decision on the procedural action 
to be followed with regard to the report of the 
Committee of Experts, without waiting to hear 
the Secretary-General. 

71. Mr. AGHNIDES (Chairman of the Advisory 
Committee on Administrative and Budgetary 
Questions) thought that if the report as a whole 
was referred to his Committee for advice, he 
would be bound to say that such a task could not 
be carried out at the present session. If, however 
a limited number of points were proposed, th~ 
Advisory Committee would do its best to produce 
a useful report on them. When the United States 
representative mentioned items on which the 
Secretary-General had asked for action by the 
General Assembly, Mr. Aghnides assumed that 
he meant the questions of repatriation and ex
patriation grants, children's allowances, salaries 
of Assistant Secretary-Generals and top-ranking 
directors, and educational grants. 

72. He himself felt that the Advisory Committee 
might usefully carry out a general study of the 
question in the light of the discussion that had 
taken place in the Fifth Committee. The Advisory 
Committee could sift the problem, point out what 
questions were raised by the report, and give some 
indication as to which of them required consider
ation at leisure and which could be usefully com
mented on by the Advisory Committee at the 
present session. 

73. In reply to the Polish representative, Mr. 
Aghnides stated that, after the report of the Com
mittee of Experts luid been adopted by the Gen
eral Assembly, the Secretary-General would draft 
a set of staff regulations which, if approved by the 
General Assembly, would then form the perma
nent staff regulations. 

74. Mr. TARN (Poland) objected that it was 
nowhere implied that the General Assembly had 
to approve the new classification scheme proposed 
by the Committee of Experts and endorsed by the 
Secretary-General. The Secretary-General had 
not asked for acceptance or rejection of that 
scheme, but merely for the adoption of his draft 
resolution, which contained no mention of it · the 
classification scheme itself was submitted ~ if 
merely for reference. The Polish representative 
therefore asked whether the Fifth Committee was 
called ~pon to adopt as a whole the report of the 
Commtttee of Experts or only the draft resolution 
submitted by the Secretary-General. 

75. Mr. AGHNIDES (Chairman of the Advisory 
Co~ittee on Administrative and Budgetary 
qu~st10ns) . thoug~t that t~e ~olish representa
tives questiOn ratsed constltutlonal issues more 
properly within the province of the Fifth Commit
tee than of the Advisory Committee. 

76. The reports before the meeting contained a 
set of principles which, if endorsed by the Gen
eral Assembly, would be implemented by a series 
of specific staff regulations, drafted by the Secre
tary-General and presented to the following ses-

sion of the General Assembly ; only after adoption 
by the latter would they become definitive. So 
much was indicated by the final paragraph of the 
Secretary-General's draft resolution (A/C.S/ 
331/Add.1, paragraph 31). Mr. Aghnides added 
that the same procedure had been followed in the 
League of Nations, which body had retained its 
provisional staff regulations until such time as the 
stability of the Organization seemed to warrant 
the establishntent of permanent regulations. 

77. Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) formulated his pro
posal as follows : "The Fifth Committee decides 
to refer to the Advisory Committee the report of 
the Committee of Experts on Salary, Allowance, 
and Leave Systems (A/C.S/331) and the report 
of. the Secreta:ry-General (A/C.5/331/Add.1), 
with .the request that the Advisory Committee 
s~b~t to the ~neral Asseptbly, at its fifth ses
~lOn, Its conc~us10ns. and recommendations regard
mg the questions rrused in those reports including 
the texts of draft resolutions and amer:dments to 
the staff regulations." 

78. Mr: TAR~ (Poland) stated that, after the 
explanatiOns gtven by the Chairman of the Ad
visory Committee, he would concur in the Belgian 
text. 

79 .. Mr. FRENCH. (United States of America) 
remmded the meetmg that his amendment was to 
refer to the Advisory Committee the Secretary
General's draft resolution, with the exception of 
the second paragraph of that resolution since the 
United States delegation felt that the su'bject mat
ter of that paragraph came within the jurisdiction 
of the . Secretary-Gen~ral, who required no fresh 
authonty from the Ftfth Committee to undertake 
such a reorganization. 

80. Th~ remaining _POints would be studied by 
the Advisory Committee at the current session 
and the Fifth Committee would not be entering o~ 
a new and complicated project without due con
sideration. The Secretary-General could consult 
with the Advisory Committee during the coming 
year and report back on the results that had been 
achieved. 

81. M.r. MACHADO (Brazil) was unable to accept 
the pmt~d States amendm~nt since, in referring 
s~cific ttetl!s to the Advisory Committee, the 
Fifth. Co~tmttee would be prejudging the matter, 
and It might be assumed that the Committee 
thought that only those regulations which it had 
mentioned should be amended. Either the report 
should be referred to the Advisory Committee in 
ioto, or the Fifth Committee should first decide 
to what extent it agreed with the opinions ex
pressed by the Secretary-General. He associated 
himself with the Belgian proposal. 

82. Mr. RosCHIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said he considered that the question 
of the classification of the staff should not be 
separated from the general question, and also that 
there was no question of making a change in the 
prerogatives of the Secretary-General. 

8_3. Mr. PoLLOCK C<;anada) took up the sugges
tion made by the Chatrman of the Advisory Com
mittee that the latter should examine the two re
ports and draw attention to points on which the 
Fifth Committee might take constructive action at 
the current session. 
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84. In answer to a question by the Chairman 
he stated that he was prepared to make a formal 
proposal to that effect. 

85. The CHAIRMAN formulated the Canadian 
proposal to read : that the Fifth Committee should 
refer the reports of the Committee of Experts and 
of the Secretary-G~neral to the Advisory Commit
tee for examination in the light of the discussion 
which had taken place, with the request that the 
latter should, as soon as possible, report back to 
the Fifth Committee on those questions on which, 
in its opinion, it was desirable and practicable for 
the General Assembly to act at the current ses
sion, together with its recommendations relating 
thereto. 

86. Mr. AGHNIDES (Chairman of the Advisory 
Committee on Administrative and Budgetary 
Questions) added in explanation that, should it 
prove impossible for his Committee to give advice 
at the current session, it could at least make useful 
suggestions with· regard to the confused proced
ural position. 

87. Mr. TARN (Poland) stated that he was un
able to accept either the United States or the 
Canadian amendment. If the report of the Com
mittee of Experts were divided up, the Fifth Com
mittee would have no opportunity to state its 
views on the report. 

88. Moreover, if the report were hastily adopted 
at the current session, the Committee would have 
no possibility, at the 1950 session, of discussing 
the merits of the new regulations, since those 
would already have been implemented by the 
Secretary-General on his own authority. 

89. Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) considered that the 
United States proposal was in no way an amend
ment to the joint Belgian-Polish-Brazilian draft 
resolution, but an independent proposal. The joint 
resolution should be put to the vote first. 

90. Mr. FRENCH (United States of America) 
withdrew his proposal in favour of the Canadian 
proposal. 

91. Mr. CHHATARI (Pakistan) suggested that 
the representatives of Belgium, Poland, Brazil and 
Canada should consult informally and present a 
joint text to the next meeting. On that condition 
he would move a formal motion of adjournment. 

92. Mr. PoLLOCK (Canada) thought that the 
Canadian proposal constituted an amendment to 
the joint draft resolution since, with reservations, 
it suggested that the matter be referred to the 
Advisory Committee for report at the 1950 session. 

93. Mr. WITHERSPOON (Liberia) moved the 
closure of debate. 

94. Mr. MAcHADO (Brazil) opposed such a 
motion, since it was clear that the Committee 
wished to refer the reports to the Advisory Com
mittee ; it was only necessary to indicate whether 
they should be referred in their entirety or par
tially, and whether the Advisory Committee should 
report back at the 1949 or at the 1950 session. 

The motion for closure of the debate was adopt
ed by 24 votes to 5, with 9 abstentions. 

95. A short discussion arose as to whether the 
Canadian proposal could be considered a substi
tute amendment to the joint draft resolution, as a 
result of which it was agreed that it should be so 
treated. 

The Canadian amendment to the joint Belgian
Polish-Brazilian draft resolution was rejected by 
18 votes to 17, with 4 abstentions. 

The joint Belgian-Polish-Brazilian resolution 
referring the two reports to the Advisory Com
mittee for study and report to the fifth session of 
the General Assembly was adopted by 21 votes to 
11, urith 7 abstentions. 

96. Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) pointed out that the 
Committee had only dealt with the procedural 
aspect of the report of the Committee of Experts. 
Some delegations, his own included, had not yet 
had an opportunity of expressing their views on 
the substance of the matter. Since it was unlikely 
that another debate would be devoted to the sub
ject, he proposed that delegations send their opin
ions to the Secretary-General in writing. 

97. The CHAIRMAN concurred in that suggestion 
and asked delegations, which wished to do so, to 
submit their opinions. 

98. He also informed the meeting that the Presi
dent of the General Assembly had requested the 
Fifth Committee to deal urgently with chapter 7 
of the report of the Economic and Social Council, 
referring to the financial implications of the de
cisions taken at the eighth and ninth sessions of 
the Council. He proposed that the Committee take 
note of chapter 7 and inform the General Assem
bly that appropriate budgetary action with regard 
to it had been taken in the course of the consider
ation of the 1950 budget estimates.1 

It was agreed that the Rapporteur should re
port accordingly. 

The meeting rose at 6.20 p.m. 

1 See above, the summary records of the 22lst and 
223rd meetings, and the summary records of the 217th 
to 220th meetings contained in the Official Records of 
the fourth session of ·the General Assembly, ]oint Second 
and Third Committee. 

TWO HUNDRED AND TWENTY-NINTH MEETING 
Held at Lake Success, New York, on Tuesday, 29 November 1949, at 10.45 a.fN.. 

Chairman: Mr. KYRou (Greece). 

Establishment of an Administrative Tri
bunal 

NoMINATION OF MEMBERS 

1. The CHAIRMAN drew attention to a letter 
dated 28 November 1949 (A/C.5/362) from the 

President of the General Assembly requesting the 
Chairman of the Fifth Committee to arrange for 
recommendations to be submitted to the General 
Assembly on proposed members of the Adminis
trative Tribunal, in accordance with a resolution 
adopted on 24 November 1949. The Chairman 




