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1. REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE BOARD ON STUDY OF THE SCALE OF ASSESSMENT:

ASSESSMENT OF CHINA: SCALE OF ASSESSMENT FOR 1955:
Items 7.15, 7.16 and 7.17 of the Agenda (Official Records Nos. 48 and 52;
Documents A7 /AFL /13, A7 /AFL /16, A7 /AFL/17, A7 /AFL /l9) (continued)

The CHAIRMAN recalled to the Committee that the amendment proposed by the

delegation of Australia to the draft resolution submitted by the Working Party on

Assessments had that morning been referred by the Committee to its Legal

Sub -Committee for an opinion whether it was in accordance with the Constitution.

The Sub -Committee had that morning considered the question and he called upon the

Rapporteur to present to the Committee the report of the Sub -Committee.

Mr. CALDERWOOD (United States of America), Rapporteur, Legal Sub -Committee,,

reported that the Sub -Committee had met that morning and had elected Mr. W.H. Boucher

.(United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) as Chairman, ,2r.

L.A.D. Geeraerts (Belgium) as Vice- Chairman and Mr. H.B. Calderwood (United States

of America) as Rapporteur.

The Sub -Committee had examined the provisions of Article 56 of the Constitution

and heard a statement from Mr. Zarb, Chief, Legal Office, who had reviewed the

resolutions adopted by the Assembly relating to the announcement of withdrawal of

certain Members, and considered the terms of the proposal of the delegation of

Australia. The Committee had come to the conclusion that the amendment proposed

by the delegation of Australia was not constitutional for the following reasons:

(a) the Health Assembly had consistently regarded certain States as

remaining Members of the Organization in spite of the fact that they had

notified their withdrawal;
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(b) Under the terms of Article 56 of the Constitution the expenses of the

Organization had to be apportioned a2nong all Members in accordance with a

scale based on the consideration of factors which had to be applied uniformly

to the whole membership of the Organization.

The CHAIRNPN thanked the Rapporteur and inquired whether, in view of the

opinion expressed by the Legal Sub-Committee, the Committee wished to vote on the

amendment of the delegation of Australia.

Decision: It was agreed not to vote on the amendment proposed by the

delegation of Australia.

Mr. CORKERY (Australia) said he assumed that the position was that the

Committee noted the report of the Legal Sub -Committee and had, therefore, decided

that the amendment proposed by his delegation was inadmissible.

The CHAIRMAN confirmed that that was the position.

The Chairman then called on the Committee to proceed to voting and reviewed

the proposals before the. Committee) which were set out in document ).7 /AFL /19.

As explained in that document, the resolution proposed by the delegation of India

would be taken as the original proposal. The draft 'resolution contained in

Annex II to the report of the Working Party on Assessments (document A7 /AFL /16)

was the furthest from that original proposal and would, therefore, be voted on

first. The draft resolution of the Working Party did not deal either with the

per capita ceiling or the assessment of inactive Members. Those questions would

be considered after the draft resolution of the 'Iorking Party and the amendments

thereto had been dealt with. Of the amendments to the draft resolution of the
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Working Party, that proposed by the delegation of the United States of America

(document A7 /AFL /17) would be taken first. If that amendment were adopted it would

be unnecessary to consider the amendment proposed by the delegate of Iceland as to

a minimum assessment of 0.04 per cent.

Er. SOLE (Union of South Africa), speaking on a point of order, asked whether

it was intended to take separately paragraph 1 of the United States amendment which

dealt with the question of a minimum assessment and paragraph 2 of that amendment

which dealt with a different point.

The CHAIRMAN said that he had intended to put the proposal as a whole, but that

it was open to any Member under Rule 58 of the Rules of Procedure of the Health

Assembly to request that the two paragraphs should be taken separately.

Dr. SCHEELE (United States of America) said that his delegation asked under

Rule 66 that a roll -call vote should be taken on the United States amendment. In

reply to the CHAIRMAN, Dr. Scheele said that the roll -call vote was asked for on

paragraph 2 only of the amendment proposed by his delegation.

Mr. CIDOR (Israel) suggested that it would be preferable to take paragraphs 1 and

2 separately - the first covered the saine point as the amendment proposed by the

delegation of Iceland, the other amended the draft resolution of the Working Party.

Dr. SIGURJONSSOÑ (Iceland) said that he thought paragraph 1 of the United States

amendment-had some bearing on his own proposal for an amendment to paragraph 2 of the

draft resolution of the Working Party and it might, therefore, be better to take the

two paragraphs together.



A7 /AFL /Hin /7

page 5

CIDOR (Israel) said that he did not wish to press his suggestion.

T1r . PTJ IC (Yugoslavia) supported the proposal that the paragraphs should be

taken separately and asked that the Chairman should before each vote read the

wording of the paragraph on which the Committee was voting.

Professor CANAPERIA (Italy) suggested that as the draft resolution of the

'Working Party contained three paragraphs it would be clearer if the Committee were

to consider these paragraphs in order, with the amendments applicable to each.

The CHAIRPAN said that it would be difficult,at that stage to change the order

of dealing with the various proposals before the Committee as set out in document

A7 /AFL /19. If there were no strong objection he would prefer to proceed on the

lines of that document.

The Committee then proceeded to vote on paragraph 1 of the amendment proposed

by the delegation of the United States of America.

Decision: Paragraph 1 of the United States amendment was adopted by 39 votes
to 6 with 14 abstentions.

Dr. BOIDE (France) said that he had asked for the floor before the vote was

taken. He asked whether the amendment just approved would not fit better under

paragraph 2 of the draft resolution of the Working Party. The first paragraph

referred to units whereas the amendment just adopted referred to percentages.

The CHAIR,IAN said that the amendment had already been adopted; therefore since

the point raised by Dr. Boidé was a matter of substance, it could not be considered.



A7 /AFL /Min/7

page 6

On paragraph .2 of the amendment proposed by the delegation of the United States

of America a vote was taken by roll -call:

In favour: Australia, Austria, Canada, Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic,

Ecuador, Federal Republic of Germany, Iceland, Iran, Japan, Lebanon, Nicaragua,

Pakistan, Philippines, Portugal, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern

Ireland, United States of America.

Against; Afghanistan, Argentina, Belgium, Brazil, Burma, Cambodia, Ceylon,

Finland, France, Haiti, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Jordan,

Laos, Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Panama, Union of

South Africa, Yugoslavia.

Abstentions: China, Egypt, Guatemala, Liberia, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Sweden,

Switzerland, Syria, Thailand, Turkey, Viet -Nam, Yemen.

The proposal was therefore rejected by 26 votes to 18 with 13 abstentions..

The CHAIRMAN said that the Committee should now proceed to vote on the joint

amendment to paragraph 2 of the draft resolution of the Working Party proposed by

the delegations of Canada, France, Ireland and Israel.

Mr. SOLE (Union of South Africa), on a point of order, asked why it was not

proposed to vote on the amendment proposed by the delegate of Iceland. He pointed

out that the latter part of the first paragraph of the Working Party's draft

resolution now read ',except that the assessment of Nepal shall be fixed at five units

and that the minimum assessment shall be 0.04 %". Apart from the mixture of units and

percentages and from the possible prejudice to the understanding that Nepal should be

assessed on the minimum applicable under the scale, the proposal of Iceland affected

paragraph 2 of the Working Party's draft resolution which related to 1956 and 1957,

not to 1955.



A7 /AFL /Min /7

page 7

Dr. SIGURJONSSON (Iceland) agreed with the argument of the delegate of the Union

of South Africa but did not wish to raise any difficulty. He said that if the amendment

on which the Committee was about to vote was adopted he would withdraw his amendment

because the matter would come up again for consideration at the Eighth World Health

Assembly.

Decision: The amendment proposed jointly by the delegations of Canada, France,
Ireland and Israel to paragraph 2 of the draft resolution of the Working Party on
Assessments was put to the vote and adopted by 28 votes to 13 with 16 abstentions.

The CHAI2MAN said that the next item was consideration of the per capita ceiling

and read to the Committee alternatives I and II (document A7 /AFL /19, page 3).

Mr. HUNT (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) said that his

delegation would like an assurance that the per capita ceiling, to which his Government

attached great importance, would in any case be fully applied in 1955. His delegation

assumed that was implied in the resolution of the Working Party as now amended, but he

would be glad to have the assumption confirmed.

Mr. SIEGEL (Assistant Director -General, Department of Administration and Finance),

Secretary, said that it seemed to him that, under paragraph 1 of the resolution as

adopted, there would apply in 1955 the 1954 scale of assessment, with changes in the

assessment of Nepal and in the minimum assessment only. If the resolution as a whole

were rejected and the resolution of the delegation of India were approved by the

Committee, that resolution would have the same effect. The per capita ceiling would

therefore apply fully in 1955 in either case,

Decision': A vote was taken on alternative I, which was adopted by 26'votes to 11

with 18 abstentions.
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The CHAIRMAN then put to the Committee the draft resolution of the Working

Party as amended.

The SECRETARY read the amended resolution to the Committee as follows:

The Seventh World Health Assembly

1. RESOLVES that the WHO scale of assessment for 1954 shall be applicable
to 1955 except that the assessment of Nepal shall be fixed at five units
and that the minimum assessment shall be .04 %;

2. RECOMMENDS to the Eighth World Health Assembly that the United Nations
scale of assessment for 1954, as adjusted to the World Health Organization
membership, be adopted for 1956 and 1957 in the following manner:

(1) Half of the adjustments necessary to make the revision shall be
effected from the 1956 scale;

(2) The remaining adjustments shall be effected for the 1957 scale;

(3) The per capita ceiling principle shall be applied only tp the
extent which applied the of assessment;

.and, further;

3. RECOMMENDS that in establishing the scale of assessment to be used in
1958 the Health Assembly further adjust the WHO scale to take into account
the latest available United Nations scale of assessment."

Mr. HARDY (Canada) suggested that the wording of the first paragraph would be

more consistent if it were altered to read: "RESOLVES that the WHO scale of assessment

for 1954 shall be applicable to 1955, except that the minimum assessment, including

that of Nepal, shall be 0.04/11. That was not a question of substance but purely one

of style.

Dr. ALAN (Túrkeÿ) suggested that the delegate of Canada could put forward his

proposal at the plenary meeting.

Dr. SIGURJONSSON (Iceland) suggested that there might be some inconsistency

in paragraph 1 and inquired whether 0.04% was the same as five units.
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The SECRETARY said that the difference was very small but that there was a slight

difference. The wording which had been adopted was somewhat awkward but to reopen the

question would be to reconsider a point of substance already decided.

The CHLIRMLN said that it was not possible at that stage to reopen the discussion.

He put to the Committee the draft resolution of the Working Party as amended.

Decision: The resolution was adopted by 46 votes to 3 with 9 abstentions.

The CHAIRMAN said that the decision just taken made it unnecessary to vote on the

draft resolution proposed by the delegation of India. He would put to the vote the

draft resolution concerning the assessment of China (document AZ/AFL/16 Annex TV).

Sir Arcot MUD;LLR (India) said that the objection which his delegation had taken

to the proposal at the Sixth World Health Assembly still held good and requested that

the following note be added to the record:

"The Indian delegation desires to have it recorded that it dissents from the
resolution adopted by the Committee on Administration, Finance and Legal hatters
regarding the assessment of China.

'Ville the Indian delegation does not by any means wish that WHO should
withhold such assistance as it may find it possible to give to any part of the
world and would welcome any aid given to the people in Formosa, it cannot accept
the position suggested that the Government of Formosa can be considered as
representative of the people of China."

The delegates of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, Ceylon,

Norway, Yugoslavia, Sweden, Ireland and Israel said that they proposed to abstain from

voting and wished their abstentions to be noted in the record.

Decision: The draft resolution on the assessment of China was adopted by 34

votes to 2 with 21 abstentions.
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Mx. de ERIE (Spain) said that he understood that the discussion on assessments

was completed, but no mention had been made cf the Spanish Protectorate Zone of

Morocco which was an Associate Member and he suggested that the Committee should

pass a resolution that the Spanish Protectorate Zone of Morocco should be assessed

at three units.

The SECRETARY pointed out that the scale included the assessment pf Associate

Members and that that of Morocco stood for 1955 at three units on the present scale.

The question raised by the delegate of Spain possibly concerned the division of

the assessment between the French Zone and the Spanish Zone for the Associate Member

Morocco. That question, which seemed to him to need further study, might await the

recommendations of the Executive Board as to the assessment of all Associate Members.

Mr. de ERICE (Spain) suggested that on that basis a resolution might be passed

that the contribution of the Spanish Protectorate Zone of Morocco should be esta-

blished as that of an Associate Member when the Executive Board so determined.

The CHAIRMAN asked that the proposal should be submitted in writing to be con-

sidered by the Committee in due course.

2. DRAFT FIRST REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON ADMINISTRATION, FINANCE AND LEGAL
MATTERS TO THE COMMITTEE ON PROGRAMME AND BUDGET (Document A7/AFL/15)

The CHAIRMAN called on the Rapporteur to present to the Committee for its con-

sideration its draft first report to the Committee on Programme and Budget.

Mr. SORENSEN (Denmark), Rapporteur, said that there were small drafting amend-
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ments to document A7/AFL/15. In line 4 the words "by the plenary session" should

be inserted after the word "recommended" and in line 6 the words "if this recom-

mendation is adopted" should be deleted.

The SECRETARY reminded the Committee that the draft report covered only one

item of the casual income available to finance the budget for 1955 and that there

were other items, which were set out in Annex I of document A7/P&B /11. Since the

other items were set out there the Committee might consider it unnecessary to add

them to the report.

Decision; The Secretaryts suggestion and the report were adopted.

3. FINANCIAL PROBLE: S I'id 1954: Item 7.4 of the Agenda

The CHAIRMAN said that, as it was not now necessary to consider a supplementary

budget to reimburse the Working Capital Fund, item 7.4 might be deleted.

4. REPORT OF THE SITUATION REGARDING THE REGIONAL COMMITTEE FOR THE EASTERN
MEDITERRANEAN; Item 7.9 of the Agenda. Official Records No. 48, resolution

WHA6.47; Official Records No. 52. resolution EB13.R45 and Annex 14.

The CHAIRMAN recalled to the Committee that the subject had been under con-

sideration for some time and that, in particular, the Executive Board had discussed

it at its thirteenth session earlier in the year. He asked the representative of

the Executive Board to make a statement to the Committee.

Dr. HYDE, Representative of the Executive Board, said the Executive Board at

its thirteenth session had received a report from the Director- General on the events
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in the Eastern Mediterranean Region since the meeting of the Sixth üborld Health

Assembly. The report was contained in Annex 14 to Official Records No. 52 and it

would be important to review the contents of that document. Meetings of the Regional

Committee had been held in Geneva in 1949 and in Istanbul in 1950. It had become

impossible to arrange meetings of the Committee in 1951 or 1952 and the Executive

Board, at its eleventh session, had asked the Director- General to obtain the views

of Member States in the Region for solutions they might wish to suggest. Those

were considered in the Committee on Administration, Finance and Legal Matters of

the Sixth World Health Assembly, which had adopted a resolution (NHA647) in which

it was suggested that the business of the Regional Committee should be carried out

by two sub -committees and which asked the Director -General with the means at his

disposal to continue to supply technical aid and services to all Members of the

Region. In pursuance of that resolution, the Regional Director had written to

Member States in the Region the letter shown in paragraph 1 of the Appendix to Annex

14, asking them if they approved of the procedure and, if so, whether they wished to

attend sub -committee A, to be held in Alexandria early in October 1953 or subcom-

mittee B, to be held in a nearby country in the second half o'f that month. Ten

countries had accepted for sub -committee A; France and Italy had accepted also for

sub -committee B; the United Kingdom had reserved the right to be represented at

any regional meeting or meetings that might be arranged.- Israel had expressed doubts

as to the constitutional correctness of the procedure and eventually asked that its

implementation should be_ postponed until those doubts had been cleared. In those

circumstances, France and the United Kingdom had felt that they could not take part

in sub -committee B in the absence Of Israel, which left only Italy willing to attend
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sub -committee B. In that situation, the Director- General hád come to the conclusion

that it was not possible to carry out the procedure that had been suggested by the

Sixth World Health :assembly and that' therefore the meeting of sub- committee A, which

was part only of that procedure, should not be held. Four States objected to that

decision and, in pursuance of Rule 8 of the Rules of Procedure of the Executive

Board, which provided for attendance at meetings of the Board of a representative

of a country particularly concerned in a matter to be discussed by the Board, re-

presentatives of those States had been heard at the sixteenth meeting of the Board

in January 1954. The Board had adopted resolution EB13.R45, hoping that the two

sub -committees would meet in 1954, transmitting to the Seventh World Health Assembly

the report of the Director -General, already mentioned, and inviting the Health

Assembly to study a procedure that would permit the provision of paragraph 2 of

resolution WHA6.47 to be carried out with as little delay as possible.

Dr. HAYEK (Lebanon) recalled the lengthy discussions on the problem in the

past, and noted once again that it was for the i;orld Health Assembly and the Corrr

mittee on Administration, Finance and Legal Matters to attempt to arrive at a

precise and unambiguous decision. Instead of going over the ground again he would

submit the following draft resolution based on resolution EB13.R45 adopted by the

Board at its thirteenth session. The opening words of that resolution "The Executive

Board" would be amended to read "The Seventh World Health Assembly ". The text of

the preamble and paragraph 1 of the operative part would remain, the rest of the

Board's resolution being replaced by the following:

"2. DECIDES to put into effect paragraph 2 of the resolution 'WHA6.47;

3. REQUESTS the Director- General to make the necessary arrangements,
whether constitutional, administrative or practical, in order to ensure
definitely the meeting of the two sub -committees A, and B in 1954,
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whatever reasons or conditions might arise to prevent the meeting of one
or another of the two sub -committees;

4. INVITES the Director -General to report on this subject to the
Executive Board at its fifteenth session."

Dr. FRANSDEN (Denmark) moved postponement of the discussion until the

following meeting, since it was likely to be a long one and the Committee had

just finished one long debate.

The CHI.IFJ;tIN drew attention to the terms of Rule 54 of the Rules of Procedure

requiring an immediate vote to be taken after a motion for adjournment of a debate.

Dr. FRLNSDEN (Denmark) agreed to a proposal by Mr, CLILERWOOD (United States

of i;.merica) to postpone discussion of item 7.9 and proceed to the next item on

the agenda.

Mr. el WJKIL (Egypt) opposed changing the order of the agenda if members

felt able to continue discussion of other items.

L vote wa8 taken and the proposal to adjourn discussion of item 7.9 was

rejected by 25 votes to 15 with 12 abstentions.

Dr. van den BERG (Netherlands) proposed a brief suspension of th3meeting

to allow time for distribution of the draft resolution in writing.

The meeting adjourned at 4.10 p.m. and resumed at 4 ,40 p.m.



A7/AFL/Min/7
page 15

Mr. el WAKIL (Egypt) said it was to be regretted that the Health Assembly was

again faced with the problem of finding means to enable the Member States of the

Eastern Mediterranean Region to meet to exchange their views on the very delicate

health problems which were of particular interest to them.

The Executive Board at its thirteenth session (resolution EB13.R45) had in-

vited the Seventh World Health Assembly to study a procedure that would permit the

provisions of paragraph 2 of the Sixth World Health Assembly's resolution to be

put into effect as rapidly as possible.

He recalled the circumstances which had contributed to prevent the implemen-

tation of that resolution, which had been adopted by the large majority and welcomed

by most of the Member States of the Region. The Regional Director had written to

the States concerned on 8 June 1953 asking whether they accepted the Health As-

sembly's proposal and, if so, in which of the two sub -committees they intended to

participate. Ten States having replied that they would participate in sub -committee

A, the Regional Director had convened that sub -committee for the first week of

October 1953. The hope that a compromise solution had been found was however des-

troyed by a letter from the Deputy Director -General to the Regional Director of

15 September 1953 requesting cancellation of the proposed meeting, on the grounds

that it was uncertain when sub -committee B would be able to meet and the two sub..

committees had to meet simultaneously, since together they formed the Regional

Committee.

The delegation of Egypt could not share the view that one sub -committee

could not meet without the other, since one country in the Region would thereby

be enabled to exercise a right of veto on the application of Health Assembly reso+

lutions. In that respect the problem went beyond the Regional Organization and

affected the prestige of the Organization.
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Israelts attitude was all the more difficult to understand because the dele-

gation of Israel had raised no objection to the resolution at the time of its

adoption by the Sixth World Health Assembly, but had waited several months before

questioning its constitutionality. He did not think the Constitution could be

invoked unless it were in connexion with the attitude taken by Israel in opposition

to the wishes of the overriding majority of countries in the Region. The considera-

tion that the Constitution of the Organization was based on the traditional principle

that the opinion of the majority should prevail encouraged him to invite the

'Committee to give effect to the proposal of the Sixth World Health Assembly in

resolution WHA6.47, a proposal which had received the support of the Executive

Board.

He recalled that the Regional Office had worked out in detail a method of

harmonizing the decisions of the two sub- committees, which rendered groundless any

apprehension that might be felt on that score.

In conclusion he'reaffirmed his Governmentts hope that effective measures

would be taken permitting an early meeting of sub -committee A; and its view that

there was no reason why the meeting of sub -committee A should be postponed until

one State had agreed to participate in sub -committee B. The delegation of Egypt

therefore supported the draft resolution proposed by the delegation of Lebanon.

Ambassador HURT.F,DO (Cuba) recalled that the problem was not a new qne for

many of the members present. A very important discussion had taken place in the

Committee on Administration, Finance and Legal Matters of the. Sixth uorld Health

Assembly, and he did not believe that the decision taken had been such a failure as

some delegates seemed to think. The. resolution that had been adopted was .an

important step forward and the technical health aims of the region could be realized
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by the solution proposed. It was perhaps not very wise to have adopted an arrange-

ment under which practically no members of the Region were represented on one com-

mittee, since it might lead to an overpowering of the minority. On the other hand,

it was not for a minority to impose its wishes on the majority as if, in fact, it

possessed the right of veto. The Regional Director had been able to convene sub-

committee A grouping nearly all the Members in the Region; it was an easy matter

for him to ascertain the technical needs of any remaining Member. Thus the function,-

ing of the entire Region was assured, thanks to the resolution adopted by the Sixth

World Health Assembly and he hoped that its provisions would be maintained.

He urged delegates not to raise political issues but to confine themselves

to consideration of the technical aims of the Organization.

The Cuban delegation, which took a realistic point of view, felt that the

best solution was that offered by the draft resolution submitted by the delegation

of Lebanon.

Mr. de ERICE (Spain) recalled the speech made last year on the same problem

by the delegate of Greece, when resolution WHA6.47 had been adopted almost unani-

mously. In the second paragraph of that resolution it had been laid down that the

Regional Committee should be divided into two sub -committees, and that the estab-

lishment and the functioning of those sub -committees should be carried out in con-

formity with the wishes of the Members of the Region. Nevertheless, the Committee

was now faced with the fact that resolution YHA6.47 had not been implemented. Since

that resolution clearly stated that the sub -committees could function separately,

he considered that its provisions should be implemented, in the way suggested by the

delegation of Lebanon, whose resolution he supported.
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Dr. AD- PACHACHI (Iraq) recalled that the Health Assembly resolution had not

been implemented because of Israel's refusal to join one of the sub -committees.

It might therefore bé useful for the Committee to hear the views of the delegation

of Israel as to whether its government maintained that attitude.

Hr. CIDOR (Israel) said that the discussion was an old one and one to which

his delegation had consistently tried to make a constructive contribution. Ref e-

rence had been made to the unyielding attitude of his delegation. But he thought

there had been intransigence only on the part of certain countries which refused

to agree to the Regional Committee being convened in the normal manner. His

country was prepared to participate in a meeting of the full regional committee

and to collaborate on technical matters with other countries in the Region, in

conformity with the provisions of the Constitution. An attempt had been made to

substitute for the Regional Committee two sub -committees which, it was expressly

stated in paragraph 2 of the resolution WHA6.47, should be constituted in accor-

dance with the wishes of the countries concerned. Israel had been given no pos-

sibility of choosing which sub -committee it would attend, because of the decision,

taken at the outset, to hold one of the two sub -committees at Alexandria, where

citizens of the State of Israel were not at present admitted.

The delegation of Israel had abstained from voting on the resolution of the

Sixth World HealthAssembly and it had been opposed by those who now were the most

anxious to implement it. It would be impossible to substitute two sub -committees

for one committee unless they could meet - if not simultaneously - within a short

enough time for their resolutions to constitute the opinion of the entire Region.

A decision that it was permissible' for only one of the sub -committees to meet
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would destroy the intention of the resolution and allow an international organization

to be used to isolate one Member State for political, not technical reasons.

The Health Assembly had formulated a wish - not a decision -. and his Government

maintained the constitutional objections it had raised to that wish. His Govern-

ment was, however, as it had always been, interested in the smooth functioning of

the Organization and did not wish to persist in its objections if it were made pos-

sible for it to join another sub -committee. It could not accept the position of

being the only State in the Region to belong to one sub- committee and of being

continually in a minority vis-à-vis another sub -committee which refused to meet

with it. His Government was ready to consider any constructive proposal for a

temporary way out of a situation which it deplored and which it considered had

been brought about by somewhat unconstitutional means.

The delegation of Israel had not had sufficient time to study the draft

resolution proposed by the delegation of Lebanon. He wished however to draw at-

tention to the fact that, under paragraph 3, it was the Director- General who was

now being asked to make the necessary arrangements. Loreover, that proposal was

in contradiction with resolution EB13.R45 of the Executive Board which requested

the present Health Assembly to study how paragraph 2 of the resolution of the

Sixth World Health Assembly could be implemented.

The CHAIRM..N called on the Legal Adviser to indicate the constitutional dif--

ficulties to which reference had been made.

Mr. ZARB, Chief, Legal Office, said that in the documents reproduced in Official

Records No. 52 the question of the constitutionality of resolution WHA6.47, in which

the Health Assembly merely expressed a wish, had not to his knowledge been raised.

It was the constitutionality of the procedure contemplated by the Regional Director

in his letter of invitation which was challenged.
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Dr. AL- PACHACHI (Iraq) said that, after hearing the statement by the delegate

of Israel, he felt compelled to analyse the constitutional objections referred to,

and believed that the present World Health Assembly would be well advised to dispose

of them once and for all in order to avoid any- contention in the future that they had

never been contested and were therefore still valid.

The delegation of Iraq had not shared in the feeling of optimisim prevailing at

the end of the Sixth World Health Assembly in the belief that the difficult and often -

explosive problem of the Eastern Mediterranean Regional Committee had been settled at

least partially, and that the Members of the Region would be able in the near future

to resume their meetings. In effect, Israel had succeeded in nullifying the effects

of the compromise resolution and the Health Assembly was now faced with a new aspect

of the same problem, namely, how to implement resolution WHA6.47.

He recalled that in 1953, his delegation had submitted a proposal to redelineate

the Eastern Mediterranean Region, excluding Israel. It had explained its reasons

and emphasized the fact that the Arab States would never, in any circumstances,

co- operate with Israel on a regional level so long as the problem of Palestine remained

unsolved. It still maintained that its suggestion represented the best course open

to the Health Assembly. He wished to stress, as his delegation had done at the

previous Health Assembly, that the essence of regionalization was voluntary co- operation

and that, in any regional arrangement, the wishes of the countries concerned should

be the paramount consideration. But in the matter under consideration the reverse

seemed to be the case, since the wishes of one Member State seemed to take precedence

over those of the majority.

The delegation of France had proposed a compromise solution, subsequently adopted

as resolution WHA6.47. Although that resolution did not fully meet the views of the
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delegation of Iraq, his Government had nevertheless joined in its unanimous adoption

in the plenary meeting of the Health Assembly in a spirit of co- operation and compromise.

He recalled that while Iraq had expressed its readiness to attend meetings of sub-

committee A, Israel had questioned the constitutionality of the resultion and had

managed to bring about postponement of the meeting of sub -committee A proposed for

October 1953.

He proposed to deal with the objections raised in the letter of 17 September 1953

from the Government of Israel to the Director -General (Official Records No. 52,

Annex 14). The whole Israeli case seemed to be based on the theory that the

procedures adopted to establish the two sub-committees were unconstitutional. He

hoped that the request in paragraph 9 of that letter - namely that further action be

held up until constitutionality had been authentically established - meant that once

that had been done Israel would be willing to abide by the resolution and facilitate

its implementation.

He would try to remove the Israeli objections by establishing the constitutionality

of the procedures. He recalled that before adoption of the resolution by the

Committee on Administration, Finance and Legal Matters of the Sixth, World Health

Assembly, he had asked the Regional Director whether it would be possible for him to

ascertain from the Members of the Region, in writing and separately, their views on

the constitution of the two sub -committees, since his delegation had instructions not

to sit even for a matter of minutes, on any regional committee on which Israel was

represented. The Regional Director, after consulting the Director- General and the

Legal Adviser, had replied that such a procedure would be perfectly feasible. No

objection had been raised and the resolution had been adopted on that understanding.
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Accordingly the Regional Director sent out his letter of 8 June 1953. The delegation

of Iraq failed to understand, therefore, why Israel now raised objections which could

have been raised at any time before the adoption of the resolution. It seemed

therefore only natural to assume that Israel was endeavouring to mask its real objective,

namely, to nullify the effects of the resolution. It was a well -known legal maxim

that, in the absence of specific legal provisions, precedents would be taken into

account; reference to precedents had been made in the letter from the Regional Director.

In that connexion he reminded the Committee that the 'United Nations proposal to convene

the General Assembly to discuss the highly important Korean question had been dealt

with by correspondence.

After putting forward legal objections, the Government of Israel dealt with what

it termed the practical aspects of the problem. Its remarks concerning the necessity

for a full exchange of views implied that no exchange of views had yet taken place.

He failed to understand how the Government of Israel could make such a statement since

the question had been frequently discussed in the Organization for the last three

years.

The Israeli letter then referred to parliamentary principles and procedures.

If the Government.of Israel was so concerned about parliamentary principles, why did

it not begin by accepting the most fundamental principle, namely the wish of the

majority? But Israel had consistently sought to violate the wish clearly and

repeatedly expressed by the majority of countries of the Region.

The Government of Israel had further objected that it was contrary to all

established practice for the decisions of the Regional Committee to be "distilled' as

it were from the decisions of the two sub -committees by a Regional Director who was
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not a member of the committee. He wished to point out that that procedure was

implicit in the reply given by the delegate of France concerning the procedure for

handling the reports of the two sub -committees (Official Records No. 4b, page 326),

to which no objection had been raised by the delegation of Israel. In the

circumstances the attack on the Regional Director was unwarranted.

From the foregoing analysis of the legal aspects, the following facts clearly

emerged. The two sub- committees had been properly and constitutionally set up even

though they had not yet been convened. Ten Member States had signified their desire

to be represented on sub -committee A. France and Italy had stated that they were

prepared to participate in both sub -committees, and the United Kingdom of Great Britain

and Northern Ireland had reserved its right to be represented at any regional meeting

or meetings. Only Israel had not replied to the Regional Director's letter, in the

intention to delay the proceedings and finally destroy the whole project.

Dr. Al- Pachachi then recalled the circumstances which had prevented the two sub-

committees from meeting. On 14 September 1953, the Government of France had informed

the Director- General that it considered the aim of the health Assembly resolution

could only be achieved if both sub -committees met at the same time and if Israel

accepted to participate in or.e of them. On 15 September 1953, the United Kingdom

had stated. that, in the absence of Israel, the resolution could not be complied with

and neither sub - committee should be convened. While the United Kingdom and France

had the right to refuse to participate without Israel, their action had unfortunately

encouraged Israel in her obstructive attitude, although he was convinced of the sincere

wish of those two Governments to facilitate the functioning of the new arrangement.

But he could not agree that both sub -committees should necessarily meet simultaneously.
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There was no provision to that effect, which would indeed be impracticable from the

point of view of the Regional Director and his staff. Moreover, meetings should

depend on the convenience of Member States.

The Government of Iraq could not understand the attitude of the Secretariat in

the matter. Certain Member States, having expressed a different view from that of

France and the united Kingdom, the Secretariat should have taken the sense of the

other Members and followed the wishes of the majority. Instead they had set themselves

up as arbitors and, accepting the minority opinion, had decided that the sub- committee

should not meet. Their justification for so doing was outlined in the Director -

General's letter of 6 November 1953. He admitted that the Health hssembly resolution

had expressed a wish, but surely it was the duty of the Secretariat to see,that that

wish was met? He would like explanations of the reasons which prompted the

Secretariat's attitude.

In conclusion, the delegate of Iraq expressed the opinion that it was time to

take a firm stand in the matter in order to prevent further obstacles being placed

in the way of implementation of the resolution. His delegation could accept the

draft resolution proposed by the delegate of Lebanon with some minor alterations.

He wished, however, to 'ask what the delegate of Israel had in mind in referring to a

better balance between the two sub -committees.

At the suggestion of the CHAIRTMAN, further discussion was postponed to the

following meeting.

The meeting rose at 6 p.m.


