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1. MEETINGS OF THE REGIONAL COMMITTEE FOR AFRICA: Item .6 of the Agenda 
(Resolutions WКАi6.l.) and EB33.R3о; Official Records No. 132, Annex 7; 
Documents AFL /Conf.Doc. No. 6, No. 6 Add'1 and No. 7) (continued) 

The CHAIRMAN inquired from the delegate of Senegal, as spokesman for the group 

of African delegations, whether all the co- sponsors of the draft resolution before 

the Committee (AFL /Conf.Doc. No. 6) were ready to accept the additional paragraph 

proposed by the Venezuelan delegation (AFL /Conf.Doc. No. 6, Add.l) for insertion 

after the fifth paragraph of the preamble. 

Dr BA (Senegal) answered in the affirmative. 

The CHAIRMAN said that, accordingly, the amendment in question now formed part 

of the draft resolution proposed by the African delegations. The Committee also 

had before, it three amendments to the draft resolution proposed by the United Kingdom 

delegation (AFL /Conf.Doc. No. 7): (1) ti delete the last preambular paragraph; 

(2) to delete operative paragraph 1; and (3) in the remaining operative paragraph, 

to replace "any Member" by "a Member", and to delete the remainder of the sentence. 

He invited the Committee to resume the discussion. 

Mr BAUER (Canada) said that, when the meeting had risen the previous day, he had 

been in some doubt as to the exact stage reached in the debate. His delegation 

sincerely hoped that it would be possible to find some way whereby the matter might 

be discussed further, and general agreement reached, particularly in regard to the 

provisions of operative paragraph 1 of the draft resolution proposed by the African 

delegations. 



а 

A17 /AFL /мin /9 
page 3 

Without prejudice to the possibility of discussing the matter further -- perhaps 

in a more intimate atmosphere - he would like to make a proposal concerning the 

ultimate action the Committee would take on any draft resolution or amendments that 

were placed before it. There was unanimity with regard to the importance of the 

question being dealt with and the importance of the step advocated in the draft 

resolution concerning the use of Article 7 of the Constitution. Many speakers had 

emphasized that the problem posed by the policy of the South African Government was 

an extremely important one; there had also been many statements to the effect that 

the first contemplated use of Article 7 of the Constitution in a situation of the 

kind under discussion had grave legal and constitutional implications. Because of 

the unanimity of views on the importance of the question he formally moved that the 

vote on the draft resolution be taken in accordance with Rule 70 of the Rules of 

Procedure of the Health Assembly; i.e. that the question be considered by the 

Committee and by the Health Assembly as an important question under the terms of 

that rule. His motion would not apply equally to voting on any amendments proposed 

but to the final text only. 

The CHAIRMAN said that Rule 70 of the Rules of Procedure stipulated that 

decisions by the Health Assembly on important questions should be made by a two - thirds 

majority of the Members present and voting, and in addition specified the categories 

of questions to be included in that class. Under Rule 71, however, provision was 

made for determining, by a simple majority, additional categories of questions to be 

decided by a two - thirds majority. 
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Without prejudice to further discussion, the Committee would therefore first be 

called upon to decide, by a simple majority in accordance with Rule 71, whether the 

question under consideration should be dealt with ultimately as an important question 

requiring decision by a two - thirds majority. 

Dr BA (Senegal) agreed that the question was one of great importance. But 

Rule 70 of the Rules of Procedure plainly specified the categories of questions, 

including amendments to the Constitution, to be covered by its provisions. That 

rule would therefore be applicable at the Eighteenth World Health Assembly, when the 

proposed amendments to the Constitution came up for consideration, but did not apply 

in the present instance. 

The CHAIRMAN ruled that it would be in order for the Committee, under Rule 71 

of the Rules of Procedure, to vote on the Canadian proposal; i.e. to decide by a 

majority vote whether the question should be dealt with in accordance with the 

provisions of Rule 70. He put the Canadian proposal to the vote. 

Decision: The proposal was rejected by 57 votes to 29, with no abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that, 

decision on the question would 

and voting, in accordance with' 

pursuant to the above decision, 

be made by a simple majority of 

normal voting practice. 

the Committee's 

the Members present 

Mr ТАLJАARD (South Africa) thanked the Chairman for giving him the opportunity 

of speaking and, late in the day though it was, also extended to him the South 

African delegation's sincere congratulations on his election as Chairman. 



A17 /AFL/Мin/9 
page 5 

He appreciated the suggestion made the previous day by the delegates of Trinidad 

and Tobago and of Senegal that he should state the position of his delegation. 

Various observations might be made on the discussion held the previous day. 

He had listened with great care to that discussion and had to admit that he had been 

unable to recognize in it the item that was on the Committee's agenda, namely, 

Meetings of the Regional Committee for Africa. The Committee had seemed to be 

discussing and reviewing the internal policies of a Member State, but had forgotten 

to put the matter on the agenda. To him, it seemed extraordinary that such a 

procedure could be followed. 

He invited attention also to the draft resolution that had been tabled the 

previous day (AFL /Conf.Doc. No. 6). It spoke of depriving South Africa of voting 

rights and of amending the Constitution. Those items did not seem to appear on his 

agenda; or, was he to assume that the Committee might discuss any subject under any 

item? 

Then, there had been the discussion as such. Was it in order to discuss the 

internal affairs of a Member State within WHO, a specialized international organization? 

Besides, if the internal affairs of one Member in the Region had to be discussed and 

reviewed, ought not the Committee to do likewise in respect of the other Members? 

Thirdly, he felt bound to say that, although the name of South Africa had been 

used in relation to the discussion, he had been unable to recognize his country from 

the references he had heard. The descriptions simply did not fit the South Africa 
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he knew. With regard to the South Africa which he did know and which was his 

country, South African delegations had stated their attitude clearly on many 

occasions. All he could do was to repeat what had been said before. 

There were distinguished representatives of governments who consistently sought 

to discredit South Africa, and who were-not prepared to view its affairs with any 

measure of justice - let alone any measure of goodwill. It was chiefly due to 

their remarks that he, as the representative of South Africa, was obliged once again 

to deal with certain aspects of his country's domestic life in order to ensure that 

the relevant facts were at least placed on the record. In doing so he would 

endeavour to give only such information as was necessary and would, therefore, deal 

only with the most glaring cases of misrepresentation. 

What were the main charges against South Africa - charges which had been made 

despite every effort on his country's part in the past to demonstrate the false 

assumptions upon which criticisms of its affairs were based? He could, he believed, 

summarize them in one single sentence: it was alleged that the South African people 

of European origin were temporary settlers with no right to a permanent homeland of 

their own in Africa; that they had taken the country which they claimed to be their 

homeland from others and that their Government was therefore a "foreign" government; 

that they sought to maintain their position by coercion and perpetual repression and 

that their policy, which had been described as one of inherent racial hatred and 

superiority, was founded on a denial of the right of self - determination - all of 

which constituted a threat to the peace of the world. 
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That was not so. And he would endeavour to demonstrate the validity of his 

denial. 

South Africa's main problem -- the one which overshadowed the whole of the South 

African scene and which therefore had to be given the highest priority in its 

domestic policies - was the relationship between the South African nation of European 

descent and the Bantu nations living under the sovereignty of the South African • Government. That was the problem which had first of all to be disposed of before 

South Africa could give its entire attention to such residual problems as might still 

be left, affecting other smaller population groups. That did not mean that those 

"residual" problems did not receive attention. On the contrary, they were receiving 

orstant attention but South Africa would be able to deal with them much more 

effectively after it had dealt with the position of the great numbers of Bantu who 

constituted several distinct and separate nations. 

In order to achieve a proper understanding of the whole position, it was 

necessary to recognize the fundamental fact that Africa was not the exclusive preserve • of any one race - whatever the general image abroad might be. Africa had over the 

millenia of recorded history been the home of many widely differing nations. There 

was thus no single African race, just as little as there was a single Asian race, or 

a single American race, and so on. That was a fact of history which had always to 

be borne in mind. 

Reverting to South Africa's main problem, i.e. the position in South Africa of 

the South African nation of European origin and the different Bantu nations, he would 

like to begin by placing that matter also in its correct historical perspective. 
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The European population had established itself on the southern tip of Africa 

more than three centuries ago, without in any way settling on land occupied by 

others. As for the Bantu people, they had been migrating southward down the coast 

of East Africa, and it had been nearly 150 years after the first white settlement 

that those two main groups had met. 

When that happened, border clashes had taken place periodically during the 

first half of the nineteenth century, yet, despite that the Xhosa nation of today, 

for instance, was largely resident in the same areas as it had occupied at the end 

of the eighteenth century when it had first come into contact with the European 

settlement. Similarly, in the north of the country there had been very little 

displacement of other Bantu nations. On the contrary, there had taken place in the 

twentieth century what had always been accepted as a temporary "over -spill" of Bantu 

into areas which had already been settled by Europeans. There was therefore no 

foundation whatsoever for the allegation, so frequently made, that the European had 

deprived the Bantu in South Africa of land which had been traditionally theirs. In 

fact, for many years the South African Government had augmented the traditional Bantu 

homelands, which had been kept intact, by adding to them land which the Government 

had had to purchase from whites. 

It was against that background and in that perspective that South Africa's 

problem and the action being taken with regard to it had to be viewed. 
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The. fact which emerged - one which he could not overstress, as it was 

fundamental in South Africa's position on the African continent - was that the 

South Africans of European origin had been forged into a single and distinctive 

nation. It was no longer a European nation, although it was closely linked with 

Western culture and civilization. It was a nation of Africa, with roots and 

traditions deeply embedded in the soil of that continent. Those roots could not 

be destroyed and the white South Africans claimed for themselves all the inalienable 

rights of an autonomous and separate nation. They further claimed the right to 

live and to survive as a nation with its own distinctive identity - a fundamental 

right which they, as would all other nations which wished to survive, would defend 

by every means at their disposal. 

It was true, of course, that today that nation of European stock had an over -all 

responsibility for promoting the welfare and progress of all those who lived under 

the sovereignty of its Government. That had been the process of history. But it 

was essential that he reiterate what had been stated so often that, in claiming for 

themselves a distinctive destiny of their own, they did not deny to the emerging 

Bantu nations their right to achieve distinctive destinies of their own - each in 

its own homeland with its own culture, heritage, language and concept of nationhood. 

That was fundamental in South Africa's approach to the problem; and the Bantu were 

beginning more and more to accept the fact that the South African Government would 

always endeavour to promote those rights of theirs, not only as moral rights but 

also as rights which were held to be inalienably theirs. 
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In South Africa, natural differences - i.e. the inherent different attributes 

and identities and not the superiority or the inferiority of any one of those 

nations - which existed between the various national communities in the Republic 

had proved, over the period of centuries, that there could be no real and permanent 

solution in the circumstances which had obtained in the past. A permanent solution 

could, therefore, only be found if each one of the nations concerned was afforded 

the opportunity of achieving full nationhood within its own traditional homeland, 

with full political equality and not as a subservient people. 

In that connexion, South Africans of European origin were fortified in the 

pursuit of their aims by the lesson of history that the domination of one nation 

over another could not afford a permanent solution. 

Those facts, as he had stated, had been proclaimed on many previous occasions. 

But in that connexion he might be permitted to quote from statements made by the 

Prime Minister of South Africa in which he had outlined the fundamentals of South 

African policy. As far back as 1960 he had stated as follows: 

The essential condition (to a stable and prosperous country) is that 
racial domination will have to be removed. As long as domination of one 
race by another exists, there will be resistance and unrest. Consequently 
the solution should be sought by means of a policy which is calculated to 
eliminate domination in every form and in every respect. 

In March 1961 he had said: 

We do not only seek and fight for a solution which will mean our survival 
as a white race, but we also seek a solution which will ensure survival and 
full development - politically and economically - to each of the other racial 
groups as well, and we are prepared to pay a high price out of our earnings, 
to ensure their future. The moral problem, just like the political problem, 
is to find a way out of the extremely difficult and complicated situation, 
caused by the fact that no longer is the black man incapable or undesirous 
of participation in the control of his destiny. Nor is there any longer anyone 
prepared to refuse the fulfilment of such ambitions in a form that is fair to all. 
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We want each of our population groups to control and to govern themselves 
as is the case with other nations. Then they can co- operate as in a 
commonwealth - in an economic association with the Republic and with each 
other . . . South Africa will proceed in all honesty and fairness to secure 
peace, prosperity and justice for all by means of political independence 
coupled with economic inter -dependence. 

In another statement, the Prime Minister had said the following: 

I envisage development along the lines similar to that of the 
Commonwealth. In other words, I perceive the development of a Commonwealth 
of South Africa, in which the White State and the Black States can co- operate 
together, without being joined in a federation, and therefore without being 
under a central government, but co- operating as separate and independent 
States. - In such an association no State will lord it over any other. 
They will live rather as good neighbours. 

From what he had said and quoted it would therefore be clear that it had all 

alбng been the South African Government's objective to achieve the political 

independence of the various Bantu nations within their own homelands - and thus 

also to eliminate domination in every form and in every respect, as well as to 

enable the Bantu homelands to develop into separate Bantu States. 

He had quoted the Prime Ministers words on the aim of achieving an 

association based on the pattern of a commonwealth of nations - neither one 

subordinate in any way to the other. That would, South Africa was confident, 

forge a link which would establish permanent contact, as good neighbours, and 

co- operation with regard to the many matters of common concern. In that connexion 

he would again use the Prime Minister's own words: 

. . seeing that we want to develop those areas for them (i.e. the 

Bantu), can you not understand that we shall bring discrimination to an end 
by coming together and consulting at a high level on the basis of equality, 

of equal human dignity through the establishment, for example,, of a 
Commonwealth Conference of our own? 
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That described his Government's policy in so far as the charge of perpetual 

domination was concerned, and the manner in which South Africa was marching towards 

a future which held out hope of survival, of complete political independence, 

and of realistic contacts and co- operation. Therein lay also the essence of 

orderly and planned self -determination - each in -his own homeland. 

In so far as the concept of economic inter -dependence was concerned, it would 

be realized that it was necessary to bear in mind that that concept already found 

full expression in South Africa's present relations. Moreover, as experience in 

other parts of the world had shown so clearly, political independence without an 

economy ensuring a reasonable measure of economic viability often led to great 

hardship as far as the masses were concerned. South African policy took that 

into account and accepted the fact that those Bantu States, as they emerged, would 

still for a long time to come require considerable economic assistance - assistance 

which South Africa was prepared to give. What his Government therefore had in 

mind, as a prototype. , was something along the lines of the economic co- operation 

provided for in the European Common Market. That afforded a pattern in`which 

there could be no question of political domination but in which it was sought to 

strengthen the economy of each partner in a manner which was neither derogatory 

to its sovereignty nor a basis for economic imperialism. 

The charge had often been made that, however realistic and moral South African 

policy might sound when described in the terms which he had employed, the question 

still remained as to whether his country was in earnest in its endeavours to achieve 
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the objectives proclaimed. South Africa had long since realized that, having 

regard to the image that had been created outside the confines of the country - an 

image that he had already sought to depict in summary when dealing with the various 

allegations made it would, in the final analysis,; have to rely on practical 

achievements;. it would have to produce concrete results in order to convince the . 

world of its bona fides as well as of the realism and practicability of, what it 

had set out to achieve. 

Fortunately;it had now advanced so far that its achievements were already 

becoming visible. In 1963, nearly a, million Bantu had gone to the polls to elect., 

their own representatives to the Parliament of the Transkei, a Bantu country that 

was now becoming self -governing. That was the proof of ,South Africa's good faith,., 

of the realism of its policy,' and of the speed at which it had moved. 

While large parts of South Africa were arid, the Transkei was situated in the 

heavier rainfall belt and in one of the most fertile regions of the country; it, . 

was nearly, 17 000 square miles in area, and the people who would exercise their, 

full political rights as citizens of that country, namely the Xhosa nation,.., 

comprising some three million people, constituted almost one -third of South.Africa's 

total Bantu population. The Transkei was the traditional and inalienable homeland 

of the Xhosa nation. It was now a new emergent. State, with its own flag, its own . 

national anthem and its own citizenship. 
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Moreover, the entire civil service for the new Transkei Government was being 

transferred to the Xhosa people, and members of the South African Civil Service 

under secondment to the new service would work under the direction of the Chief 

Minister and the Cabinet of the Transkei. In that connexion, it might interest 

the Committee to know that, as at the time of the transfer of the administration 

of the Transkei, some 80 per cent. of the civil service establishment had been 

occupied by trained Bantu personnel. 

Of particular importance was the fact that the Constitution of the Transkei 

had been drawn up by the leaders of the Xhosa nation themselves and thereafter 

approved by a plenary session of their own Transkei Regional Government, before 

ratification by the Parliament of the Republic of South Africa. That Constitution 

was a blend of Western democratic concepts and the traditional form of government, 

which in essence was also democratic. There was therefore no foundation for the 

charge that it was incompatible with true democracy. Furthermore, those who 

criticized the fact that a measure of authority was being withheld from the Xhosa 

nation by the reservation of certain governmental functions, which the South 

African Government would continue to exercise and administer, ignored the 

evolutionary nature of self -government, where the retention of certain powers by 

the sovereign legislature was normally regarded as a necessary, if temporary, 

transitional arrangement in training any people for the exercise of full and 

complete sovereign independence. 

That evolution of self -government in the Transkei would provide a prototype 

for the development of self -government in other Bantu homelands in South Africa 

but, since the patterns in South Africa were so diverse, the arrangements might 
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not be identical and would have to be adapted to the needs and the aspirations of 

each of the other emerging Bantu nations. Nevertheless, for every Bantu nation, 

the issue of ultimate self -determination, as set out by him, remained a fully 

accepted objective of governmental policy. 

That, as he had said, was real proof of what South Africa was trying to do 

and he would leave it to all delegates of goodwill to judge whether its policy 

was inevitably doomed to failure or whether the Government of his country should 

not be given an opportunity to proceed along those lines which, as was bound to be 

evident, could well be the solution for a unique problem that required a unique 

approach. 

He would like to add that the suggestion that South African policy derived 

from, or was inspired by, racial hatred was one that did not bear a superficial 

examination. The allegation emanated largely from those who were influenced by 

passions that were familiar to them in their own environment but who knew nothing 

about the South African scene. It derived also from the campaign conducted 

against South Africa - in many cases by subversive forces whose activities inside 

South Africa his Government was obliged to combat by appropriate means, as was 

done in all countries. No serious critic with full knowledge of the South African 

situation, however honest his criticisms might be in other respects, could, legit- 

imately subscribe to the thesis that the concept of separate development was 

founded on hatred of the Bantu. On the contrary, every South African concerned 

with policy -making understood only too well that friendship and mutual respect 

provided the only sound basis on which to build a healthy relationship between 

the White and Bantu nations. 
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Equally wrong was the charge that the white South African nation was 

endeavouring to entrench its position because of fear. He would assure the 

Committee that fear was not an element in the motivation of South African policies. 

His Government was confident that the nation would ultimately succeed in the task 

it had set itself. Had it not been for.that absolute confidence, based as it 

was on their own knowledge of their own affairs, his people could not have withstood, 

for so long, the incredible onslaught made upon it both in and outside the United 

Nations. 

South Africa wanted to live in peace and to co- operate with all other 

countries, especially those in Africa. In its relations with those African 

countries, co- operation in all matters of common concern had always been a' 

fundamental aim in South African policy. That that was so, South Africa had 

already demonstrated in a tangible way. The African countries, however, had seen 

fit to deny it the opportunity of continuing the co- operation which had proved so 

fruitful in the past. 

That co- operation had covered a wide range of technical problems, and 

assistance had been rendered on a considerable scale, for example, by the world 

famous Veterinary Laboratory at Onderstepoort, the South African Institute for 

Medical Research, the Bureau of Standards, the Council of Scientific and 

Industrial Research, and many other technical institutes. Millions of vaccines 

had been despatched to various African countries and there had been a regular 

exchange of visits between technical experts. In 1960 -62, South African experts 

had made forty visits to eleven African States and territories and in the same 

period experts from fifteen African States had paid more than sixty visits to 

South Africa. 
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Although much of that technical collaboration had recently been rejected by 

the other African States, it was possible that, as time passed and as they achieved 

a clearer perception of South Africa's true aims, in its own country and in its 

contacts beyond its frontiers, wiser counsel would prevail, and that co- operation 

in all fields of common concern would be resumed. For, South Africa was confident 

that, given the proper opportunity and atmosphere, it would be able to make a 

material contribution to the pursuit of the orderly and peaceful development of • Africa. In the meantime, it continued to be prepared to render such assistance 

as it could in the circumstances prevailing in each case, when it was directly 

approached by the government concerned. 

In conclusion he said that he had not endeavoured to give a full picture of 

every aspect of South Africa's racial policies. Nor had he dealt with the 

considerable improvement in the well -being of the Bantu in South Africa, particularly 

in health. Не had given only such information as could serve to show up the 

hollowness of the charges against South Africa - and that was what he had set out 

to do. 

He sincerely hoped that, if criticism of South Africa's affairs was to 

continue in the Health Assembly, at least such criticism would be expressed with . 

greater moderation arid in less hostile terms. Let South Africa also, at least, 

receive credit for what it had achieved - and achieved under the most difficult 

circumstances, difficult not only because of the complexity of the problem but 

also because of the continuous misrepresentation and uncalled -for condemnation to 

which it had been subjected for so long. 
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South Africa of course regarded any such discussion of its domestic affairs 

as improper - as contrary to the explicit terms of the United Nations Charter and 

tithe essential prerequisites for international harmony and co- operation. If, 

however, honourable delegates allowed themselves to be persuaded because of self - 

interest or for any other reason, to invade South Africa's sovereignty, then 

extravagant language should be eschewed. 

Harsh words affected existing friendships and rendered potential friendships 

more difficult. In the complex and dangerous world of today, it was becoming 

increasingly important that all nations should seek to concentrate on the issues 

which unite, rather than to accentuate the differences which divide. 

South Africa's attitude being such as he had outlined, he would now return 

to the item on the agenda. It was alleged that it was the fault of South Africa 

that meetings of the Regional Committee for Africa could not take place in a 

constitutional and orderly manner, as arranged by the Secretariat. Where, might 

he ask, was the evidence that South Africa had, anywhere, in any way, at any time, 

obstructed the holding of the Regional Committee meetings? South Africa was 

prepared to send representatives to any place that might be indicated and to meet 

with all other delegates in order to find solutions for the real health problems 

existing in the Region. 

What South Africa had to say to the other Member States in the African Region 

was: "Let us, in the face of the grave health problems of our Region, meet 

together in sincerity and as men of goodwill, in order to pool our efforts for 

the common weal of our nations ". 
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Dr CHATTY (Syria) said he had listened with interest and a measure of relief to 

the long -awaited statement by the delegate of the Republic of South Africa. He 

moved that the joint draft resolution should be put to the vote. 

Mr NGANDU (Congo, Leopoldville) said it was clear from the discussion that all 

delegates were agreed on the importance of the problem of South Africa's racial 

policy and on the impossibility of foreseeing the consequences if South Africa's 

policy continued unchanged. When it came to practical measures, however - not for 

attacking South Africa, for no African country harboured hostile feelings towards 

that country, but measures for helping South Africa to abandon its racial policy - 

there seemed to be something equivocal in the attitude of certain delegations, even 

the well- intentioned ones. Of course the problem was not an easy one, but 

delegations which recognized the importance of the problem and were opposed to the 

policy of racialism should at least adopt a constructive attitude in the search for 

ways of helping their white and their coloured brothers in South Africa. The 

African delegations, through the delegate of Senegal, had presented a draft resolution 

and they expected the other delegates to help them to make it into something effective. 

He assured the South African delegate, whose statement he had listened to with 

great interest, that the African delegates felt no hatred for his country. All 

they were asking was for racial equality in South Africa, and that was not an 

excessive demand. The South African delegate had spoken of exaggeration; but 

while it was true that one might sometimes over - emphasize a problem, it could not 

be denied that the countries of the world were unanimous in recognizing that South 

Africa's policy was out of touch with the times. The South African delegate had 
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also said that what went on in a country was its own affair. He might just as well 

say that an outbreak of smallpox or yellow fever was a country's own affair. South 

Africa's attitude was not an internal matter: it was a sickness °which, like epidemic 

diseases, needed outside help to cure it and prevent it spreading. For if such an 

attitude were allowed to persist, it might lead other African governments to adopt 

repressive policies against their white populations. 

There should be no mistake: the African people were proud of their colour and 

had no wish to be incorporated into the white races. If the South African situation 

involved nothing more than the relations between individuals there would be no 

problem, for the non - European Africans were not trying to force the Africans of 

European origin to fraternize and accept them in their homes. What was causing the 

trouble was the South African Government's official policy - the fact of a government 

policy which kept a fraction of the population outside society. 

The South African delegate had also stated that his country did not belong to 

the coloured people because the white and the coloured inhabitants had entered the 

country at the same time. If that was so, it was another argument for living 

together in equality, which was all the Africans wanted. The South African delegate 

had also said that South Africa was a nation, but he had omitted to mention that it 

comprised two million non -Bantu inhabitants and some ten million non -white inhabitants. 

He believed in the good intentions of the delegate of South Africa, and was prepared 

to believe, also, that the Government of South Africa concerned itself with the non- 

white population. But what the African nations wanted, was equality for the two 

segments of the population. Why, in a country where there were more Bantus than 



Europeans, was there not a single coloured member in the South African 

Hе could not help being surprised that the South African delegate 

that, in a world where everyone was striving for equality of race, his 

maintain its policy and allow its European and non -white populations to 

apart. 
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delegation? 

should think 

country could 

develop 

It was time for South Africa to review its position and recognize that its 

policy was no longer suited to the present -day world. 

Dr CHARLES (Trinidad and Tobago) said that he had asked for the South African 

delegate to speak and had heard his statement. 

debate under Rule 61 of the Rules of Procedure. 

He now moved the closure of the 

The CHAIRMAN, in accordance with Rule 61, invited two speakers against the 

motion. 

Dr ROUHANI (Iran) said he earnestly hoped that the statements of the delegates 

of South Africa and the Republic of the Congo (Leopoldville) would encourage the 

Committee to consider the possibility of setting up a working party to find a 

satisfactory solution for the painful matter under discussion. 

would vote in favour of the joint draft resolution. 

The 

Failing that, he 

CHAIRMAN, in the absence of further opposition, invited the Committee to 

vote on the motion to close the debate. 

Decision: The proposal was adopted by 64 votes to 2 with 14 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN said he would put the draft resolution and the amendments to the 

vote. 
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Dr CASTILLO (Venezuela) wished to suggest some drafting changes to the amendment 

he had proposed earlier: To replace the words 'four Organization . . . penalties" 

by "the World Health Organization, and therefore makes such a government liable to 

the penalties ". The paragraph would therefore read: 

Recalling, further, that according to the provisions of Article 7 of 

the Constitution, the Health Assembly may, in certain exceptional circumstances 
and on such conditions as it thinks proper, suspend the voting privileges and 
services to which a Member is entitled. 

Dr BA (Senegal), on behalf of the joint sponsors of the draft resolution, 

indicated his acceptance of the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed to invite the Committee to vote on each of the three 

amendments proposed by the delegation of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 

Northern Ireland and then on the joint draft resolution incorporating the revised 

amendment proposed by the delegation of Venezuela. 

Dr BA (Senegal) said it was the practice in similar debates to endeavour to 

take account of all the differing points of view expressed and produce a text which 

satisfied everyone. However the amendments proposed by the delegation of the 

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland could be considered as drastic 

surgery without rehabilitation. The proposal to delete the last preambular 

paragraph might have been discussed; the facts set out in the preamble were 

indisputable, but it might have been possible to modify and polish the drafting. 

As the debate was closed, however, he would be obliged to oppose the amendment. 

Nor was the second proposed amendment, deleting operative paragraph 1, acceptable. 
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As for thé third proposed amendment, which concerned operative paragràph°-'2;'certain 

delegates had expressed the fear that amendment of the Constitution might make 

possible the arbitrary exclusion of a Member State. For that reason the draft 

resolution stated clearly the conditions under which the Assembly could impose 

sanctions on a Member. The amendment proposed to paragraph 2 would','iii the 

opinion of the African delegations, permit such arbitrary exclusion, and they 

therefore could not accept it. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the closure of the debate precluded any 

discussion on the substance of the problem. 

He invited the Committee to vote on the first amendment proposed by the 

delegation of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland (deletion of 

the last preambular paragraph). 

Decision: The amendment was rejected by 59 votes to 17 with 8 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to vote on the second amendment proposed 

by the delegation of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland 

(deletion of operative paragraph 1). 

Decision: The amendment was rejected by 62 votes to 21 with 1 abstention. 

The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to.vote on the third amendment proposed by 

the delegation of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland 

(replacement of "any Member" by "a Member" in operative paragraph 2 and deletion of 

the rest of the sentence). 
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Decision: The amendment was rejected by 62 votes to 19 with 4 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to vote on the joint draft resolution as 

amended by the revised amendment of the delegate of Venezuela. 

Decision: The amended draft resolution was approved by 63 votes to 22 with 
1 abstention. 

Mr de CONINCK (Belgium) explained that he had voted against the draft 

resolution for the following reasons. 

His instructions had been to give favourable consideration to any proposal 

which might produce an effective solution within the provisions of the Constitution 

to the problem of apartheid. Since, however, the proposal of the delegate of 

Ireland to postpone the discussion for twenty -four hours had not been adopted, it 

had not been possible for his own delegation to examine thoroughly the implications 

and the legal validity of the draft resolution presented to the Committee. 

His delegation also greatly regretted that the proposal of the Australian 

delegation for a working party had not been adopted. Discussion in a working 

party might have enabled delegations to see more clearly what was involved and to 

judge whether or not the provisions of Article 7 of the Constitution were applicable 

to the problem under discussion. 

In his opinion the cases mentioned in Rule 70 of the Rules of Procedure were 

given as examples only; if that were not so, Rule 71 would mean less and serve no 

purpose. The rejection of the proposal of the delegate of Canada for a vote by 

two- thirds majority meant that the problem before the Committee was not considered 

as one of major importance under Article 7 of the Constitution. That 
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contradiction was not calculated to dispel his delegation's doubts about the legal 

justification for applying Article 7. 

For these reasons of procedure the Belgian delegation had voted against the 

resolution. 

Miss LUNSINGH MEIJER (Netherlands) stated that although in discussions in the 

United Nations and the specialized agencies the Netherlands had consistently 

condemned racial discrimination, her delegation had voted against the draft 

resolution because it believed that measures for suspending or excluding a Member 

State should not be adopted without prior action by the United Nations. 

Mr COSТOPOULOS (Greece) explained his country's abstention from voting. 

Greece was opposed to all forms of racial discrimination. Although the draft 

resolution conformed with the spirit of the Declaration of Human Rights and with 

his delegation's own views, the subject under discussion had political implications 

which were beyond the scope of the World Health Assembly and were in fact under 

. discussion by the competent United Nations bodies. He hoped that the Government 

of South Africa would give the most serious consideration to the question of 

modifying its policy of racial discrimination. 

Dr AMMUNDSEN (Denmark) said that in the United Nations and the specialized 

agencies Denmark had always strongly opposed South Africa's policy of apartheid. 

Nevertheless, she had voted against the draft resolution because to deprive a 

Member of voting or other rights would be contrary to the principle of universality 

in WHO. 
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Mr BAUER (Canada), explaining his vote against the resolution, said that he 

had hoped till the last that it would be possible by means of an informal working 

group to obtain a text acceptable to all delegates. He still thought that it 

would have been possible, but the Committee had decided otherwise. He was unable 

to support operative paragraph 2. His objection to the operative paragraph 1 was 

in no way connected with South Africa: he would have opposed the application of 

Article 7 of the Constitution to any Member in similar circumstances. His 

opposition arose out of a devotion to the Organization and the belief that the 

application of Article 7 embodied the seeds 0f future discord - which he hoped 

would never bear fruit. 

Dr OJALA (Finland) said that apartheid was incompatible with his country's 

policies and laws, and he shared the feelings of the sponsors of the resolution. 

He had not, however, supported the resolution because 'he did not see how the 

measures it proposed could help in solving the apartheid problem. They would 

neither help the South African population nor further the aims of the Organization. 

Finland would abide by its policy of support for the principle of universality in 

the United Nations and the specialized agencies. 

Dr ALAN (Turkey) said that it was the first time in WHO that a resolution 

embodying sanctions had been adopted. His delegation had voted against the 

resolution, first because it believed that problems could not be solved by punish- 

ment, sanctions or isolation; and secondly because it considered that political 

issues should in the first place be decided upon by the United Nations. 



A17/ L/Мјn/9 
page 27 

Dr HEIDE (Norway) wished to be associated with the explanations given by the 

delegate of Denmark. Hе emphasized his country's opposition to apartheid. 

Dr SUBANDBIO (Indonesia) said that after hearing all the reasons for votes 

against the resolution, the Committee might like to hear why she had voted for it. 

She had voted in favour of the resolution because it was essential to find a 

solution for the situation which had disrupted WHO's work in the African Region, 

so the work could be resumed. 

Since first attending a World Health Assembly she had often pondered on the 

distribution of Members among the regions, which embodied certain anomalies. At 

the present meeting, it had struck her that most of the countries which had voted 

against the resolution belonged to the European Region., 

The CHAIRMAN invited the delegate of Indonesia to limit her remarks to an 

explanation of her vote. 

Dr SUBANDRIO (Indonesia) explained that she had merely wished to suggest that • if the presence of a South African representative at meetings of the Regional 

Committee for Africa gave offence, South Africa should ask to be transferred to the 

European Region. She had ыnderttood from the Director -General at the thirty- third 

session of the Éxecutive Board that such a move would be possible. 

The DIRECTOR- GENERAL wished to make it clear that any country wishing to change 

regions would have to submit a request in writing to the World Health Assembly. 
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2. DRAFT FIFTH REPORT OF THE coNд�1ITTEE (Document A17/AFL/21) 

Mr SAITO (Japan), Rapporteur, read out the draft fifth report of the Committee, 

which contained the resolution just approved on meetings of the Regional Committee 

for Africa. 

Decision: In the absence of comment, the draft fifth report of the 

Committee (document A17 /AFL /21.) was adopted. 

3. CLOSцRE OF THE sESSION 

The CHAIRMAN, on behalf of the Vice- Chairman, the Rapporteur and himself, 

thanked the Committee for their kindness and co- operation which had helped to 

maintain the Committee's traditional working ways. He also thanked the Vice - Chairman 

and the Rapporteur for their help. On behalf of all present he warmly thanked the 

Director - General, the Secretary of the Committee and all members of the Secretariat, 

who had contributed so greatly to the Committees work. 

Mr MacкITTERICK (United. States of America), Dr CASTILLO (Venezuela), 

Mr de CONINCK (Belgium), Dr KEITA (Guinea), Dr LISICYN (Union of Soviet Socialist 

Republics), Dr CHADHA (India), Mr BRAJOBIC (Yugoslavia) and Dr SHUKRI (United Arab 

Republic) joined in the tributes to the Chairman and added their own expressions of 

appreciation to the Secretariat. 

The meeting rose at 12.30 p.m. 


