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1. REPORT ON THE IMPLEMENTATION OF RESOLUTION IHA7.33: Item 8.7 of the Agenda
(Resolution E815.R29; Official Records No. 60) Annex 8; Document A8 /AFL /6)
(c9ntinue4)

Mr LIVERAN (Israel), resuming the statement he had been making at the previous

meeting, pointed out that there was little purpose in discussing the

constitutionality of resoluticn WHA7.33, inasmuch as Article 75 of the WHO

Constitution provided that when the parties concerned in a particular question

could not agree on any other mode of settlement, the only organ authorized to

decide the matter of constitutionality was the International Court of Justice.

He drew attention to the communications addressed to the Director -General on

the implementation of resolution 9HA7.33 (A8 /AFL /6), and compared the conciliatory

attitude expressed by the Government of Israel in the last paragraph of its

communication with the intransigence reflected in the second paragraph of the

Lebanese communication of 6 January 1955 and in the Egyptian telegram dated the

22nd of that month. The suggestions of the Lebanese and Egyptian Governments were

unconstitutional, They represented the rpductio ad absurdum of a resolution

intended by the Health Assembly to have a very different result. Yet, the

delegation of Israel had no doubt that an examination of the positions of the

various Governments with particular regard to the binding documents of the

Organization would show that they considered that they safeguarded the rights of

all parties and did not deviate either from the WHO Constitution or its Rules of

Procedure, either in text or spirit.

Dr EL UAKIL (Egypt) emphasized that his delegation was eager to settle the

question once for all. It was one not of constitutionality, but of the proper

procedure to be followed in implementing resolution WHA7.33. The Government of
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Israel itself was not questioning the constitutionality of the resolution; its

argument was with the wisdom of the resolution, with the composition of the two

sub -committees it established, and with the application of the provision relating

to the place of meeting of the sub -committees.

In the view of the Egyptian delegation, the resolution was wise because it

reflected the Health Assembly's highly commendable desire to arrive at a solution

adapted to the state of tension admittedly existing in the region and thus obviate

the problems that would have arisen if the whole area had been neglected.

With regard to the balanced composition of the two sub -committees, Israel had

been unduly hasty in reaching a conclusion. In point of fact two Members, France

and Italy, had explicitly expressed their readiness to vote in Sub -Committee "B ",

while the third Member, the United Kingdom had justifiably assumed a waiting

attitude pending clarification of Israel's final position. At the first meeting

of Sub -Committee "A ", the three countries had said they were prepared to exercise

their right to vote, there being no question at the time of a meeting of Sub -

Committee "B ". Yet, Israel had reached the wholly unfounded conclusion that no

Member was willing to take part in the meetings of that last Sub -Committee.

The provision of the resolution relating to the place of meeting (paragraph 2 (6))

was clearly permissive, and there appeared to be no reason why Israel should make it

a condition for its participation.

Finally, it seemed clear that all the grounds invoked by Israel were pretexts

for nullifying resolution 1JHA7.33, which had been adopted unanimously. The

responsibility for the partial failure of the resolution should be placed where it

belonged; and then the Committee should take energetic action to prevent a

recurrence of such discussions at future Assemblies.
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Mr PACHACHI (Iraq) pointed out to the delegate of Israel that under Article 75

of the Constitution, it was the Health Assembly which bore primary responsibility

for settling disputes regarding the interpretation or application of decisions

taken by it. There was accordingly no reason to refer to the International Court

for an advisory opinion regarding the interpretation of resolution WHA7.33. By

adopting it, the Health Assembly had decisively reaffirmed the division of the

Regional Committee into two sub -committees and had implicitly recognized the

constitutionality and propriety of that measure.

It was still not clear from the observations of the Israeli delegate whether

his country was objecting to the principle of the division of the Regional

Committee into two sub-committees to meet as provided in paragraph 2 (6) or rather

to the interpretation of that particular clause of the Health Assembly's resolution.

The latter would appear to be the target of Israel's objections and not the

constitutionality of the principle. If that were so, it should be evident to the

Israeli delegation that paragraph 2 (6) was not mandatory. The Health Assembly

could not make it mandatory because it involved the sovereign rights of Member

States, including Israel. The sole object of resolution WHA7.33 was to allow

Israel and the Arab States to sit on seDarate sub -committees. To hold that Israel

had a right to participate in the work of Sub -Committee A was to nullify the whole

resolution.

It was difficult to sec how the reply of the Lebanese Government

(Document X18 /AFL /6, page 3) could have been more conciliatory and more acceptable

to Israel. No solution could, by the very nature of things, be satisfactory to

all parties. If the Arab States had their way, they would exclude Perael from the

region; if Israel had its way, it would force the Arab delegates to sit with it on

the same committee. The compromise solution provided by resolution 1ñHA7.33

satisfied noither of the parties.
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Dr HAYEK (Lebanon) said that his delegation considered that resolution NHA7.33

had been correctly implemented, both respecting its text and its spirit. The

meeting of Sub- Committee A in Alexandria in 1954 had given effect to Articles 44 to

50 of the Constitution and had dealt with the health and sanitation reáuircments of

nearly all the Member States of the region. As shown by its letter of 6 January

(AVAFL /6, ?gage 3), Lebanon wanted the Health Assembly to approve the procedure

followed in implementing resolution NHA7.33. On behalf of his Government, he

wished to assure the delegates present at the 1954 mooting of Sub-Committee A of

the ív11 collaboration of Lebanon, and to promise them a cordial welcome to Beirut

for their 1955 meeting.

Mr LIVER AN (Israel) thought it was futile to attempt to settle the agenda item

by a cross - examination between Isr ^el and. the Arab States. The item was on the

agenda as a result of the Health Assembly's resolution and of the powers implicit

in the office of the Director -General. It consisted not of an analysis of the

resolution with special regard to the views of the countries directly affected, .

but of a report on its implementation. Israel could not contribute to that report

because it could not report what had not occurred, ncr speculate on what might have

happened if the two Sub- Comnitteles had me- cs- rnrovi -ded in- the resolution.

Accordingly, Israel must decline responsibility in the natter.

It would be recalled that, at the previous session of the Health Assembly,

Israel had agreed to co- operate fully in the temporary compromise solution which

resolution WHA7.33 represented, although it did not agree with the procedure laid

down. Events had shown that if Sub -Committee B had met, in the light of the

majority decision of Sub -Committee A, that meeting would have been a farce, a
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waste of 'vHO's money to save the face of certain groups outside the Organization.

Israel could not accept responsibility for such an eventuality. Its position had

remained consistent from the outset. It was still acting in the same spirit of

compromise which had motivated its acceptance of the resolution. The facts were,

however, that the prospects for implementation of the resolution remained dim so

long as only one of the two Sub -Committees continued to meet.

Mr PACHACHI (Iraq) agreed with the Israeli delegation that the item before the

Committee was a report on the implementation of resolutionWHA7.33. However, the

record would show that the partial implementation of the resolution had resulted

solely from the fact that Israel had felt unable to take part in the deliberations

of Sub -Committee B. That fact was borne out by the nptc verbale by the Regional

Director annexed to the report of the Executive Board (Official. Records No. 60,

Annex 8, appendix). The Governments of France, Italy and the United :Kingdom of

Great Britain and Northern Ireland had said they could not participate in the

deliberations of Sub -Committee B because Israel was unable to attend. There was

no reason to believe that if Sub -Con nittoe B had met, it would have been a farce,

as suggested by the delegate of Israel, especially as three Governments had

expressed readiness to meet with Israel in Mogadiscio at the invitation of the

Italian Government. Consequently, Israel's responsibility was clear.
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Mr CALDERWOOD (United States of America) suggested that the agenda item should

be disposed of by the adoption of a resolution expressing regret that resolution

WHA7.33 had not been fully implemented, and requesting the Director -General and the

Regional Director to continue their efforts to secure its full application. He had

prepared a text along those lines for consideration by the Committee.

Dr HAYEK (Lebanon) had also intended to submit a draft resolution which would

have reaffirmed the Health Assembly's decision (resolution WHA7.33) and asked that.

it be implemented in 1955 in acctrdance with the same procedure as that followed

by the Secretariat in 1954. He was prepared to consult with the United States

delegate with a view to producing a single text.

Mr CALDERWOOD (United States of America) expressed his readiness to work eut a

single text with the co- operation any other delegates who might wish to con-

tribute to its formulation/

Mr TLRAZI (Syria) had also intended to move a resolution which would simply

have noted with satisfaction the report of the Director -General on the implementation

of resolution WHI.7.33.

Dr EL WAKIL (Egypt) suggested that, as the delegates of Lebanon and Syria had

in mind texts very similar to that proposed by the delegate of the United States, it

might be advisable for them, as countries directly affected by the acute situati.n

which had arisen with respect to implementation of the Health Assembly's resolution,

to withdraw their suggestions and accept the United States draft.

Dr HAYEK (Lebanon) and Mr TARLZI (Syria) accepted that suggestion.
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Mr LIP RIIN (Israel) had understood that the United States delegate was prepared

to meet with any other delegates who might wish to assist in the formulation of

resolution. Moreover, time should be allowed for drafting, distribution and study

of that new text. Accordingly, he suggested that consideration of the item should

be adjourned until the following meeting.

It was so decided.

2. REVIEW OF PROGRAMME AND BUDGET ESTIMI.TES FOR 1956: PUBLIC INFORMATION ACTIVITIES:
Item 8.4 of the Agenda (Documents A8 /LFL /26 and Ldd.l) (continued)

The CHAIRMAN drew attention to the proposal of the delegation of Switzerland

amending the joint resolution which had been before the Committee at its previous

meeting. The resolution proposed by the Swiss delegation read:

The Eighth World Health Assembly,

Having had its attention called by the Executive Board at its fifteenth
session to the need for intensifying public information activities;

Having considered the study on problems of public information submitted
by the Directcr- General in response to the request of the Executive Board;

1. AGREES with the Executive Board that public information activities of
WHO should be intensified; and therefore

2. RECOMMENDS that advantage be taken of the information facilities available
to National WHO Committees;

3. INVITES regional committees to consider ways and means of intensifying
public information activities in their regions; and

4. REQUESTS governments to have their public information units co- operate to
the fullest possible extent with WHO information services in making the aims
and work of WHO better known throughout the world.
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Dr KHfI (Viet Nam) supported the Swiss amendment. It was essential that

public information activities in the various regions should be developed and made

more effective, particularly by establishing the closest possible co- operation with

Governments. That should be possible without any additional financial appropriation.

He would, however, make a slight drafting change in the French text of operative

paragraph 3.

Mr BOTHA (Union of South Africa) observed that even with the Swiss amendment,

it was difficult for his delegation to accept the joint draft resolution (AS /AFL /26).

Public information was a highly technical subject both from the point of view of

the manner in which it was disseminated and the results it produced. The Director -

General had recognized how difficult it was to estimate the results of public

information work and, consequently, additional needs in funds and staff (Official

Records No. 61, Chapter IV, sections 22.1.2 and 22.2.2). The South African delegation

consequently felt that the question should be subjected to thorough study. It could

not simply be disposed of by adopting a resolution calling for expansion of public

information activities. The effect of those activities must be assessed most carefully

with a view to possible improvement of current methods. Public information activities

were so complex that his delegation would have preferred the setting up of a small

working group to study them in detail and suggest improvements. However, it was too

late in the Health Assembly's session for that procedure. Accordingly, he would

merely suggest a few amendments to the Swiss draft (AS /AFL /26 Ldd,l), the most

important of which was the redrafting of paragraph 3 to read:

"INVITES regional committees to adopt ways and means of intensifying
or improving public information activities in their respective regions where
necessary; and"
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Dr G00SSENS (Belgium) endorsed the view of the South African delegate. He was

convinced that public information output could be improved without the need for

additional funds. The regional committees should be requested to take the necessary

steps. He thought that the main verbs in the last two paragraphs should be inverted,

to read "requests regional committees.... and "invites governments...."

Mr RENOUF (Australia) asked the Committee to bear in mind that nearly all the

funds for public information activities were contributed by the Member States. WHO

should not place itself in a position where it would apply funds to expand those

activities to the detriment of much- needed public -health projects. The resolution

ultimately to be adopted should not be construed as authorizing the Director- General

to ask for an increased appropriation for public information activities in 1957 or

at any time in the future. While the Director -General had the right to make such a

request, the Committee1s resolution should not provide him with a basis for it.

As the Health Assembly had already recommended a budget ceiling for 1956, it would

be necessary to transfer funds already earmarked for other projects to public

information. Australia was against such action, but would not vote against the

draft resolution.

The CHLIRMLN suggested that consideration of the item should be deferred pending

distribution of a new draft proposed by the delegate of South Africa.

It was so decided.
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3. CONSIDERATION OF AMENDMENTS TO THE RULES OF PROCEDURE OF THE HEALTH ASSEMBLY;
Item 8.5 of the Agenda (Resolutions WHA7.30 and EB15.R72; Documents A8 /AFL/1
and AS /AFL /25) (continued)

Mr SPRENSEN (Denmark), Rapporteur, Legal Sub -Committee, introduced the Sub-

Committee's report on the item (A8 /AFL /25, section B), wherein a number of amendments

were recommended to the proposed revision of the Rules of Procedure prepared by the

Executive Board at its thirteenth and fifteenth sessions.

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the Committee consider each rule in order, as set

out in document AS /AFL /1, together with the relevant amendments proposed by the Legal

Sub -Committee.

Preamble and Rules 1 and 2

The preamble and Rules 1 and 2 were adopted.

Rule 3

Rule 3, as revised by the Executive Board, was adopted.

Rule 4

Rule 4, as revised by the Legal Sub -Committee, was adopted.

Rule 5

Rule 5, as revised by the Executive Board at its fifteenth session, was adopted.

Rules 6 and 7

Rules 6 and 7, as revised by the Legal Sub -Committee, were adopted.

Rules (6) 8 to (9) 11

The former Rules (6) 8 to (9) 11 were adopted without change.

Rule (10) 12

Rule (10) 12, as revised by the Legal Sub -Committee, was adopted.
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Rule (ía.):13

The former Rule (11) 13 was adopted without change.

Rule 12

The former Rule 12 was deleted, its provisions having been incorporated in the

new Rules 4 and 6.

Rulep (13) 34 and (14) 15,

Rules (13) 14 and (14) 15 were adopted, with drafting changes introduced by the

Executive Board.

Rules (15) 16 to (17) 18

The former Rules (15) 16 to (17) 18 were adopted without change.

Rule T18) 19

Rite (18).--,19 as adopted with drafting changes introduced by the Executive Board,

Rules (19) 20 to (21) 22

The'former Rules (19) 20 to .(21) 22 were adopted without change.

Rule (22) 23

Rule (22) 23, as revised by the Execùtive Board and amended by the Legal Sub -

Committee, was adopted.

Rules (23) 24 and (24) 25

The former Rules (23) 24 and (24) 25 were adopted without change.

Rule, (2 26

Rule (25) 26, as revised by the Executive Board, was adopted.

Rule (26) 27

The former Rule (26) 27 was adopted without change.

Rule (27) 28

Rule (27) 28, as revised by the Executive Board and the Legal Sub -Committee, was

adopted.
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Rule (28) 29

Rule (28) 29, as revised by the Executive Board, was adopted.

Rules (29) 30 and (30) 31

Mr SORENSEN, Rapporteur, Legal Sub -Committee, pointed out that these two rules

were closely interrelated: the first dealt with the composition of the General

Committee, and the Legal Sub -Committee recommended that provision be made for each

member of the General Committee to be accompanied by not more than one other member

of his delegation. The second concerned the rights of delegations not represented

on the General Committee to participate in its deliberations, and he drew attention

to the Sub -Committee's legal interpretation of the rule as set out in its report

(A8 /AFL /25, section II) which read: "The attendance of members of delegations under

Rule (30) 31 is limited to delegations not having one of their members serving on the

General Committee."

Dr MELLBYE (Norway) stated that he did not now wish to pursue the point he had

raised in the Legal Sub -Committee regarding Rule (29) 30.

Decision: The Committee adopted the Legal Sub- Committeets interpretation
of Rule (30) 31.

Rules (29) 30 and (30) 31, as revised by the Executive Board and the Legal Sub -

Committee, were adopted.

Rule (31) 32

The former Rule (31) 32 was adopted without change.

Rule (32) 33

Rule (32) 33, as revised by the Executive Board, was adopted.
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Rules (33) 34 to (37) 38

The former Rules (33) 34 to (37) 38 were adopted without change.

Rule (38) 39

Rule (38) 39, as revised by the Executive Board,' was adopted.

Rules (39) 40 to (43) 44

Rules (39) 40 to (43) 44, as revised by the Executive Board at its fifteenth

session, were adopted.

Rule 44.

The former Rule 44 was deleted, its substance having been incorporated in the

additional paragraph to Rule (43) 44.

Rules 45 and 46

The former Rules 45 and 46 were adopted, the latter with drafting changes

introduced by the Executive Board.

Rule 47

In answer to Dr van den BERG (Netherlands), Mr SORENSEN, Rapporteur, Legal Sub -

Committee, explained that the text of the rule, as revised by the Executive Board at

the fifteenth session, covered the privilege of non- governmental organizations in

relationship with WHO to attend the Health Assembly meetings, in accordance with the

arrangements made under Article 71 of the Constitution. The Legal Sub -Committee had

felt it would be desirable, in order to avoid any confusion, to specify clearly the

further privilege of non -governmental organizations to participate in meetings without

right of vote, and had introduced amendments to that effect.

Mr ZARB, Chief, Legal Office, said the rule in question would have been of

inordinate length if all the principles governing the relationship of non-governmental

organizations with WHO (set out in the Handbook of Basic Documents, sixth edition,

pages 117 -119) had had to be incorporated. That was why the Legal Sub -Committee had
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preferred a simple reference to the arrangements, while at the same time specifying

the main privilege with regard to participation at meetings conferred on the non-

governmental organizations.

Dr van den BERG (Netherlands) thought it would be more helpful to the officers

of the Health Assembly in the conduct of business if the original rule was maintained,

providing that representatives of non - governmental organizations might participate

at the invitation of the President of the Health Assembly or the Chairman of a main

committee.

The reference to the arrangements might lay upon these officers the obligation

to consult those texts also, which would multiply the difficulties. He fully agreed

that only the most important privileges conferred on the non-governmental organizations

should be embodied in the rule, but in his view it was equally important to include

provision for an express invitation to participate.

Mr RENOUF (Australia), Chairman, Legal Sub -Committee, proposed the addition at

the end of the rule of the words: . . . and may participate when invited to do so

by the President of the Health Assembly or by the Chairman of a main committee,

respectively ", in the hope that that would meet the Netherlands delegationts point.

Dr van den BERG (Netherlands) said the proposed addition would give him full

satisfaction.

Decision: The amendment was approved.

Rule 47, as revised by the Executive Board and the Legal Sub- Committee and

amended by the delegate of Australia, was adopted.
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Ru1e

Rule 48 was adopted with a drafting change introduced by the Executive Board.

Rule 49

Rule 49 was adopted without change.

Rule 50

Rule 50, as revised by the Executive Board, was adopted.

Rules 51. to 53

Rules 51 to 53 were adopted with drafting changes introduced by the Executive

Board.

Rule _55) 54

Rule (55) 54 was adopted without change.

Rule 55

Rule 55, as revised by the Executive Board, was adopted.

Rules (54) 56 and 57

Rules (54) 56 and 57, as revised by the Executive Board, were adopted.

Rule (56

Mr SORENSEN, Rapporteur, Legal Sub -Committee) drew attention to the legal

interpretation given by the Sub -Committee to Rule (56) 58.

29.2 11101: The Committee adopted the Legal Sub -Committee's interpretation.

Rule (56) 58, comprising the combined provisions of the former Rules 56 and 57,

wax a' .op¡.ed _

Ru.71

The former Rule 57 was deleted in accordance with the above decision.
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Rule 59

Rule 59, as proposed by the Executive Board, was adopted; on the proposal of

the Legal Sub- Committee, it was agreed to insert this rule between Rule 55 and

Rule (54) 56.

Rule 60

Rule 60, as revised by the Executive Board, was adopted.

Rule_ígIla

Mr SORENSEN, Rapporteur, Legal Sub -Committee, said that the Sub -Committee, in

view of the discussion that had taken place at a recent plenary session, had recommended

a new text for this rule, conforming as strictly as possible to Rule 91 of the Rules

of Procedure of the General Assembly of the United Nations.

Rule (58) 61, as proposed by the Legal Sub -Committee, was adopted.

Rule9) b2

Rule (59) 62 was adopted without change.

Rules (60) 63 and (61) 64

Rules (60) 63 and (61) 64, as revised by the Executive Board at its fifteenth

session, were adopted.

Rules (62) 65 po f65) 68

Rules (62) 65 to (65) 68 were adopted without change, with the exception of a

minor drafting change made by the Executive Board in Rule (63) 66.

Rule (66) 69

Rule (66) 69, as revised by the Executive Board, was adopted, the French text

to be amended as proposed by the Legal Sub -Committee to bring it into conformity

with the English version.
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New Rule to follow Rule (67) 70

Dr MELLBYE (Norway) stated that, in principle, his delegation was opposed to

voting by secret ballot except in cases where individuals were concerned.

Delegations should be prepared openly to state and to vote for their views on all

technical matters. However, the timeliness of introducing this principle fully was

open to questions there might be certain matters on which governments would prefer

a decision by secret ballot. Moreover, the dividing line between technical end

budgetary questions was not always clearly drawn. In those circumstances, the

adoption of the provision in this rule that no secret ballot might be taken on

budgetary questions would be limiting the freedom of future assemblies. It would

be interesting to hear what consideration underlay the recommendation.

Nr ZARB, Chief, Legal Office, said the voting procedure laid down in the Rules

of Pi'ocedure clearly specified voting by secret ballot in the election of officers

of the Health ,hssembly and the election of the Director -General.

On the question of voting on other matters, opinions were divided: some

delegations considered that all other questions should be decided by open votes

whether by show of hands or by roll call, whereas others felt that certain matters

might better be settled by secret ballot, budgetary questions excepted. That was

what had led to the introduction of the rule under consideration.

Mr SORENSEN, Rapporteur, Legal Sub -Committee, called attention to the legal

interpretation given to the proposed new rule by the Sub -Committee in paragraph II c

of its report.
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Mr CALDERNOOD (United States of America) said it was the view of his government,

with respect to the proposed new rule, that the secret ballot should not be used

except in elections or in other cases in which the selection of individuals was

involved.

Dr van den BERG (Netherlands) said his delegation held more or less the same

views as the United States delegation regarding the limitation of the secret ballot

to matters concerning individuals Any other use of the secret ballot would be

harmful to the Organization by making it possible for members to speak and vote

differently.

Nevertheless, the Netherlands delegation could agree to accept the proposed

new rule because there were sometimes problems of a more or less personal character

for the settlement of which it would perhaps be wise to retain the possibility of a

secret ballot. In no case, however, should any budgetary question be considered as

coming within that category.

A secondary problem concerned the use of voting by show of hands or by roll call.

To his mind, the criterion was that there should be no uncertainty about the result

of any vote. And that being so, he could not agree to the restriction in the legal

interpretation of the proposed new rule that any decision to vote by secret ballot

might only be taken by a show of hands. The legal interpretation should be put to

a vote.

Mr RENOUF (Australia), Chairman, Legal Sub -Committee, explaining that the Sub-

Committee had not discussed the question at great length, proposed the addition of

the words: " or by roll call" at the end of the second line of the legal

interpretation. That would perhaps meet the point raised by the Netherlands delegate.
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Dr van den BERG (Netherlands) accepted the Australian proposal.

Dr TOGBI, (Liberia) held that latitude to request a vote by secret ballot was

one way whereby governments could protect themselves from outside pressure to vote

in a certain way. In the past, there had been little recourse to the secret

ballot but Members should be left free to act as their conscience dictated.

Consequenntly, he preferred the maintenance of the existing rules of procedure on

voting.

Mr of GEI3TRSTAM (Sweden) asked how the matter of voting was regulated in

other specialized agencies. He would like also to have an explanation of the

difference between financial and budgetary questions. The question of public

information activities, for instance, had been under discussion earlier. That was

a technical matter but nevertheless some delegations had held that it had finaneial

implications.

The SECRETARY said the term "budgetary questions", as used in the proposed new

rule, would appear to him to cover any aspect of the budget. Consequently, no

question relating to the budget, whether it concerned its total amount or any single

item, could be voted upon by secret ballot.

Nr ZARB, Chief, Legal Office, in response to the request of the delegate of

Sweden, cited the relevant rules of procedure of UNESCO and FAO, from which it

emerged that there was no uniformity between the rules applied to the various

specialized agencies.



AB /AFL/Min /9

page 21

He recalled that the only government which had commented on this particular

point in response to the request of the Executive Board at its thirteenth session

had been that of the Union of South Africa. The Executive Board, at its fifteenth

session, had eventually adopted that country's proposals in the matter.

Mr BOTHA (Union of South Africa) confirmed Mr Zarb's remarks, adding that his

government felt very strongly that there should be no secrecy in the voting of monies.

Such a procedure would lend itself to abuse.

Mr LIVERAN (Israel) said that, to the best of his understanding, the Legal

Sub -Committee had not been called to consider the secret ballot as against any other

method of voting; its task had been to draw up regulations to govern the situation

where both a vote by secret ballot and by roll call were requested on the same

question.

As far as the Israeli delegation was concerned, the method of voting was

immaterial: its vote would not be changed by the possibility of secrecy. However,

if the relative merits of voting by secret ballot and by roll call were now to be

discussed - -and that, he felt, would perhaps be wise in the circumstances - the

possibility of abolishing voting by roll call should not be overlooked.

The SECRETARY recalled that, when the question of the secret ballot had arisen

at an earlier session and a delegate had requested a roll call vote to decide whether

or not it should be taken, it had been pointed out that the roll call vote nullified

the effect of the secret ballot. It might be useful for the Committee to consider

the substance of the matter since the Legal Sub -Committee had dealt only with the

legal aspects.
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The point raised by the delegates of Norway and Liberia could be met by

deleting from the text proposed by the Executive Board at its fifteenth session the

final phrase: " . . . provided that no secret ballot may be taken on budgetary

questions."

Dr TOGBA (Liberia) made a formal proposal to that effect and further proposed

an amendment to the Australian amendment to the legal interpretation by the addition

of the words: "if requested" after the words "or by roll call ". That would serve

to make the provision more explicit.

Mr HUNT (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) said that, in

the view of the. United Kingdom delegation, the Executive Boardts decision that no

secret ballot might be taken on budgetary questions was essentially right. Moreover.

there could seldoa or ever, he submitted, be any real doubt as to what constituted

a budgetary question.

Mr CALDERWOOD (United States of America) said that, in view of the proposal

to delete part of the proposed new rule, he would formally propose that it be

replaced by the following text: "L secret ballot shall not be used except in

elections or in cases in which the selection of an individual is involved. ".

The exact placing of that rule within the Rules of Procedure might be left to the

Rapporteur.

The meeting, rose at 4.55 o.i


