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1 . ASSEMBLY PROCEDURES FOR EXAMINING THE PROGRAMME, BUDGET AND ANCILLARY

ADMINISTRATIVE, FINANCIAL AND PERSONNEL MATTERS: Item 6 A  of the Agenda

(Documents AlO/AFL/26 , AIO/AFL/29 and AIO/AFL/ЗО) (continued)

The CHAIRMAN recalled that the motion for closure, moved at the previous meeting, 

of the discussion on item 6 A  had been withdrawn because the Lebanese proposal had 

not been circulated in writing. That had now been done and the Committee accordingly 

had before it the Canadian draft resolution (document AIO/AFL/26), the joint draft 

resolution submitted by the delegations of India, the Philippines, Norway and Yugoslavia 

(document AIO/AFL/29) and the Lebanese draft resolution (document AIO/AFL/З О ). He 

asked whether the intention of the Lebanese delegation was -that the matter be referred 

back to the Executive Board for further study instead of a decision being taken by the 

Committee at the present stage.

Dr HAYEK (Lebanon) said that the Chairman’s interpretation was correct and that 

his draft resolution had been put forward as a compromise. It seemed to him that the 

Lebanese draft resolution was the furthest removed but if the Committee judged that 

the joint draft resolution was furthest removed and should be voted on first he would 

ask that his own be voted on before the Canadian.

Dr BOTHA (Union of South Africa) did not wish to enter into the procedural aspect 

of the case but only wished to ask the authors of the joint draft resolution whether 

they really believed it should be put to the vote first. He would have thought)that it 

would be both more logical and more courteous to the Canadian delegation which had made
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such a sincere effort to suggest ways of improving the Assembly's procedures, to 

vote on its draft resolution first. It was clear from the discussions that opinions 

varied on the very specific proposals contained in Sections A and В of that draft 

resolution and that they would have to be voted on separately. That course would 

enable the Committee to establish whether or not the majority believed that some 

change was necessary.

Mr LIVERAN (Israel) said that the Committee was faced not so much with a question 

of procedure but with what was the best method of reaching a decision on the item 

under discussion. If  the suggestion of the delegate of South Africa were not accep

table and either the joint draft resolution or the Lebanese text were voted on first, 

the result would be either to postpone action indefinitely or until the Eleventh 

World Health Assembly. Surely that result could also be obtained by voting first on 

the Canadian draft resolution.

In his opinion the question of when the Lebanese draft resolution should be put 

to the vote was irrelevant, because in fact it dealt with an entirely different subject, 

whereas the Canadian proposal was concerned strictly with the efficacy of the Assembly^ 

procedures for the examination of the programme and budget.

Dr EVANG (Norway) said that while he could not speak on behalf of the other 

authors of the joint draft resolution whom he had had no time to consult concerning 

the suggestion of the delegate of South Africa, his own view was that it would be 

dangerous whether from considerations of courtesy or any other reason, to depart from 

the Rules of Procedure and it was patently obvious that the joint draft resolution 

was the furthest removed from the Canadian proposals. However, as he was always
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desirous of compromise it might help those delegations which did not feel that the 

present procedures of the Assembly were entirely satisfactory if the joint draft 

resolution were amended by the deletion of the last three paragraphs of the preamble.

Dr REGAIA (Philippines), Dr DJGRDJEVTC (Yugoslavia) and Sir Arcot MUDALIAR (India) 

agreed with the suggestion of the delegate of Norway for the deletion of the last 

three paragraphs of the preamble in the joint draft resolution.

Professor HURTADO (Cuba) did not think that the withdrawal of the last three 

paragraphs of the preamble in the joint draft resolution in any way affected its 

substance, which undoubtedly remained furthest removed from the original proposals. 

Considerations of courtesy had no bearing whatever on the application of the Bules 

of Procedure, which should be strictly adhered to.

Dr HAYEK (Lebanon) referring to the suggestion of the delegate of South Africa, 

said that he would have thought the Lebanese draft resolution was an amendment to 

the Canadian draft resolution and therefore subject to the provisions of Rule 62 of 

the Rules of Procedure . (

Dr S3RI (Argentina) associated himself with the Cuban delegate's remarks.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that under Rule of the Rules of Procedure it was 

for the Chairman to decide which proposal was furthest removed in substance from the 

original and had to be put to the vote first. He considered that the joint draft 

resolution was furthest removed from the original and emphasized that it covered only
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Sections A and’B of the Canadian draft resolution, so that if the joint draft resolu

tion vere adopted a separate decision vould still be required on Section С of the 

Canadian draft resolution. Despite the Israeli delegate’s contention that the • 

Lebanese draft resolution related to an entirely different matter, it had been 

entitled "Assembly Procedures for Examining the Programme, Budget and Ancillary 

Administrative, Financial and Personnel Matters" so that it.would have to be voted 

on after the joint draft resolution if that were rejected and prior to the Canadian 

draft resolution.

Mr LIVERAN (Israel) said that while he did not intend to challenge the Chairman's 

ruling, he must poont out- that if the Committee were to proceed in that manner it 

would have taken a step towards establishing that a negative draft resolution could 

dispose of the original proposal, since the result of adopting the joint draft 

resolution would be to take no action at a ll . He would have thought the more proper 

way of securing such an outcome would be to cast a negative vote against the original 

Canadian proposal, and not to adopt a course contrary to the real purpose of Buie 63 

which was that proposals different in substance to the original, rather than the 

direct opposite, be voted first.

The CHAIBMAN observed that the Committee was faced with the same situation as 

had arisen during the Ninth World Health Assembly when the Norwegian delegation had 

introduced a draft resolution, analogous to that now submitted by the four delegations,
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negativing the Belgian proposal to amend the Constitution so as to increase the 

membership of the Executive Board from 18 to 2k. A similar discussion to the one 

now in process had taken place and the Chairman had ruled that the Norwegian draft 

resolution be put to the vote first. He did not intend to depart.from that pre

cedent ,

Mr BRADY (Ireland) did not wish to challenge the Chairman’s ruling by reason 

of the precedent he had quoted and in the absence of precise provision in the Rules 

of Procedure for a certain type of resolution, both of which factors left the Chairman 

no alternative than to act as he had proposed.

It was unfortunate and not in the best interests of rational discussion if a 

procedure were allowed to develop whereby proposals which, in the minds of many 

constituted a direct negative of the proposals already put forward, were voted on 

as separate entities. He did not know what the motives were of delegations which 

put forward such proposals but it was conceivable that they thought a certain tactical 

advantage might be gained from the order of voting. The decision, however, could 

easily and as satisfactorily be obtained by voting on the original proposal.

Though aware that his remarks might not be altogether in order on the present 

occasion he urged that in any consideration of the revision of the Rules of Procedure 

the question of proposals, which might be regarded by the chairmen of committees as 

direct negatives, should be examined with a view to avoiding their being voted on 

when the original proposals could be disposed of in another way. He knew that such 

a procedure was followed in many other bodies and believed that it would generally 

facilitate WHO's work.



Dr EVAI'IG (Norway) said that he was compelled to intervene in order to ask the 

delegate from Ireland for an apology for his remarks about tactical advantage. Norway 

had wished to éxpress a positive view that on the whole it was satisfied with the 

existing Assembly procedures for examining the programme and budget. No tactical 

considerations had prompted his efforts, on his Government's instruction, to give 

the Committee an opportunity to express its view on that point.

Mr BRADY (Ireland) accepted without reservation the statement made by the 

delegate of Norway concerning the joint draft resolution but did not think that his 

own remarks called for any apology whatsoever because they had been very carefully 

phrased. He had made it clear that he did not wish to attribute any motives to any 

particular government or individual with regard to the matter under consideration but 

had only mentioned one conceivable interpretation of the way in which proposals of 

a certain kind could be put forward. He had spoken in general terms and had related 

his remarks to the future work of the Committee and the better dispatch of its 

bus ine s s .

Mr GEERAERTS (Belgium) proposed the closure of a discussion which, particularly 

at the previous meeting, had been largely taken up with explanations to clear up 

misunderstandings. He hoped that the Committee.would accept the Chairman's ruling 

about the order of voting.

The CHAIRMAN ruled that the joint draft resolution be put to the vote first, 

that if lost, a vote be taken on the Lebanese draft resolution and if that were 

rejected, the Committee should finally vote on the Canadian draft resolution.
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Decision: The joint draft resolution (document AIO/AFL/29) was rejected

by 31 votes to 29 with 3 abstentions.

Decision: The Lebanese draft resolution (document AIO/AFL/ЗО) was adopted

by 25 votes to 2k with 14 abstentions.

Mr WERSHQF (Canada) intervening on a point of order, said that if there were 

an appropriate provision in the Rules of Procedure he would like to ask for the vote 

to be checked or re-counted.

The CHAIRMAN stated that there was no provision in the Rules of Procedure for 

the re-counting of a vote, unless any delegation challenged the accuracy of a count, 

in which case it would be necessary to designate a polling officer.

Mr WERSHOF (Canada) said that if that were the only way in which the vote could 

be taken again he would challenge the accuracy of the count,

Mr LAWRENCE (Liberia) said it would be a dangerous precedent to admit such a 

challenge on a vote in which the delegation concerned was particularly interested.

Dr SIRI (Argentina) fully supported the Liberian delegate's standpoint. Such 

a precedent could only give rise to delay. To the best of his knowledge, the 

accuracy of a count had never before been questioned either in the Assembly or in the 

Executive Board. The Secretariat always enjoyed the fullest confidence of delegations 

and he was sure that Mr Wershof did not wish to impugn its good faith but only to 

draw attention to the possibility of a mistake having been made.



The DIRECTOR-GENERAL regretted very much having to intervene in the discussion 

but being responsible for the Secretariat he had been forced to do so by the Canadian 

delegate* s challenge of the accuracy of the count. Such a thing, as far as he knew, 

had been unprecedented in the history of the Organization. To cast doubt on the 

accuracy of the counting and thereby have a vote retaken would constitute a precedent 

from then on for retaking the vote whènever a delegation did not like the result of 

the original vote. In this case, he could not accept the implied blame on the 

Secretariat and eçpealed to the Chairman to designate polling officers if the vote 

were to be retaken.

Dr EVANG (Norway) speaking as one of the co-sponsors of a draft resolution which 

had also been rejected, earnestly appealed to the Canadian delegate to withdraw his 

request which, if allowed to constitute a precedent, would be a threat to the orderly 

conduct of business.

The CHAIRMAN observing that the time allotted to the Committee was up, declared 

that further discussion was deferred until the following meeting.

The meeting rose at 12 noon.
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