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1. SÇLL , OF :.SSESS ETITS FOR 1951: Item 11 of the Agenda . (Official Records No.21,
pige ' 4l, :MA2.78; documents A3/36 and ;Ada, Add.3, and A3 /".FL /8)

(Continuation)

Korea

The CFL IRi.LN  drew the attention of the committee to the proposal of the

delegate of Korea (document A3/36 Add.3) to reduce from 30 to 10 units the assess-

ment on that country suggested in document A3/36, page 3.

Dr. TOGBA (Liberia) proposed that, in view of the points brought aut by the

delegate of Korea and that country's difficulties, with which the committee was

familiar, the request for a reduction of the'issessinëht to 10 units should he

approved.

Mr. LINDSAY (United Kingdom) believed that all i,;embers present were sympathe-

tic towards Korea's situation. However; -if the -- assessment at 30 units had been

based on the principles of the United. Nations scale, the Assembly should know the

reasons for a departure from. those principles. 'Would the delegate of Korea agree

to a provisional figure pending further consideration Of 'the matter by the

Executive Board?

Dr. Young Tai CHOI (Korea) replied in the affirmative.

14ií'. HILL (Australia) suggested that in view of the questions that had arisen

in the discussion on assessments, the committee might appropriately deal with'the

Australian resolution proposed in document A3/AFL/8 at the same time as it

considered the assessment of Korea.

The CHAIRMAN submitted, and the delegate of Australia agreed, that even if the

two questions were related, there was a difference, and the subject of document

A3 /AFL /8 should be left over until later.
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Replying to the Chairman, Mr. LINDS._Y (United Kingdom) said he had suggested

a provisional figure without specifying a definite number of units. Twenty units

might be taken as the figure, that being the average between ten and thirty.

Dr. Young Tai CHOI (Korea) felt he should give the committee an idea of the

existing situation in his country. They had some 5,000,000 refugees from Northern

Korea involving a considerable drain on the national finances. It was a densaly

populated country with 420 inhabitants to the square mile. Its natural resources

were relatively sm.11 and mostly concentrated. in: Northern Korea, which was under

communist domination. It had also on hand a real war with the communists which

imposed a -very considerable financial burden.. In the circumstances, therefore,.

he was sure the "committee would recognize that by proposing an increase of assess-

ment from five units tJ ten, his Government was making a substantial effort.

Shen conditionsin the country had sufficiently improved; his Government would be

willing to re -open the question of assessment.

Ir. BR ?DY reland) said that as he understood the position, the interim

assessment was five units, pending final assessment, and the Government of Korea

was prepared to accept an increase to ten units. óúld the delegate of the

United Kingdom not agree to reconsider his suggestion and accept the assessment at

ten units as proposed by the Government of Korea, subject to further consideration

of the question by the Executive Board.

Dr. van den BERG (Netherlands) strongly supported the Irish suggestion.

Pair. SIEGEL, Secretary, thought the committee should consider a procedural

point. The proposal before the committee did not make it clear what action the

Executive Board was to take. The assessment of Korea for 1949 and subsequent
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years would be... affected. "If-the-committee desired the Executive Board to confirm

a figure, that should be stated. If, on the other hand, the Executive Board was

to study the matter and report to the Fourth Health Assembly for its decision on

the assessment of Korea for 1952 and thereafter, that should be made clear.

Mr. LIIuDSAY (United Kingdom) said his position was that there was a great

difference between ten units and thirty units.- The latter was an assessment based

on standard principles, but, the reasons given by the delegate of Korea for

departing from those principles should be taken into account. The question was

how to do so appropriately. He was tempted to accept an assessment at ten units

as-proposed by the delegate of Ireland, but in the absence of the full facts, he

was not certain that that was wise. As for the recommendation to the Executive

Board, he preferred not to request it to modify the provisional figure.

Consequently, he proposed that the Executive Board should study the matter and

report to the Fourth World Health Assembly, leaving the latter to take the final

decision. He thought he might suggest a rate of fifteen units, and enquired

whether, in the circumstances, the final assessment made by the Fourth World Health

Assembly would be retroactive.

The SECRETARY confirmed that the United Kingdom proposal would have that

effect. Another solution might be to assess Korea at whatever number of units

might be approved by the committee, apply that assessment specifically to the years

1949 -1951 and leave the Executive Board to recommend a rate for 1952. That would

considerably simplify the accounting task of the administration.
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Mr. LINDSAY (United Kingdom) considered that the assessment in question

should be on the correct basis for the whole period of membership and not be

affected by próoedural considerations. He therefore maintained his proposal.

Sir Dhiren MITRA (India) supported the United Kingdom proposal.

Mr. BRADY (Ireland) preferred to adhere to his figure of 10 units and

asked for clarification of the United Kingdom proposal.

The CHAIRMAN said that the meeting had before it two amendments to the

original draft resolution, with the delegate of Ireland proposing 10 units and

the delegate of the United Kingdom 15 units. The United Kingdom amendment was

roughly that the assessment of Korea be established at 15 units and that the

Executive Board should study the question and report to the Fourth World Health

Assembly, with the result that the final figure fixed by that Assembly would

apply from 1949 onwards.

Dr. GEAR, representing the Executive Board, was not certain whether it

was proper for the representative of the Executive Board to anticipate its

future work.. In any event, it seemed to him that the Board would be in an

exceedingly difficult p'sition, for it would not know what factors the Assembly

would like it to take into accaunt. Would it have to have regard to accepted

principles or to the special circumstances described by the delegate of the

country in question?

The DIRECTOR- GENERAL submitted that, as the committee would wish, in the

interests of good administration, to keep book -keeping doNn to a minimum, it '

should consider the relative values involved from the point of view of efficiency.
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The small sum which would result from retroactive effect of the proposal would

mean disproportionate complication of accounting, and the absorption of the

time of some of the staff on unproductive work.

Mr. LINDSAY (United Kingdom) admitted the force of the Director - General's

argument.' To simplify the administrative procedure, he would propose that a figur

be recommended by the Executive Board, and that it should not apply retrospective];

Mr. HILL (Australia) believed that the suggestion made by the delegate of

the United Kingdom and the queries raised by the representative of the Executive

Board were covered by the Australian proposal in document A3 /AFL /8 and the

committee would doubtless bear that in mind when they came to consider the latter.

Mr. BRADY (Ireland) proposed the amendment of paragraph II of the draft

resolution contained on page 3 of document A3/36, to read:

RESOLVES that the assessment of Korea for the budgets up to 1951
be fixed at 10 units and that the assessment of future' years be
decided by the Fourth World Health Assembly.

,Mr. LINDSAY (United Kingdom) confirmed to the Chairman that he accepted the

wording of the text of the Irish proposal, on the assumption that reference of

the matter to the Executive Board for study was implicit therein.

Mr. BRADY (Ireland) said that his proposal did not preclude reference of the

matter to the Executive Board, but he was prepared to include a specific mention

of it in his proposal.

Decision: After the delegate of Korea had accepted the amendment
proposed by the delegate of Ireland, it was put to the vote and
adopted by 23 votes to 2, with 7 abstentions.
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Israel

The IIAI_PMAN directed attention to the note on the scale of assessments for

1951 submitted by the delegation of Israel (document A3/36 Add.1) .

Mr. COTE (Canada) enquired whether the delegate of Israel intended that the

2isessment of his country should be established by the General Assembly of the

United Nations. He considered that action should be taken on the basis of the

Organization3s own principles and, in that connexion, referred to the Australian

proposal (document A3/AFL/8).

Dr. OREN (Israel) replied that the interim assessment at 5 units had been

increased to 14 units on the basis of the United Nations assessment, and that as the

r latter might be altered, his Government had requested that the WHO assessment be

regarded as provisional.

The SECEETARY: recalled resolution WHA2.67 (Official Records No.21, pages 40 and

-1) relating to the contribution of Israel to the budgets of 1949 and 1950. The

1.nterim figure given there of 5 units was a tentative rate to be replaced by a

de 'initire assessment on the basis of the United Nations assessment for 1950. He

therefore suggested that the committee might agree to modify the last, paragraph of

document A3/36 Add.l, in order to follow the procedure laid down in resolution WHA2.67,

^rc proposed. similar vording as follows: "the assessment of Israel shall be at a

rate to be fixed by establishing the number of units corresponding to the contribution

of Israel to the United Nations for 1951 and subsequent years."
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If the General'Assembly of the United Nations decided to change its assessment

of Israel, the rate of that country's contribution to WHO would be altered

accordingly, otherwise it would remain the same.

Dr. HYDE (United States of America) said that the Secretary's suggestion

involved a question of principle, for it meant that assessment of Israel would

be automatically adjusted on the assessment being established in the United

Nations. The question of establishing scales of assessment had been very fully

discussed at the first and second sessions of the World Health Assembly, and the

Second Assembly had decided that the Health Assembly was the sole arbiter in the

matter. In the circumstances, therefore, he proposed that the last paragraph of

document A3/36 Add. 1 should be revised to read: "The assessment of Israel shall

bb' considered to be a provisional assessment to be replaced by the definitive

assessment upon reconsideration as and when an assessment has been established

by the General Assembly of the United Nations"..

Dr. OREN (Israel) accepted the text proposed by the delegate of the United

States.

The SECRETARY said, with regard to the point of principle raised by the

delegate of the United States, that the First arorld Health Assembly had

established the principles for the assessment of all new Members (Official

Records No. 13,`.page 3, paragraph 16), which the Director -General had observed

strictly when recommending assessments to the Assembly.



A3 /AFL/Min /13

page
.

Dr. HYDE (United States of America) submitted that there was a difference

between using criteria adopted by the United Nations, and giving the General

Assembly of the United Nations the right to fix the Organization's scale of

assessments.

Decisions The amendment to paragraph III of the draft resolution on
page 3 of document A3/36, proposed by the delegate of Israel and textually
amended by, the delegate of the United States was adopted,

Turning to document A3/36 Add.2, the Chairman proposed that the decision

on the assessments of the four countries in question should be included as a

fourth paragraph it the global resolution to be submitted to the Assembly,

M. DOROLLE < France) said that as the Government of Viet -Nam had not

yet received formal acknowledgment of its instruments of accession to the

World Health Organization, it was reluctant to participate in the debate and

had decided to le.aae the question of its assessment to the good judgment of

the committee.

The delegation of France, however, felt it had a duty to _tall the attention

of the committee to the economic situation of that country. Viet -Nam had

euffe red considerably from the war and from the political disturbances that

followed it. Its economic potential was low; its roads and railways had been

destroyed; its agriculture had been ruined. From ranking as the second or

third exporter of rice, it had fallen to the position of being:scarcely able

to meet its own requirements in that commodity. The secondary product,

rubber, had suffered in like manner, Again, a favourable pre -war trade

balance now showed a deficit,
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The French delegation, therefore, hoped that the committee would be

sufficiently sympathetic and encouraging to agree a reduction of the assessment

from 35 units to 25 for the years 1950 and 1951, subject to revision for 1952 on

the basis of an Assembly decision.

Dr. van den BERG (Netherlands) -supported the French": proposal.

Decision: The committee adopted the assessments for Indonesia,
Cambodia and Laos as set' forth in document A3/36 Add,2, and agreed
the assessment of Viet -Nam at 25 units, as proposed by the
delegation of France.'

In introducing the discussion on the resolution proposed by the delegation !

of Australia (document A3 /AFL /8), the Chairman :suggested that, if adopted, it-.

should be included in the over -all global. resolution on. the. scale of assessments'

for 1951.

M. BISCHOFF (Switzerland) stated that his Government could not accept the

Australian proposal since it would mean that the scale of assessments for WHO

Members that were not.Members of the United Nations could be modified after

consultation with the United Nations Committee on Contributions at which

Switzerland would not be represented since she was not a Member of the United

Nations.

M. CALLEA (Italy) submitted than the decision to follow the United Nationts

scale of assessments did not justify the procedure advocated by the delegate of

Australia, and supported'the view expressed by the delegate. of Switzerland. ---1
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Dr. TRAVASSOS (Portugal) said that as he had no instructions from his

Government that would enable him to accept a modification of the existing scale

of assessment he would be unable to agree the Australian proposal.

M..AHOKAS .(Finland) supported the attitude taken by the delegate of

Switzerland partly fore the reason given by the delegate of Portugál.

Mr. LINDSAY (United Kingdom). believed that the remarks of the speakers that

had preceded him were based on a misunderstanding of the Australian proposal. It

did not mean a modification of the basis of assessment but merely that the

Organization would assess :those Members that were not Members of the United Nations

by applying the criteria adopted by the United Nations, In fact, the intention

of the delegate of Australia was simply to máke ' sure that those criteria were

followed.

Mr. HILL (Australia) confirmed that were was no question of WHO losing'

control of the assessment of such countries. His proposal merely. aimed at

guaranteeing that the criteria on which the United Nations based. their assessment

applied equally to all members of the V orld Health Organization.

Mr. COTE (Canada) observed that if by any chance different'criteria were

adopted for Members of the Organization that were not Members of the United

Nations, their contribution might be either more or less than what they would pay

under criteria adopted for Members of the Organization who were also Members Of the

United Nations. No one would wish that to happen and the principle behind the

proposal was to make certain that one set of criteria was used for all. His

delegation therefore strongly endorsed the Australian proposal.
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Dr. EVANG (Norway) observed that no case had been quoted to indicate that

there was more than one set of criteria. In fact there was but one and that had

been laid down by the First Health Assembly. At its best, therefore, the proposed

resolution was superfluous and he joined the Swiss delegation in being unable to

accept it.

The SECRETARY stated that the United Nations, scale of assessments was

theoretically established on the basis of countriest ability to pay. Its

Committee on Contributions dealt with the question of criteria in the light of

that consideration and taking into account populatM and national income. The

General Assembly of the United Nations further adjusted the scale of assessments

in accordance with certain other factors. That scale was used as a basis by WHO.

The Organization consistently received information from the United Nations

Statistical Section with regard to the criteria on which to base assessments,

including the best information as t o population figures, national incomes and

other available elements necessary for the assessment of its Members. That was

the basis for assessment of all Members of the Organization, which were not Members

of the United Nations.

-1

After referring to the preamble of the draft resolution contained in

document A3/36 (page 3) he suggested that the last part of the first paragraph of

the Australian resolution beginning "to ensure" and ending "United Nationst Scale"

might not be completely compatible with the situation.
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The CHAIRJAN stated that the Australian delegation proposed replacing the

the words "principle of capacity to pay" by the'word "criteria "'in'the seventh

line of the first paragraph of its proposed resolution.

BISCHOFF (Switzerland) said that after hearing the statement made by the

Secretary he considered the resolution had no point. There was apparently no

difference of treatment between ::embers and non- 'iiembers of the' United ,Nations.

Jr. BUM" (Ireland) was of the opinion that in the case of non-Markers of

the United Nations the criteria should be applied not by the Organization of

which they were not members btit by that of which they were members.

Dr. SZE, representing the United Nations, believed it might be useful if

he were to supplement the statement made by the Secretary. TheUnited Nations

Committee on Contributions was a committee of financial experts that had been

requested by ,a resolution of the General Assembly to provide services in the

matter of contributions to the specialized agencies. The statistical material thus

furnished should be regarded as the wórk of experts and covered all countries whether

or not members of the United Nations. When supplying that information the

United Nations did not intend to inply that it was giving directions with regard

to assessments.

The principles followed: by the Committee on Contributions were based on

(1) comparative income per head of population (2) the temporary dislocation of

national economies due to the second world war and (3) the ability of States to

secure foreign currency.

Dr STADiPAR (Yugoslavia) moved the closure of the debate.
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,4r. HILL (Australia) opposed the closure in view of remarks a,i, by the

representative of the United Nations touching upon, certain points thot hi boon

raised during the 'discussion.

Ar, LINDSAY (United Kingdom) agreed with the delegate of Australia.

The motion for closure of the debate was carried.

Decision: The Australian proposal contained in document A3 /AFL /8 was
then put to the vote and defeated by 18 votes to 12 with four abstentions

The meeting adjourned from 4.40 to 5.10 p.m.

2. ADOPTION OF DRAFT FIFTH REPORT OF THE COLiITTEE ON ADMINISTRATION,
FINANCE AND LEGAL AATTERS'(Continuati.on)

The CHAIRJLN announced that the question of China (Item 5 of the above

report) had been referred back by the General Committee under the provisions of

Rule 26 (g) of the Rules of Procedure. It was felt that a more thorough dis-

cussion of the matter by the Committee on Administration, Finance and Legal Matters

would facilitate the work of the plenary Assembly. The resolution proposed

by the delegations of Liberia, Iran and the United States (A3 /AFL /14) was again

before the, committee.

Dr. TOGBA (Liberia) stated that having in mind WHO1s interest in people

rather than in governments, which was the basis of the Constitution, the joint

proposers had agreed on certain amendments. It was hoped that these would be

in line with the feelings of the committee and would help to avoid prolonged'

discussion in thé plenary Assembly.
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Dr. FROES (Brazil) expressed his delegationts support of the amended

proposal.

Decision: The following proposal, submitted and amended by the
delegates of Liberia, Iran and the United States of America, was
adopted by 26 votes to O, with 3 abstentions.

.Whereas the Director- General has received a telegram from the
Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of China indicating that
the government` of China will withdraw from the World Health Organiza-
tion;

Whereas the Third World Health Assembly has adopted a resolution
indicating that the World Health Organization will always welcome the
resumption of full participation in the work of-the Organization by
Members who are not so participating;

The World Health Assembly will welcome the resumption by China
of full participation in the work of the Organization.

3. CONSTITUTION OF THE WORLD HEALTH ORGANIZATION: Item 21 of the Agenda

Pro1osed Amendment by the Government of Australia: Item 21.2 of the Agenda
(Official Records No. 25, pagel, item 1.2; document A3/45)

M. ZARB (Secretariat), on behalf of the Director -General, drew attention

to an error on page 4 of document A3/45: the references to IFAO appearing in

paragraph 3.1 and in the footnote should be deleted.

.Mr. BALLARD (Australia) introduced the amendment proposed by his Govern-

ment which had been put forward solely with.the idea of improving the

efficiency of the Organization, and so strengthening its contribution to

the cause of world health. While the Organization was young was the

appropriate time to correct any institutional weaknesses that had so far

been revealed.
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Financial considerations were the background to both proposals. It

was vital that the Member States of WHO, who were responsible for its policy

and its finance should be concerned with those aspects of the Organization's

work at all levels and especially during the intervals between Assemblies.

The extremely important giestion of relating programmes to the amount of money

available could never be dealt with satisfactorily by the Assembly in the

limit of time at its disposal. Assistance was therefore needed from the

Executive Board, which body in the Australian view, ought to have undisputed

authority to submit precise recommendations to the Assembly. There was

unfortunately a diversity of opinion on the duties and responsibilities of

the Executive Board. It was said, on the basis of Article 29 of the Consti-

tution, that the Board was not concerned with finance, since this was dealt with

by governments at Assemblies; that being composed of technical experts it

should confine itself to technical matters; and further, that since it

acted on behalf of the Assembly as a whole when using delegated powers, it

should not be composed of government representatives. Many of its powers,

however, for instance those relating .to the budget,.. were riot delegatedat all,

and Article 28 indicated direct constitutional authority. It was necessary

to try and settle this diversity of opinion so that the Board should not be

a house divided against itself.

The proposal to amend Article 24 was designed to remedy the situation by

providing that Members of the Board should be government representatives as

well as technically qualified experts in the field of health. The fact that

this situation already existed in analogous bodies of FAO, ICAO, ILO, IRO and

the International Monetary Fund, and would exist in the case of the Inter-

governmental Maritime Consultative Organization should dispel any fear of

politic?l considerations,
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The anendment proposed to Article 55 was designed to eliminate any

restrictions on the assistance which the Board could give the Assembly in

budgetary affairs. If the Board had been able to recommend budgetary amend-

ments to the Assembly in the light, of the Organization's reasonable prospects

of income, the difficulties arising from adopting one budget and carrying out

another night have been avoided. The establishment of a standing committee

on administration and finance under Executive Board had been a step in

the right direction and had had beneficial results, but the Australian

Government considered that the power inherent in that ,action should be made

constitutional. In the view of the Australian Government this f act, together

with the Board's growing concern with financial matters,:, only increased the

desirability of Members being government representatives..,

Dr. EVANG (Norway).cónsidered the Australian proposal thé most important

matter before the whole Assembly. In his opinion it was "a real contribution

towards the defeat of the very purpose and character of the Organization ".

locument A3/45 stated clearly the view of the authors of the Constitution that

''THO should be mainly a technical body in the field of health, and he reminded

the committee that when the idea of..specialized agencies was first agreed upon

at San Francisco in 1945, it was hoped to give the technical people of the

wol.d a chance of working in their own field, unencumbered by diplomatic,

military or political considerations. The parallels mentioned by the Austra-

lian delegate were he considered, quite inappropriate: the ILO, for instance,

was a tri- partite Organization of an entirely different character from V}iO;

IRO was an ad hoc Organization dealing with one of the more controversial and

political issues of the post -war world.
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With regard to the question of "a house divided" what could be more

dividing than having to serve two masters, as would be the case if Executive

Board Members were allowed to be their governments' representative.

Convinced that the acceptance of such a motion would add to the problems

of the Executive Board and'moreover, make it extremely difficult for small

countries to secure representation, Dr. Evang moved the following proposal:

The Third World Health: Assembly,

Having examined the amendment to Articles 24 and 55 of the
'Constitution, proposed by the Government of Australia;

Considering that since the Executive Board, as now constituted,
represents the World Health., Assembly as a whole, it is.in the best

interests of the Organization tc maintain the present status of the

Executive Board;

DECIDES therefore to preserve the, existing' texts of these Articles.

In Dr. Evang's view, to accept the Australian amendments would not only

remove a corner- stone'`but'would open the foundations of WHO to the destructive

forces of thé troubled world-it was trying to help.

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the amendments to Articles 24 and 55 should be

dealt with separately, and,discussion was opened on Article 24.

Dr. van den BERG (Netherlands) had personally always been in favour of the

principles of Article 24, His Government had never confused the characters of

Executive Board representatives and Assembly delegates, and had never given

instructions to the Member it had delegated to serve on the Board, who incidentally

came from another country. However, he was bound to say that the principle of

independence had not always been recognized, and he had frequently noticed

confusion, particularly among new Members to the Organization.
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Since, therefore, it was evident that the very important principle was not a

living one, on behalf of the Netherlands delegation he was obliged regretfully

to support the Australian proposal.

Dr. TOGBA (Liberia) thought that the Australian delegation seemed to have

forgotten the name of WHO which had been debated so carefully when the Constitution

was being formed. Both in the Interim Commission and in the Executive Board

itself, it had always been stressed. that Board Members should represent world

and not governmental views. He feared that the permission of Executive Board

Members to represent Governments would have two bad effects: competition for

membership and delay in work, mentioning as an example that the proceedings of

the present committee had had to be held up pending the receipt by the delegate

of Korea of instructions from his Government. He hoped that all Members would

vote against the proposal.

Dr. STAMPAR (Yugoslavia) agreed with the delegates of Norway and Liberia,

and also agreed that the delegate of the Netherlands had grounds for misgiving.

While the majority of the Executive 'Board members thought on an international

basis, that could not be said for all of them, He himself had never received

instructions from his Government as far as his membership of the Executive Board

was concerned.

He considered the comparison with other international bodies invalid.

The United Nations itself was an entirely political body, being composed of

government representatives, Since he was certain that nobody would wish

political considerations to be allowed to enter the work of WHO, Article 24

should be left as it was, He therefore proposed that the amendment should be

rejected,



A3 /AFL /Min /13

page 20

Colonel LAKSHMANAN (India) considered the proposed amendment to Article 24

detrimental to the interests of WHO and its Member States. If members of the

Executive Board had to follow governmental instructions, they would find it

difficult to express unbiased technical views and political considerations would

inevitably be introduced. Moreover, the participation of small countries would

tend to be reduced in favour of the more powerful ones. He therefore opposed the

Australian proposal,

Mrs. WHITEHURST (United States of America) supported the proposed amendment

to Article 24, at the same time making it clear that for from wishing to criticize

the Executive Board, the United States government had been completely satisfied

with its effectiveness. Their support of the Australian proposal was expressed

in the belief that it was basically sound for an intergovernmental assembly to be

represented between sessions by an intergovernmental, rather than a personal, body.

n view of the statements made by the delegate of the Netherlands and of

Yugoslavia, she wished to inform the committee that the United States Government

had always adhered to the provisions of the Constitution, and had never given

instructions to the person designated tb the Executive Board in relation to Board

participation.

Mr. LINDSAY (United Kingdom) could not understand why the proposal was con-

sidered to involve such a fundamental change in MHO. In his view the other

organizations had been cited legitimately. The point was not whether they were

technical, but whether they were international. In any case he was sure that a

person designated in his personal capacity by a government would not long remain

so designated if he departed very far from the views of that government.
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There would be no question of the government interference in technical matters

feared by the Yugoslav and Indian delegates: the only difference would be a

small increase in the responsibility, both national and international, of members

of the Board. The United Kingdom delegation would not itself have raised the

question at this particular moment, but since it had been raised, they supported

the proposal.

Dr. OREN (Israel) joined in the strong opposition already expressed to the

amendment suggested by the Australian Government. He was concerned at the danger

of the effect on public opinion (always suspicious of government interference in

matters of health) if it were known that the Executive Board was to consist of

government representatives rather than objective individuals. He feared that

the proposal might have a serious effect on WHO's endeavour to secure the highest

level of public health in all countries of the world.

Dr. GEAR, conscious of his rather delicate position as representative of the

Executive Board, confined himself to a detached statement of fact. Had the

Executive Board been composed of national representatives he would not have been

able to be present at the current meeting as representative of the Executive

Board. While the Executive Board had not specifically discussed the problem of

changing the Constitution, its report in Official Records No. 26, page 27, para-

graph 144, implied that it envisaged some possible future study of various

a' pects of its status and responsibilities. Since the Assembly decision

(Official Records No. 21, WHA 2.62) the Executive Board had not been in any un-

certainty as to its functions and responsibility, especially in matters of finance,
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In establishing the Standing Committee on Administration and Finance, the Executive

Board had felt free to examine in the necessary detail the budget and programme

proposals of the Director -General. The committee, in accepting the Executive

Board's report, Official Records Nos. 25 and 26, had indicated approval of those

procedures. He himself had never received instructions from his Government in

relation to his membership of the Board. He had observed, however, in early

meetings of the Board that certain members were unsure of their world attitude,

and had expressed rather parochial views. In most cases, that attitude' had

disappeared with experience.

The DIRECTOR -GENERAL considered the Australian proposal the most important

matter facing the Third brld Health Assembly. Its acceptance would change the

Constitution, and the character of WHO itself. He reiterated his conviction,

previously stated, that an Organization of two years' standing should not alter

its Constitution unless there were evidence of drastic failure. If, for instance,

the committee felt that the Executive Board was incapable of working effectively

under the present Constitution, then it would be legitimate to súggest a change

even at this early date. No such situation, however, had arisen. On the contrary,

satisfaction with the functioning of the Board had been expressed repeatedly, even

by the delegate of Australia. There had been difficulties in early days, but these

had boon almost. entirely resolved, as members of the Board had come to accept

their function as world citizens.

The Constitution, notably in Articles 28 (b) and 29 stressed that the

Executive Board should work on behalf of the whole Health Assembly. Under the

suggested revision the powers delegated to it by the Assembly would be filtered

and interpreted through the policies of Foreign Offices, State Departments, and
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Departments of External Affairs, and the Assembly would receive recommendations

from groups of nations without having any means of knowing which were on political

on which on technical grounds. The functions of the Executive Board, which were to

ensure to the Assembly the disinterested technical advice of experts from many

countries, would be destroyed,

It was true that the Executive Board had been "a house divided" but only

when there had been a question of government instructions. As recently as last

year certain iifembers of the.Board had quoted their governments! instructions. With

regard to the size. of. the.budget the situation was not at all as suggested by

the delegate of Australia. He could not agree with the mention. of FAO, since this

was an entirely different. Organization, whose. Constitution could be changed

relatively easily in matters not involving additional financial commitments for

its members, and reversed just as quickly of amendments were found not to be

workable.

Competition for membership of the Executive Board was greater than ever

before and it was to be feared that in the future, membership, having become a

matter of prestt e and control, such competition would be even greater.

The Director -General deplored the fall from- the high principles of the

Internation Health Conferénce which had been hailed all over the world as a great

advance in international co- operation, and an attempt to escape from national

politics and function on a world basis. Acceptance of the Australian proposa

would mean a return to the old days of secret diplomacy and arranged d ecisiors , and

the decisions of the Executive Board would inevitably follow the political

interests of the .few. countries elected to the Board.

If Members were displeased with the way the Organization is being run they

should state -this frankly under the present Constitution; if the Executive Board
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were deemed not to be doing its job properly then the Assembly should say so.

If it were the Secretariat causing dissatisfaction, then this should be made clear.

Rather than see the existing Constitution changed the Director -General would be

very willing to step out of his position if it' were felt that the Secretariat was

impeding the work of the Organization. He had, however, been unable to discover

any dissatisfaction with the present running of the Organization.

He appealed to :embers to allow the Organization to fulfil its great

destiny, to continue to inspire hope in a desperate world so badly in need of the

type of help that WHO could give, and by leaving behind the old policy of

diplomatic control and political interest, get on with the job of helping ;umanity.

Mr, TALJAARD (Union of South Africa) put it to the committee that if no-

one present had had instructions from his government, there would be no difference

of opinion. The implication was obvious and he opposed the proposals of the

Australian Government.

Mr, BALLA.RD (Australia) was not satisfied with the elimination of his

argument concerning the specialized agencies, and reiterated that none of those

mentioned excluded Member Governments from exercising control of inter -sessional

business or of finance. His reference to "a house divided' had been merely in

the sense that two points of view existed within the Executive Board. Governmental

interest in the Organization could not be limited to the hasty transaction of

business during Assemblies. The essence of his Governmentls resolution had been

admirably stated by the delegate of the United States of America.

The CHAIRMAN recalled that the committee had before it the proposal of the

Australian delegation in document A3/45, page 11, on Article 24 of the Constitution.
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The bommittee also had before it the text of the delegate of Norway which read as

follows:

The Third World Health Assembly

Having examined the amendment to Article 24 of the Constitution
proposed by the Government of Australia;

Considering that since the Executive Board as now constituted
represents the World Health Assembly as a whole, it is in the best
interest of the Organization to maintain the present status of the
Executive Board;

DECIDES therefore to preserve the existing text of this Article.

Mr, BALLARD (Australia) said, and Dr. EVANG (Norway) agreed, that the

Norwegian text was a separate resolution, not an amendment to the Australian

proposal and should therefore be put to the vote after the Australian proposal.

The proposal of Dr. STAMPAR (Yugoslavia) for a secret ballot was put to the

vote and rejected.

The proposal of the delegation of Australia in Document A3/45, page 11 was

put to the vote and lost by 8 votes in favour, 17 against with 4 abstentions,

Decisions The proposal of the delegate of Norway was put to the vote and
adopted by 17 votes in favour, 6 against and 8 abstentions,

Mr. LINDSAY (United Kingdom) explained that he had abstained from voting

on the resolution of the delegate of Norway because it was a direct negative

and added nothing new to the present situation.

The meeting rose at 8 p.m.
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Page 18, last line:

Delete "particularly" and substitute "not only"; and after "Organization"

add "but especially among the leading men."

Page 20, lines 22 -24:

Delete from "In any case ..." to the end of the page, and substitute:

"Whether under the Australian proposal or under the present system,

members of the Board would be technically qualified persons, with

alternates or advisers; they would in either case be the products of

their national ways of thought and procedure, in either case a member who

departed very far from the views of his government would not long remain

on the Board. Governments would not interfere in technical matters as ".

Page 21, line 1:

Delete the whole line.


