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1, PROGRtiivl:iE AND BUDGET FOR 1951: Item 18 of the Agenda (Official Records
Nos. 23, and 26, 2, item 4; -Documents A3/74, A3 /Prog/8 Rev.l; A3 %g7;

A3 /AFL /3; A3 /Prog /19 and Add.1; A3/48; A3/47; A3 /AFL /23; A3 /AFL /25; A3/87)

(Continuation)

Re- opening the discussion on the technical assistanceprogranme and budget

for 1951, the CHAIRMAN explained that the committee had received one amendment

to the first paragraph of the enacting terms of the draft resolution in document

A3/AFL /25 proposed by the représentative of thé United States.

Mr. HILL (Australia) recalled that the representative of the United Kingdom

had suggested certain modifications to that paragraph. In his view the

suggestion was illogical, ramely.,that the programme already adopted by the Health

Assembly was not the programme to be carried out, and was to be supplemented by

certain unspecified items.

Mr. LINDSAY (United Kingdom) accepted the apparent paradox, but thought

that all par ties might be reconciled if the existing authority given to the

Executive Board to vary the programme were restricted to the limitations of the

budget as set out in Official Records No. 23. If the idea were acceptable to

the committee he would propose a draft- amendment as follows:

1. Approves that part of the programme contained in Official Records No. 23
entitled "The Expanded Programme of Technical Assistance for Economic

Development of Under -Developed Countries ", as amended, to be WHO1s
programme for participation in -the programme of technical assistance for
economic development, replacing the supplemental operating programme
adopted by the Second World Health Assembly and to. be considered a revision
thereof (except to the extent -that that programme has already been
implemented), but to the extent required authorizes

-the Executive Board
to modify this programme, within the budgetary limitations stated in
Official Records No 23,.having regard particularly to the items included
in the supplementary programme set out in Official Records No. 18 and not
in the programme now approved.
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The committee still had to decide, however, whether, in principle, it should

adopt the programme set out in Official Recorder No, 23 and authorize the

Executive Board to amend it, or whether that programme should be referred back

to the Committee on Programme for the inclusion of those items in Official

Records No. 18 which it did not wish to abandon.

The CHAIRMAN said that, in any case, the resolution would be referred to

the joint committee.

Mr, LINDSAY (United Kingdom) drew attention to the fact that paragraph 2

of the draft resolution limited the actual expenditure. The object of referring

to budgetary limitations in paragraph 1 was to control the bad effect of large

sums which had little or no real significance.

Dr. HYDE (United States of America) objected that the draft resolution left

it to the Executive Board to cut down a 522,000,000 programme to fit a 4¡4,000,000

purse. He was therefore unable to accept it and urged the adoption of the

amendment he himself had proposed.

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the United States' amendment to paragraph 1

of the enacting terms of the resolution in document A3 /AFL /25, page 3.

Decision: The United States' amendment was adopted by 17 votes to 3, with
7 abstentions.

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the whole of the resolution, as amended,

Decision: The resolution, as amended, was adopted by 25 votes to none
with two abstentions.
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The CHAIRMAN asked'the committee to consider -the note and proposed

resolutions submitted by the'. delegation of Fiance in document A3 /.FL /3

Dr. ROIDE (France) explained that, as the note dealt with the programme and

the presentation of the budget, it might well be considered immediately or

referred to the joint meeting of the Committees on Programme and on Administration,

Finance and Legal Matters.

The CHAIRMAN thought the present committee should deal initially with the

budgetary aspects.

Dr. HYDE (United States of America) thought the resolution might he useful in

promoting the continued improvement in the presentation of thé budget estimates

which he had noticed over the preceding two years.

hr. LINDSAY (United Kingdom) suggested that the following wording for the

last paragraph of the resolution might be clearer:

Invites the Director -General, insofar as possible, to develop a uniform
system of programme and budget justification for each project proposed.

Dr. BOIDE (France) thought it was important to maintain the phrase

"modifications likely to improve the form of presentation of the annual

programme and budget estimates ".

Mr. LINDSAY (United Kingdom) agreed with the purpose of the phrase, though

he considered the text he had proposed to be adequate..

Mr. SIEGEL, Secretary, said that the Director- General was continually

reviewing the question of budget presentation, in collaboration with the

responsible officials of other international organizations, and would welcome
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suggestions for improvement.

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the committee should adopt the resolution in

principle, leaving the Rapporteur to draw up the final text.

Decision! The resolution was adopted on that understanding.

Regional Or ánization for the Western Pacific Area

The SECRETARY introduced Document A3 /AFL /23, which had been prepared by the

Secretariat because the Committee on Programme had referred the establishment

of the Regional Office for the Western Pacific to the committee for

consideration of the budgetary implications.

Mr. COTE (Canada) drew attention to the apparent discrepancy between the

figures given in that document and document A3 /Prog /19 page 11. The former

showed the estimated cost of providing for a regional office to be established

from 1 July 1951, and for a supervisory office for the first six months of that

year, as ,117,653; the latter showed the total cost for the regional office in

the Western Pacific as ,`198,125.

The SECRETARY explained that the figure of :'117,653 applied to the year

1951, during which the regional office would be established, whereas '198,,125

represented the cost of a small supervisory office plus the field activities

under advisory services during 1950.

Decision; It was decided to refer document A3 /AFL /23 to the Committee on

Programme for information on the budgetary implications of the establish-
ment of a regional office for the Western Pacific.
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Dr. TOGBA (Liberia) drew attention to the fact that the committee had

apparently made a budgetary appropriation for a regional organization for the

Western Pacific without fulfilling the constitutional requirements. He recalled

that when the representative of Liberia to the Second Health Assembly had

requested a regional organization for the African area, he had been informed that

a formal request from his Government was required. So far, the request for a

regional organization for the Western Pacific had been received from the heads of

the delegations to the Health Assembly only, and yet had apparently been complied

with.

The CHAIRMAN explained that the committee had dealt only with the budgetary

implications of the proposal, and !net with the actual question of whether or not

the regional organization could be established.

Mr. COTE (Canada) drew attention to the first paragraph of document

A3 /AFL /23, in which it was stated that the Committee on Programme had actually

referred the establishment of the regional office to the Committee on

Administration, Finance and Legal Matters.

The SECRETARY confirmed that the latter had been referred only for

consideration of the budgetary implications.

Kr. COTE (Canada) doubted whether Cambodia, Laos, and Viet -Nam could

properly be regarded as being within the Western Pacific area, although they

clearly wished to be so. Article 44(b) of the Constitution provided that the

consent of the majority of the Members situated within each area was necessary

before a regional organization were established, and there seemed no certainty

that that provision had been fulfilled.
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The SECRETARY drew attention to the definition of regional areas laid down

by the First World Health Assembly, in Official Records No. 13, page 330, where

Indo -China was included in the Western Pacific area. The three countries to

which reference had been made comprised what had formerly been known as Indo-

China.

In reply to a further question by Mr. COTE (Canada), the SECRETARY explained

that as Japan and the Malay Peninsula were not Members of WHO, there were eight

Members in that area, and that five constituted a majority.

Sir Dihren iiI TRA (India) asked whether it was open to the Executive Board

to obtain the consent of Member Governments at a subsequent stage before the

regional organization were established.

The SECRETARY said he understood that the Executive Board, by delegation,

could establish a regional organization as soon as it had evidence that a majority

of the Members in that area required it.

Dr. TOGBA (Liberia) asked what number would constitute a majority in the

case of the African region, where there were only two Members.

Mr. BRADY (Ireland) proposed the closure of the debate on regional

organizations.

Decision: There being no objections, the debate was closed.

Reimbursement b UNICEF to WHO for services be and the limitations of its available

resources.

Introducing document A3/87, the SECRETARY explained that the purpose of the

resolution it contained was to simplify the administrative procedure involved.
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Mr. CALDERWOOD (United States of America) asked whether the action taken by

the Committee on Programme in relation to the continuing needs of children had any

connexion with the subject befóre the committee..

The SECRETARY said that the only connexion was that the purpose of that action

had also been to simplify administrative machinery.

Dr. TABA (Iran) moved that the resolution should be adopted.

Decision: There being no objection, the resolution in document A3/87 was

adopted.

2. ADOPTION OF REPORT OF THE WORKING PARTY ON THE WORKING CAPITAL FUND:

(Document A3 /AFL /21 Rev. 1)

Sir Dihren MITRA (India), Rapporteur of the Working Party on the Working

Capital Fund, presenting the report, said that the working party had agreed that

the last sentence of paragraph 4, page 5) should be revised to read:

"Accordingly the working party agreed that the sum of ,'603,256 cash in the
suspense account of the General Fund (being the 1949 budgetary surplus)
should be returned to the working capital fund, with the result that the
cash balance in the fund would then stand at a total of about 1,403,256 ".

The CHAIRMAN on behalf of the committee, thanked the working party for its

excellent report.

Er. LINDSAY (United Kingdom) pointed out that the "two proposed resolutions"

in the last paragraph of the preamble, page 2, should read "three proposed

resolutions ".

Mr. TALJAARD (Union of South Africa) proposed, and Dr. TOGBA (Liberia)

seconded adoption of the report.
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A discussion followed'in which the delegates of Canada, Union of South Africa,

United Kingdom, United States of America, Finland, Liberia, Australia, and the

Secretary of the Committee took part, concerning the form in which the report

should be submitted to the plenary meeting of the Health Assembly..

Decision; The report was adopted as amended for submission to the Assembly
as the report of the committee, the necessary drafting changes to be made
by the Rapporteur.

Mr. COTE (Canada) as Chairman of the working party, paid a tribute to the

other members of the working party.

3 ADOPTION OF DRAFT EIGHTH REPORT OF TIE COMMITTEE: (Document A3 /AFL /24 and

Add, 1)

Section 1.1

M. GEERAERTS (Belgium) said that when the draft resolution came before the

committee he had explained his reasons for abstaining from voting. He had since

read the resolution again and was opposed to its adoption because the resolution

as drafted implied that the majority had decided that it, was necessary to modify

the Constitution on the basis of certain approved specific proposals. If that

was the case (though he did not believe that that was the interpretation of

certain delegations that had voted in its favour) the decision must be approved

by a two -thirds majority of the Assembly since it concerned an amendment to the

Constitution. In order to avoid further discussion, and the necessity of a vote in

the plenary meeting, he proposed the following amendments: First the silppression

of paragraph 1 and secondly re- wording of paragraph 2 on the following lines:

"Requests the Director -General to, study those proposals; carefully and to submit

to the Fourth World Health Assembly a report on the amendments envisaged, and if
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appropriate on the necessary transitional arrangements ".

Dr. BJORNSSQN (Norway), speaking on a point of order, submitted that the

question raised by the delegate of Belgium was a matter of substance, and could

therefore not be discussed unless it was decided by a two- thirds majority to

re -open the discussion.

Mr. LINDSAY (United Kingdom) moved that the discussion be re- opened, and

speaking on a point of order, drew attention to Rule 63 of the Rules of Procedure

which stated that all decisions in committees of the Health Assembly "shall be

made by a majority of the members of any committee present and voting.0

The CHAIR,MAN confirmed that a simple majority was sufficient.

Decision: The motion to re -open the debate was rejected by 11 votes in
favour to 12 against with one abstention.

M. GEERAERTS (Belgium) said his delegation reserved the right to re-open the

debate in a plenary meeting of the Health assembly. He still felt that a two.

thirds majority was necessary since it was a question affecting the Constitution,

Dr. BORNSSQN (Norway) drew attention to the fact that the resolution in

question had been adopted by the committee by 25 votes to 4 with 7 abstentions

which was more than the two- thirds majority.

M. GEERAERTS (Belgium) said that the vote had shown that there were 11

delegates who were not prepared to interpret the resolution as it should be

interpreted, and he thought it had been adopted by the committee after a long

tiring debate without a clear understanding of its implications.

Decision: A vote was taken and section 1.1 was adopted by 19 votos to 2
with 4 abstentions.
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Section 1.2.1

Mr. BALLARD (Australia) said his delegation wished to reserve its position

on the section in question, because it intended to raise the matter in a plenary

meeting of the' Health Assembly in connexion with a resolution which it would put

forward concerning article 24 of the Constitution.

Decision: A vote was taken and section 1.2.1 was adopted by 19 votes in
favour to 2 with 5 abstentions.

Section 1.2.2 was adopted without comment.

Section 3

The CHAIRMAN said that in the French text the word ttdrapeaun in the third

paragraph of the resolution should be changed to read itinsignel.

Mr. COTE (Canada) said his delegation would abstain from voting on section 3.

Decision: A vote was taken and Section 3 was adopted by 19 votes in favour
to nil with 4 abstentions.

Sections 4, 5 and 6 were adopted without comment.

Section 7

Mr. COTE (Canada) said his delegation would abstain from voting on Section 7.

Decision: A vote was taken and section 7 was adopted by 23 votes in favour

to nil with 3 abstentions.

Sections g and 9 were adopted without comment.

Mr. HILL (Australia) said that the Australian delegation mould abstain from

voting on the adoption of the repart as a whole.
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Decision: The eighth report was adopted as a whole by 20 votes in favour
to 4 against with 2 abstentions.

4. FINANCIAL REGULATIONS: REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR- GENERAL: (Documents
A3/27 and ,Add .1)

The SECRETARY reminded the committee that it had decided to postpone

discussion of the report of the Director -General on the Financial Regulations

until the report of the Working Party on the Working Capital Fund had been

received,Osince the Australian delegation had proposed certain amendments to

those regulations. The working party had recommended that no changes be made

in the Financial Regulations at the present time.

Decision: It was agreed to forward to the Health Assembly for adoption the

resolution on the Financial Regulations in Section 9 document A3 /AFL/14.
4

5, PROGRAT  AND BUDGET FOR 1951: Item 18 of the Agenda: (Continuation)

Adoption of Draft Resolution prepared by Drafting Committee (Document A3 /AFL /26)

Mr. LINDSAY (United Kingdom) Chairman of the Drafting committees presenting

the resolution, said that after a long discussion the drafting committee had

felt that it was both impossible and invidious to deal in the resolution with

all the points mentioned during the discussion, and had therefore tried to

bring out the main considerations. The drafting committee had endeavoured in

paragraphs 3 and 4 on page 2 to meet the view raised in the first instance by

the delegation for Iran, that as little as possible of the resources of the

Organization should be used for purposes other than practical health work.

The CHAIRMAN, on behalf of the committee, thanked the drafting committee

for its work. The recommendation would be referred to the joint meeting of

the committees on Programme and on Administration, Finance and Legal matters on

the following day, for a decision regarding its submission to the plenary meeting'
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of the Health Assembly.

Mr. CALDERWOODJ(United States of America) felt that.the wording of

paragraph 4 was somewhat too narrow. The concern of the committee had been

whether it was desirable to make the entire cut in Part II of the budget, or

whether some reduction should be made also in Part III. Paragraph 4 of the

resolution mentioned only a reduction of staff, whereas he thought reference

had bebn made in the discussions to possible cuts in the cost of travel..

Mr. LINDSAY (United Kingdom) suggested the deletion of paragraph 4 since

the essential part of the resolution was paragraph 3 which stressed the

importance.of concentrating energies on the health work of the Organization.

Paragraph 4 concerned a group of questions, which were covered by.the words at

the top of page 2 "after considering the discussion on this matter during the

Third World Health Assembly".

Mr. BRADY (Ireland) considering that it was on the whole advisable to

retain the paragraph, suggested the following amendments: first the inclusion

in paragraph 4 after the word "staff" of the words "and related expenses" and

secondly, the alteration of the word "staff" in the last line to "costs ".

Mr. CALDERWOOD (United States of America) replying to the CHAIRAAN, said he

was prepared to accept either the proposal of the United Kingdom delegate or of

the delegate for Ireand.

Mr. TALJAARD (Union of South'Africa) thought that as the Executive Board had

just completed a detailed review of the staff at Headquarters, it was desirable

to delete paragraph 4.
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Mr. HILL (Australia) as a representative of the delegation which had

d the specific question of de- centralization, agreed to deletion of the

paragraph, provided the remarks of the Australian delegation on what appeared

to be increasing costs of administration of the Organization, should be borne

in mind by the Executive Board in considering paragraph 3 of the resolution..

Decisions;

(1). It was decided to omit paragraph 4 of the resolution on page.2.

(2) It was decided to refer the draft resolution on the programme and
budget for 1951, as amended, to the joint meeting of the Committee on
Programme and on Administration, Finance and Legal Matters.

6. AMENDMENTS TO PRINCIPLES GOVERNING ADMISSION OF NON -GOVERNMENTAL
ORGANIZATIONS INTO O1.1,1CIAL RELATIONS WITH WHO: Item 27.1 of the

Agenda (Official Records No. 13, page 326; No. 25, page 18,

Item 6.4.2 and Annex 14 and Documents A3/6 and A3 /98)

Dr. GEAR, representing the Executive. Board, made the following introductory

remarks. Article 71 of the Constitution provided for the Organization to enter

into relationships with non -governmental international organizations by suitable

arrangements, and with national organizations, governmental or non -governmental,

with the consent of the government concerned. The First World Health Assembly

accordingly adopted first certain criteria to be fulfilled by a non -governmental

organization before it could become eligible for admission to relationship with

WHO, secondly, procedure for admission of organizations, and thirdly, privileges

conferred by relationship, with WHO (Official Records No. 13, page 326). The

Executive Board was instructed to establish a standing committee on

non -governmental organizations. The question had proved an extremely difficult

one for the Board, which had discussed it at each of its five sessions. The

standing committee on non-governmental organizations had recognized three forms
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of such organizations., First, general organizations, secondly, sectional

organizations, (the zbjeatives of both types being impr vement of public health),

thirdly, organizations not mainly concerned with health but which desired

relationship with WHO. At its fourth session, the Board considered the position

of the third type, and decided on the division into organizations which could be

dealt with under arrangements with ECOSOC, and other such organizations which

should be considered on their merits. At its fifth session, the Board, after

considering the report of the standing committee, took the important decision

not to admit sectional organizations into official relationship with the

Organization. (Official Records No. 25, page 18, item 6.4.1). It also took

note of the recommendation of the standing committee that the working principles

governing the admission into official relations with WHO of non-governmental

organizations be amended as shown in Annex 14 of its report. (Official Records

No. 25, page 65)- The Secretariat mould explain the main differences between

the amended working principles and those adopted by the First Health Assembly.

In conclusion Dr. Gear suggested that the questions before the committee

were first the decision of the Board not to enter into relationship with

sectional organizations, and secondly, a draft resolution contained in document

A3/6, approving the working principles set forth in Annex 14, Official Records

No. 25.

Dr. HAFEZI, Secretariat, said that the proposed working principles with the

exception of some minor changes in drafting were the same as those approved by the

First Health Assembly. The three main points of difference were as follows.

First, the words "to be considered" had been added after the word "eligible" in

the heading of paragraph 2 (I) since it was felt that the Board and the committee

should have greater freedom to exercise their judgment regarding the value to
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the work of WHO of the organizations applying for relationship. Secondly, a

new clause (paragraph vii) which read "The Organization shall not be sectional"

had been added Finally, paragraph (vi) of the criteria approved by the First

Health Assembly had been omitted at the suggestion of the Director- General, since

it was considered that the question of official relations with WHO, even temporary

relations, was too important to be left to thé decision of the Director -General

or the Chairman of the Board.

The CHAIRMAN drew attention to the supplementary note by the Belgian

delegation on the special non- governmental organizations (document A3/98).

M. GEERAERTS (Belgium) explained that the object of the noto wns simply

to clarify the interpretation of the somewhat vague expression, "sectional

organizations" Although the Executive Board had declared against the admission

to official relations of such organizations, the Belgian delegation felt that WHO

should show a spirit of tolerance and international co- operation, and not prevent

by the adoption of too vague a formula the collaboration of non -governmental

organizations which might prove very useful to its work. The fact that the members

of a non -governmental organization subscribed to a common doctrine, should not

constitute a reason for WHO to re-use to enter into relations with that

organization if it could contribute to the work of WHO, and if it otherwise

fulfilled the necessary criteria.

The Belgian delegation therefore proposed adoption of the note it had

submitted in order to enlighten the Health Assembly on the meaning of the proposed

principles, and to give more weight to the opinion of the Executive Board.

_.
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Dr. GEAR, representing the Executive Board, wished to make it clear

that the Board had in no way suggested that it would not work with any

organization that could be of help It was not prepared to grant admission to

official relationship - and he stressed the word official of the organizations

in question with WHO.

M. GEERAERTS (Belgium) felt there had been a misunderstanding. The purpose

of his delegation's note was only to propose a definition of sectional

organizations.

Replying to the CHAIRMAN, he stated that the Belgian delegation proposed

the inclusion in Annex 14 of Official Records No0 25 of the whole of the text

submitted in document A3/98, from the second paragraph on page 1 to the end of

the second paragraph on page 2.

The CHAIRMAN asked whether the committee was prepared to accept Annex 14.

Mr CALDERWOOD (United States of America) said he was prepared to accept

the changes made in the criteria with the exception of the addition of

paragraph (vii).

Mr. HILL (Australia) enquired whether paragraph (vii), which stated that

organizations admitted to relationship with WHO should not be sectional, was to

be read in context with paragraph 6.4.2 of the report of the Board, and whether

the standing committee had made certain recommendations on the application of

paragraph (vii).

Dr. GEAR, representing the Executive Board, replied in the affirmative.
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Dr. van den BERG (Netherlands) said that the decision of the Board in

question was one of the weakest and most unfortunate decisions it had ever made.

It had been adopted by only six votes to 4 with 2 abstentions. 'Moreover, had

the Board been considering the best interests of World Health, the only criteria

necessary would have been that the organization applying for admission to

relationship with WHO, was of recognized standing and represented a substantial

proportion of the persons organized for the purpose of participating in the

particular field of interest in which it operated. The introduction of the

"sectional" concept was harmful to the interests of world health and did not

correspond with the philosophy contained in the preamble to the Constitution

In his opinion, an organization whose members belonged to one race, one religious

or political creed, or one economic or social status did not necessarily practise

discrimination, and he therefore strongly supported the proposal of the Belgian

delegation

Dr. FROES (Brazil) also supported the proposal of the Belgian delegation.

Mr. HILL (Australia) could not accept the clause in the Belgian note to

the effect that if some organizations were excluded evidence should be produced,

in order to avoid the accusation of discrimination, as to the grounds for rejecting

that organization It was not clear by whom the evidence was to be produced. He

enquired whether the non -fulfilment of the condition in paragraph (vii) automatically

excluded an organization which fulfilled criteria in paragraphs (i) to )

Dr. GEAR, representing the Executive Board, in reply-to the second question,

said that it would be necessary for an organization to fulfil the condition in

paragraph (vii) ns well as the others before it could be admitted.
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M. Gr.;ERAERTS (Belgium) said that in order to meet the Australian delegate,

he would not insist on the word "definition'! It w ^s a question more of

interpretation than of definition. On the other hand, the Belgian delegation

urged the inclusion of the interpretation, especially if it were decided to

retain paragraph (vii) in Annex 14, since it should serve as a guide to the

Executive Board and the Director -General in the application of the principles

concerning relationship with non -governmental organizations.

Mr. CALDERWOOD (United States of America) maintained his view that

paragraph (vii) should be deleted. It was difficult to understand how the

Executive Board could decide to exclude sectional organizations when it had

failed to define the term. Moreover, the United States delegation felt that

the criteria laid down by the First Health Assembly gave sufficient guidance

to the committee which had to decide on applications for admission to relationship.

It seemed to him that an organization which was a sectional one even within the

meaning of the vague definition, that is, which might be a racial or religious

organization, might have purposes and aims which were "in accord with those of

WHO, which was one of the criteria in question. He did not see the use of the

definition. Before they could be admitted organizations must meet six criteria,

and even if they met those six criteria, it did not follow that they must be

admitted.

Mr COTE (Canada) drew attention to the practical side of the question.

There could not be a large number of organizations which fulfilled all the criteria

except those in paragraph (vii). What did those organizations get from WHO as

opposed to what they gave? They h,d the right to attend all meetings without the

right to vote; but, their representatives could attend meetings in the public
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galleries. They had the right to submit memoranda direct to the Director -

General; but any organization which felt strongly about a point could write

direct to the Director -General. They had the right to receive non -confidential

documents, and it was true that they would receive them gratis if admitted to

relationship. He suggested that when it became necessary to expand the

available space in the committee rooms to accommodate representatives of

non -governmental organizations, then would be the time to consider making the

regulations more strict In the meantime, paragraph (vii) should be deleted. If

it were not decided to delete the paragraph, he supported inclusion of the

Belgian note.

Dr. FROES (Brazil) was in favour of the deletion of paragraph (vii) as

proposed by the delegate of the United States and supported by the degato of

Canada, and hoped that the delegate of Belgium would likewise agree thereto.

.-

Mr. BRADY (Ireland) supported those delegations which had proposed

deletion of paragraph (vii). WHO should co- operate as fully as possible with

other organizations working in the field of health. The term "sectional" was

in any case a peculiar one, and might be interpreted as including organizations -

which had in fact been accepted into official relationship. If, however, it were

retained, he hoped the word would be given the interpretation suggested by the

Belgian delegation.

Mr. TALJAARD (Union of South Africa) suggested that, in view of the

importance of the matter and the obvious divergence of views, the first six

paragraphs be adopted and that paragraph (vii) should be referred to the

Executive Board for consideration with the Belgian proposal.
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Mr. CALDERdOOD`(United States of America) could not agree with the

delegate of South Africa. While it was proper for certain points to be referred

to the Board, the practice was deteriorating into a mere expedient. Both the

Board and the standing committee on non -governmental organizations had found

some difficulty with regard to the matter, and it would only add to their

difficulties to refer the question for further consideration, he would therefore

like to know the opinion of the meeting on his proposal of the deletion of

paragraph (vii).

Mr. TALJA.RD (Union of South Africa) indicated that while he was prepared

to vote on paragraph (vii), an important question of principle was involved

which he had not had sufficient time to study. For that reason he advocated that

the matter be referred to the )oard for detailed consideration.

Dr GEAR, representing the Ex .)cutive Board, made the following additiónal

comrents: first, both the Executive Board and the standing committee had

encountered great difficulty in the examination of applications from

non -governmental organizations based on the criteria laid down by the First Health

Assembly, particularly in deciding whether such organizdions were suitable for

official relationship. The Board had come to the conclusion that the criteria

of the First Health Assembly were inadequate and had therefore attempted to

interpret them in the light of the; principle of universality set out in the

Constitution. Secondly, the Executive Board had, at no time, considered that

WHO should not co- operate with any organization for the advancement of public

health; that was clear from the decision of the Board (Official Records No. 22,

page 7) which he read. In the desire for clearer definition, the Executive Board
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had accepted the principle set forth in '_nnex 14 namely that "the organization

shall not be sectional ".

M. GEERuERTS (Belgium) proposed the closure of the debate and a vote on

the formal proposal of the United States delegation. If that were rejected

then a vote should be taken on the proposal of the delegate of Belgium.

Decisions;

(1) The proposal of the delegate of the United States to delete
paragraph (vii) was put to the vote and adopted by 18 votes in
favour to 3 against with 3 abstentions.

(2) The principles in Annex 14 of Official Records No. 25, as amended,
were put to the vote and adopted unanimously.

ADOPTION OF PRINCIPLES TO GOVERN RELATIONS BETWEEN WHO AND REGIONAL
AND NATIONAL NON -GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS: Item 27.2 of the Agenda
(Official Records No. 22, page 7, Item 2.3.2 and Document 4.3/5)

Dr. HAFEZI (Secretariat) introduced the subject, and, replying to Mr. BRADY

(Ireland) who asked whether consultation with the national government concerned

was provided for in the resolution in document A3/5, said that the point was

covered in Article 71 of the Constitution.

Decision: The resolution in document A3/5 was unanimously adopted.

The meeting rose at 7.10 p.m.


