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THIRD MEETING 

Monday. 13 May 1991. at 9h00 

Chairman: Dr Seung Woo LEE (Republic of Korea) 

1. FIRST REPORT OF COMMITTEE В (Document A44/51) 

Dr SOMSAK CHUNHARAS (Thailand), Rapporteur, read out the draft first report of 
Committee B. 

The report was adopted. 

2. REPORT OF COMMITTEE В TO COMMITTEE A (Document A44/52) 

Dr SOMSAK CHUNHARAS (Thailand), Rapporteur, read out the draft report of Committee В 
to Committee A. 

The report was adopted. 

3. SCALE OF ASSESSMENTS: Item 26 of the Agenda (continued) 

Incentive scheme to promote timely payment of assessed contributions by Members : 
Item 26.3 of the Agenda (Document A44/23) 

Dr DAGA (representative of the Executive Board), introducing the item, said that 
during the discussion which had led the Executive Board to adopt resolution EB87.R14 on 
the proposed appropriation resolution for the financial period 1992-1993, differences of 
opinion had emerged concerning the distribution of casual income under the incentive 
scheme to promote timely payment of assessed contributions by Members adopted by the 
Forty-first World Health Assembly in resolution WHA41.12. The Board had therefore 
decided to add to the provisional agenda for the current Health Assembly a subitem on the 
subject, to be considered by Committee B. 

Some members of the Board had considered that the initial implementation of the 
incentive scheme should be postponed until the 1994-1995 financial period. The view had 
been expressed that the increase in the level of the budget made necessary by the fall in 
the value of the dollar and cost increases combined with a lower level of casual income 
available would result in large increases in the assessed contributions of Member 
States. The distribution of casual income under the incentive scheme would aggravate the 
situation of those Member States which, for various reasons, were unable to pay their 
contributions early in the year, since they would derive little or no benefit from the 
scheme. Many of those Member States were among the least able to pay and a substantial 
increase in their contributions would only make their indebtedness even more onerous than 
it was at present. 

Other members of the Executive Board had opposed the suggestion that implementation 
be postponed until 1994-1995； they had pointed out that the scheme had been adopted by 
the Health Assembly by a substantial majority after lengthy discussions and on the 
recommendation of the Executive Board, and that postponement of its implementation would 
damage the credibility both of the Board and of the Health Assembly. Furthermore, a 
postponement would also be unfair to those Member States which had made a special effort 
in 1989 and 1990 to pay their contributions early in the expectation that they would 
receive incentive credits for the financial period 1992-1993 in accordance with 
resolution WHA41.12. The members of the Board in favour of the implementation of 



resolution WHA41.12 also considered that it was premature to evaluate the benefits to be 
derived from the scheme, since the first distribution of interest earnings would only 
take place during the financial period 1992-1993. The ultimate success of the scheme 
would lead to an increase in interest earnings, which would benefit all Member States, 
early and late payers alike. 

The bodj^ bad adopted resolution EB87.R14 on the proposed appropriation resolution 
for the financial year 1992-1993 which, inter alia, took into account the implementation 
of the incentive scheme； it had, however, decided to refer the latter matter to the 
Health Assembly. 

Mr AITKEN (Assistant Director-General), introducing the Director-General‘s report on 
the incentive scheme (document A44/23), said that in the fourth line of the first 
paragraph "1991-1993" should read "1992-1993"• 

The financial incentive scheme was essentially a method of returning interest 
earnings to those Members whose contribution payments contributed towards them. As 
indicated by the Director-General in document A44/17 on the status of collection of 
assessed contributions, the rate of collection of the current year's contributions was at 
present the highest ever. However, cause and effect were difficult to establish. The 
Secretariat liked to think that earlier payment of contributions was primarily a 
reflection of the confidence which Member States had in the work of WHO. Individual 
members themselves would know whether the incentive scheme itself had influenced their 
decisions on when to pay. Of the 73 Members which, as of 30 April 1990, had made some 
payment towards their 1991 contributions, some 48 had paid earlier than they had done in 
1990. Similarly, in comparing the payment rates for 1990 and 1989, it would be seen 
that, of the 124 Members which had made some payment in 1990 towards their contribution 
for that year, 69 - or 56% - had paid earlier in 1990 than they had done in 1989. 

The legality of any deferral of the application of the financial incentive scheme 
required clarification. The Committee might wish to invite the Legal Counsel to give an 
opinion on the matter. 

The main consideration that had given rise to the Board's proposal to defer 
implementation of the scheme had been the relatively large increase in the average 
contribution payable by Member States as between the 1990-1991 budget and the 1992-1993 
budget, based on the Director-General‘s budget proposals. Those proposals had now been 
substantially revised in the light of the additional casual income available at the end 
of the 1990 and the May 1991 official United Nations exchange rates, with the result that 
the contribution increase between the budget bienniums had fallen to an average of just 
under 16% over the two-year period. Around that average increase the revised amounts due 
under the financial incentive scheme would vary for individual members, from a maximum 
increase of 4% for those Member States which had made no contributions or had paid very 
late in 1989 and 1990 to a 6% decrease for those Member States which had paid very 
promptly at the beginning of those years. 

Ms BAUTY (Switzerland), noting that no other delegate apparently wished to take the 
floor, said that, in her opinion, the matter had been abundantly discussed three years 
earlier and in the Executive Board. The eloquent silence in the conference room 
suggested readiness to implement the incentive scheme. The Committee could therefore 
move on to the next agenda item. 

Mr BOYER (United States of America) said that, in his view, the silence in the 
conference room indicated that some members who were hoping for a vote to delay the 
application of the incentive scheme had been waiting for more delegates to arrive. 
Document A44/23 seemed to be a departure from the traditional documentation of the Health 
Assembly. Normally, when a controversial issue was to be discussed, the Secretariat 
presented an objective description and left it to Member States to determine the 
outcome. However, document A44/23 contained three arguments in support of deferment of 
the incentive scheme and six in support of implementation, most of them passionately 



advanced; the Director-General himself came down strongly in favour of a particular 
position. Members of the Committee ought to be free to decide the issue themselves. 
Thanks were due to Dr Daga for his objective presentation of what had actually happened 
at the eighty-seventh session of the Executive Board. 

According to the document before it, the number of members of Committee В that had 
voted in favour of the new incentive scheme in 1988 had been less than the number of 
countries that had voted against it or had abstained, showing that there had been 
confusion and mixed feelings concerning the matter. There still were. The scheme was 
not an issue on which Member States ought to abstain, since it had a direct impact on the 
treasuries of every one of them. If Member States had doubts on how it would affect 
them, they should compare the assessments for each Member State given in the proposed 
programme budget document with the assessments proposed in document EB87/1991/REC/1. 

The United States delegation had opposed the adoption of the incentive scheme in 
1988. It believed that its position had been justified then, and that the scheme should 
not be applied now: there should be a simple decision by the Committee, not to cancel 
the application of the scheme but rather to postpone it. 

Under resolution WHA41.12, interest earnings were apportioned from the casual income 
account among Member States according to when they paid their assessed contributions. If 
a Member State paid early, it received its full proportion of interest earnings； if it 
paid late, it received little or no interest earnings. The assumption was that all the 
interest earnings in the casual income account were earned on the assessed contributions 
that were paid. If that were true, there might be an element of logic in the scheme. 
However, it was not true. Interest was earned on factors other than assessed 
contributions, such as savings arising from exchange rate fluctuations and gains, income 
from the sale of equipment, income from the parking garage, unliquidated obligations, 
income from the sale of publications, revenue from the Swiss postal authorities, payments 
of arrears of assessed contributions, and even interest earned on interest. All those 
funds belonged to all Member States, irrespective of the question when a particular 
Member State paid its assessed contribution, and should be distributed in proportion to 
the scale of assessment of each Member State. However, resolution WHA41.12 made no 
distinction between the different types of interest earnings and distributed all interest 
earnings according to the scheme and took away from countries money that was legitimately 
theirs. 

The motivation behind the scheme was good in so far as it provided an incentive for 
Member States to pay earlier, but many of the poorer countries continued to inform the 
Organization that they could not pay earlier, and under the scheme 44 countries would 
receive nothing in the distribution of interest earnings because they had paid little or 
nothing during the period under review. The domestic legislation of some of the larger 
contributors, such as the United States of America, simply precluded earlier payment. By 
and large, therefore, the result of the scheme for both the poorest Member States and 
even the largest contributor was likely to be punishment rather than an incentive to pay 
earlier. His own country would have to pay an assessed contribution for 1992-1993 more 
than US$ 6 million higher than it would have to pay without the incentive scheme. That 
increase was larger than the total assessed contributions of 151 other Member States. 
He, as a delegate of the United States of America, could not go home after the session 
and report that he had voted in favour of a plan that had cost his Government 
US$ 6 million. He therefore urged that the application of the scheme be delayed. 

Ms MONCADA FONSECA (Nicaragua) said that the issue was highly controversial. 
Although the mathematical basis for calculating the distribution of the interest on 
casual income was logically impeccable, it disregarded the most important parameter, 
which was the economic and social situation of the developing countries. The scheme bore 
most heavily on those who were in greatest need; and she rejected its implication that 
countries did not pay in due time as a result of negligence or irresponsibility. Her own 
country had suffered a decrease in its gross domestic product for seven consecutive 
years. In 1990, it had had a negative growth rate of 5.5% and inflation of 8 500%, the 
highest in Latin America. Economic stabilization was imposing enormous sacrifices on the 
people but, at the beginning of the current year, the Government had succeeded in paying 
to WHO its contributions for the years 1988 and 1989. Under the incentive scheme, not 
only did that enormous effort receive no recognition but on the contrary her country 
would lose 3.47% of interest in which it would not receive a share. For those reasons, 



the Nicaraguan Government requested a moratorium on the implementation of the incentive 
scheme for a period of at least four years, during which the Secretariat should seek 
juster and more creative solutions to the Organization's economic problems. 

Mr LI Dachun (China) said that his delegation concurred with the analysis of the 
financial incentive scheme as set out in document A44/23. Resolution WHA41.12 was fair 
and reasonable； its implementation would lead to the timely payment of contributions to 
the benefit of all Member States. Endorsing the Director-General‘s additional report on 
casual income (document A44/18), he agreed that the available balance of US$ 24 929 000 
should be applied in connection with the financial incentive scheme, for rewarding Member 
States which had made early pa.yment in 1989-1990 and reducing their assessments for 
1992-1993. He hoped that through the scheme, the rate of payment might return 
progressively to the level of 90% or more achieved in the period 1982-1985. Having 
learnt that to date the rate of collection for 1991 had exceeded 50%, which was the 
highest ever achieved in the history of the Organization, he believed that there might be 
a correlation between such timely payment and the financial incentive scheme. 

Dr KOSENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) recognized that during the past two 
years, the notion of incentives seemed to have had a positive impact on the status of 
contributions. The rates of collection in 1989 and 1990 stood at 88.84% and 84.4%, 
compared to 78.4% and 70.2% for 1987 and 1988. But the rates in 1982 arid 1983, i.e. 
before the incentive scheme, had been 94% and 94.9%, while in 1979 it had been 98%. 
Delays in the payment of contributions would thus appear to indicate that Member States 
were labouring under objective socioeconomic constraints. It must also be borne in mind 
that the major difficulties in the payment of contributions were experienced by the least 
developed countries and it was precisely those countries which would be placed in the 
most difficult position by the introduction of the incentive scheme, since their 
contributions would have to be increased by 25%, whereas if the incentive scheme had not 
been introduced the increase would only have been 21%. While he did not oppose the 
introduction of the incentive scheme, he would suggest that the timing of its 
introduction was not happy. The 1992-1993 biennium had a proposed 16.83% increase in the 
budget but contributions by Member countries were to increase by 21% and an additional 
increase in the contributions by developed countries caused by the introduction of the 
incentive scheme might involve a greater burden for the developing countries. He 
consequently endorsed the view that the introduction of the scheme should be deferred to 
a time when the growth in the budget would not be as great as it was at present. 

Dr ТАРА (Tonga), commending the Director-General‘s report on the incentive scheme, 
said that it was now up to the Health Assembly to choose between immediate implementation 
and postponement to the 1994-1995 financial period. His delegation had voted in favour 
of resolution WHA41.12 in May 1988； it would continue to support the resolution and its 
implementation in a spirit of good faith and cooperation as had been envisaged when it 
had been endorsed by a large majority. The scheme was open to all members of WHO in a 
fair and equitable manner and all members had an equal opportunity to participate in it. 
His delegation valued very highly the excellent reputation enjoyed by WHO throughout the 
world and it was therefore opposed to what it considered would be the establishment of an 
undesirable precedent which might be repeated again and again in future, by deferring 
implementation to 1994-1995. He urged Member States which had not yet participated in 
the incentive scheme neither to withhold nor to defer any credit due to those Member 
States which had taken advantage of the opportunity of participating in the scheme. 

Ms JANSSEN (Netherlands) observed that the incentive scheme had been established 
after lengthy and detailed discussions and that resolution WHA41.12 had been adopted by a 
substantial majority. Her delegation insisted that the scheme should be applied, as 
foreseen, from 1992-1993 because it considered it to be both fair and just. Under the 
previous arrangement, late-paying Member States had profited since they could make use of 
sums as yet unpaid, while those paying on time had lost the interest their disbursements 
might have earned. Moreover, because of later payment, the Organization had had to 
manage with a loss in interest earnings. The incentive scheme was a just way of trying 
to repair that default and thus provide the Organization with greater possibilities of 



performing its tasks and implementing its programmes. Her delegation would consequently 
insist that resolution WHA41.12 be implemented as envisaged by the Assembly at the time 
of its adoption. 

Mr ARRIAZOLA (Mexico) fully concurred with the delegates of the United States of 
America, the USSR and Nicaragua. When the incentive scheme to promote timely payment of 
contributions had been adopted, it had seemed a very positive step which would be of 
benefit to Member States. The aim was to obtain timely payment by those Members in 
arrears in their contributions to the Organization. However, even at the 1988 Health 
Assembly, some statements had been made and votes cast which showed that the scheme was 
not as effective as might have been hoped, since it failed to take account of a very 
important factor, namely that the time at which a country paid its contribution to WHO or 
to other international organizations did not depend solely on the wish of that country to 
pay its contribution at a given time. Instead, it depended on other factors, such as the 
country's economic situation, as well as administrative matters, including the time at 
which the necessary resources became available, and many others. Looked at 
retrospectively, and in spite of the incompleteness of the information made available 
about the way in which the scheme had worked, the question before the Committee was not, 
as indicated in document A44/23, to decide whether the immediate implementation of the 
scheme would meet the criteria of justice and morality. On the contrary, it would be 
unjust and immoral not to consider the impact which such implementation would have on 
many countries. In essence, the scheme would benefit the developed countries, which did 
not require economic incentives to pay their contributions to the Organization in good 
time. Possibly the scheme had been flawed at its inception, because it should have been 
directed towards those countries which did require an incentive to pay their 
contributions, namely the developing countries, which were now suffering the most from 
its implementation. As indicated by the Secretariat, the level of collection in the 
current year was at an all time high, but his delegation sincerely doubted whether that 
could be attributed solely to the incentive scheme. Did any countries attribute their 
timely payment of contributions to the incentive scheme? If that were the case, it could 
be said that the scheme, in however small a measure, had achieved its objective, but he 
very much doubted whether that was the case. It had been argued that the scheme was not 
a method of punishing Member States which, for whatever reason, were obliged to pay their 
contributions late, but it must be recognized that countries which could not share in the 
distribution of interest earnings generated under the scheme, although they did not lose 
anything thereby, failed to register a gain which might have been substantial if the 
system followed prior to the adoption of the scheme at the 1988 Health Assembly had been 
continued. For all those reasons, and in view of his country's current economic 
situation and the increase in the programme budget for 1992-1993 as compared with those 
for previous bienniums, his delegation would prefer the implementation of the scheme to 
be postponed until later and an assessment to be made of the benefits of the scheme for 
the developing countries, which were those most in need of such incentives. 

Dr BUDINICH (Chile) said that the comments made by the delegate of the Soviet Union 
suggested that the search for an incentive scheme required further study. The conclusion 
seemed inevitable that the factors involved were to complex for the problem to be solved 
by such a scheme. Concerning the comment by the United States delegate to the effect 
that the contributions of some 150 countries amounted to only US$ 6 million, he said it 
would appear that if those countries had paid their entire contributions they would have 
had an incentive payment of US$ 360 000 dollars and a penalty of US$ 240, a situation 
which, even if only slightly, would improve the financing of the Organization. In 
addition, they would enjoy the benefit of interest earnings on early payments, but that 
would not bring about any great change in the trend observed. He endorsed the suggestion 
that the Secretariat should make a study in greater depth which would show the value of 
the incentive scheme, lest it should turn out instead to be a disincentive. Had any 
other organization benefited from a similar scheme? 



Ms HERNANDEZ (Venezuela) said her delegation shared the views expressed by the 
delegates of the United States of America, Nicaragua, the Soviet Union, Mexico and 
Chile. A number of socioeconomic factors affecting the developing countries and the 
periodicity of domestic budgetary mechanisms had not been taken into account in the 
scheme, and as a result, those countries would never really benefit from it. Her 
delegation believed that implementation should be postponed and possible ways of 
benefiting the countries that needed assistance most investigated more thoroughly. 

Mr LAWRENCE (Canada) said Canada had long favoured the application in WHO of an 
incentive scheme to encourage early payment. Many other organizations had equipped 
themselves with similar schemes, and WHO would be remiss if it failed to apply measures 
to encourage as many Member States as possible to pay as early as possible. 

He hoped that, even if the poorest countries and the richest countries were not in a 
position to benefit from the scheme, they would not oppose it. WHO was being sustained 
by a middle band of countries that made a point of paying their contributions in full and 
on time. Others must be encouraged to join that band of good, early payers. 
Efforts must also be made to remove some of the grave inequities in WHO'S particular 
system of distributing casual income that might in future cause the early-paying 
countries to ask why they should subsidize the late payers. 

Some countries did not pay on time because they could not; others, because they 
wished not to. His delegation had every sympathy for the first group； but it had little 
sympathy for countries that did not pay in good time because they did not wish to pay. 
Those countries must be given the best possible incentive to improve their practice. 

The philosophy behind the incentive scheme could be encapsulated in a single word: 
fairness. His delegation hoped there would be a solid majority in favour. 

Dr GONZALEZ CARRIZO (Argentina) noted that a number of arguments, most of them 
economic, had been advanced for postponing implementation of the incentive scheme. The 
debate on the issue had to cover more than solely financial aspects, however: innovative 
responses to the problem of ensuring that WHO received the funds it needed were called 
for. Not enough time had been spent on analysis of all aspects of the issue : for 
example, the sense of solidarity that prompted some countries, like his own, faithfully 
and fully to support the Organization had not adequately been taken into consideration. 

He did agree, however, that implementation of the scheme should be postponed. 

Mr BURNS (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) submitted that 
resolution WHA41.12 had been adopted after full and adequate debate. He agreed with the 
delegate of Tonga that overturning the resolution would jeopardize the Health Assembly's 
credibility. The most telling argument in favour of the scheme was that following its 
adoption, the highest level ever of contributions had been paid. Moreover, countries had 
already made their contributions for 1989-1990 in the expectation of receiving benefits 
from the scheme. 

It was a fact that more than half of the countries paying the minimum contribution 
would benefit from the scheme if it were applied in 1992-1993 : the argument that the 
developing countries would be disadvantaged therefore did not stand. All countries, in 
fact, would profit from implementation, for it would result in better financial 
management of the Organization in every area. 

Professor RAKOTOMANGA (Madagascar) said the incentive scheme conceived in 1988 
should not be stillborn. It should be given a chance to demonstrate its worth and its 
impact should be evaluated after a suitable period of time, at which point the 
Organization could always decide to abandon it. 

Mr MILZOW (Germany) said the report by the Director-General listed six arguments for 
and only three against the continued application of the incentive scheme. That was not 
at all surprising, for it was difficult to see how implementation of the scheme could be 
postponed in good faith. The available statistics revealed that the scheme had in fact 
benefited the Organization; in his own country‘s case, it had made it easier to pay 
contributions earlier in 1989 and 1990. 



Mr DARAME (Guinea Bissau) said that the incentive scheme constituted a commendable 
initiative； its implementation could, however, cause problems for developing countries, 
especially the least developed among them, those that lacked foreign currency arid those 
that were already in arrears. He therefore favoured a thorough review of the pros and 
cons of implementation. 

Dr GEORGE-GUITTON (France) said her delegation was sensitive to the problems of 
countries that found it difficult to pay their assessed contributions on time. The 
adoption of the incentive scheme had demonstrated a spirit of imagination and initiative 
on the part of the Organization, however, and the scheme had not yet had time to prove 
its worth. It should be viewed as an encouragement, not as a punitive measure. She 
endorsed the views of the delegates of the United Kingdom, Canada, Germany and Madagascar 
to the effect that the plan should be fully and completely implemented before it was 
abandoned. Brutal shifts in course would not advance WHO's ship: a stable cruising 
speed could only be obtained on the basis of a stable policy. 

Mr MUKAI (Japan) remarked that all Members of the Organization were required under 
the Constitution to pay their assessed contributions as soon as possible after the first 
of January every year. Each State had its own domestic financial regulations, however, 
some of which militated against early payment of assessed contributions. His delegation 
would consequently abstain during any vote on the issue. 

Dr ABABIO (Ghana) concurred with the delegate of Canada. The incentive scheme 
should be implemented and its results monitored with a view to determining, in a few 
years' time, whether it should be continued. 

Dr VAN DAELE (Belgium) said the Organization's credibility was an important 
consideration in the debate on the incentive scheme. The scheme had already had tangible 
results for his country in facilitating its early payment of assessed contributions, and 
he did not believe Belgium was alone in that position. Unlike punitive schemes, such as 
those adopted by the International Telecommunication Union, the WHO plan had clearly had 
a positive effect. 

Dr DE SOUZA (Australia) agreed that all States had the financial and legal 
obligation to pay their assessed contributions as early as possible. The current rate of 
contributions indicated that the incentive scheme was working well, and it should be 
given a chance to prove its worth, subject to review in a few years' time. 

Mr BAIER (Austria) considered that the incentive scheme had had a positive impact on 
the Organization's financial management. His delegation believed the provisions of 
resolution WHA41.12 should be implemented fully. 

Dr SHAMLAYE (Seychelles) noted that most of the arguments now being advanced had 
already been voiced in 1988, when resolution WHA41.12 had been adopted. It was incumbent 
on all Member States to pay their assessed contributions as early as possible. Economic 
difficulties were a fact of life, and world events in 1991 had exacerbated such 
difficulties, including for his own country. The incentive scheme was beneficial on the 
whole, however, and his delegation therefore supported it. 

Mr AITKEN (Assistant Director-General), responding to the question by the delegate 
of Chile on whether other international organizations had adopted similar schemes, said 
that most of them had indeed done so, with implementation to begin in the 1992-1993 
biennium. The schemes had not given rise to as much controversy in other organizations 
as had the one in WHO, but perhaps that was because the amount of the financial 
incentives involved was smaller. 

Dr VIGNES (Legal Counsel) said that a decision to defer the implementation of the 
financial incentive scheme must not be taken lightly, particularly since the scheme was 
currently being implemented and its adoption had involved an amendment to the financial 
regulations of the Organization. It did not seem sensible to change a policy which had 



already begun to take effect； such a step would also run counter to the generally 
accepted principle of nonretroactivity, since some States had already paid contributions 
in the expectation of receiving certain benefits under the incentive scheme. WHO had 
thus incurred a legal obligation towards those States, and they might be entitled to 
claim compensation if the benefits they had expected were not forthcoming. Naturally, 
the Health Assembly was free to reverse one of its own decisions, or even a policy 
already in operation, but it should be fully aware of the consequences. 

Mr MILZOW (Germany), seconded by Mr LAWRENCE (Canada) proposed that the question 
whether to defer the implementation of the financial incentive scheme should be 
considered an "important question" for the purpose of Rule 72 of the Rules of Procedure, 
which would mean that a two-thirds majority would be required in any vote on the issue. 

Mr BOYER (United States of America) asked for a vote on the German proposal. 
He was disappointed that the Legal Counsel had not adequately explained the legal 

issues which would arise if the Committee decided to defer the implementation of the 
incentive scheme. Instead, the Legal Counsel had merely related the problems which would 
result for his own department if the scheme was deferred. As the Legal Counsel had 
noted, the Health Assembly had every right to reverse its own decisions if it wished. 

Dr VIGNES (Legal Counsel) said that he had indicated the legal situation which would 
result if the Health Assembly decided to reverse its decision. He had outlined the legal 
problems which would arise, and had himself made it clear that the Health Assembly had 
every right to reverse its decision if it chose. 

The present situation was that the delegation of Germany had proposed that the 
decision "to defer the implementation of the incentive scheme should be considered an 
important question", which would require "a two-thirds.majority". In accordance with 
Rule 73 of the Rules of Procedure, the Committee had to decide on that procedural motion 
by a simple majority. 

Mr HEWITT (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) asked for more 
details of the substantive proposal before the Committee. 

Dr VIGNES (Legal Counsel) said that the substantive question was whether to defer 
the implementation of the financial incentive scheme, although it was not clear whether 
the scheme was to be postponed indefinitely or until a specified date. 

In reply to a question from Mr HEWITT (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland), Mr AITKEN (Assistant Director-General) confirmed that the proposal before the 
Committee was to begin operation of the incentive scheme in the biennium 1994-1995, and 
not in 1992-1993, as originally intended. 

Dr ABABIO (Ghana) asked whether, if the decision were adopted, the incentive scheme 
would begin automatically in 1994, or whether there would be a further debate about it. 

Mr AITKEN (Assistant Director-General) said that the decision currently before the 
Committee neither assumed nor precluded further debate on the issue in later years. 

The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to vote on the German proposal that the decision 
to defer implementation of the incentive scheme should be considered an important 
question for the purposes of Rule 73 of the Rules of Procedure. 

The proposal was adopted by 60 votes to 18. with 11 abstentions.� 

The CHAIRMAN said that the decision was accordingly deemed to be an important 
question and that a vote on the issue would therefore require a two-thirds majority. He 
invited the Committee to vote on the proposal to defer the implementation of the 
incentive scheme until the biennium 1994-1995. 

The proposal was rejected by 52 votes to 28. with 8 abstentions. 



The CHAIRMAN said that Committee had thus decided that the incentive scheme should 
take effect in the biennium 1992-1993, as originally intended. The Committee had thus 
concluded its consideration of agenda item 26. 

The meeting rose at llhOO 


