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DRAFT FIFTH REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE (Document A18/AFL/28) 

Mr de CONINCK (Belgium), Rapporteur, read out the draft fifth report of the 

Committee (document А1В /AFL /28). 

Decision: The draft report was adopted. 

2. PROPOSED AмENDMЕNТS TO ARTICLE 7 OF THE CONSTITUTION 
Item 3.8 of the Agenda (Document A18 /AFL /7 and A18/AFL /Conf.Doc. No.11 Rev.1) 
(continued) 

The CHAIRMAN recalled that the Committee had before it for its consideration 

three proposals: those submitted by the Government of the Ivory Coast (document 

A18/АFL /7, Annex, page 6); by the Governments of the Netherlands and of the United 

Kingdom (document A18/AFL/7, Annex, page 11) in the amendment of Article 7 of the 

Constitution, and the resolution proposed by the delegation of Norway (A18/AFL/Conf. 

Doc. No.11 Rev.1). 

Mr SIEGEL, Assistant Director- General, Secretary, recalled that the delegate of 

France had, at the previous meeting, raised a query as to whether the English trans- 

lation of paragraph (b) of the text proposed by the Government of the Ivory Coast, 

by its inclusion of the word "and" preceding the words "deliberately practises a 

policy of racial discrimination . . . ", accurately reflected the meaning of the French 

wording. The text in the two languages read: 

(b) Lorsqu'un Etat Membre ne tient pas compte des principes humanitaires 

et des objectifs énoncés dans la Constitution, applique délibérément une politique 
de discrimination raciale. 

(b) If a Member ignores the humanitarian principles and the objectives 
laid down in the Constitution, and deliberately practises a policy of racial 
discrimination. 
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The Secretariat had looked into the matter, and was of the opinion that the English 

text was a correct translation. 

Dr B!1 (Senegal) expressed the view that the English text, implying that a 

Member which deliberately practised a policy of racial discrimination ignored the 

humanitarian principles and the objectives laid down in the Constitution, satisfactorily • conveyed the intention of the original French drafting, and could therefore be 
maintained. 

• Dr AYE (Ivory Coast) confirmed the opinion expressed by the previoússpeд.ker. 

Dr AFRIDI (Pakistan) did not conisder the English text as it stood to be 

altogether clear. It appeared to him that to use such wording as "If a Member . 

ignores the humanitarian principles and the objectives laid down in the Constitution 

in that it officially practises a policy of racial discrimination . . ." rendered the 

meaning of the French text more closely. It was necessary to clarify the English 

text, as it might be possible at present to introduce a legal interpretation to the 

effect that the word "and" separated the two clauses. 

Dr AUJOULAT (France) said that, while he did not wish to press the point, it 

would, in view of the importance of the proposed amendment, be preferable not to 

leave open any possibility for diverging interpretations of the provision. He 

suggested that to substitute the words "en appliquant" for "applique" might meet the 

position. 
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Dr KEITA (Guinea) believed the text proposed by the Government of the Ivory 

Coast was altogether clear as at present drafted, and that the suggestion made by 

the delegate of France would somewhat alter the meaning of the original proposal. 

The SECRETARY stressed the fact that his remarks were made solely with the 

purpose of assisting to clarify the position, since he was sure that there would 

be general agreement that a provision of the Constitution should be as compatible 

as possible in all languages. As in the present instance the original text had 

been drafted in French, he suggested that to use the words "by deliberately 

practising" would bring the English version into line with the suggestion made. 

Mr ROFFEY (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) considered 

that the suggestion made by the delegate of France and the wording proposed by the 

Secretary made the meaning clearer. 

Dr ALAN (Turkey) wondered whether a possible solution might be to draft the 

paragraph as follows: "Lorsqu'un Etat Membre ne tenant pas compte . . . applique 

délibérément . . . ". 

Dr AYE (Ivory Coast) said that he was unable to accept any amendment to the text 

submitted by his Government. The purpose of his Government's proposal was to apply 

sanctions to apartheid: any State which deliberately practised that policy undoubtedly 

ignored the humanitarian principles and objectives laid down in the Constitution. 
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Dr EA (Senegal) thought that there was a general understanding of the fact that 

the proposed text intended to condemn apartheid. The meaning of the French text as 

it stood was, in his own view, perfectly clear; the English translation should 

therefore be simply brought into line with the French original. 

Dr AUJOULAT (France) emphasized the fact that his suggestion had been made 

solely in order to clarify the present text and had not been in any way intended to 

change its meaning, however slightly. The suggestion he had made to use the words 

"en appliquant délibérément" reflected the purpose of the provision more clearly in 

French. 

Dr KEITH (Guinea) regretted the fact that the debate was being unduly protracted 

on a question of mere form. He reiterated the view that the intention and wording of 

the provision were sufficiently clear as the text stood and that the delegations of 

the African countries wished to maintain it in the original presentation. 

Dr AYE (Ivory Coast) felt it necessary to state explicitly the interpretation • which his Government gave to the provision under discussion._ 
The Government of the Ivory Coast intended that sub - paragraph (b) should provide 

for sanctions against any Member States which officially practised racial discrimination; 

any State which did so was undoubtedly ignoring the humanitarian principles. of WHO. 

South Africa was an instance of a State which deliberately practised racial discrimina- 

tion as an official policy. 

Dr В$ (Senegal) added that the proposal at present before the Committee had been 

couched in general terms in order to make it clear that such a legal provision was 

intended to sanction any State which might practise racial discrimination as an official 
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policy at any future time and was not restricted solely to the present case of South 

Africa; that should meet the criticisms levelled in the course of past Health 

Assemblies that the measure was aimed solely at South Africa. 

Dr AUJOULAT (France) said that, in view of the clear interpretation given by the 

delegate of the Ivory Coast of his proposal, he would himself withdraw the drafting 

suggestion he had made. 

The CHAIRMAN invited general comment on the substance of the proposals submitted 

to the Committee for its consideration. 

Mr GODFREY (Jamaica) said that his delegation had studied the proposals 

submitted and had listened with keen interest to the discussion thereon. It was 

apparent that, while there was general agreement that a policy of racial discrimination 

was abhorrent, there existed a divergence of opinion as to what sanctions, if any, 

should be applicable. 

His delegation shared the view expressed by the delegate of Nigeria that it was 

the duty of the Health Assembly to take effective action so that a Member State which 

practised racial discrimination as a deliberate policy should be deprived of enjoying 

its rights and privileges in WHO. His Government would therefore support the 

amendment submitted by the Government of the Ivory Coast. If it had had any doubts 

as to whether such action would be in the best interests of the victims of racial 

discrimination, those doubts had been dispelled. 

Mr THORP (New Zealand) said that, while New Zealand fully concurred that the 

policy followed by the Republic. of South Africa was repugnant, it continued to hold 

the widely shared view that the United Nations was the proper body to take action in 
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that sphere. He recalled that the member of the Executive Board designated by New 

Zealand had been a co- sponsor of the amendment at present being proposed by the 

Governments of the Netherlands and of the United Kingdom and he would support that 

proposal at the present juncture. 

He was unable to give his support to the proposal made by the Government of the 

Ivory Coast. However, any doubts that his delegation might have as to whether action 

of that type was timely should in no way be taken to mean that its condemnation of 

apartheid was any the less sincere. 

Dr KEITH (Guinea) expressed regret that it was proving necessary yet again to 

reopen the painful chapter at present under consideration. Hitherto, the Committee 

proceeded business that some 

which would enjoy general agreement should be found as soon as possible to the question 

of the amendment of Article 7 of the Constitution in the interests of the Organization 

and, more particularly, of the Regional Committee for Africa. 

He would appeal to all members to show a spirit of understanding and to examine 

the case on the basis of a real appreciation of the motives guiding those countries 

seeking to introduce an amendment to the Constitution which would constitute a 

guarantee for the future. He stressed the fact that that amendment would be 

applicable to any government, white or non -white, which ever practised a policy of 

racial discrimination. The amendment was related entirely to a point of ideology and 

was in keeping with the noble aim of WHO to attain health for all. He hoped that the 

debate on the amendment submitted would take place with that ideal in view. 
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He recalled the developments which had led to the adoption by the World Health 

Assembly of resolutions WНА16.kз and WHА17.50 following the refusal of the Government 

of the Republic of South Africa to abandon its policy of apartheid. The Eighteenth 

World Health Assembly was once again endeavouring to reach some solution of the 

problem since it had not been possible to convince all its Member States of the need 

to do so at past Health Assemblies. 

Various views had been expressed against WHO taking any decisive action: it 

had been stated that the matter was essentially political and therefore for the United 

Nations to act upon, that WHO should follow the action taken by other specialized 

agencies, that VIО could exert a favourable influence on the health of the non -white 

populations in South Africa if that country remained a Member and that the proposed 

measures did not fall within the purview which those responsible for drafting the 

Constitution had originally intended to give Article 7. All those arguments could 

be refuted. 

There could be no doubt that politics were in fact discussed in connexion with 

certain items on the agenda of the World Health Assembly, albeit in a veiled and 

indirect form. It was moreover impossible entirely to separate the technical from 

the political aspect of a given situation. Surely it was the duty of the Health 

Assembly to help fight an evil which undoubtedly constituted quite as much of a threat 

to health as did disease. As for the adoption of a uniform attitude by the 

specialized agencies, he emphasized that the obligation of the various specialized 

agencies to follow the United Nations lead on certain points differed between them; 
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WHO was one of those agencies whose Constitution did not specify that it was obliged 

to follow a - decision taken by the-United Nations. In any case, there was no reason 

why WHO should not be among the first of the specialized agencies to take decisive 

action with regard to South Africa and thereby break the vicious circle which was 

being formed. 

It was after all essential not to complicate the legal position in such a way 

that only desperate solutions remained. He referred to the atrocities committed in 

the name of apartheid. Indeed, a visit to South Africa would suffice to provide 

proof, it that were needed, of the effect on the health of the people. Every effort 

should be made to find ways of combating such mental and physical cruelty. Possibly, 

if it were isolated from the rest of the world the Republic of South Africa might 

come to change its abhorred policy. Otherwise there was the risk that apartheid might 

one day lead to the horrors of nuclear war, which were infinitely more terrible than 

the bacteriological warfare which had been discussed by the Preparatory Conference in 

1946 when drafting the Constitution. Even those countries with traditional links 

of friendship with South Africa must be losing patience with that country's refusal to 

heed the appeals made to it. South Africa had consistently ignored all demands made 

by the United Nations for a change in policy and the existence of the right of veto in 

the United Nations resulted in a situation whereby South Africa seemed to enjoy virtual 

impunity. WHO, therefore, should act to rid itself of that scourge with its nefarious 

repercussions on the health of the populations. 
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With regard to the proposal made by the Ilorwegian delegation for provision for 

voluntary withdrawal by a Mémber State,. he recalled the discussions in the. 1946 

Preparatory Conference which had led to the decision that WHO should not include a 

provision of that type. IIe did not think action on that point was necessary for the 

time being; WHO could insert such a clause if and when it decided it were necessary. 

He emphasized the fait that the only action at present - being called for was an 

amendment to the Constitution. If the Republic of South Africa were then to proceed 

in its present policy a request would be made first of all purely .for suspension of 

its rights and privileges. 

• - 

He w'ahed to make it entirely clear that the amendment supported by the African 

delegations was intended to combat racial discrimination when it was an official 

policy. -The measures provided for would -on no account be applicable to countries 

where segregation did in fact exist but where it did not constitute the official 

government view and where, indeed, efforts wore being made to eradicate it. 

It seemed to him that, on the•bг.sis of those e planations, the World Health 

Assembly should be able to give its`wholehearted support to the amendment submitted 

by the delegation of the Ivory Coast, v4hich wozld g •sо far. towards achieving an 

improvement in the health of the people of the world and would thus both serve the 

interests of. the Organization and l�sse : the risk of the explosive situation in South 

Africa deteriorating into a world -wide conflict. 
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Professor SIGURJONSSON (Iceland), commenting on the purely technical aspects of 

the amendments submitted for the consideration of the Committees first of all 

expressed support for the view that it was illogical for provisions for suspension or 

expulsion of Members not to be accompanied by provisions for voluntary withdrawal. 

On that basis, his delegation was unable to give its support either to the proposal 

submitted by the Government of the Ivory Coast ur to that submitted by the Governments 

of the Netherlands and of the United Kingdom. 

He was of the opinion that it would be necessary to provide that any decision 

for the suspension or expulsion of a Member State should require a two- thirds majority 

in order to prevent the misuse of such a measure. That requirement was specified in 

the joint proposal submitted by the Governments of the Netherlands and of the United 

Kingdom although it had been omitted from the proposal submitted by the Government of 

the Ivory Coast. He could not agree with the somewhat subordinate position to the 

United Nations in which the joint proposal submitted by the Netherlands and the United 

Kingdom placed WHO. That proposal, which established a distinction between membership 

of WHO and of the United Nations, did moreover introduce a measure of discrimination. 

The fact that he was unable to vote in favour either of the proposal submitted by 

the Ivory Coast or of that submitted by the Netherlands 'aid the' United Kingdom should 

in no way be taken as expressing any lack of sympathy with the purposes of those 

delegations seeking to combat apartheid, an aim which he fully shard. 
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Dr AL -WAHBI (Iraq) said that, while he was reluctant to extend the debate 

further, he would be failing in his duties if he did not express his Government's 

views in the matter. 

On the substance of the question, there could be no doubt that the policy of 

apartheid was deplored by all. His Government had made a thorough study of the 

amendments to Article 7 which had been proposed, but had not been able to consider 

the proposal made the previous day by the delegation of Norway. 

He concurred with the view that political issues had no place in WHO. The 

present problem could, however, undoubtedly be considered in its technical aspects. 

The implications of the practice of apartheid on the health of the people of South 

Africa were all too apparent, particularly after the statements made by the delegates 

of Zambia, USSR and Guinea. 

The proposal submitted by the Governments of the Netherlands and of the United 

Kingdom made WHO action subordinate to any action taken by the United Nations. He 

felt most strongly that WHO was autonomous within the framework of its Constitution. 

All would support the principle of universality, which was indeed the very cornerstone 

of the Organization, but it was essential that such universality should be achieved 

with justice. The World Health Assembly was, of course, not eager to expel any of 

its Members; in fact, universality had not yet been achieved and there were still 

outside the Organization some countries, whose presence would be welcomed by many. 

He was unable to agree with the delegate of Norway that resolution WHА17.50 constituted 
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sufficient action. Speaking as a member of an organization made up of technical and 

medical people, he would say that if a healthy body were endangered by a festering 

limb, there was no alternative other than to amputate that limb in order to save the . 

body as a whole. 

His delegation would support the action proposed by the Government of the Ivory 

Coast as being absolutely necessary in order to show clearly where WHO stood with 

regard to apartheid. 

Mr ROSE (Trinidad and Tobago) considered that the issue before the Committee 

was of such great importance as to warrant exceedingly careful consideration. 

Giving first of all his Government's view on the proposal submitted by the 

Netherlands and the United Kingdom, he noted that that amendment was based essentially 

on the opinion expressed by the Secretary- General of the United Nations to the 

Director -General of WHO and that it made action by WHO contingent on any previous 

action in that respect by the United Nations. There were, however, a number of 

weaknesses apparent in that proposal. He recalled that WHO prided itself on its 

principle of universality, such universality being of essentially practical as well 

as ideological interest in the fight against disease which knew no frontiers. 

However, membership of WHO was not entirely identical with that of the United Nations 

and the joint proposal of the Netherlands and of the United Kingdom would create a 

distinction between two categories of Members of the Organization according to whether 

or not they were also Members of the United Nations; that had clearly not been the 

intention of the sponsors of that proposal. Its Constitution made WHO autonomous and 
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it was therefore not desirable for WHO action to be made subordinate to action taken 

by the United Nations. Furthermore, he called attention to the fact that sub -paragraph 

(c) of the proposal of the Netherlands and of the United Kingdom specified the 

authority of the Health Assembly to restore any rights, privileges and services sus- 

pended pursuant to the Article but that it did not cover the case of reversing expulsion. 

His delegation consequently considered that proposal inadequate and would urge those 

delegations to withdraw it. 

Commenting on the proposal submitted by the Government of the Ivory Coast, he 

said that the words on which the present difference of opinion undoubtedly hinged were 

"and deliberately practises a policy of racial discrimination" since some might consider 

that that clause introduced an element of politics into the Constitution of a specialized 

agency concerned solely with health. He, however, disputed that view since it had 

been established beyond question that the health of the people who were victims of such 

racial discrimination had undoubtedly been affected. In support of that he quoted 

figures published by the Government of the Republic of South Africa in 1957 giving 

mortality rates as between the white and non -white populations. The mortality per 

thousand white population had been 8.5 as compared with 25.2 for non -white; the infant 

mortality rate per thousand of white population had been 29.1 as compared with 19�F.3 

non -white; and the tuberculosis mortality rate 6.1 per one hundred thousand white 

population as compared with 93.3 per one hundred thousand non -white. That disparity 

could not be attributed to mere chance or to distribution of population as between 
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rural and urban areas. It was the direct result of the policy of discrimination and 

the way in which finances and responsibilities had been attributed as between local 

authorities; that had been borne out by a statement made by Dr Gale, the then 

Secretary for Health and Chief Health Officer for the Union of South Africa in the 

Handbook on Race Relations in South Africa (1949) in which he had stated that the 

principle of a self -balancing Native Revenue Account, adopted by the vast majority of 

local authorities, meant in practice that no more could be spent on the sanitary and 

health services of locations than could be raised from the residents thereof. Indeed, 

as well as the serious effects on the health of the non -white population, there was 

evidence that the health of the white population practising racial discrimination also 

suffered in its mental aspects. He quoted from a booklet published by UNESCO, in the 

series The Race Question in Modern Science, by Marie Jahoda on Race Relations and Mental 

Health in which she had arrived at the conclusion that prejudice in the individual was 

a sign of impaired positive mental health. 

Having thus examined both proposals fully, his Government supported the amendment 

proposed by the Government of the Ivory Coast. That text was in keeping with the 

principles of the Constitution of WHO. He had deliberately avoided mentioning such 

elements as housing and legislative repression and had confined himself purely to 

justification of such action on health grounds. 
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Dr DHIB (India) said he had listened carefully to the statements in support of 

the amendment proposed by the Government of the Ivory Coast to Article 7 of the 

Constitution.. ..Any attempt to comment further would result only in repetition. H 

would therefore be brief. The Indian delegation had done its utmost in supporting 

measures to ensure the abandonment of the policy of apartheid and the hearing of better 

counsel In.the., absence _of any improvement - a situation which his delegation noted 

with regret - he fully supported the amendment proposed by the Ivory Coast. 

Mr ABRAR (Somalia) said he had been particularly impressed by the arguments 

presented by the delegates of Trinidad and Tobago, Guinea and Iraq. His Government 

had always condemned apartheid. He had noted the feelings expressed, and would like 

tó see- coricre-te -action taken. The issue was riot` -а purely- political:.- one but:. 

definitely caгтю within the scope of WHO, and disciplinary decisions should be made_in 

the World Health Assembly, not merely referred to the United Nations. His delegation 

supported the Ivory Coast proposal, and he'hoped that those speaking'against' apartheid 

would do the same as proof of their real condemnation of it. 

Mr НAVLASEK :(Austria) confirmed the well -known attitude of the Austrian 

Government to racial discrimination; in the political organs of the United Nations 

his country's delegations had always condemned it as a violation of human dignity and 

humanitarian principles. 

With regard to the question of expulsion or exclusion of a Member of WHO on such 

grounds, his delegation wished to avoid any decision that would weaken or lead to a 

divergence of international relations. He therefore associated himself with those 

who had expressed their support for the United Kingdom and Netherlands proposal. 
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Mr STAMBOLTFV (Bulgaria) re- stated his Government`s opposition to the policy of 

apartheid practised against the indigenous population of South Africa, where thirteen 

million people were being subjected to systematic extermination by the white South 

African settlers. The cruel practices had there been raised to the level of state 

policy, in violation of the humanitarian principles of WHO. His delegation supported 

the amendment proposed by the Government of the Ivory Coast and would vote in favour 

of it. 

Mr TAKASHIмА (Japan) said that it was a matter of regret that although the 

Members of the Organization were united against racial discrimination, they could not 

agree on the measures to be taken to suspend or exclude those practising it. The 

problem being a legal one should surely be dealt with in the light of the legal merits 

of the different proposed amendments to the Constitution. The Japanese delegation 

had concentrated on the legal aspects of the proposals and, as the amendment proposed 

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

Netherlands was, in its opinion, legally the better one, that was the one it would 

support. 

Mr IGBRUDE (Nigeria) felt that much had been said already that tended to demolish 

the proposal submitted by the Governments of the Netherlands and the United Kingdom 

of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. The delegates of Norway, Indonesi& and the 

USSR had spoken against it, although the delegate of Norway had not, in his opinion, 

proposed a practical solution in his draft resolution (Al8 /AFL/Conf.Doc. No. 11 Rev.1). 

The United Kingdom and Netherlands delegations merely wished to postpone the evil day 
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of reckoning for those practising racial discrimination. By doing so they were 

challenging the authority of WHO and making a subtle attempt to go back on resolution 

WHA17.50, as their proposal would leave the Health Assembly in a position where it 

could only condemn and do nothing to cure the "disease ". Those countries having 

economic ties with South Africa were trying to prevent their exclusion from 

international relations; in so doing they were asking the other Members to abandon 

the little responsibility which was exclusive to WHO, since the wide repercussions on 

health of apartheid did not come within the competence of the United Nations' political 

bodies. He reminded delegates of the situation in South Africa where, even if a 

non -white were dying of some disease, no white doctor might come to his aid, and where 

the white population enjoyed a high standard of living and of health services, while 

non -whites were living in slums - a situation in flagrant contradiction to the 

principles of HO. 

Having read the definition of health and the principles esteemed to be basic for 

all peoples contained in the preamble to the Constitution of WHO (Basic Documents, 

fifteenth edition, page 1), he asserted that there was without doubt a "common danger" 

in the situation he had described. The answer to questions whether the whole 

population of South Africa enjoyed the "highest attainable standard of health" for 

that country, and whether those who deprived a part of the population of such standards 

of health deserved sympathy, must of course be negative. 

The amendments to Article 7 of the Constitution proposed by the Governments of 

the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the Netherlands suggested 

that once a state had created a certain situation and had, by cunning, evaded the 
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censure of the United Nations, it did not matter whether it defied WHO principles. 

That proposal attempted to tie the hands of Members; it was obvious that it could 

only lead the Health Assembly into inaction and complicity. 

The only proposal that could give effect to the Organization's noble ideals was 

that made by the Government of the Ivory Coast, which the Nigerian delegation 

supported without reservation. He urged all other delegations having sympathy for 

the downtrodden non -white population of South Africa to do the same. 

v 
Dr СНОСНОLOUSEK (Czechoslovakia) said that the Government and people of 

Czechoslovakia had always condemned all forms of racial discrimination including 

apartheid. His delegation therefore wholeheartedly supported the proposal of the 

Government of the Ivory Coast. He had intended to express the hope that the words 

"deliberately practises a policy of racial discrimination" in paragraph (b) of .that 

proposed amendment would be understood as a decisive condemnation of apartheid and 

racial discrimination as an official policy; but his delegation was satisfied with 

the further explanation of the delegate of the Ivory Coast. 

Mr WILLOT (Belgium) said that his delegation would support the amendments 

proposed by the Governments of the United Kingdom and of the Netherlands. He was 

anxious that that decision should not be misinterpreted, parti^,ularly by those who 

found it necessary to adopt a different course. That the policy of apartheid was 

in complete opposition to the ideals of the people and Government of Belgium had been 

repeatedly made- clear, by spokesmen both of the Government and of public opinion. 

It was out of the question for Belgium to support in any way a government deliberately 

practising an official policy of racial discrimination. 
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But ilgium was also intent on safeguarding and promoting the future success 

of international organizations which meant at the present time, the future of the 

United Natii family, wherein lay the greatest promise for world peace and progress. 

That future would be threatened if the different agéncies were to adopt divergent 

policies on mattert as important as the one under consideration.. Clearly, the 

concern that had been expressed by the Secretary- General of the United Nations was 

shared by others, and could nót be dismissed as a legal quibble. On a question 

involving the basic principle of racial equality the initiative should lie with the 

United Nations, and WHO merely follow the decision taken by that body. 

It was equally. dangerous for the expulsion or suspension of a Member State 

to depend on a simple majority vote in the Health Assembly. The importance of 

the, question had rightly been emphasized, yet it was difficult to understand why 

action to remedy such an important situation should be decided by the simple majority 

vote, considered adequate under Article 60 of the Constitution, for unimportant 

questions. 

The Belgian Government was also chary of broad imprecise texts, which while 

satisfying legitimate indignation, in the present, might give rise to great trouble 

in the future. It had taken thousands of years for men to learn that one of the 

essentials of civilized life was to protect the rights of the defence by defining 

the crime so clearly that no misinterpretation was possible. In voting for the 

amendment proposed by the Governments of the United Kingdom and Netherlands, the 

Belgian delegation was both confirming its condemnation of apartheid and seeking 

to protect the future of the United Nations, and'therefore of WI-Ю. 
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Dr SCHANDORF (Ghana) said that the more argument there was on the present 

issue, the further the delegates would stray from their target. He even`doubtгd 

that the World Health Assembly had acted rightly in submitting the matter to the 

Executive Board, which, by declaring itself incompetent to act on that mandate, 

had re- opened the whole debate without a method of action having been determined. 

Objections to action against racial discrimination by WHO revolved around the 

claim that the question was a political one and therefore within the competence 

of the United Nations alone. History was repeating itself in the re- iteration 

of arguments similar to those put forward in previous assemblies; The same 

delegates that had been heard going to great pains to explain their abhorrence 

of racial discrimination subsequently stated that they were not prepared to 

support a proposal to take action against it; they arrogantly and deliberately 

insisted on preserving the status quo in which their non -white brothers and sisters 

in territory where apartheid was practised were deprived of their rights and 

privileges, because, they said, expulsion of a Member of WHO was not the right • solution to the problem. He asked what then was a just solution. It was claimed 

that the "exceptional circumstances" mentioned in Article 7 of the Constitution 

referred to germ warfare. To the delegation of Ghana that was tantamount to 

saying that murder by any other means, including apartheid, was not objectionable. - 

"murder" being the right word to describe a situation revealed by the figures 

that had been quoted by the delegate of. Trinidad and Tobago. 
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Some mention should have been made of how ineffectual policies adopted to 

combat apartheid had so far been. As long as there were Members on friendly 

terms with them, the white rulers of South Africa would be emboldened to continue 

their inhuman practices. According to the alternative proposal submitted by the 

Governments of the United Kingdom and the Netherlands, Members might be expelled 

or suspended only after prior action by the United Nations. How could that be 

applied to the Members of WHO that were not Members of the United Nations if they 

failed to follow its principles? 

Also, the Health Assembly was responsible for disciplining the. Members that . 

violated the Organizations rules. He urged that there should be no further 

delay in the debate of the question. The African delegations had won the fight 

over resolution WHА17.50 in the previous World Health Assembly,because their 

cause was right. The next problem was to approve the necessary sanctions, and 

the Ivory Coast proposal was a move in the right. direction once again. So far 

the voices of their friends in the North and South had not been heard, but he 

knew they would give their support as they had done the year before. The other 

proposal must be rejected as a move in the wrong direction. 

Dr PEREDA- CHAVEZ (Cuba) supported the Ivory Coast proposal. Cuba 

energetically condemned any-attitüde or conduct that constituted a demonstration 

of the policy of racial discrimination, whether official or unofficial. His 

delegation saw that there were clearly political repercussions, but these did not 

reduce the gravity of repercussions on the health and welfare of populations. 
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Any doubt on this question would be removed by the facts and figures which had 

been quoted by the delegate of Trinidad and Tobago. The conduct of the South 

African Government was a brake on the development of human welfare. Not only 

did Cuba condemn racial discrimination, but the Cuban delegation was prepared 

actively to combat it by supporting the proposed amendment submitted by the 

Government of the Ivory Coast. 

Dr АFRIDI (Pakistan) sincerely hoped that the debate on that item, which 

because of its emotional impact had dominated the delegates! deliberations through- 

out the Eighteenth World Health Assembly, would soon be completed. His delegation 

was taking the floor on two specific points: firstly, there was no need for him 

to be apologetic or impassioned in stating his abhorrence of racial discrimination; 

it should be taken for granted. Nevertheless, he felt that some explanation . 

might be expected of the stand he was taking, in view of his statement in his 

opening presidential address at the Eighteenth World Health Assembly that no_аction 

should be taken which might damage the Organization. His observation had been 

. prompted by the fear that the wording - that was the English wording, since he 

was not competent to judge the -French.- .of.proposals exposing Members to expulsion 

or exclusion from the Organization might prove to be such a danger. Now that 

the question had been clarified, he was satisfied. But he would have been 

happier to have supported a text without the word "exclude" - not because he felt 

that South Africa or other protagonists of racial, religious or social 

discrimination did not deserve expulsion, but because the rest of the Constitution 

as it was might stand in the way of the implementation of such a provision. 
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In particular, a Member which had been expelled might keep on re- applying for 

membership under Article 4 of the Constitution. As that could become a procedural 

burden to the Organization, he should like to know whether such fears were founded. 

No similar conflict with other parts of the Constitution could arise in the case 

of suspension of a Member. 

Secondly, on the other two proposals, he said that the Government of 

Norwayts proposal was unacceptable because it did not provide for sufficiently 

strict action, while the amendment proposed by the Governments of the United 

Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the Netherlands only stressed 

the obvious. In any case, a Member expelled from the United Nations for some 

heinous offence, could be expelled by WHO without amendment of the Constitution, 

since surely that was covered by the "other exceptional circumstances" mentioned 

in Article 7. 

The only proposal providing for suitable action was that of the Government 

of the Ivory Coast, and the delegation of Pakistan would support it. 

The meeting rose at 12.30 p.m. 


