
UNITED NATIONS NATIONS UNIES

WORLD HEALTH ORGANISATION MONDIALE
ORGANIZATION DE LA SANTÉ

SEVENTH WORLD HEALTH ASSEMBLY 117 /AFL /Min /5 Corr.1

12 May 1954

ORIGINAL: ENGLISH

COMMITTEE ON ADMINISTRATION, FINANCE AND LEGAL MATTERS

PROVISIONAL MINUTES OF THE FIFTH MEETING

CORRIGENDA

Page 8, last paragraph

second line: Insert "serious" before "repercussions ".

fourth line: Insert "81" between "the" and "governments ".

Page 9, third line: Delete "no longer" and replace by "now an inactive ".

eighth line; For "1953" read "1952 ".

tenth line: Insert "the General Committee of" before "the

Health Assembly ".

seventeenth line: Delete the last sentence of the paragraph

(beginning "Such a solution o.. ").



UNITED NATIONS NATIONS UNIES

WORLD HEALTH
ORGANIZATION

SEVENTH NORLD HEALTH 'ASSEMBLY

ORGANISATION MONDIALE
DE LA SANTÉ

A7 /AFL /Pin/5

10 May 1954

ORIGINAL: ENGLISH

COMMITTEE ON ADMINISTRATION, FINANCE AND LEGAL MATTERS

PROVISIONAL MINUTES OF THE FIFTH I! ETING

Palais des Nations, Geneva
Monday, 10 May 1954, at 2.30 p.m.

CHA.IRii`A.N: Dr. M. JAFAR (Pakistan)

CONTENTS

1. Report of the Executive Board on Study of the Scale of Assessment:
Assessment of China: Scale of Assessment for 1955:

Report of the Working Party on Assessments.(continued)

Note: Corrections to these provisional minutes should be submitted in writing
to the Chief, Records Service, ,Room A.278, within 48 hours of their
distribution or as soon as possible thereafter.



A7/AF:/Min/5

page 2

1. REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE BOARD ON STUDY OF THE SCALE OF ASSESSMENT:
ASSESSMENT OF CHINA: SCALE OF ASSESSMENT FOR 1955; Items 7.15, 7.16,
7.17 of the Agenda (Official Records Nos. 48 and 52)
REPORT OF THE WORKING PARTY ON ASSESSMENTS (Documents A7 /AFI/13,

A7 /AFI/16, A7 /AFL/17) (Continued)

Mr. de GEIJERSTAM (Sweden) expressed the appreciation of his delegation to

the Working Party and particularly its Chairman and Rapporteur.

In view of the reaffirmation by the Sixth World Health Assembly (resolution

WHA6.10) of the principle that the scale of assessment should be based, so far as

possible, on the criteria and principles of the United Nations scale, the delegation

of Sweden supported the recommendation of the Working Party in respect of the scale

of assessment (document A7 /AFL/16, Annex II).

With regard to the per capita provision he stressed that the United Nations had

adopted the provision as a matter of principle but it had not yet come into full

effect. In the interim his delegation could accept its application in WHO to the

extent that it was applied by the United Nations. However, if it was agreed to

limit the application of the per capita ceiling principle and the present scale of

assessment was maintained, the contributions of certain countries would be

proportionately much greater than that of the largest contributor.

He did not wish to express any preference concerning the method to be followed

for computing the assessments, especially as it would be seen from the annex to the

amendment submitted by the delegation of the United States of America (document

A7 /AFL /17) that Sweden would benefit greatly from the application of Method II, if the

per capita provisions were applied. However, if the Committee decided to recommend

Method II, then his delegation would wish the per capita provisions to apply also.
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Mr. HARDY (Canada) also wished to express the view of his delegation which he

had not had an opportunity to do earlier. The Canadian delegation at sessions of

the specialized agencies had always upheld the view that the United Nations scale

should be adopted to the greatest possible extent for:the reasons which had been

clearly stated by the delegate of South Africa at the beginning of the discussion.

It had been argued at the previous meeting that it would be unfair to certain

countries to change from the present scale'to the United Nations scale for 1954.

Unfortunate would be a more appropriate term. It would be seen from Annex I of the

Working Party's report that if anything had been unfair it was the over -assessment

for a number of years of 49 of the active Members of WHO, among whom were some of

the larger contributors. A certain number of the over- assessed countries would also

benefit by a reduction of the minimum contribution to conform to the United Nations

scale.

He was glad to note that the Working Party had been able to come to the unanimous

recommendation that if the present WHO scale were maintained for 1955, the per capita

provision should also continue to be fully applied. When the time came for adoption

of the United Nations scale the Health Assembly would have to consider whether that

principle should continue to be fully applied or only to the extent to which it was

applied by the United Nations. The delegation of Canada would favour continuation

of its full application.

He had not been convinced by the argument put forward at the previous meeting

that the Committee should not deal with the question of the assessment of inactive

Members because it raised certain constitutional issues. Referring to the resolutions

adopted by the Health Assembly on the occasion of withdrawals of Member States (Handbook

of Resolutions and Decisions, second edition, pages 124 and 125) he said that the World
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Health Assembly had never clearly expressed the constitutional position with regard

to withdrawal from the. Organization; the resolutions had been carefully worded and

made no mention of that aspect of the question. On the other hand certain arrangements

had been made on purely financial grounds in order to put the Organization's financial

administration on the soundest possible basis. Method. II submitted by the Executive

Board and the proposals made during the discussions by certain delegations, including

his own, merely attempted to improve the existing financial arrangements. Any one of

those proposals, including that of the delegation of Australia to, assess inactive

Members at a token amount, could be adopted without jeopardizing their constitutional

position. If, however, it was thought that the constitutional position of the inactive

Members would be jeopardized by the adoption of one of those proposals, the Assembly

might repeat the wish expressed in its previous resolution that the inactive Members

should reassume an active role in the Organization as soon as possible. In the light

of those considerations he saw no real objection to adoption of Method II or any version

of it that had been proposed by other delegations.

Dr. FRANDSEN (Denmark) said that while his delegation would prefer immediate

adoption of the United Nations scale, it coliH support the compromise suggested by

the Working Party. As regards methods, it preferred Method II. His delegation there-

fore supported the Working Party's draft resolution as'amended by the United States

proposal (document A7 /AFL/17).

Mr. DUPONT -WILLEMIN (Guatemala) agreed with the delegate of Ceylon that governments

had not had time to study the proposed scale for 1956 and 1957. He paid tribute to the

work done by the Working Party. His delegation would support the amendment of the

delegate of Israel which it believed provided an acceptable solution.
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Sir. Claude COREA (Ceylon) thought that the proposal he had made at the previous

meeting had been.misunderstood, it having been suggested that the difficulties now

being experienced would recur at the Eighth Health Assembly. He wished therefore to

reiterate his proposal. A special advisory committee should be set up to examine the

scale of assessment within,a specific period. Its report should be available at the

end of three months, when the Board would at once examine it and forward its

recommendations to the Member governments, which would thus have definite proposals,

based on an examination of every aspect of the question, including the report of the

United Nations, in time for full consideration before the Eighth Health Assembly.

He stressed that most of the delegations at the present Health Assembly did not

have the authority of their governments to take a decision on the matter, and his

proposal indicated how that difficulty could be overcome. He could not therefore

agree with the delegate of Ireland that it would cause unnecessary delay.

With regard to procedure, he agreed that a Health Assembly could, if it thought

fit, waive a rule of procedure, but it should only do so in cases where the waiver

affected decisions which it was entitled to take at the same session. He thought

that certain proposals before the Committee would entail waiving a rule of procedure

on a matter which fell within the competence of the following Health Assembly.

He had quoted Article 56 of the Constitution merely to show that provision had

been made in the Constitution for the Health Assembly to deal with assessments.

It could be argued that it was not clear whether the action taken under that Article

affected all Health Assemblies or only the particular one taking the action. But
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Rule 84 of the Rules of Procedure, interpreting that article quite clearly called

for apportionment. of contributions by the Health Assembly at each regular session.

It had further been argued that the terms of a resolution were not important because

the next Health Assembly could take any action it wished. If that was so, it was

unnecessary.to pass a resolution of an imperative nature. If, on the other hand,

it had been the practice that a decision of one Health Assembly should be followed

by subsequent Assemblies, the establishment of such a practice could not be taken

as a reason for ignoring the Rules of Procedure which the Health Assembly had

itself laid down. Article XV. 3(f) of the Agreement between the United Nations

and WHO did not affect the issue; under that article, WHO agreed to conform as

far as practicable to standard practices and forms recommended by the United Nations.

His contention was not that the United Nations practice should not be followed, but

that governments had not had sufficient time to consider the United Nations scheme

of assessments.

He proposed the following resolution:

I.

The Seventh World Health Assembly

(as proposed by the delegation of India in document A7 /AFL /l3)

II. REAFFIRMS the principle that the scale of assessment should be
based as far as possible on the criteria used by the United Nations,
and in accordance with principles similar to those on which the con-
tributions of Members of the United Nations are based, subject to

such adjustments as are necessary to take into account:

(a) the difference of membership of the two organizations,

(b) the application of the per capita provision of the WHO

assessment resolutions,

(c) the limitation of the assessment of the largest contributor

to one -third of the total assessments;
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III. Realizing the importance and complexity of the problem of revising
the present scale of assessments; and

Believing that governments should have more time to study the problem

1. RESOLVES that the WHO scale of assessment for 1954 shall be applicable
to 1955 except that the assessment of Nepal be fixed at 5 units;

2. RESOLVES to appoint a Special Advisory Committee to study fully the
question of the United Nations scale of assessment in relation to the
present WHO scale of assessment and submit a definite scheme of assessments
taking full account of all other governing factors to the Executive Board
within a period of three months;

3. DIRECTS the Executive Board to consider such report and draw up a
definite scale of assessments based on it and convey it to Member govern-
ments at least six months prior to the Eighth World Health Assembly and
include the consideration of such a scale in the Assembly agenda;

4. URGES on the Eighth World Health Assembly the prime importance to
WHO of fixing at that Assembly a definite scale of assessment which,

subject to the provisions of the Constitution and the Rules of Procedure,
will stabilize the scale for a definite period and eliminate the
inconsistencies in the present scale.

The delegate of India added that the amendment of the delegation of Israel to

the Working Party's draft resolution was in the same spirit and met his objection

to the imperative nature of that resolution.

Dr. van den BERG (Netherlands) drew attention to the particular importance

of the statement by the delegate of Canada, whose significance went beyond the

debate on the scale of assessment to the legal position of the so- called inactive

Members. It would have simplified matters if the Health Assembly had accepted

the withdrawal of such Members but, as it was, they had full rights and had

only been classified as non -active for budgetary purposes. The legal objections

with regard to their non- assessment still held.
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Dr. HAYEK (Lebanon) said that his delegation believed that the time had come when

the United Nations scale must be taken as the basis. The inactive Members should not

figure in the assessments for the regular budget; except in Part IV "Undistributed

Reserve". He therefore supported the draft resolution of the Working Party, as

amended by the delegation of the United States of America in document A7 /AFL /17.

Dr. EVANG (Norway) agreed with the delegate of the Netherlands on the constitu-

tional position regarding the inactive Members: some had withdrawn and took no active

part, one was not in a position to represent more than a small fraction of its people.

The amendment introduced by the delegation of the United States of America had further

complicated the issue. He strongly supported the views of the delegations of the

Netherlands, South Africa and Australia with regard to the constitutional position.

While a change might be desirable at some time, it was wiser to postpone a decision at

the present stage, when it was not clear how a change could be effected, and what its

consequences might be.

Referring to the remark of the delegate of the United States, regarding possible

repercussions of rejection of the proposal of the United States delegation, he would

like to ask whether it might not be unwise to create even a fleeting impression that

the governments Members of the Organization would act under.pressure from one Member,

regardless of how fruitful and positive had been that Memberts relations with the

Organization, All the delegations appreciated the position of the United States

delegation and understood t_at the Act of Congress limiting the American contribution to

three million dollars had placed that country in a unique position within WHO. For the

benefit of delegates attending fc: 'ne first time, he recalled that when that Act of

Congress had been passed in 1948 the Organization had been placed in a most difficult

position. The problem arose whether the United States was really a constitutional
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Member, since under the Constitution the Health Assembly alone had the authority to fix
1

contributions.. The problem had been settled at that time on the suggestion of a

government no longer Member of WHO, that the provision be waived and the United States

accepted as a Member.. A strong hope had, at the same time, been expressed by several

delegations that Congress might be willing to reconsider the position at the earliest

possible moment. The US Public Health Service had repeatedly tried to bring the

matter before Congress, and the United States delegation at each Health Assembly had

urged patience in view of the difficulties. When in 1953 a budget had been accepted

by a. small majority in the Joint Committee on Programme and on Administration, Finance

and Legal Matters, the Health Assembly had allowed a revision of that decision, because

of the difficulty it might cause to the United States. The time had now come when the

delegates should ask themselves whether those concerned in the United States did not

need support from the Organization in bringing the matter before Congress. Perhaps

the :delegation of the United States would consider whether it could be satisfied by a

reduction of the percentage to be paid by the United States. He had always agreed with

the United States delegations that they should not have to continue paying so high a

proportion. Such a solution would avoid difficulties of the kind that had arisen.

Mr. BRADY (Ireland), referring to the remarks of the delegate of Ceylon, reiterated

the view that the Working Party's proposal did not infringe the Constitution, and that

it was within the competence of the Health Assembly to deal in the manner proposed

concerning the Rules of Procedure.

In a spirit of compromise he wished to propose certain amendments to the Working

Party's draft resolution, which he thought would leave the resolution stronger than the

other changes suggested. If his proposals were not agreeable to the other members of
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the Working Party, he would withdraw them. The suggestions were that the word

"RESOLVES" at the beginning of paragraph 2 be changed to "RECOMMENDS", and that the

words "shall, notwithstanding the provisions of Rule of Procedure 84(e)u, 'in the

second line of the same paragraph, should be deleted. He feli it would be more

appropriate to address a recommendation to the Health Assembly rather than adopt a'

procedure of negotiation with individual governments.
. I '

The CHAIRMAN -asked Whether,the.propoSals just made -would satisfy the delegation

of India.

-
.

Sir Arcot MUDALIAR (India) said that his delegation had put forward its resolution

(document A7/AFL/13) with a view to deferring the matter for another year. As a

result of the discussions in the Working Party, his delegation had felt that 'in order
.

to arrive at a definite decision, some compromise might be expected, both from those

who held the view that a change in assessments was necessary, and those who considered

that a change should only be made after the countries concerned had had an opportunity

to explore all the possibilities. Certain delegations were not in a position to

express their governments? views on the important financial question involved. On the

other hand, he felt that some agreement should be reac#ed on, the date of transfer to the

United Nations scale and the extent to which ,t should be applied. Unless more precise

indications were given to governments than.those put forward by the Executive Board, it

would be impos&ible for the Eighth World Health Assembly to reach, a decision. It was

that point which had led his delegation to eonsiderr paragraph 2 of the Working Party's

draft resolution. He entirely agreed with the amendments suggested by the delegate

of Ireland which' took into consideration the .spirit of the amendment of the delegation

of Israel.
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While some of the Member States had been over -assessed in comparison with the

United Nations scale, there had been no requests from any Member or Associate Member for

review of their assessment under Rule 84(e) of the Rules of Procedure, although it must

be said that certain Member governments had repeatedly asked that the assessment should

follow the United Nations scale.

Since, under the proposal of the Working Party, the assessments for 1956 and 1957

might be affected by the United Nations scale, it would be desirable for governments to

have information on that scale in advance. He did not feel, however, that the receipt

of the documentation one month earlier than in 1954 would be of much assistance.

The problem was to find a method equitable for all Member States. He regretted

the impression that might have been given by the remarks of the delegate of France that

some Member States were being subsidized by others. All Members of WHO had equal

rights and if some of them were assessed by a higher rate than others, it was to be

considered as a privilege.

It was clear that some decision must be taken and he could see no other course

than to adopt the United Nations scale taking into account certain other factors such as

differences in membership and the per capita ceiling. While fixing the contributions

for 1955, therefore, it would be helpful if the present Heath Assembly were to give an

indication of its views concerning assessments for 1956 and 1957. He supported the

amendments proposed by the delegate of Ireland.

The United States request for a particular method of assessment raised very serious

problems. At previous sessions, there had been differences of opinion as to.whether

States should or should not be allowed to withdraw and a decision on the lines of the

Australian proposal would not be in conformity with the Constittttion. Members who had

withdrawn were still considered as Members and, under Article 84(e) of the Rules of
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Procedure, it would not be proper to fix a token assessment without a specific request

from the governments concerned.

While agreeing that the remarks of the delegate of the United States of America

might have been put Sortevhat difforently, he felt sure they had net been

intended to be taken too specifically. He supported the suggestion of the delegate of

Norway that a reduction might be made in the United States assessment for 1955, if the

present scale of assessments were continued. While he could not accept Method II

recommended by the Board, he felt that, in the position in which the United States

found itself, other States! Members should be prepared to lend their support.

Now that the proposal had been made that Member States should be satisfied to make

requests concerning their assessments under Rule 84(e) of the Rules of Procedure, he

wished to suggest that the delegation of Ceylon might consider the possibility, of

transmitting to the Executive Board or the Director -General, its government }s views on

the assessment of Ceylon under the United Nations scale, or on any other factor

involved. He had always held the opinion that the scale of assessment was adifferent

matter from individual requests. It was the desire of the Organization to retain all

its present Members and to welcome any other States that were in a position to join.

Everything possible should therefore be done to help States who were in a difficult

position.

In the light of those considerations, the delegation of India supported the draft

resolution of the Working Party as amended by Ireland.

Dr. CASTILLO -REY (Venezuela) said that there were certain general questions which

deserved attention. In the first place the Committee was not a sovereign body but the

Seventh World Health Assembly was a sovereign body and could arrive at such decisions
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as it thought fit. It could equally transmit recommendations for consideration at

the Eighth World Health Assembly which in its turn could decide if it approved of the

recommendations and could adopt them. as it thought fit. Questions of this order had

diverted the Committee's attention from the substance of the matters under discussion.

It was not in accordance with the spirit of the Constitution that any Member State by

virtue of its contributions to the Organization should be considered as exercising

pressure on the other Members at the Health Assembly, or that suggestions should be

made that some countries are subsidized by others. The proper position was that all

Member States co- óperatéd in the World Health Organiiation towards a common end.

The CHAIRMAN said that, as an amendment to the resolution proposed by the

delegation of India had been submitted by the delegation of Ceylon, the former

resolution could not be withdrawn (under Rule 61 of the Rules of Procedure) and was

still before the Committee.

Mr. FOESSEL (France) said he wished to raise a small point as to the amendment

proposed by the delegation of Israel. He suggested that after the word

"RECOMMENDS" in paragraph 2 there should be added the words "as a counterpart"

( "en contre partie").

Dr. SCHEELE (United States of America) said that he had noted that the

delegates of India and Norway had mentioned the position arising from the

fact that the United States Congress had placed a ceiling of three million

dollars on their annual contribution to the World Health Organization.
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He had not suggested and he did not wish to suggest that other delegations or the

Organization should attempt to influence this decision of the Congress. In his view

it was not likely that the ceiling would be altered. He wished simply to call atten-

tion to, the fact that if the budget of the Organization were raised, without other

action, the United States would automatically fall into arrears with its contributions.

He had also previously pointed out that in spite of the provision in the scale of

assessment governing the percentage to be paid by the contributor making the largest

contribution, the United States had in fact paid not 33 -1/3 per cent but 39 per cent

of the real working budget.

Two methods had been suggested to avoid this contingency. First, that the budget

should be kept at a figure not exceeding nine million dollars. That method would not

affect the present situation that the United States of America paid in fact 39 per cent

and not 33 -1/3 per cent of the actual working budget. The second would be to reduce

the percentage of the budget to be paid by the United States. He would not be able to

agree to any such proposal without consulting his Government.

The CHAIRMAN, in reply to Mr. BRADY (Ireland), said that the draft resolution

proposed by the delegation of India as amended by the delegation of Ceylon was being

translated and would be shortly circulated. He suggested that the subject had been

fully discussed and that the Committee might adjourn for 20 minutes. He would study

what were the proposals before the Committee and he hoped that the Committee would

then be able to proceed to vote.

The meeting adjourned at 3.55 p.m. and resumed at 4.30 p.m.



A7 /AFL/Min /5

page 15

The CHAIRMAN said that he and the Secretary had been engaged in placing in their

order the draft amendments that had been received to the original proposals. He

recalled that, at its discussion on Friday, the Committee had had before it only the

resolution from the delegation of India. The Executive Board in its report. had made

no formal proposals. By priority therefore, the Indian resolution was the first

before the Committee. The Working Party had then submitted to the Committee the

resolution set out in Annex II of document A7 /AFL /16, To that draft resolution an

amendment had been proposed by the United States of America in document A7 /AFL /17.

Some smaller amendments to the Working Party's draft resolution had been proposed by

the delegates from Canada, France, Ireland and Israel and another small amendment had

been proposed by the delegate from Iceland.

He proposed, therefore, that the order of voting should be to take as the starting

point the draft resolution of the delegation of India and to consider first, as being

furthest removed from that original proposal, the resolution proposed by the Working

Party, with the amendments, all on the same lines, proposed by the delegates of Canada,

France; Ireland and Israel, He asked in the first place whether the delegates of

France and Israel wished to withdraw their amendments in favour of the joint resolution

proposed by the delegates of Canada, France, Ireland and Israel,

Mr, CIDOR (Israel) said that they had agreed to accept the amendment of the

delegation of Ireland with a very small alteration which he understood had been agreed

with the delegate of Canada.

Mr, FOESSEL (France) agreed that his delegation's amendment should be withdrawn

in favour of the amendment of the delegation of Ireland.
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The CHAIRMAN then proposed that the Committee should vote on amendments to the

Working Party's draft resolution.

Mr. CORKERY (Australia) proposed a further amendment to the draft resolution of

the Working Party. He pointed out that this draft resolution did not include any

proposals with regard to the application of the per capita ceiling or as to the method

of assessment of active Members, and that the Working Party's report suggested that

these questions should be considered separately. He suggested that perhaps his

amendment could be brought forward after the other amendments before the Committee

had been cleared up.

The CHAIRMAN said that when voting had once started it would have to continue,

and asked Mr. Corkery to explain his point.

Mr. CORKERY (Australia) said that if the Committee, as a result of its considera-

_ tion of paragraph 3(b) of the report of the Working Party, should decide to recommend

that in 1955 the active Members cnly should be assessed, he wished to propose a final

paragraph to the resolution, reading:

"DECIDES that for 1954 assessments shall be made against the active Members only."

Mr. HARDY (Canada) said that his delegation felt some difficulty as to the

application of the per capita principle. If the resolution before the Committee meant

that the per capita ceiling would be fully applied in 1955, he had no change to

propose. Further, if paragraph 2 of the draft resolution of the Working Party were

amended by replacing "RESOLVES" in the first line by "RECOMMENDS" that would mean

that the Eighth World Health Assembly would fully examine the question of the per
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capita ceiling and his delegation would again be satisfied; but in any other event he

would have to reserve the views of his Government as to the application of the per

capita ceiling for the years 1956 and 1957.

The CHAIRMAN said that the discussion on the per capita ceiling would come after

consideration of the draft resolution and that the delegate of Canada could then raise

his point. He explained, in reply to the delegate of Ceylon, that the position as to

the questions before the Committee was governed by Rule 60 of the Rules of Procedure,

which required that of the proposals before the Committee that furthest from the

original proposal should first be voted on. The original proposal was that of the

delegation of India and the proposal of the delegation of Ceylon was an amendment to

that original proposal. If the other proposals, including the amendments to the draft

resolution submitted by the Working Party, were rejected, the proposal of the

delegation of India and the amendments to it proposed by Ceylon would then be

considered.

Dr. van den BERG (Netherlands) said that he understood that the draft resolution

of the Working Party was being taken as an amendment to the resolution proposed by the

delegation of India. He considered rather that it was an independent proposal and

that therefore the Committee should vote first on the proposal by the Indian delegation.

The CHAIRMAN read Rule 60 of the Rules of Procedure of the Health Assembly and

said that it had not been stated that the Working Party's resolution was an amendment

to the original Indian proposal.
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Mr. PLEIC (Yugoslavia) supported Dr. van den Berg and said that there were two

wholly separate proposals before the Committee. Chronologically that from India was

first, and the proposal from India was furthest from the original proposal of the

Executive Board.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that there was before the Committee no proposal from the

Executive Board and referred to Official Records No, 52, Annex 21, page 139, in which

the Executive Board stated merely that "the Seventh World Health Assembly will wish to

give consideration to the following points ". He referred again to Rule 60 of the Rules

of Procedure and pointed out that it did not refer only to one original proposal with

amendments. It covered equally two proposals, as in the case before the Committee.

Of those two, that from India was the original in the terms of rule. He then read

paragraphs 1 and 2 of the draft resolution proposed by the Working Party (document

A7 /AFL /16, Annex II) including the amendments proposed by the four delegations and

asked the Committee to vote on the amendments to paragraph 2.

Dr. van den BERG (Netherlands) on a point of order, asked whether the amendment

from the delegation of the United States of America had been withdrawn, and pointed

out that if not it should be taken first because, although it did not affect

paragraph 2 of the draft resolution of the Working Party, it did add to paragraph 1

of that draft resolution.

Mr. HARDY (Canada) said that he did not wish to complicate the position further

but that it might help the Committee to know that the Working Party had considered

that there were three main questions, first, the adoption of the United Nations scale



A7 /AFL /Min /5

page 19

of assessment, on which they had framed proposals, second, the per capita ceiling, and

third, the assessment of inactive Members. He suggested, therefore, that the Committee

should vote on the draft resolution of the Working Party as amended, then consider the

per capita ceiling, and then consider the assessment on inactive Members. This order

seemed to him simple and logical, but he was not clear whether it was possible under

the Rules of Procedure.

The CHAIRMAN said that he had started to deal on those lines with the proposals

before the Committee, but that further amendments had since come in. In the

circumstances he proposed to adjourn the meeting until Tuesday morning and, in the

meantime, a document would be prepared setting out the various proposals before the

Committee in a way which would help the Committee to take decisions on them at the

next meeting.

The meeting rose at 4.55 p.m.


