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1. REPORT OF ТВЕ EXECUTIVE BOARD ON ITS RECONSIDERATION OF RELATIONS WITH 'NQN- 
GOVF�RNмENTAL ORGANIZATIONS; Item 14 of the Agenda (Official Records Nos, 40, 
ЕВ9.R42, and 46, ЕВ11;R54 and Annex 15; documents A6/4, A6 /5, A6 L/10, 

A6 /AFL /15 Rev, 1 and Add.1) (continuation) . 

• 

The СНАIRМAN proposed that in view of the full discussion which had taken place 

at the previous meeting on that item of the agenda, the committee should proceed to 

vote on the resolutions before it immediately after it had heard the views of the two 

speakers remaining on his list. 

The committee agreed to follow that procedure, 

&. Wynn MASON (New Zealand) said that he would approach the problem of the 

plurality of relationships solely from the point of view of the best interests of 

the Organization and of its work in bringing about a high standard of world health.. 

He considered that since neither Article 2 (b) nor Article 71 of the Constitution 

nor any Rule of Procedure of the Health Assembly. either prohibited or required 

plurality of representation of non -governmental organizations within the same fields 

of activity, and as the Assembly had left it to the Executive Board to decide what was 

appropriate and advisable from the purely practical standpoint, there was no call 

for the Sixth нoa.th Assembly to adopt a resolution such as the one put forward by 

the delegation of Lebanon. 

Similarly, he considered that there was no article of the Constitution nor 

rule of procedure which enforced or proscribed the representation of sectional 

organizations. The Third World Health Assembly, in adopting the Working Principles 

governing the admission of non -governmental, organizations into relations with WHO 

(Resolution WНАз .11з) drawn up by the First World Health Assembly, had eliminated the 

principle of non -sectionalism. That left it open to the Executive Board to exercise 
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its discretion in the rejection or admission of applications for relationship received 

from sectional organizations. Hе believed that the intention of Article 2 (b) of 

the Constitution, in referring to "professional groups ", was that such collaboration 

should be with the purpose of achieving the main objective of the Organization, the 

attainment of the highest possible standard of health throughout the world, and thus 

that the Organization should have at its disposal full information concerning the work 

and practices of any professional body, and be in a position to consult such a body 

of experts when it desired. It was not, he thought, the intention to make a general 

rule about the representation of sectional organizations, 

WHO was not bound by the practices of other specialized agencies or of ЕСO50C in 

the matter of its relationships with non-governmental organizations; it would be merely 

absurd for it to establish relationships with hundreds of such organizations and 

thereby grievously to burden its budget. He could see no flaw in the established 

practice of the Organization, which was to enter into relationship with that 

professional group in any particular field which was widest in scope and membership. 

But should a second organization in any one field apply for admission, the factors 

to be taken into account were not only its numerical strength and the geographical 

spread of its membership, but also •- and that he thought the most important factor - 

the possibility it offered of providing the Organization with expert knowledge not 

available through other bodies already in relationship with IYHO. It seemed unlikely 

that a sec tional organization differing little from others except insofar as it was 

sectional would be able to furnish any fresh information, and the Executive Board and 

its Standing Committee on Non -Governmental Organizations would have to consider the 

matter very carefully before granting admission. 
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He believed therefore that for the reasons he had given the current practice of 

WHO in the matter of relationships with non - governmental organizations should be 

maintained, and would accordingly support the draft resolution submitted jointly by 

the delegations of Sweden and Norway. 

Air. de EКICE y 0ISHEA (Spain) said that from the draft resolutions before the 

committee it appeared that a11 delegations recognized that plurality of representation 

was not in itself necessarily harmful, le would support the proposal pf the delegation 

of Lebanon in that it stated the case more clearly, and left it to the Executive Board 

to judge how far an organization appiing for admission fulfilled the criteria laid 

down in the Working Principles approved by the Third World Health Assembly. 

After some discussion on the order in which the cómmittee should vote on the 

proposals before it, the CHAIRMAN ruled that voting should take place on the draft 

resolutions contained in documents A6 /AFL /17, Aб /AFL /15 Rev. 1. Add, 1., Aб /АFL /15 

Rev, 1 'and A6 /АFL /10, in that order, 

Decisions3 

The draft resolution proposed by the delegation of Pakistan (Аб /АFL /17) 
was rejected by 19 votes to 1, with 28 abstentions; 

The amendment proposed by the delegation of Liberia to the draft 

resolution submitted jointly by the delegations of Sweden and Norway 
(A6 /AFL /15 Rev. 1 Add. 1) was rejected by 18 votes to 1, with 28 
abstentions; 

The draft resolution submitted jointly by the delegations of Sweden 
and Norway (A6 /AFL /15 Rev,' 1) was. rejected by 22 votes to 13, with 
12 abstentions; 

The draft resolution 'submitted by the delegation of Lebanon (Aб /t1FL /10) 
was adopted by 27 votes to 9, with 14 abstentions. 

4 
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2, REPORT 0F THE EXECUTIVE BOARD ON STUDY CONCERNING RULES AND CRITERIA FOR 
АSSIGN1 NТ•TO REGIONS; APPLICATION OF ТHESE "CRITERIA TO sPECIFIC TERRITORIES 
Item 7,304, of the Agenda (Official Records Nos. 42, WHA5.43; 43, EB10,R7;and 
46, EБΡ11 R51 аnd,лnnеx 14; Documents A6/15 and Add.1, Aб /33 and A6 /AFL /11) 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the committee should carry out its work in two stages,. 

the first to decide the general principles governing the rules and criteria for 

assignment to regions, and the second to consider the application of those rules and 

criteria to specific territories, 

The committee agreed to adopt that procedure, 

Professor CANAPERIA, Representative of the Executive Board, said that in conformity 

with resolution WHA5 ,43 of the, Fifth World Health Assembly, the Executive Board had 

decided at its tenth session to undertake at its eleventh session the requested study 

of the rules and criteria for determining the assignment of any territory to a' 

geographical area when the results of the enquiries to be carried out among interested 

мe�nber States had become known (EB10,R7) 0 

Of the replies received by the date of the eleventh session to the Director- 

General's circular letter, 'eight had merely acknowledged receipt of the letter and 

seven contained comments of a general nature, while the remaining 13 r- ainteined that 

the determining factor should be the free choice of the government or competent authority 

on behalf of a country or territory, taking into account the technical and administra- 

tive capacities of the Organization in the different regions. The Executive' Board, 

after a preliminary examination of the letters, had set iip a working party to study 

them more closely. When the Executive Board had discussed the question again after 

the working party had completed its task, it was found that opinions were divided 

equally between the two draft resolutions concerning assignment to regions (presented 
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in resolution ЕВ11.R51) which were now before the committee. 

The Executive Board had considered that in view of its difficulty in reaching a 

majority decision, it should refer the matter to the Sixth World Health Assembly. 

The difference between the two draft resolutions was that the first gave prime 

importance to the wishes of the sovereign authority of the State, or territory concerned, 

while stating that such authority should take into account certain considerations, 

whereas the second required the Health Assembly itself to take into account, in a 

determined order of priority, a certain number of criteria, the first of which was the 

wish of the appropriate sovereign authority. 

Replies which had been received subsequent to the eleventh session of the 

Executive Board were to be found in Аб /.5 and A6/15 Add 1. 

Mr. HADI VASSILIOU (Greece) said that although his Government had not tip to 

then had an opportunity to reply to the Director -General's letter, the Greek delegation 

had spoken an the subject at the Fifth World Health Assembly, where it had expressed 

itself in favour of purely technical criteria, particularly those listed under (a) 

and (b) in the Director -General's circular letter (Official Records No. 46, Annex 14), 

Among the economic and financial aspects, his delegation attached prime importance to 

the availability of transportation and communication facilities. 

Nevertheless, as his delegation had pointed out at the Fifth World Health 

Assembly, Member States tended in fact to base their conclusions on political rather 

than on other considerations. Although the possibility of political motivation was 

not mentioned in the Director -General's letter, some replies, as for instance, those 
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of FAO and UNESCO, contained references to the political aspect of assignment to 

regions. His delegation was of the opinion that the wish of the sovereign 

authority of the State or territory concerned should be given first consideration. 

It would support any one of the draft resolutions proposed, since it saw no 

fundamental difference between them, but would give preference to the first 

resolution presented by the Executive Board in EB11,R51. 

Believing, however, that it would be wise to bring to bear certain "correctives" 

on the general rule for assignment which he had already cited, he would suggest 

that a first corrective, should be to, take into account the wish of the majority of 

the countries composing a region. In that connection, the concrete example existed, 

in the area in which Greece was located, of a State which had a justified desire to 

remain in the region, whereas other States were unwilling to collaborate with it; 

and since disease recognized no frontiers, his country had an interest in the 

satisfactory functioning of the neighbouring geographical region. 

' He would suggest as a second corrective that a country should be permitted to 

participate in more than one region if it formed part of two regions and its health 

interests so dictated. He found support for that suggestion in a proposal put 

forward by the Turkish delegation in 1952 and also in the replies sent to the Director - 

General by UNESCO and FAO. FAO had noted that in its own organization "close 

contact is maintained between these offices which overlap in most areas. At 

least in two cases we have had countries assigned to more than one regional 

office." The reply from UNESCO stated that the Joint Working Party of the 

Programme Commission and of the Official and External Relations Committee on the 
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Grouping of Member States by Regions had stated in its first report that "the 

Commission recognized that certain States, in virtue of their geographical 

position and their special situation, should be enabled to take part in activities 

in two or more different regions when it is a question of carrying out the 

Programme." Should the French delegation not do so -- and he understood that it 

might - he would wish to submit for the consideration of the committee a proposa]. 

for an addendum to whichever of the three resolutions it might prefе' to the 

effect that where a State or territory was liable to be assigned to two or more 

different regions, the expressed wish of the State or territory should be acceded 

to. 

He did not wish at that stage to submit a formal proposal in connexion 

with the first "corrective ", bцt reserved the right to do so at a later stage, 

perhaps in collaboration with other delegations. 

Dr. КиHА.NY (Israel) said that his government would readily support the 

first draft resolution put forward by the Executive Board, but thought that 

the resolution might well stop after the statement of the first two criteria, 

geographical position and similarity of health problems. 
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He would point out in connexion with the first that a, distinction was to be 

drаwn between the delimitation of regions and the assignment of territories to 

regions. The delimitation of regions had been a question entirely for the Assembly 

to resolve, and the First World Health Assembly, guided by the terms of Article 44 

of the Constitution, had decided that regional delimitation and assignment to 

regions for the purpose of co- operation in health projects was to be determined by 

geographical situation. There had been no question of political, social, ethnic 

or other criteria. Thus for the majority of countries and territories assignment 

to a region was automatic, in function of their geographical position. Doubt 

arose only in the relatively small number of cases where a State or territory was 

situated at the extreme edge of one region or overlapped two adjoining regions. 

It was for those cases only that rules and criteria required to be established. 

The practice of the World Health Organization and the study undertaken had 

both indicated that the determining factor in such cases should be the wish of the 

Member State itself, governed of course by its geographical situation in relation 

to the region of its choice, and by its public health needs. If those three 

elements formed the intention of the first resolution proposed by the Executive 

Board, his delegation would be prepared to support it. 

Dr. PACHLCHI (Iraq) said that the question of regional assignment was a 

delicate and controversial one which had in the post, as for instance at the 

Fifth World Health Assembly, when, the assignment of Tunisia and Norocco had been 

discussed, given rise to irreconciable points of view. His delegation had 

welcomed the proposal of the Egyptian delegation which had led to the study the 
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results of which were now before the committee in the form of the two draft 

resolutions of the Executive Board. 

The difference between the two drafts was primarily one of emphasis. The 

first resolution gave greatest weight to the wishes of the appropriate sovereign 

authority. His delegation, however, considered that fact to be a serious weakness 

in the proposal, in that the wish of the sovereign authority might become the only 

effective criterion. It was not clear whether, if the Assembly doubted the good 

faith of a sovereign authority in observing the other five criteria, it was entitled 

to disregard the wishes expressed by that authority. It would seem, on the face 

of it, that it was powerless to question the assurance of a sovereign authority 

that those conditions had been fulfilled. 

For that reason the Iraq delegation found the second draft resolution in 

principle more acceptable, but wished to propose certain amendments which it thought 

would strengthen the resolution and bring it closer to reality. The operative 

portion of the second draft resolution would then read as foцows: 

(1) The wishes of the appropriate sovereign authority of the State 

concerned in respect to its metropolitan territory only, provided that 

the ma ority of the Members of the geographical area do not object to 

Its assignment to the area; . 

(2) Similarity of health problems; 

(3) Economic aspects; 

(4) Sociяl and cultural aspects; 

(5) Geographical position; 

(6) Administrative considerations; 

(7) Relations between the various regions of WHO and regional 

arrangements made by other international organizations. 
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His delegation proposed restricting the competence of a sovereign authority to 

its metropolitan territory because it was felt that administering powers could not 

always be relied upon to speak in the best interests of subject peop'les. Their 

views in connexion with non -self -governing territories should not therefore be taken 

into account in assigning such territories to a region. The amendment providing 

for the majority consent of the l.ёmbers of the geographical area had been made with 

a view to the harmonious functioning of the regional organization. LVHO had in the 

past experienced difficulties in that respect which should not be allowed to arise 

in the future. 

The Iraq delegation had proposed a rearrangement of the second, third and fourth 

criteria because it felt that the criterion of geographical position had been given 

too high a priority. The handling of health problems was the main objective of the 

Organization, and the relevant criterion had therefore been placed second in the 

list. Health depended very largely on the economic situation, and was closely 

linked with social and cultural considerations; those had therefore been placed 

third and fourth in the list of criteria, and the,criteribn regarding geographical 

position had, in the proposed redraft, been placed fifth. 

Не would reserve the right of his delegation to make further comments on the 

subject at a later stage in the debate. 

Dr. LUJLIEU (France), speaking on the general question of criteria, stressed 

the importance of the present discussion and the conclusion to which it would give 

rise. It was Clear from the preamble to Y'esolutiоn WEA5.43 that the criteria would 

not be applicable only to countries not yet assigned to a region but to all Eember 
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States, Associated Members and territories or groups of territories. Should the 

Health Assembly decide, by virtue of Article 44 of the Constitution, to modify. the 

present definition of geographic areas, it would apply the criteria to a new 

definition. Secondly, агг country that wished to change its region could base its 

request on the criteria. Thirdly, they could be used by any country that wished 

to have another country transferred to a different region. 

The criteria must be clear, simple and as few as possible, otherwise there was 

a danger of interference by States in the internal affairs of other States. Up to 

the present only'two criteria had been used, the wish of the State concerned and the 

geographic position. . In fact the latter had not always been considered. In the 

case of the Region of the Americas and of the European Region, where there were any 

number of different climates, health problems, economic aspects and races, the wish 

of the States concerned had resulted in their being grouped together. In deciding 

on regionalization, WHO had sought a means of decentralization in order to facilitate 

assistance to the States grouped in the geographic regions. In most cases there 

was no doubt as to the geographic region to which a country belonged, but when a 

State was situated on the borderline of two regions, arguments could be put forward 

for the choice of either one. In the case ,оf Greece, for instance, the wish of 

the country had been decisive. 

Of the three proposed resolutions before the committee, the Spanish draft 

contained the largest number of criteria. Three additional criteria were 

mentioned therein. As he had shown in his reference to the Americas and Europe 

similarity of olimate had no importance except through its influence on health 
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problems; similarity of social environment was á vague term and again had no value 

except in relation to health considerations, which were already included both in the 

Spánish and the other proposals. In suggesting ethnic similarity the delegate of 

Spain had certainly not seen the implications that he himself did. The Government 

of France, which had never countenanced racial discrimination, could not admit that 

ethnic similarity should be a criterion for grouping together or distinguishing 

between Member States. Was not the essential aim of the World Health Organization 

to bring together the different races in order to promote mutual understanding and 

collaboration? 

Apart from those three criteria, the Spanish proposal resembled the resolutions 

presented by the Executive Board. Of the three, the French delegation preferred 

the first alternative proposed by the Board. . 

The amendment of the delegation of Iraq, proposing that a government should 

speak only for its metropolitan territory, was contrary to the Constitution. The 

delegation of Iraq had also proposed that the consent of the other States in the 

region should be obtained. If a State bordered on two regions and the two regions 

were prepared to accept it as a Member, the wish of the State concerned would 

determine to which of the two regions it should be assigned. As for the geographical 

factor, its importance might be qualified where a Stat---was on the boгders of.a 

region, but not where such a State was situated in the middle of.a region. 
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To sum up, the; French Delegation was in favour of criteria as simplé as 

possible and,as,..similar as possible to, those:: hitherto used in determining the 

regions and assigning, ;countries;, namely geographic., position and particularly the 

wish, of the countries concerned. 

Mr. de MICE y O'SНEA (Spain), replying to a point raised by the delegate of 

France, said that "ethnic similarity" in his delegation's draft resolution did not 

in any way imply racial discrimination. Morphological similarity might be a more 

appropriate phrase. 

Explaining the Spanish proposal, he said the resolution of the Executive Board, 

EB11.R51, referred to three elements, the State or territory to be assigned to a 

region, the World Health Organization and the regional organization. In the 

Spanish proposal an attempt was made to suggest criteria that would apply jointly 

to the interests of all three. On the one hand full account must be taken of the 

sovereignty of 'нO. It was the Health Assembly and the Board which took a; decision 

regarding assignment in the last instance. But WHO resulted from the international 

co- operation of a number of Member States. Those V'amber States, while they must 

have the right to express their wishes in the matter, must do so in conformity with 

the objectives of the Organization, taking into account the regional needs. The 

Spanish delegation therefore agreed with the delegation of Portugal that WНO was 

competent'to examine all factors in order to determine that a State or territory 

applying for assignment had taken account of the interests of the region to which 

they asked to belong. 
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He suggested that the amendment proposed by the delegate of Greece might be 

added as an additional paragraph to the Spanish proposal. 

Dr. KABABUDA (Turkey), while reserving the right to speak on the proposals 

that had been made, wished at the present stage tb support the proposal of the 

delegate of Greece that a State or a territory might be assigned to more than one 

region, a suggestion which he had himself put forward at the Fifth World Health 

Aвsembly. 

Sir Eric PRIDIE (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) said 

his delegation considered that the sovereign authority of the State ór territory 

concerned was in the best position, from a close working knowledge of all aspects, 

to make a decision, after evaluating the criteria mentioned in the Board's 

proposals, and that its wishes should therefore be paramount in the interests of the 

public health of the State or territory concerned. Не endorsed without qualifi- 

cation the observations of the delegate of France on the question of authority to 

speak for non -self- governing territories. 

Dr. PACHACHI (Iraq), referring to the question raised by the delegates of 

France and the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, stated that 

he had not.said that the administering authorities had no right to speak on behalf 

of territories under their control, but that the World Health Assembly should be 

free to accept or not what they put forward as a criterion for assignment to a 

particular region. . 

Dr. SIСAULT (Morocco, French Zone) said that the opinions expressed in the 

meeting and in the replies (reproduced in Official Records No. 14.6, Annex 11+) to the 
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Director -General's circular letter showed that the views of the delegate of France 

concerning the value of criteria and the necessity for making them sufficiently 

flexible were shared by many countries. With regard to the geographical aspects, 

he would only add his agreement with the opinion expressed by the Government of 

Denmark in their reply to the Director -General's letter, that no territory could be 

assigned to a region unless the geographical conditions permitted ready communications 

between the territory and the region. Apart from that communications had only a 

relative value as a criterion. Similarity of technical and health conditions on 

the other hand were a very important factor. It was inconceivable that health 

conditions and requirements could be the same at all latitudes. Leaving aside 

the administrative aspects of the problem, all criteria whose application would 

be insufficiently flexible should be eliminated. The object of a regional 

organization was not to set up watertight compartments but to facilitate collaboration 

at one level between governments and peoples with similar problems. The Health 

Assembly provided collaboration at another level. His delegation considered that 

the wishes of the State applying for membership should be paramount, especially 

in the case of States situated on a border between two regions and able to apply 

for membership in either. It would be impossible to apply strict rules to such 

cases. Freedom of choice should be the determining factor. 

Mr. MAHMOUD (Egypt) said his Government considered that the interests of the 

peoples concerned should be paramount because, apart from any other consideration, 

it was the health of the peoples that the Regional Organizations were called upon 
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to serve. Having admitted that principle, the main criterion should be the 

wellbeing of the people concerned in the environment within which they lived. 

a 

The territory applying for assigrmiènt must satisfy certain health conditions. 

resulting from the social, climatic and ethnic environment. It must belong to 

a similar social environment to that of the other territories in the region to 

which it wished to be attached. Peoples having the same social, economic, 

professional and cultural conditions were faced with the same health problems. 

Moreover, climatic conditions should be similar since peoples in the same climatic 

conditions were subject to the same diseases, whether epidemic or endemic. 

Finally the territory should belong to the same ethnic group since that wo»>9 

increase confidence and assist the members of the region in facing their health 

problems in common. By ethnic similarity, he meant similarity of language, 

culture, and religion which created the same needs, habits and traditions. 

He emphasized that his delegation thought the problems should be studied from 

the ethnic and health point of view. He regretted that the delegate of France 

had introduced a political element into the ethnic factor. Furthermore he 

would prefer less insistence on the question of sovereign powers. History 

showed that such States had not always imported wellbeing and happiness into 

the territories they ruled. 

The three points which he had mentioned appeared as 6, 7 and 8 in the list 

of criteria suggested by the delegation of Spain. He reserved the right to 

express his views in further detail on the other resolutions before the committee 

at a later stage. . 
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Sir Arcot MIIDALIAR said it was not clear whether the committee was discussing 

the re- alignment of geographical areas which had been settled by the First World 

Health Assembly, or the future assignment of new Members or Associate Members. 

The last time the matter had been referred to the Board it had been exclusively 

in connexion with the latter question. That being so, what were the criteria 

on which the assignment should be made? His delegation was strongly of the 

opinion that the wishes of the sovereign authority of the territory concerned 

should come last. The Indian Government had stated in its reply to the 

Director -General's letter (Official Records No. 46, Annex 14) that WHO, being 

primarily a technical organization, political considerations should find no place 

in the decisions for assignment. Certain Member States administered territories 

in many different parts of the world and it was inconceivable that should they 

wish all those territories to be assimilated to one area, that must be a sovereign 

consideration to WHO. Such a criterion had never been considered essential when 

the framers of the Constitution drafted Article 44 (a) which definitely stated 

that "The World Health Assembly shall, from time to time, define the geographical 

areas in which it is desirable to establish a regional organization ". Those 

areas had already beeA defined by the First World Health Assembly. 

He further questioned the value of the other criteria mentioned. Did the 

fact that a country surrounded by other countries where certain diseases were 

epidemic or endemic, had not yet been touched by those diseases, mean that it 
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should not be considered to have similar health problems? He was at a loss to 

understand what was meant by . "ethnic similarity ". Furthermore economic 

considerations should not be a criterion. The very fact that a prosperous 

State was in the midst of an uneconomic region must make it realize that its 

problems of health were intimately related to the problems of disease in the 

other countries. With regard to administrative considerations, he asked whether 

it was suggested that all the various territories in Africa, for instance, should 

align themselves with the Eurореаri Region because they were administered by and 

therefore had the same kind of administration as certain European countries. 

The Indian delegation was prepared to support the Greek proposal that where 

a State or territory might well be assigned to two or three different regions, 

the desire of that State or territory might be considered.. But to take away 

the World Health Assembly's power and duty to decide on such considerations as 

those mentioned in the Boards suggested alternatives or the other proposals, 

would be to hamper the work of the Organization and to initiate political 

considerations which would not be in the interest of harmony and co- operation. 

In "7. ::w of those considerations he proposed that the order of the criteria 

in the Board's second alternative, should be changed, the wishes of the 

appropriate sovereign authority of the State or country concerned becoming 

No. (6). Geographical position should be the first and main consideration. 
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Iv1r. CALDERWOOD (United States of America) agreed with the delegate of India that 

the geographical areas had already been defined by the First World Health Assembly. 

Moreover, the committee had, at an earlier meeting in discussing regionalization, 

indirectly endorsed the Boardts opinion that no alternations to the general pattern 

of the geographical definitions of the World Health Organization regions should be 

made at present ( Official Records No. 46, p. 172). In view of the Boardts resolution 

at its eleventh session requesting the Director -General to bring the attention of the 

Secretary- General of the United Nations to the impediment caused by differences in 

decentralization in the different organizations (EB11.R50), he felt it would be 

premature for the committee to consider re- alignment of geographical areas. The 

question before the committee was the determination of criteria for the assignment of 

certain territories not yet assigned to a particular region. 

The United States delegation maintained the view expressed in their Government's 

reply to the Director -General's letter (Official Records No. 46, Annex 14) that as 

certain considerations had been applied in the past in a very flexible manner and 

would, no doubt, continue to be so applied in the future, there was no need at the 

present time to define criteria for the purpose of assigning the remaining terri- 

tories to the geographical regions. Territories should be assigned in relation to 

their geographical position, and where there was a choice between two or three regions, 

the wishes of the territory or the competent authority should be the main considera- 

tion. If the committee decided that some criteria should be laid down, his dele- 

gation would be willing to support either of the two alternative resolutions 

suggested by the Board, amended as proposed by the Greek delegation. The Greek 

proposal should, however, be amended by the insertion of the words "because of its 
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geographical position1, after the word "territory!' in the first line. 

Мr. CНЕSSON (Liberia) moved the closure of the debate. 

The CHAIRMAN drew attention to Rules 56 and 57 of the Rules of Procedure applying 

to a motion for closure. 

Mr. SOLE (Union of South Africa) and Dr. GJURGJEVIC (Yugoslavia) spoke against 

closure on the grounds that certain aspects of the various amendments before the 

committee needed clarification before a vote was taken 

The motion for closure of debate was put to the vote. 

Decísiong The motion to close the debate was rejected by 
20 votes to 18 with 5 abstentions° 

The С1АIRМAN declared that the debate would continue. 

Mr. NAD Л VüSSILIOU (Greece) accepted the amendment proposed by the delegate of 
the United States of America to the draft resolution submitted by the Greek delegation. 

Dr. КARAВUDА (Turkey) said that in discussing questions of assignment it should be 

borne in mind that 1NIO was an intergovernmental organization and not a supra national 

organization. 

Sir.Arcot мМALIAR (.T dia) formally moved the amendment he had suggested, namely 

to transfer criterion No„ (1) in`the second, alternative proposed by the Board in 

resolution EBZ_1,R51 to the end of the list and to add the paragraph proposed by the 

Greek delegation as amended by the delegatil of the United States of America. 
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Mr. SOIE (Union of South Africa) asked for a ruling on the question of principle 

raised by the delegate of India. Was the committee called upon to consider a re- 

alignment of the present geographical areas, or to recommend criteria for the assigning 

of territories not yet so assigned or new territories that might become Members in the 

future? The committee"'s conclusions might be somewhat different in the two cases. 

The СНAIRМAN asked the representative of the Executive Board, which had con-- 

sidered the matter at length, to make some comments. 

Professor CANAIBERIA, representative of the Executive Board, said that two facts 

emerged from the preamble to resolution WHA5.43. In the first place consideration 

must be based on the geographical regions decided on by the First World Health Assembly 

in conformity with Article 44 of the Constitution; secondly, that the Fifth World 

Health Assembly had requested the Executive Board to undertake a study of the rules and 

criteria °for determining the assignment to regions of Member States, Associate Members, 

territories or groups of territories not yet assigned. He furthermore drew attention 

to the fact that since the decision of the First World Health Assembly certain States 

or territories had been attached to particular regions at their request. He therefore 

considered that the Fifth World Health Assembly's intention was that general criteria 

should be considered. 

In reply to a question by the Chai man, Mr. SOLE (Union of South Africa) said the 

statement of the representative of the Executive Board had made the matter quite clear. 
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In reply to a question by Dr. GJURGJEVIС (Yugoslavia), Mr. HЛDJI VЛSSILIOU 

(Greece) said that the intention of his draft resolution was that a State or territory 

might be assigned to two or more different regions simultaneously. 

The CRA RMAN said the explanation of the delegate of Greece put a different inter- 

pretation on the amendment than had been generally understood by the committee and was, 

he thought, contrary to the general arrangements concerning regionalization. 

Dr. van den BERG (Netherlands) suggested that the committee should have time to 

consider the various amendments in writing. He felt some perplexity concerning the 

proposal of the delegate of India. 

sifter some discussion on whether the debate should continue or be adjourned until 

the following day, Dr. KARABUDA (Turkey) formerly moved that the debate be adjourned. 

The СIЛIRMAN put the motion for adjournment to the vote in accordance with Rule 

54 of the Rules of Procedure. 

Decisions It was decided by 26 votes to 9 with 7 abstentions 

to adjourn the debate. 

The meeting rose at 6.5 p.m. 


