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Delete and renlace by: 

x 'Y'N (- .ustralia) said that his aеlе,Jаtion had not annrвached 

the discussion of this question with any -pre -determined point of vie 

but had come orenared to n-.ake uo its mind in the liеht of the discussion. 

<:.f ter listening to the views of a lar e num;-•er of delegations it had 

reached the folio- "in_: conclusions. 

There was little if anуthin. to he gained from a further study of 

the question as such study wnuld r.ot be likely to thrо further 1.i ht 

on the issue. .ele ~э.tions had had an onnortunity to think over the 

orоblem for twelve months and in consecuence should now be nrenared to 

reach a decision. nor did his dele _:аtion f-.el as had been suested 

in some statements that it was in some ,,.ay undemocratic to -provide that 

decisions should be taken en a t1?o- thirds majority basis. The anniica- 

tien of this rule bw numerous other international or,..anizations reflected 

the tendency amen ̂•st international bodies to attempt to roach decisions 

inereаsinlу en a basis of adjustment, conciliation and even com- 

rromise in an effort to reflect unanimous or n•sr unanimous a=reement. 

S, ю dele ations h^a quite richtly and very clearly drawn attexi- 

tion to the dif f.icul_tiea that night arise if the twо- thirds nrooоcal 
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wan implemented. The Australian delegation fully appreciated these 

possibilities. Nevertheless they entered into the realm of speculation 

regarding the possible attitudes of governments. The fundamental 

consideration then seemed to lie in the way in which representatives of 

governments applied the two- thirds rule. In supporting the adoption of 

the'two- thirds rule, the Australian delegation and the clear majority mf 

delegates who seemed to favour it were expressing as an act of faith 

confidence that the Organization would make the proposed rule work 

satisfactorily. This implied that ember Governments and their advisers 

represented by the Director -General and his staff would show moderation 

and restraint and an appreciation not only of the effective work which 

the Organization could do but also of the financial resources that govern- 

ments could be reasonably expected to make available. For these reasons 

his delegation would support the United States propmsal. 

Page 15, second line 

After "intention" add: at the present time 
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1. REСÈIPT OF DOCUMENTS 

The CHAIRМ,N asked if all delegates had received the report of the General 

Committee on the election of members entitled to designate a person to serve on the 

Executive Board (АU /18). Rule 94 of the Rules of Procedure required that report 

to be circulated at least twenty -four hours before the election took place in 

the plenary meeting of the Health Assembly. In the absence of any comment, he 

assumed that all delegations had received the document in time, and said that that 

would be recorded. 

It was so аgrеed. 

2. l EЮмЕNТS TO THE RULES OF PROCEDURE OF THE HEALTH ASSEr,ВјХ: Item 7.7 of the 
Agenda (Documents Ац /LFL/3 and Ац /АFL/31) (continued) 

1 

Mr KITTANI (Iraq) did not think that sufficient attention had been paid to the 

constitutional implications of the United States proposal (bц /AFL /3) to amend 

Rule 67 of the Rules of Procedure so as to include decisions on the level of the 

budget as one of the categories of questions requiring a two - thirds majority vote. 1 

As the Director -General had pointed out, Rule 67 of the Rules of Procedure was an 

exact reproduction of Article 60(a) of the Constitution. Thus, if Rule 67 was 

amended there would be a difference between the text of the Rules of Procedure and 

that of the Constitution. He would have preferred this matter to have been dealt 

with in the form of an amendment to the Constitution. In his opinion such an 

amendment would require only a simple majority since Article 60(b) provided that: 

"Decisions on other questions, including the determination of additional categories 
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of questions to be decided by a two -thirds majority, shall be made by a majority 

of the Members present and voting ". It was of course true that, under Article 

60(a), amendments to the Constitution were included amongst the questions requiring 

a two- thirds majority but he thought that Article 60(b) constituted an exception 

to this rule. He recalled that this question had been discussed in 1946 at the 

time of the adoption of the Constitution of WHO and he quoted the following 

extracts from the statement made by the Assistant Director -General, Department 

of Administration and Finance, at the Tenth World Health Assembly: 

"The Committee would no doubt be interested to know that the provision 
for the two- thirds majority vote on the budget of the United Nations and 
the two specialized agencies in question was contained in the constitutions 
of those bodies ". "A similar proposal had been considered by the 
international Health Conference held in New York in 1946 when the 
Constitutioп of WHO had been agreed upon. The records of that Conference 

showed that the proposal had been discussed-at some length, counter -proposals 
had been introduced, and the final decision, by 22 votes to 3, had been to 
reject the proposal ". (Official Records No. 79, page ií27). 

As the Constitution was the Organization's basic document he would prefer any 

changes which would affect it to take the form of amendments to the Constitution 

rather than amendments to the Rules of Procedure. 

Professor HURTADO (Cuьx) said that the discussion was now becoming repetitive 

and he therefore proposed the closure of the debate. 

The CHAIRMAN said that, in accordance with Rule 59 of the Rules of Procedure, 

two delegates could speak against the closure before the motion was put to the 

vote. 

Dr VIТSAXIS (Greece) thought it would be better not to close the debate since 

only a few speakers remained on the list and certain new elements had been 

introduced into the discussion. 



x. 1/ FL /Т� in /10 
page 4 

Dr EVANG (Norway) said that he had been in favor of closuro at an earlier 

stage in the debate. He was now against such a proposal because the whole question 

had turned out to be much more complicated than it had appeared at the beginning. 

As the United States proposal had proved to be somewhat controversial he wondered 

whether the United States delegation might consider withdrawing the proposal. 

Failing that, he suggested that delegations should be given further timo to study 

the question since new problems had been raised which governments might not have 

had sufficient time to consider. 

Decision: The voting on the motion for closure of the debate was 27 to 27 
with 16 abstentions; the motion was therefore not adopted. 

Dr EL -WAKIL (United Arab Republic) thought that the adoption of the United 

States proposal might create a dangerous precedent. The Health Assembly had 

never yet made use of the provisions of Article 60(b) of the Constitution and he 

thought it would be wiser not to do so now, If a two -thirds majority was to be 

required for the adoption of the budget level, a relatively small number of 

countries would be in a position to impede the approval of the budget. 

Dr VITSAXIS (Greece) said that, although the existing procedure for the 

approval of the budget level had not as yet given rise to any difficulties, 

the United States proposal seemed to be a logical measure in view of the 

increasing membership of the Organization. The budget level was undeniably 

an important question since it affected the whole programme of the Organization, 
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He agreed that it was not the only important question which the Health Assembly was 

called upon to decide, but he was nevertheless in favour of an amendment to 

Rule 67 of the Rules of Procedure. He did not agree with the delegates of 

Ireland and Iraq, who had suggested that the question could be more suitably 

discussed from the point of view of an amendment to the Constitution. The method 

proposed by the United States delegation was more flexible and would leave the 

way open for a further amendment in the future if necessary. 

He understood the United States proposal to mean that only the decision on 

the level of the budget would require a two-thirds majority and not all decisions 

having some budgetary implication. If that interpretation was correct, he would 

be prepared to support the proposal but he suggested that the resolution itself 

should take the form of an actual amendment to the rules rather than a decision 

to amend the rules. 

Mr HANES (United States of America) said that the delegate of Greece had 

interpreted his proposal quite correctly. 

In reply to the suggestions made by the delegate of Norway, he regretted that 

he could not agree to the request to withdraw his proposal. There had now been 

considerable discussion on the proposal which had been raised more than a year 

ago, and he felt that little purpose would be served in postponing the decision any 

longer, 

Mr de PINHO (Portugal) supported the proposal submitted by the United States 

delegation. 
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Mr AВDOUN (Sudan) said that although he fully appreciated the vital 

importance of the financial control of the Organization's activities, he regretted 

that he could not support the United States proposal, which he was sure had been 

submitted with the best of intentions. It was apparent from the discussion that 

some of the countries receiving assistance feared that the two -thirds majority 

requirement might be an obstacle to the adoption of important projects and might 

create a deadlock in the approval of the budget. He wondered what procedure was 

envisaged to overcome any such deadlock and he was sure that the adoption of the 

United States proposal would cause undue delays in the approval of the budget. 

In his opinion, the functions of WHO were different in nature from those of other 

organizations where a two -thirds majority was required for the approval of the 

budget, and he would prefer to keep to the existing arrangements in WHO. 

Mr TSEGHE (Ethiopia) said that he had listened to the discussion with great 

interest and he had no doubt as to the sincerity of the motives of the United States 

delegation in raising this question. However, he shared the view of other 

delegations that the problem required further study and he was therefore unable to ' 

support the United States proposal at this stage. Instead, he would support the 

draft resolution proposed by the delegation of Costa Rica (All /AFL /31). 

Professor НURТADO (Cuba) said that he did not understand how any doubts of a 

constitutional nature could arise in connexion with the United States proposal. 

There was no question of any amendment to the Constitution. All that was involved 

was a perfectly straightforward amendment to the Rules of Procedure. The use of 
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the term "important questions" in filrticle 60 of the Constitution was perhaps 

unfortunate as there were in fact some questions of greater intrinsic importance 

than those listed in Article 60. But all that the United States proposal sought 

to do was to make a change in the procedure for the approval of the budget. 

He recalled that, at the present session, the budget level had been adopted 

unanimously. The United States proposal did not require a unanimous vote, only a 

10 two -thirds majority. The approval of the budget was undoubtedly an important 

question since governments were thereby committing themselves to pay their quota 

of that budget. It must be borne in mind that the United States contributed most 

generously to the Organization's budget and, in the circumstances, the Committee 

should agree to a procedure which would facilitate the United States delegation's 

task in obtaining Congressional approval for the payment of their contribution. 

In conclusion, he emphasized that there were no constitutional problems 

involved. If the new procedure proposed by the United States delegation were not 

successful - and he was sure that it would be - the Committee would be at perfect 

liberty to reverse the decision at the next session of the Health Assembly. For 

the reasons that he had given, he would vote in favour of the United States 

proposal. 

Dr РYUF,N (Australia) said that he had listened to the debate with an open 

mind. He had come to the conclusion that nothing would be gained by laying down 

that the matter should be given further study; it had been fully studied; a 

definite decision should be taken at the current Health Assembly. He did not 

agree that it was undemocratic to lay down that decisions should be taken by at 

least a two -third's majority; there was a general tendency in inter -governmental 
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organizations to try to ensure that more and more decisions should be unanimous 

or nearly unanimous; he believed that the United States proposal was a reflection 

of that tendency. He had been impressed by the arguments of those who had stated 

that in practice it would be difficult to implement the proposal; but the question 

of now difficult that would be was entirely a matter of conjecture. .lthough he 

considered that the question under discussion was not of great importance, the 

debate had convinced him that the proposed two- third's majority rule should be 

accepted as an act of faith, because the majority of those who had spoken during 

the debate had indicated that they would vote in favour of the proposal and do 

everything in their power to make the proposed rule work. It would not work unless 

there was moderation and restraint and appreciation of the Organization's capacity 

to carry out work and of the financial position of Members, 

Mr GRINBERG (Bulgaria) said that the United Nations had made additions, 

without amending its Charter, to the list of items on which it could not take 

decisions unless there was a two -third's majority in favour. 

1 

Dr INCНAUSTEGUI С�ВRlL (Dominican Republic) said he supported the United States 4/ 

proposal. 

Mr Le POOLE (Netherlands) requested a roll -call vote on the draft resolution 

proposed by the delegation of Costa Rica (1111 /ЛFL /31), 
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A vote was taken by roll-cafl on the draft resolution .reposed b the 

delegation of Costa Rica, the names of the following Member States being 

called in the English alphabetical order, starting with Nepal, the letter N 

having been determined b1 lot: 

In favour: Afghanistan, Costa Rica, Ethiopia, Ghana, Iceland, India, 
Indonesia, Iraq, Libya, New Zealand, United Arab Republic, 
Yugoslavia 

Against: Albania, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, 
Bulgaria, Burma, Cambodia, Canada, China, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, 
Denmark, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Finland, France, 
Federal Republic of Germany, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, 
Ireland, Italy, Japan, Republic of Koreas xembourg, Federation 
of Malaya, Mexico, Monaco, Nepal, Netherlands, Nicaragua, Norway, 
Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, 
Saudi Arabia, Spain, Sudan, Sweden, Switzerland, Thailand, 
Tunisia, Turkey, Union of South Africa, Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, United Kingdom of Great Britain and North 
Ireland, United States of America, Venezuela, Viet • Nam 

Abstaining: Chile, Ecuador, Israel, Liberia, 'íorocco 

Absent: Bolivia, Ceylon, Iran, Jordan, Lebanon, Roumania, Uruguay 

The draft resolution was, therefore, rejected by 56 votes to 12, with 5 

abstentions. 

A vote was taken by roll -call on the draft resolution proposed by the 

United States delegation (All /AFL /3), the names of the following Member States 

being called in the English alphabetical order, starting with the Federal 

Republic of Germany, the letter G having been determined by lot: 

In favour: Albania, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, 
Bulgaria, Burma, Cambodia, Canada, China, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, 
Denmark, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Finland, France, 
Federal Republic of Germany, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, 
Italy, Japan, Republic of Korea, Luxembourg; Mexico, Monaco, 
Netherlands, Nicaragua, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, 
Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, 
Tunisia, Turkey, Union of South Africa, Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Nortlern 
Ireland, United States of America, Venezuela, Viet Nam 



11/АFL/N:in/10 
pagc 10 

Against: 

Abstaining: 

Йbsent: 

Costa Rica, Iraq, Libya, Saudi Arabia, Sudan, United Arab 
Republic 

Afghanistan, Chile, Ecuador, Ethiopia, (hanв, Iceland, India, 
Indonesia, Irelлnd, Israel, Liberia, Federation of Malaya, 
Morocco, Nepal, New Zealand, Thailand, Yugoslavia 

Bolivia, Ceylon, Iran, Jordan, Lebanon, Roumania, Uruguay 

The draft resolution was, therefore, adopted by 50 votes to 6, with 17 

abstentiona. 

I 
З. CONVENTION ON PRIVILEt ABiD INlЛ2UNITIFS OF Т SPECIAI.IZED AGIIdCIFS, 

АНEND íNEЛ1T5 TO АNNEX VI: Item 7.11 ог the ageпda (Documente all/4FL/2 , 
А11/11FL/25) (ooпtinued) 

The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to continue its discussion on the item, 

• recalling that the discussion had been interrupted so that delegates who attended 

meetings of the Committee on Programme and Budget, which was not meeting at 

present, might take part in it. 

Mr PЛSTINEN (Finland) said that since Finland had not acceded to the 

Convention, his delegation was unwilling to take up any position in regard to 

the matter before the Committee and would abstain from voting when the draft 

resolution submitted by thy: Legal Sub- Conlпittee (Аl1 /АFL /25, section 2) was 

put to the vote. 

Mrs SH0HAM SHАRON (Israel) said that she would vote for the draft resolution, 

which she understood had been proposed in order tc correct an anomaly; but by 

doing so she wоul.' not be committing her Government to anything so far as the 

Convention was concernе', Israel not being one of the parties to it. 
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Mr м"SFAR (Indonesia) said that he could not support the draft resolution 

for reasons concerned with legislation. He would abstain from voting when it was 

put tithe vote. Although Indonesia was not a party to the Convention, the 

Indonesian authorities were considering proposals to grant diplomatic privileges 

and immunity to officials of international organizations including WHO; and he 

was certain that they would enjoy such privileges and immunity in his country 

r when necessary. 

The CHAIliАN said he thought it was pointless for delegates to formulate 

reservations regarding the Convention on the present occasion. Their governments 

had the right to make such reservations whenever they wished, and would doubtless 

do so later if they considered it necessary. 

Mr L e POOLE (Netherlands), referring to the paragraph in Document A11 /AFL /2 

reading, 

"The views of the Director -General anal those of the Directors -General of 
the other agencies consulted, as stated in this correspondence, have been 
transmitted to the Secretary -General of the United Nations (Annex 8). At 

the time this document was prepared, no comments had been received from 
the Secretary -General." 

asked whether any comments had since been received from the Secretary -General. 

Mr ZARB, Chief, Legal Office, replied in the negative. 

Mr Le POOLE (Netherlands) said that the item under discussion should be the 

subject of co- ordinated action by the United Nations and the specialized agencies. 

Since the Secretary -General had not submitted his comments, he thought that WHO 

should defer taking a final decision on the item until the next Health Assembly. 
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The DIRECTOR - GENERAL said that document л11 /AFL /2 showed that his recommending 

that Annex VII to the Convention be amended at the current Health Assembly so as 

to confer diplomatic status on the Assistant Directors- General and the Regional 

Directors was a continuation of the action he had taken the previous year when 

he recommended that diplomatic status should be conferred on the Deputy Director -Goner 

Before making the latter recommendation, he had consulted the Secretary- General of 

the United Nations, who had stated that the procedure which he (the Director -General) 

was recommending was the only possible procedure in the circumstances. At the 

Tenth World Health Assembly he had indicated that he might make the recommendation 

which was at present under discussion. He had consulted the executive heads of 

other specialized agencies ano the Secretary- General of the United Nations. He 

did not think the Secretary -General had anything more to say on the subject. Sc 

it would be wrong to defer taking a final decision until the following year, 

Mr BRADY (Ireland) said he would vote for the proposal because its adoption 

would put an end to an anomaly. Ireland had not acceded to the Convention, but 

was considering doing so. The Irish Government had agreed that while that was 

under consideration, it would accept United Nations' laissez -passer. His voting 

for the proposal would not affect the question of his Government becoming a party 

to the Convention. 

Mr TSEGHE (Ethïópia) said that he would abstain from voting, as his 

Government was not a party to the Convention. 

Dr ВFRNIRD (France) said he feared that a 1-irge number of delegates ,would 

unnecessarily abstain from voting. Was he correct in believing that the fact that 

a delcE,at 'e government had not acceded to the Convention did not debar the 

dclоgate from voting for the draft resolution? 

I 
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Mr ZARB said that all governments which had accepted the Constitution were 

under an obligation to comply with all the Articles of the Constitution, including 

Article 67, sub -paragraph (b), which read, 

Representatives of Members, persons designated to serve on the Board 
and technical and administrative personnel of the Organization shall 
similarly enjoy such privileges and immunities as are necessary for 
the independent exercise of their functions in connexion with the 
Organization. 

Article 68 of the Constitution read, 

Such legal capacity, privileges and immunities shall be defined in a 
separate agreement to be prepared by the Organization in consultation 
with the Secretary -General of the United Nations and concluded between 
the Members. 

The Convention under discussion was the separate agreement mentioned in Article 68. 

The Convention consisted of two parts - the first part of general clauses applying 

to all the specialized agencies, and the second part of a number of Annexes, each 

of which applied to one of the specialized agencies. No State was under an 

obligation to comply with either the general clauses or any of the Annexes unless 

it had ratified them. Consequently, by voting in favour cf the proposed amendment 

to Annex VII which was under discussion, no delegate would be committing his 

government to anything. His government would have the right to refuse to agree 

to the amendment. In other words, by voting in favour of the draft resolution, 

delegates would simply be voting for the officials named in the draft resolution 

to be given diplomatic status by those governments which individually acceded to 

the amended Annex VII. 

There were twenty -three StatEs which were parties to the Convention; a few 

others had accepted the Annexes. 

The fact that several Member States were not parties to the Convention was 

causing, considerable difficulty. Officials of specialized agencies who did not 

enjoy the appropriate legal status could not perform their functions properly. 

The Health Assembly had repeatedly passed resolutions inviting Member Governments 

to accede to the Convention, and pending accession to apply the provisions of the 

Convention in their territories (resolutions WEA3.102 and WHA8.18). 
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Dr 13172. Ix��i•D (F--<irice) sàid he supported the draft r�. solutиon. 

Nr KITTANI (Iraq_) said that Iraq was one of the States which had ratified the 

Convention. Was ho correct in believing that, if the draft resolution was adopted, 

the Secretary- General of the United Nations would be informed of that action and 

then officially notify governments of what had been done, and that the amendment 

would not enter into force in so far as any State tiчΡtjich was a party to the Convention 

was concerned, until that State had officially informed the Secretary- General that 

it accepted the amendment? 

Mr ZARB said that that was quito correct. 

Dr VITSАКIS (Greece) , Dr АLLARIA (Argentina) , Mr GRINBBRG (Bulgaria) and 

Dr <e NOV,ES (Brazil) each said that although his country was not a party to the 

Convention he would vote for the draft resolution. 

Dl КI'.тI_TS (Belgium) said he would abstain from voting, because he had no 

1nst:,; 1Cr_s from his Government. 

Nr SE =YI (Ghana) said that he would vote for the draft resolution on the 

understanding that, by doing so he would n.ot be committing his Government to 

anything so far as the whole Convention was concerned. 

Dr PYМAN (Australia) said he would abstain from voting on the draft resolution, 

because if it was adopted that would result in Status which were parties to the 

Convention being asked to state whether they were for or against the amendment, 

and he thought it would be wrong for him, as a representative of a State which was 

not a party to the Convention, and which would not be approached, to do anything 
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which would contribute to parties to the Convention being placed under that 

obligation. His Government had no intention of becoming a party to the Convention. 

Dr DJORDJEVIC (Yugoslavia) said he would vote for the draft resolution since 

its adoption would make it easier for WHO to perform its functions. 

Decision: The draft resolution in section 2 of the Legal Sub -Committee's 
report А11 /AFL /25) was adopted by 31 votes to none with 21 abstentions. 

4. CONSIDERATION OF THE POSSIBILITY OF ACTION BEING TAKEN UNDER THE AEGIS OF WHO 
FOR THE CONTROL OF THE GENEVA CONVENTIONS OF 1949, СOMРARAВLE WITH THE ACTION 
UNESCO 1АS AGREED TO TAKE CONCERNING CULTURAL ASSEтs: Item 7.12 of the Agenda 
(Documents All /AFL /5 and Ali /AFL /32) (continued) 

Nr KITTANI (Iraq), Chairman and Rapporteur of the Working Party set up by the 

Committee at its eighth meeting, read the Working Party's report (All /,AFL /32). He 

stressed the fact that the Working Party had adopted the draft resolution which it 

had included in its report unanimously. 

Professor ZHDANOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said he greatly 

appreciated the action taken by the Government of Monaco. He supported its proposal 

and the draft resolution submitted by the Working Party in so far as they were in 

conformity with the l949 Conventions which had been signed on behalf of the Union of 

Soviet Socialist Republics. 

Mr ВОТН (Union of South Africa) said he would have to abstain from voting on 

the draft resolution, because he had no instructions from his Government regarding 

the item; the main document relating to the item (A11 /AFL /5) had not been received 

in his country by 29 Nay, the date of the latest instructions he had received. But 

he knew his Government would appreciate the action taken by the Government of Monaco. 
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Dr DJORDJEVIC (Yugoslavia) said the Yugoslav authorities had carefully followed 

the work which had resulted in the submission of the documents before the Committee. 

He was prepared to vote for the draft resolution submitted by the Workipg Party. 

Decision: The draft resolution submitted by the Working Party (Аll /АFL /32) 
was adopted without dissent. 

Dr BOERI (Monaco) said he was grateful to the delegations of France and United 

Kingdom for having submitted the draft resolution which had been referred to the 

Working Party and which the Working Party had used as the main basis for its work. 

The draft resolution which the Committee had just adopted fully satisfied his 

Government. He was very glad that it had been adopted. 

The CНЁ.IRи'.М on behalf of the whole Committee thanked the Government of Monaco 

for proposing the item. 

The meeting rose at 4.55 p.m. 


