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1. ELEC`.CZ0:: 0F OFFICERS 

Мr_SIEGEL,, Assistant Director- General, Department of Administratian and Finance, 

acting on behalf of the Director -General, invited nominations for the office of 

Chairman. 

Mr C.4LDERУUOD (United States of America) proposed Mr Botha (Union of South Africa). 

Mr GEERAERTS (Belgium) &nd Dr Van den 3E.G (Netherlands) seconded the proposal, 

Decision: it Botha was elected unanimously. 

Mr Botha took the Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN tVan d 'taie 'delеgátés 'of the United States of Ajnerica, Belgium and 

the Netherlands for 'th'é honour théy had done his country in proposing and seconding 

his election as Chairman and thanked the Committee for' the' соnfideziое it had snow. zn 

electing him, le called for nominations ±г the office of V•.Chадrman. 

Dr EL wtAKIL (E�pt) йr Lиanу (Viet Nam) . 

Decision: Nr Luong was unanimously elected. 

• . 

it LUONG (Viet Nam) thanked the delegate of Egypt for proposing him and the 

Committee for their trust, which he would endeavour to justify. 

The 6ТAIRМAN •.invited nominations for the office of Rapporteur. 

Mr LIцERAN (Israel) proposed Miss Hessling ( Netherlands), whose devotion to the 

causes which the Organization served was well known to all. 



Bair C&LDERWOOD «Т!ii tеd States of America) 

Decision: hiss Hessling was unanimously 

2. TERM5 0F RE,FEREIV СЕ OF TIE SUB-CONiiыIITTEF, 

seconded the motion. 

elected Rapporteur. 
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The С_íР 1цIAN read the terms of reference of the Sub -Committee as contained in 

document А9 /А.FL/иin /l, page 3: 

B... the terms of reference of the Legal Sub -Committee would be strictly 

limited to the study of the legal and constitutional aspects of questions хаf-ег»еd 

to it by the Committee n Administration, Finance and Legal íatter!7. The 

Sub -Committee would not be concerned with the merits of various questions or the 

policies underlying the adoption or rejection of different proposals, but solely 

with the legal and constitutional validity of those questions and proposals.h 

3. APPROVAL OF ¡ionn АGREEMENТ VIITI THE GOVERNMENT OF DENлdARK CONСЕhNI1Ю THÉ REGI0I'IГАL 
OFFICE FOR EURO ?E; Item 7.8 of the Agenda (Resolution EB16.R9; Official Records 
No. 68, Resolution EB17.К11 and Annex 4) 

,Dr BRADY, representative of the Executive Board, informed the Sub- Committee that 

the Director- General had already signed the Agreement subject to the approval of the 

Ninth World Health Assembly. 
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The СНAAN proposed to the Sub- Committee a draft resolution as follo ";s: 

'The Ninth Viorld Health Assembly 

APPROVES the нos6 Agreement between the world Health OrJanization and the 

Government of Denmark defining the privileges and immunities of the Organization and 

its Regional Office in Europe signed on 29 June and 7 July 1955, and the exchange of 

Notes relating thereto.' 

Hе informed the Sub -Committee that a two- thirds majority was required for approval. 

Decision: The draft resolution was approved by 19 votes to none, with no 

abstentions. 

4. АGREEI.4ENТ DEFINING ТНЕ RELATIONS BЕT'.JEEN Т} IN'i`uiNATIONAL BUREAU FOR THE 

PROTECTION OF INDUSTRIAL PROPERTY AND ТI WORLD HEALTH aRGАN IZATIDN: 
Supplementary Agenda, Document A9/1 Add. l (Document A9 /АFL /10 ) 

The CнAIRМAN said that t L aаnin, Vice -Director of the International Bureau for 

the Protection of Industrial Property, Berne was present to answer questions. 

He referred the Sub -Co пΡnittee to the draft resolution on page 4 of document 

A9 /AFL /10. 

ir LIN (Israel) asked whether the 'provisions governing the relationsм between 

the two organizations referred only to the two letters mentioned in the draft resolution 

or whether other documents should be taken into account. 

Mr Z6RВ (Chief, Legal Office) Secretary, said that the two letters mentioned in 

the draft resolution were the only documents covering the relations between the 

International Bureau for the Protection of Industrial Property and the World Health 

Organization. 
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Ir LIVERAd (Israel) thanked the Secretary for his explanation and suggested that 

the point be made clear in the resolution. 

Dr VANNUGLI (Italy) considered that an exchange of letters should not be referred 

to as "provisions". 

The SECRETARY, in order to take into account the remarks made by the previous 

speakers, suggested that the draft resolution should read as follows: 

"The Ninth World Health Assembly, 

Having considered the relations established between the International Bureau for 

the Protection of Industrial Property and the World Health Organization set out in 

the exchange of letters of 13 February and 9 March 1956, 

APPROVES the exchange of letters establishing the relations between the two 

organizations. t! 

Dr VANNUGLI (Italy) and ыr LIVERAU (Israel) said that the Secretary's wording 

met their point. 

Decision: The draft resolution was approved by 18 votes to none, with one 
abstention. 

5. нULES OF PR.00EDURE OF THE HEALTH '1SSEЛ�IBLYz Item 7.6 of the Agenda 

Adoption of Spanish Text: Item 7,6.1 of the genda (Document А9 /AFL /11, and Corr.1) 

The SECRETARY explained that the Spanish text of the Rules of Procedure as 

contained in document А9 /AFLy/11 included a number of mistakes and unfortunate turns 

of phrase which the Spanish delegation had kindly pointed out. The suggestions of the 
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Spanish de].eration had been included in the corrigendum which had only just been 

distributed. He apologized for the unfortunate delay in placing the doсигпent at the 

disposal of some of the delegations. 

Mr de VI1170AS (Spain) said that in the absence of the corrigendum, which he had 

not so far received, he wished to point out certain discrepancies between the English 

and French texts of the Rules of Procedure which caused difficulty in establishing 

the Spanish text. 

One concerned Rule 24 which referred in French to "membres de délégations' and 

in English to "delegates". In his view the expressions were not equivalent and he 

wondered which was to prevail in the Spanish text. 

Mr GEERAERTS (Belgium), said that his linguistic knowledge did not enable him to 

appreciate whether a Spanish document was parallel, from a legal point of viечц, to a 

French text. His delegation would therefore be unable to vote on the item before the 

Sub- Committee. He supposed that the text contained no legal errors but could not 

take the responsibility of voting on a text which he could not understand. 

The SECRETЛRY said that the Sub -Committee was only called upon to adopt the 

Spanish text of the Rules of Procedure, with or without linguistic amendments. 

In reply to the delegate of Spain he suggested that any discrepancies between 

the French and English texts of the Rules of Procedure, noticed in connexion with the 

Spanish translation, should be brought to the attention of the Secretariat so that the 

Director- General could take the necessary steps to have them remedied in all the texts 

in the normal way, for example, at the Tenth World Health Assembly, 
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Mr de VIU GАS (Spain) expressed his satisfaction with the Secretary's suggestion. 

ie had felt unable to pass over differences of meanin between the English and French 

texts, although he raised no question of principle and would agree to either wording. 

He had another similar point to raise in connexion with Rule 26, in which the 

English phrase was to "put questions" and the French to "mettre au VD ix"' 

He further wished to point oüt the lack of correspondence between Rules 80 and 

ai. Rule 80 specified that speeches made in the official languagaв otber than English, 

French and Spanish should be interpreted into both working languages and into Spanish, 

whereas Rule 81 made no mention of the necessity for translation into Spanish in the 

circumstances therein described. To omit such mention would be to go against the 

principle recognized in the preceding Rule. 

The С1Р 1 thanked the delegate of Spain for mentioning those points. The 

Legal Sub - Committee was not empowered to discuss the substance of the Rules of Procedure 

and so he would suggest that the Rapportеur be asked to refer to those difficulties 

in her report, whereupon the Director- General could t 1Ce t е neг zsaty steps 3,ц tgae 

for the Tenth World Health Assembly. 

It was so agreed. 

Mr de VILLEGАi (Spain) referring to the corrigendum to document л9 /АFL/ll, expresse_ 

his approval of thé changes therein, except in regard to Rule 83. le considered that 

the substitution of ►tredactaránи for " promulgarán" gava аnarrower meaning" to the 

Spanish text than to the English, iгhich used.the phrase "shall be made availableu. 
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Mr ORTEGA (Translation Section), speaking at the invitation of the Chairman, 

proposed substituting for »redact s;Yi' the word ttdistribuirán", 

Mr de VILLEGAS (Spain), agreed to that suggestion. 

Mr GEERAERTS (Belgium), said that in the event of a vote he intended to 

abstain for the reasons he had previously given. 

Dr ВERNНARDT (Federal Republic of Germany) said that he too would abstain 

. for the same reasons. 

The SECRETARY said that it was indispens Bible for the Legal Sub -Committee 

to vote on texts drawn up in any language in which the Health Assembly had agreed 

to take its decisions. He cited the precedent of the Intern:.tional Health 

Conference held in New York in 1946, at which texts had been adopted in five 

official languages. 

Mr GEERAERTS (Belgium) said that if the Spanish text were submitted to him 

ii7 the Health АsmъLу, he would not hesitate to vote for its adoption. However, , 

the Legal Sub -Committee had to express an opinion on the legal aspects of'the 

text and he felt unqualified to do so. If it were merely a question of deciding 

on the adoption of the Rules of Procedure in Spanish, without refer ence to the 

legal aspect, that was for the Health Assembly in plenary session, and not for 

the Sub -- Committee. 

The CНAIRNAN asked whether the Sub -Committee wished to refer the matter back 

to the Committee on 1zdministration, Finance and Legal Matters. 
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Dr BERNHARDТ (Federal Republic of Germany) suggested that the Spanish- speaking 

members of the Sub -Committee might be asked to vote on the matter. Others could 

abstain. 

The СНAIRP4AN added that the Rapporteur might record that the legal substance 

of the document was not discussed. 

Mr GEERгERTS (Belgium) said that if the Spanish -speaking members of the Sub 

Committee could approve the text submitted, the Sub- Committee might take note of 

their approval and adopt a resolution inviting the Committee on Administrative, 

Financial and Legal Platters, to submit the Spanish text for the final approval of 

the Health Assembly. 

Mr de VILLEGAS (Spain) said that his delegation approved the Spanish text 

of the Rules of Procedure as submitted in the working document and amençed in the 

corrigendum and orally in the meeting. 

The SECRETARY outlined the way in which tht French and English texts .of the 

Rules of Procedure had been approved at the Eighth World Health Assemb y, adding 

that the Eighth World Health Assembly had intended the Spanish text to receive 

identical treatment. Owing to pressure of business, it had not been possible to 

draw up the Spanish text in time for that Assembly to adopt it and it had been 

referred to the present session. All legal matters had been settled by the Eighth 

World Health Assembly and only matters of language and expression had been left for 

settlement at the Ninth World Health Assembly. Having heard the delegate of Spain, 

the Sub -Committee could shoulder its responsibilities with perfect peace of mind. 
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Nr OLIVERO (Guatemala) suggested that the Committeets approval be tempered 

by some phrase to the effect that the text was approved "an the understanding 

that it . does not depart from the meaning and spirit of the official French and 

English texts',: 

Dr EL.WAKIL (Egypt) proposed that the item be referred back to the Committee 

on Administrations Finance and Legal Matters, as it Aas outside the terms of 

reference of the Legal Sub -Committee. 

Hr GEERAERTS (Belgium) thought that the Sub -Committee's report might mention 

that the Spanish -speaking delegates approved the text and that therefore the Sub.. 

Committee was willing to submit the text to the Health Assembly for final approval. 

The Sub.-Committee should have confidence in the opinion of its Spanish- speaking 

members* 

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the Sub-Committee approve the original proposal 

from the Chair. . 

Mr de VIТ.ТFGA$ (Spain) approved the súggestion from the Chair„ He would, 

however, remind the Sub -Committee that Spanish was an official language of the 

Organization and therefore it could not abstain from dealing with texts which, 

according to the Assembly's decisions, had to be drawn up in Spanish. 

The CНAIPI4 N then put thе following draft resolution to the vote: 

"Tho Ninth World Health Assembly 

ADOPTS as the Spanish text of the revised Rules of Procedure of the 

Нealth Assembly the text annexed to document A9 /AFL /ц, together with its 

drafting corrections .и 

Decisions The draft resolution was approved by 10 votes to none, 
with 10 abstentions. 
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Procedural Problems related to tie Constitutional xmпendments: Item 7.6.2 of 

the Agenda (Resolution IAg.2S; Document A9 /AFL /3) 

The CHAIREAN drew the attention of the Committee to the first paragraph of 

document A9 /AFL /3,, which outlined the stuг�y that the Diroctor-Genere1 had made of 

procedural problems related to Constitutional amendments, The documents used at 

the Eighth World Health Assembly were attached as annexes. 

ir 20цСi (U'itаd d©m of Great Britain and Ы a thein Ireland) considered 

that the Sub -Committee was facing a question of prime importance involving the 

sanctity and authority of the Constitution itself. He did not agree with any 

suggestion that amendments to proposed amendments to the Constitution could be 

dealt with by rules of procedure. He suggested that it was impossible to adopt 

rules of procedure or make regulations unless such rules and regulations carried 

the authority of the Constitution itself. 

The Constitution contained rigid and precise provisions regarding 

Constitutional amendments (Article 73 ). In his opinion, that Article meant 

that all texts of proposed amendments, whatever their nature, had to be dealt with 

as indicated in Article 73. If his view was correct, that meant that the only 

legal way of dealing with the matter before the Sub -Committee was by amendment of 

Article 73 itself. 

At the Eighth World Health Assembly, he had been impressed by Sir Lrcot 

иudaliarls warnins, that there might be some difficulty in distinguishing between 

amendments which were mere dráfting changes and those in which some change of 

substance was involved. 
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If the Sub- Соmmittee shared his view, he would propose the addition of a new 

sentence betweén the first and second sentences of Article 73 of the Constitution 

to read as follows: 

"Proposed modifications of such textв shall be tim larlу communicated 

at least three months in advance of their consideration by the Health 

Assembly." 

Amendment of Article 73 along those lines would obviate the necessity for 

deciding whether amendments to amendments were of drafting or of substance. 

Governments would have three months , time in which to consider them and would 

know that no further amendments could be intrgduced during th d iscussions in 

the Health Assembly. 

Nr GEERAERTS (Belgium) agreed with the delegate of the United Kingdom that 

the matter could not be solved by an nsertion in the Rules of Procedure. 

However, Ivhen the Constitution was not sufficiently precise to serve as a -uide 

for dealing with a certain situation, it would be proper for a resolution of the 

Health Assembly, interpreting the relevant árovisions of the Constitution, to be 

adopted. The United Kingdom proposal for amendment of the Constitution had 

moreover the disadvantage that it would not dispose of the matter at the present 

session. In addition, the amendment proposed would not meet all situations. 

If, for instance, several governments independently proposed an amendment to the 

Constitution, identical in substance but different in form, the Director- General 

would circulate the drafts and the governments concern►:d would try to reach agree- 

ment on the form of their proposed amendment before the three months had elapsed; 

but that might not be possible. He therefore proposed that the Health Assembly 

interpret Article 73 of the Constitution by a resolution embodying the substance of 

the additional Rule of Procedure sug ested on page 5/6 of document A9 /нFL /3. 
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The SECRETARY suggested that the Health Assembly.had already, under Article 17 

of the Constitution, the authority which the United Kingdom delegate,wished to give 
r 

it by a specific amendment to Article 73. He thought that Article 17 might offer 

the Sub -Committee a possible solution to the problem. The Constitution by that 

Article gave to the Assembly the right to implement, by way of rules, the procedures 

necessary to ensure the proper functioning of the Organization; he quoted ás an 

example Articles 2�+ and 25 of the Constitution which determined the setting up of 

' Rules 92 to 101 of the Rules of Procedure of the Health Assembly. 

Mr GEERAERТS (Belgium) believed that there was need to.fill a lacuna 

in the Constitution; that had indeed become apparent in a particu1�i case 

which had occurred three years previously. He would accordingly maintain the 

suggestion he had made earlier since, although he agreed with the Secretary that 

legally, an addition to the Rules of Procedure would be in order, he thought that 

в specific resolution of the Health Assembly would impart a more formal character 

to the decision; 

Mr CALDERWOOD (United States of America) agreed with the main considerations 

expressed by the various speakers, namely, that no rule of procedure should deviate 

from the provisions of the Constitution; that a specific Health Assembly resolution 

would be better than an addition to the Rules of Procedure and, lastly, that the 

provisions of Article 17 of the Constitution were relevant. He would also call 

attention in that connexion to Article 75 of the Constitution which related to the 

procedure in the event of a dispute concerning interpretation. 
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The question under discussion was, then, essentially one of interpretation. 

He recalled the suggestion he had made to the Legal Sub -Committee at the Eighth 

World Health Assembly to amend the Rules of Procedure by including a provision to 

the effect that any changes should not deviate from the stated purpose of the 

amendment circulated in accordance with Article 73. A provision of that type 

should meet the point regarding proposed amendments identical in substance but not 

in form raised by the delegate of Belgium. The basic purpose of Article 73 was 

after all to serve notice of proposed amendments on Member States to give them due 

time to study any proposal of substance. It would seem to him quite satisfactory 

for the Rules of Procedure to remain as they stood, the decision being thus left 

to the Health Assembly as to whether or not it would accept a modification to a 

proposed amendment submitted within the stipulated time. However, if the Legal 

Sub -Committee wished to establish an interpretation by elaborating a rule of 

procedure, it might wish to do so along the lines he had suggested. 

Mr BOUCHER (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) fully agreed 

that the right of the Health Assembly to interpret the Constitution was not in 

question; it was in fact written into the Constitution itself. Nevertheless, the 

fact that the interpretation or application of the Constitution was open to appeal 

to the International Court of Justice made it clear that such an interpretation 

should be reached on grounds which were legally tenable from all points of view. 

Far from being silent on that particular point, as the delegate of Belgium had 

stated, the language of Article 73 was most definite and drew no distinction between 

the various types of amendments. He therefore maintained his view that, if it was 
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thought necessary to provide further clarification on the procedure for dealing 

with amendments to proposed amendments, that could be done only by amendment of 

Article 73 of the Constitution. 

Replying to a query by Mr CHIBA (Japan), the CHAIRMAN said that he was under 

the impression that no formal proposals had yet been made. 

Mr CHIBA (Japan) agreed with the view taken by the delegate of the United 

Kingdom. However, he submitted a formal proposal that any amendment to Article 73 

of the Constitution should provide that amendments not of a substantive character 

to proposed amendments to the Constitution need not be presented six months before 

their consideration by the Health Assembly. His proposal was rather bold in that 

difficulties might arise in distinguishing between amendments of substance and 

purely drafting amendments. The latter, moreover, should require a two -thirds 

majority for adoption. 

The CHAIRMAN wished to make it clear that although the United Kingdom delegate 

had expressed the view that the only effective way of remedying the present difficulty 

would be to amend the Constitution itself, there was no question of the Sub - 

Committee suggesting such an amendment; that would be for a Member Government to 

propose, if it so desired. The question at present at issue was whether a new rule 

of procedure should be adopted or not. 

Mr BOUCHER (United ngdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) agreed with 

the Chairman's interpretation of his position. 
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M.r GEERAERTS (Вeigium) emphasized that a solution had become necessary in 

view of'diffcultïes which had arisen in the past, and which would not be solved 

by an amendment of the Constitution along the lines suggested Moreover, a 

Member_ State, whose language was neither English, French nor Spanish, might submit 

a proposed amendment in one of those languages; any mistakes of language which 

such a proposal might contain could not then be corrected. It would sеem, thn, 

that within the framework of the Constit,s'- ', 1�1, some resolution should be adopted 

which would make it possible to meet a difficulty of that type and also to reconcile 

proposals identical in substance but not in form The text contained in document 

A9 /AFL /3, pages 5-6, couched in the form of a resolution, would appear to meet the 

case. 

Dr ,pNHARDT (Federal Republic of Germany) was also in principle in favour 

of that text although he felt that the phrase "without prior communication to 

Members" might be replaced by a provision which would give the Health Assembly a 

little time, say three days, in which to study a drafting amendment before it was 

discussed. 

Ir:L riERAN (Israel) believed that it was essential for some clear understanding 

to be reached on the interpretation of Article 73 in the light of Rules 113 and 114. 

Was the purpose of Article 73 to provide that matters affecting a change in the 

Constitution could be considered by the Health Assembly only after six months' 

notice, or was it that any change in the Constitution could be made only at least 
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six months after such proposed changes had been communicated to Members? If the 

latter interpretation were correct, that would preclude any discussion of proposed 

amendments by the Assembly and there was clearly need to amend Article 73 of the 

Constitution. 

The CHAIRMAN agreed with the previous speaker that the problem lay in the 

two interpretations he had mentioned of the first part of Article 73. If the 

first was accepted, then a rule of procedure could regulate the situation; but 

if the latter was considered correct, then only amendment of Article 73 would meet 

the case. 

Mr BOUСHER (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) thought 

that Article 73 should be considered from the viewpoint of its actual language without 

taking into account the possible intentions of those responsible for drafting the 

Constitution. 

Mr CURRIE (Australia) agreed that Article 73 was capable of two interpretations. 

However, his delegation favoured the view that it should not be taken as ruling out 

discussion of proposed amendments by the Health Assembly. Hе saw no difficulty in 

accepting the text of the rule of procedure set out on page 5/6 of document A9 /AРL /3, 

which, it considered, would not depart from the intention of the Constitution 

and would facilitate its application. 

Mr GEERAERTS (Belgium) considered that to rule out all possibility of inter- 

pretation would be tantamount to overlooking all the interpretative texts which 
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supplemented legislations It did not seem difficult to assess the intentions of 

those responsible for drafting the Constitution as their main intention had clearly 

beet to 'give all Member State's time to study proposals thoroughly. Toe Constitution 

would indeed become a stifling influence if it were interpreted as precluding all 

discussion оi drafting modifications of proposals. In that connexion, he again 

called attention to difficulties which, might гјѕе with regard to proposals received 

from more than one Member Government on the same substance but in different wording. 

A specific instance had already occurred when, three years previously, the Govern- 

rents of France, the United Kingdom and Belgium had each proposed an amendment to 

Article 25 of the Constitution, differing only in form. in that occasion the 

delegations of the three countries had agreed :en.a single text and the. Health 

Assembly had taken its decision on that text, 

He would therefore formally, propose the adoption of the, text on page 5/6 

of document А9 /AFL /3 with the minor amendment of substituting for the words 

"without prior communication to Members'' a phrase along the lines of the following: 

"without being. 'bound by the period of time provided for in Аrti'ae 73 of the 

C onstituti.on"; 'he Vuld also prefer that, in the French text, the expression 

"de fond" be substituted by the words "quant аü fond ". 

•• Mr 'CALDERF /OÓD (United States of America) wished, . without entering into the merits 

of the 'various suggestions made, to raise a hypothetical :case for the purpose of 

illustration. In the event of a compromise figure being proposed following discussion 

of three proposals giving specific numbers for membership of the Executive Board, he 

wondered whether such a proposal would be considered as admissible under the 

proposed interpretation of Article 75. 
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The SECRETARY recalled that UNESCO had been faced with exactly such a 

problem at the eighth session of its Conference, and that, by a large majority of 

its Legal Committee, it had been decided that a Conpromise proposal of that type 

could not be considered as constituting a drafting amendment. 

Mr BOUCHER (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) felt that 

the delegate of the United States of America had given an excellent example of 

possible differences of opinion whi'b. might arise in distinguishing between drafting 

amendments and amendments of substance, His suggestion "тоuld. avoid difficulties 

of that kind. 

Mr GEERAERTS (Belgium did not think that there would have been яn1+ pос iъ 1., tу 

of a compromise proposal such as ,he cnc mentioned by the delegate of the United 

States of America being considered as a drafting amendment; it would naturally 

form a new proposal. 

Dr МЕТгЗΡYE (Norway) supported the view expressed by the delegate of the United 

Kingdom, particularly in the light of the hypothetical problem presented by the 

delegate of the United States of America. 

Mr CALDERWOOD (United States of America) thought that the opinion expressed 

by the delegate of Belgium on his hypothetical proposed amendment illustrated the 

difficulty of distinguishing between amendments of substance and of drafting. He 

therefore preferred the text appearing on page 11 of document А9 /AFL /3, which 

contained the words "which did not deviate from the underlying purpose thereof ". If, 

however, the Sub -Committee did not wish to introduce such a provision in the Rules of 

Procedure, it would appear necessary to introduce an amendment to Arti *le 73 of the 

Constitution. 
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Dr BERNHARDT (Federal Republic of Germany) did not think that the example given 

by the delegate of the United States of America would have given rise to difficulties 

and he would, therefore, support the position taken by the Belgian delegation. 

Mr САМР1CHE (Switzerland) supported the opinions expressed by the United 

Kingdom delegate, 

Mr CURR IE (Australia) was in favour of the Belgian proposal, particularly in 

view of the requirement for a two -thirds majority contained in the second part of 

Article 73. 

Mr CALDERWOOD (United States of America) requested that the Legal Sub -Committee 

should defer action on the item under consideration until the text of the Belgian 

amendment had been circulated, thus enabling members fully to consider all 

implications of the question before arriving at a decision at the Sub -Committee's 

next meeting. 

Mr GEERAERTS (Belgium) would prefer his proposal to be drafted in the form of 

a resolution of the Health Assembly as he felt that the question was one of too 

great impоrtаnce tо be covered by an amendment to the Rules of Procedure. 

The SECRETARY was of the opinion that, for essentially practical reasons, it 

would be desirable for the Belgian proposal, if adopted, to be incorporated in the 

Rules of Procedure of the Health Assembly, which were more constantly and easily 

accessible to delegates than past resolutions of the Assembly. 
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Mr GEERAERTS (Belgium) appreciated that point of view. Accordingly if the Health 

Assembly adopted the resolution he would propose, he would be agreeable to a 

corresponding provision being inserted in the Rules of Procedure. 

The СHAТRМAN announced that the Legal Sub -Committee would have the text of 

the Belgian proposal for its consideration at its next meeting in a form to be 

0 agreed upon by that delegation and the Secretary. 

The meetinХose at 


