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1. PROPOS ,D :.�1Е1МI NT TO RULE 67 OF ТH2 cRULS 01' РROCEDI: Supplementary ,,;ndа 

Item proposed by the Delegation of the United States of Ameriса (Document :.10/13) 
(continued) 

The 0нAIRМ'.N called the Committee's attention to the decision it had taken at 

its fourth meeting to discuss the substance of the United States' proposal before 

the question to the Legal Sub -Committee for the drafting of an appropriate 

text. 

Dr AICERRO (Honduras) said he would confine himself to putting forward two ideas 

which might be instrumental in bringing about general agreement on the United States' 

proposal. 

There was unanimous agreement that the budget was an important question. It 

was also true that, under the .agreement between WHO and the United Nations, WHO had 

certain obligations and that sooner or later it would be bound to accede to the 

parent body's desire for uniform Usages in regard to the budget. Fears had been 

expressed, however, that application of two -thirds' majority rule might lead to 

stabilizction or reduction of budgets in the future. Perhaps the Committee would 

care to consider an amendment to provide that the budget of the Organization in any 

year should be not lower than the budget adopted for the year before. Secondly, 

provision might be made that, in the event of two ballots on the budget not yielding 

the necessary two -thirds majority for adoption, the third ballot should be taken by a 

simple majority. 

If those amendments were accepted, the delegation of Honduras would be able to 

accept the United States proposal. It reserved its position on any other amendments 

that might be introduced. 
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Nr SIEGEL (Assistant Director -General, Department of :dministratton and Finance), 

Secretary, thought it might be useful if he provided the Committee with some background 

information on the item under consideration. 

Reference had been made in the earlier discussion to the fact that the United 

Nations and ILO already applied the two -thirds majority rule to voting on their 

budgets. The World Neteorlogical Organization was another specialized agency • following the same procedure. 

He would like to refer the Committee to. the report of the Fifth Committee of the 

United Nations General .s semъly, which had been reproduced as an annex to the 

Director-General's report on co- ordination of the United Nations and specialized 

agencies on administrative, financial and legal questions (document 1110 /.'FL /5). 

The Fifth Committee's report stated, inter alia, that "whereas the budgets of the 

United Nations, the ILO and иО required approval by a two -thirds majority of the 

Members present and voting, the budgets of the other specialized agencies were adopted 

by a simple majority vote ". The Committee would no doubt be interested to know that • the provision for the two -thirds majority vote on the budget of the United Nations 

and the two specialized agencies in question was contained in the constitutions of 

those bodies. The relevant provision in respect of the United Nations was 

:'.rticle 18 of the Charter and he had personally checked the constitutions of ILO and 

lг+�10 to make sure on the point. 

2. s�.milar proposal had been considered by the International Health Conference 

held in New York in 1956 when the Constitution of WHO had been agreed upon. T±ie 

records of that Conference showed that the proposal had been discussed at some length, 

counter- preposa1s had been introduced, and the final decision, by 22 votes to 3, had 

been 'л reject the proposal. 



�ilо/.�гL,42in/15 

page 4 

The delegate of France had referred in the earlier discussion to the дΡ.greement 

between the United Nations and W110. It was noteworthy that, at the same 

International Health Conference, a proposal had been submitted - and rejected - in 

connexion th the article of the Constitution relating to budgetary and financial 

^rrangements, to provide for submittin3 thе budget of WHO to the United Nations 

General _issembly for approval. 

That was how it had come about that the WHO Constitution did not include a 

requirement in respect of the voting on its budget similar to those in the 

Constitutions of the United Nations, ILO and WIul. 

Despite the lack of provision in the Constitution, however, it would be possible 

to amend the Rules of Procedure of the Health Assembly for the purpose envisaged by 

the United States delegation. decision on amending the Rules of Procedure could 

be taken by a simple majority vote. In that connexion, he would point out,that, 

if amended in that way, the Rules of Procedure wo uld be open to subsequent 

re- amendment, if so desired, again by a simple majority vote. 

Dr Т0G &i (Liberia) observed that, as the United States delegate had referred 

to ..rticle 60 of the Constitution in submitting his delegation's proposal, it would 

seem that he was proposing a revision of the Constitution. Reference had been made, 

too, to Rule 67 of the Rules of Procedure. Both article 60 and Rule 67 clearly 

specified as the important questions requiring a two- thirds majority of the Members 

present and voting: the adoption of conventions or agreements; the approval of 

agreements bringing the Organization into relation with the United Nations and 

inter - governmental organizations and agencies in accordance with articles 69, 70 and 

72; amendments to the Constitution. :accordingly, he believed that the United States 
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proposal should reeuire a two- thirds majority for adoption, since it was 

tantamount to an amendment of the НО Constitution. 

He failed to see why the argument of bringing WHO usage into line with that 

of the United Nations and certain other specialized agencies should be used, since 

WHO, although a specialized gene;- of the United Nations, enjoyed a certain measure 

of autonomy and had a separate budget and independent operations. Moreover, many 

Members of WHO were not limbers of the United Nations and it was his view that the 

Organization should continuo to function in accordance with its own Constitution. 

The amendments suggested by the delegate of Honduras would, he believed, merely 

lengthen the voting procedure on the budget in future ye .rs. The Committee had 

heard in the past how costly the proceedings of the Health .`.ssembly were and to 

leaghthen them would be to defeat the general desire for the utmost economy within 

the Organization. 

In spite of all the explanations of the United States delegate, he was still 

not convinced that application cf the measure he was proposing would save the 

Organization money and tine. Indeed, he thought it would merely create confusion. 

The Organization had been working satisfactorily for ten years now and he saw no 

reason for adopting provisions that would impede its work, 

Dr 11101 `.N (New Zealand) confessed to a good deal of confusion in his efforts 

to come to a firm opinion on the United States proposal.. The proposal referred to 

important matters coming under Rule 67 of the Rцles of Procedure, but it seemed to 

him that the matters enumerated under that rule differed very considerably from the 
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question of the budget. In the event of a two -thirds majority not being obtained 

on any of those matters, they were simple dropped. But he failed to see how the 

Organization could continue to exist without a budget and it might so happen that 

no proposal on the budget would obtain the necessary majority. 

With regard to the suggestions for amendment put forward by the delegate of 

Honduras, the Liberian delegate had already pointed out that adoption of the first 

of those would completely negative the United States proposal, and he himself did 

not feel that the second one was applicable. 

In the circumstances, therefore, he felt that the Committee shoule': take no 

decision on the ratter at the present time. It might be more appropriate to refer 

the proposal to the Executive Board for further study and report to the Eleventh 

World Health Assembly. He was not making any formal proposal to that effect, but 

would be glad to know whether other members of the Committee held the same view. 

Dr Sin (Argentina) regretted that he was unab e to support the United States 

proposal. The more he studied the proposal, the more drawbacks he found to it and 

absolutely no advantage. 

It had been argued that the measures should be adopted because the budget was 

the most important matter coming before the Health Assembly. In fact, the Health 

�ssembly had to consider many еquаl1у important questions, such as those concerning 

the staff. In the last resort the Organization could not function without its staff 

any more than without its budget, but surely it could not be expected that all 

questions relating to the staff should be decided by a two -thirds majority vote. 
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If the possible effects of the application of the measure were studied, the 

attitude taken by previous speakers on the difficulties that would be created, 

to which he subscribed, was quite understandable. 

In Argentina the budget was adopted by a simple majority vote. It was 

possible that the practice was different in the United States and in other 

countries represented in the Health Assembly and the United States delegation's 

desire to have the procedure in respect of the budget the best possible was 

understandable. Yet he did not believe that the adoption of the proposed 

measure would bring any gain whatsoever. 

With regard tothe precedent existing in ther organizations, he would not 

repeat what had already been said on that subject by earlier speakers, whose remarks 

he endorsed. WHO was a separate Organization and if any measure in force elе йhere 

was regarded as advantageous WHO could adopt that measure; if WHO was not convinced 

of the advantages, it had no need to do so. 

Professor SIGURJONSSON (Iceland) thought there was general agreement that the 

budget was a very important matter for the Organization and that accordingly Rule 67 

of the Rules of Procedure might reasonably be applied to voting upon it. Like many 

of the earlier speakers, however, his delegation considered that the measure would 

give rise to real difficulties in practice. The present Health íssembly had, for 

instance, had three proposals on the budget before it. He was afraid that not one 

of those proposals would have obtained the necessary two -thirds majority in its 

favour. 
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It had been suggested that, in the event of a two- thirds majority not being 

obtained, a compromise might be reached. That was certainly a possibility, but the 

Health Assembly should have some guidance on how such a compromise would be achieved 

in practice. 

All things considered, therefore, he agreed with the New Zealand delegate that 

the United States proposal required more time for study than the Health Assembly 

could give it at its present session. He would accordingly be prepared to endorse 

any suggestion that the proposal be referred to the Executive Board for further study 

and report to the Eleventh World Health Assembly. If that course were adopted, it 

would not necessarily be postponing the decision, since the Eleventh World Health 

Assembly could deal with the matter before deciding on the budget. 

Dr JOCKEL (Australia) said his delegation, too, shared the general attitude of 

the New Zealand delegation and agreed that it would be preferable for the Committee 

to take no definite decision on the proposal at the present session. 

Mr GEERAERTS (Belgium) observed that some of the speakers had drawn attention to 

the practical difficulties which the procedure proposed by the delegation of the 

United States might give rise to. He asked whether the international organizations 

already implementing the proposed procedure had encountered any practical difficulties, 

notably, of finding themselves without an approved budget? 

Dr TOTTIE (Sweden) said his delegation would like to support the suggestion 'ti 

refer the question to the Executive Board at its session in January 1958. 



A10 /AFL /Min /15 
page 9 

The CHAIRMAN asked the delegate of New Zealand, in view of the fact that several 

delegations had expressed themselves in favour 6f referring the question to the 

Executive Board, whether he would care to make his suggestion a formal proposal. 

Dr MACLEAN (New Zealand) was gratified that his view had found such a measure of 

support. Before making any formal proposal, however, he would first like to state 

that he was in sympathy with the United States proposal and believed it very important 

that a. matter such as the OrganizationIs budget should have the approval of the larger 

part of the Health Assembly. Having made that explanation, he would formally propose 

that the United States proposal be referred to the Executive Board for further study 

and for a report to the Eleventh World Health Assembly, 

Mr GЕERAERTS (Belgium) remarked that, since no reply had been given on the point 

he had raised earlier, he assumed his question could not be answered. 

Dr TOGBA (Liberia), while sympathizing with the viewpoint expressed by the 

delegations of New Zealànd and several other countries, considered the Health Assembly 

would be shirking its responsibilities by referring the proposal to the Executive 

Board. The Committee already had full information at its disposal and the matter 

was not one requiring extensive study. He accordingly believed that the item could 

be disposed of immediately. 

One further point he wot� .d like to make was that important questions requiring 

a two-thirds majority vote were usually decided by secret ballot; if the question 

of the budget were placed in that category, it would mean that that too would 



А10/AFL/Min/15 
page 10 

require to be voted by secret ballot. If he remembered aright, a previous 

Health Assembly had passed a motion against such a procedure in respect of the 

budget. 

Mr WARING (United States of America) recalled that the reasons underlying the 

United States proposal had been outlined at the thirteenth meeting. 

He did not believe that the proposal involved any question of amending the 

Constitution. On the contrary, it was designed to provide fuller implementation 

of the Constitution. The Constitution provided that decisions on important 

questions should be made by a two- thirds majority of the Members present and voting 

and that other decisions, including determination of questions to be decided by a 

two -thirds majority, should be by simple majority. The Rules of Procedure of the 

Health Assembly, which were drafted in harmony with the spirit of the Constitution, 

implemented those provisions. The real issue before the Committee was whether or 

not the budget of the Organization was an important question. 

The United States delegation felt that there would be advantages in deciding 

that issue in the affirmative, in addition to bringing WHO usage into line with 

that of the United Nations. Moreover, in its opinion, it was extremely important 

to be able to claim that the WHO budget, irrespective of its size, had the support 

of a broad segment of the Health Assembly's membership. His remarks the previous 

day had been based on the assumption that the same advantage he saw in respect of 

United States appropriation procedures would apply to other governments as well. 



A10/AFL/Min/15 
page 11 

Within the Organization itself, the procedure proposed would tend to eliminate 

opposing factions on the question of the budget. In his opinion, the possibilities 

of deadlock had been somewhat exaggerated. The other international organizations 

following that procedure did not appear to have met with much difficulty. 

The point at issue was whether or not the budget of WHO was an important 

question; if it was so regarded the Constitution provided that it should be 

subject to a two -thirds majority vote. Не appreciated the doubts and hesitancies 

expressed by certain delegations. The proposal had been submitted as a supplementary 

item of the agenda and perhaps time was needed for further study of it. The 

United States delegation would be prepared to abide by the wishes of the Health 

Assembly, whether it decided to refer the matter to the Executive Board or to 

take a final decision now. 

The CHAIRMAN noted that he had no more speakers on his list and the Committee 

would accordingly proceed to voting on the proposals before it. Не would first 

like to be assured that the Committee was prepared to vote on the New Zealand 

proposal, which had not been distributed in writing, and noted that there were no 

objections to doing so. 

Before proceeding further, he asked the delegate of Honduras whether the 

suggestions he had put forward for consideration were to be considered as formal 

proposals for amendment of the Rules of Procedure. 

Dr ALCERRO (Honduras) stated that since his suggestions had not elicited any 

support, he would make no formal proposal. 
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The СНАМ :AN said that, in accordance with the Rules of Procedure, he would put 

to the vote first the New Zealand proposal, followed, if that were rejected, by the 

United States proposal. 

Decision: The New Zealand proposal was rejected by 25 votes to 22, 
with 14 abstentions. 

The United States proposal (document А10 /13) was rejected 
by 26 votes to 19, with 16 abstentions, 

The CHAIRMAN announced that, the present item now being disposed of, the 

Committee on Programme and Budget could begin its work immediately. He declared 

the meeting suspended for a short recess before taking up the next item of business. 

The meeting was suspended at 5.5.m. and resumed at 5.20 p.m. 

2. REVIEW OF SALARIES, ALLOWANCES AND BENEFITS: Item of the Supplementary Agenda 
(Official Records No. 76, Resolution EB19.R3g; Documents А10 /AFL /21) 4] 0/ЛFL/25) 

(continued) 

The SECRETARY thought it might be useful, in view of the earlier discussion on 

the item, to bring to the Committee's attention a number of essential factors which 

it would certainly wish to bear in mind in considering the various proposals before it. 

He first expressed the Secretariat's appreciation of the tribute paid by the 

delegate of Israel to the report on the item (document A10 /AFL /21). It had been 

the Secretariat's intention to give the Health Assembly as concise information on 

the various aspects of the question as possible. 
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The delegate of Israel, in addressing most of his remarks to the main issue of 

post adjustment and the General Assembly's decision on that matter in respect of 

the United Nations staff in Now York, had suggested that that decision had been 

taken following an appeal by the Secretary General of the United Nations. Hе 

would like to make it abundantly clear that the Director -General of WHO would p oseЅ'it 

all of the facts to the Health Assembly, and appeal to that body as strongly as 

possible to adopt a decision which would be equitable to the staff and restore the 

balance in the application of the system, The Director- General was unfortunately 

prevented from attending the meeting immediately but hoped to be pre ent later. 

A somewhat different situation existed in WHO a.s compared to the United Nations 

in respect of formal staff representations on matters of staff =interest. That being 

so, the Director -General endeavoured to present both his views and those of the staff 

to the Executive Board and the Health Assembly. The report before the Committee 

noted that the position taken by the Director -- General in the United Nations Salary 

Review Committee had been based on recommendations originally submitted by the WHO 

staff at Headquarters and in the regions. 

The issue now raised had boon identified as relating only to Geneva. Hо would 

like to make it clear once moro that, although WHO's Headquarters was in Geneva, 

the Organization had six regional offices and a large number of field operations as 

well, the staff of all of which were affected by decisions on salaries, allowances 

and benefits. 

In his statement, the delegate of Israel had suggested that the United Nations 

had already applied the decision of the General Assembly to Geneva and that 

difficulties in co-ordination would be created if WHO and ILO came to a different 
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decision. не read out the relevant portions of the General Assembly's resolution 

(document A /RES /515), which showed clearly that the General Assembly had decided that, 

irrespective of the decision of WHO and ILO with regard to post adjustment in Geneva, 

the Secretary General should apply to the staff of the United Nations in Geneva 

the same decision. 

• The Directors -General of WHO and ILO had reached agreement to submit to their 

appropriate governing bodies a proposal to place Geneva for the purposes of post 

adjustment in class 2. In so far as Geneva was concerned, that constituted 

co- ordination with the United Nations and the other specialized agency concerned. 

It had however been suggested that a different decision in regard to Geneva 

might only further distort the salary system, and that the efforts towards getting 

the United Nations to move back into position should be made through the machinery 

of ACC. The decision taken by the General Assembly of the United Nations would 

make it extremely difficult for ACC to take any action in that sense at the present . 

stage through the Secretary General of the United Nations, since it had been on the 

special appeal of the Secretary General himself that the additional class adjustment 

for New York had been instituted. 

The Secretariat report made it clear that the Director -General had been concerned 

about the adequacy of the basic remuneration to attract and retain the type and 

calibre of staff the Organization required. The Director -General had consistently 

supported the report of the Review Committee because of his conviction regarding 

the importance of maintaining a common system of salaries and allowances in the 

international organizations and, no lesser consideration would have, in his view, 

justified acceptance of what was not an adequate situation with regard to salaries 

(paragraphs 4.14 and 4.15). 
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It was the Director -General's view that a backward step had been taken, and he 

was now asking for a more constructive approach which would make it possible for the 

Organization to attract and retain the quality of staff it needed. 

Dr SIRI (Argentina) asked the representative of the Director -General if he 

could give the Committee an illustration of the criteria related to the different 

categories that had been mentioned, in particular to those in which international 

staff in New York and in Geneva were placed. 

Nr LIV АN (Israel) thanked the Secretary for the attention which he had given 

to his remarks earlier in the discussion. As part of the resolution of the General 

Assembly on this question had been quoted and an interpretation given to it, he 

thought that it might be of interest to the Committee to hear the views of one who 

had been present during the discussion, as to the impressions that he and several 

others had received of what had been the decision of the General Assembly. 

There was one important proviso to what the Secretary had quoted in mentioning 

the decision that United Nations staff in the Headquarters' area of specialized 

agencies should receive the same treatment as the staff of that specialized agency. 

That decision was part of the general system adopted and that system included the 

placing of Geneva in class 1. Unless that basic point were accepted the United 

Nations would not be required, in dealing with their own staff in Geneva, to follow 

the action of the specialized agencies whose headquarters were in Geneva. The 
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intention, as he understood it, of the provision that the Secretary had quoted was 

that if there were changes in the cost of living in Geneva the United Nations should 

apply to its Geneva staff any action taken by agencies with headquarters in Geneva 

in consequence of changes in the cost of living, He thought that the proposal made 

at the morning meeting would neglect this proviso and would lead to still more 

confusion. 

It was certainly possible that the General Assembly might have made a mistake 

as to the class in which New York had been placed, but his delegation considered 

that the proper action would be to try to secure that New York was placed in the 

proper class rather than introduce still greater unbalance and confusion by separate 

action. 

It did not appear to his delegation that there was anything to prevent further 

consideration of this question in the Advisory Committee on Co- ordination and if 

the Director -General decided to appeal against the decision of the General Assembly 

as to New York that need not affect the decision to be reached in the present 

discussion by the Committee. 

Mr CLARK (Canada) said that there were two main points on which his delegation 

wished to comment. The first was the resolution from fifteen countries of Latin 

America which was set out in document A10 /AFL/25 and the second the question of the 

class in which Geneva should be placed. 
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Firstly, on the draft resolution in document A1О/LFL /25, this document, as he 

understood it said that these governments had a problem in regard to the 

Organization in the 1mericas. It asked the Committee to study the question or 

to refer it to the Executive Board for study, The Canadian Government thought 

that would be a reasonable course but the sponsors of that resolution might 

perhaps be prepared to accept certain drafting changes, which would lead the 

Canadian Government to support it more readily, In the first place, paragraph 

(5) of the preamble read, "considering that minus deferentials on salary payments 

based on local costs of living are psychologically questionable ". This was a 

moderate wording but it seemed to affect a principle which his Government thought 

fundamental to the salary system accepted by the United Nations and it would be 

easier from the Canadian point of view if this point were withdrawn at this stage. 

The other changes, which he thought were purely matters of drafting, affected 

paragraph (1) of the preamble, He thought that in the first sentence something 

might be inserted to make it clear that the difficulties referred to were in 

relation to the Regional Office of the Americas and the Pan American Sanitary 

Bureau. He thought also that in the paragraph immediately following paragraph 

(2) there should be inserted a reference to the World Health Assembly, 

With regard to the second main point, the class in which Geneva should be 

placed, his Government considered that the basic problem was to maintain a common 
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system of salary allowances and benefits throughout the United Nations family of 

organizations, This was the primary objective of the Canadian delegation and it 

was glad to see that on this point it shared common ground with the Director- 

General, не would shortly support what had been said about the Report of the 

Director -General which was before the Committee in document А10 /АFL /21 which gave 

a very clear exposition of a complicated subject. 

The difference between the Canadian delegation and the Director -General was 

not in regard to the objective but in regard to the means of reaching it, The 

Director -General, as he understood, wished to have Geneva raised to class 2, if 

possible in co- operation with the ILO. It was noted also that ICAO wished Montreal 

to be raised to class 5, UNESCO, had accepted class 4 for Paris and FAO had 

accepted class 2 for Rome. It was therefore suggested that Geneva and Montreal 

should each be set one grade higher than that agreed by the General Assembly. 

From a study of document Al %FL /21 the Canadian Government formed the impression 

that the Director- General was basing his suggestions on three main points, 

1. That the situation in Geneva was similar to that in New York, and in particular, 

that during 1956 the cost of living in Geneva had risen at the same rate as that 

in New York, 

2. That the effect of fixing the base date for Geneva at January 1956 prejudiced 

Geneva staff by two per cent, as compared with staff in New York. 

3. That the balance of the original proposals had been upset and should be 

restored. (This was the point made in paragraph 4.15 of the Director -General's 

Report). 
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On these points the Canadian delegation would comment that the question of the 

base date for Geneva had been considered already in the report of the Salary 

Review Committee and that Committee, in paragraph 143 of their report, had given 

• the opinion that this rise of two per cent, would be more than compensated by 

the smaller rise (5 per cent, instead of C per cent.) in the cost of living which 

would be necessary to justify an increase in the rates for Geneva. 

As to the adequacy of the basic remuneration, the Director -General certainly 

had the fundamental resporxsibUity for making proper provision for his staff, 

but the Canadian delegation thought that the Director -General would agree that 

representatives of Member Governments at the Health Assembly had also a 

responsibility for assessing and deciding on these proposals. The Canadian 

delegation recalled that the Salary Review Committee had said in paragraph 7G of 

its report that, judging solely by conditions in Geneva, it saw little reason for 

increasing the basic scales there. It noted also that the Salary Review Committee 

had taken a decision on basic scales for professional salaries and had recommended 

specifically that the salary scales at the D.1 lesvel should be retained. In face 

of such evidence the Canad�.an delegation could only feel that the existing rates 

of remuneration were adequate. There was also the question of balance. Balance 

was always a difficult thing to define and the Canadian delegation doubted whether 

the action taken by the General 4seemЭΡ�ly in regard to their New York staff had 

sufficiently diitortеd the balance to justify NIl in taking a line of its own, as 

seemed to be suggested in paragraph 4.14 of the Director-Goneral's report 

(document А10 /AFL /21). 
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Не recalled to the Committee what the delegate of Israel had said, that the 

General Assembly had in effect increased the salaries of its employees in New 

York by five por cent. That did not necessгrily affect Geneva, The several 

headquarters of United Nations agencies, Geneva, New York, Paris and Nontroal, 

had been put in certain classes. Even if one of these was in too high a class, 

the remedy was not to increase the others, Which would result in worse confusion a 

and perhaps lead to an ascending spiral. The voting of governments in the 

General assembly suggested that many ;averments represented there had doubted the 

wisdom of placing New York in class 5. The Canadian Government in particular 

disagreed with the action of the Unite' Nations in placing New York in class 5 

and agreed with the suggestion of the Director -General that the United Nations 

had in this way deviated from accepted rules. But that deviation did not 

justify other deviations. It was bettor to try to correct any mistake that 

might have been made in regard to the classification of New York. The Canadian 

Government therefore would disapprove of action by any specialized agency not in 

accordance with the report of the Salary Review Committee, His delegation 

agreed with the suggestion from the representative of Israel that the Director - 

General should try to get the United Nations decision in regard to New York 

corrected. 

The СНАIRМAN referred to document Al0 /лFL /25 and pointed out that fifteen 

countries had sponsored this resolution and it might be difficult to secure the 

acceptance of them all to the amendments proposed by the delegate from Canada, 
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He asked whether the Canadian delegate would put his suggestions in writing so 

that they could be available before a vote was taken on these proposals. 

Mr 01,0К (Canada) said that this would be done, 

it GEERAETLТS (Belgium) thought that he understood from the discussion that 

the Committee considered this question of considerable importance, but he was then 

puzzled because the Committee in a recent vote had just decided that the budget 

was not a question of importance, but the question which the Committee was now 

discussing was a financial question which formed part only of the budget. They 

wore discussing a secondary question of still less importance than the budget. 

It would therefore be logical to leave the question to the Director -General to 

settle in consultation with the Executive Board and other agencies. 

Dr ВERNНARDТ (Federal Republic of Germany) said that his delegation had 

studied the documents with great care and had closely followed the discussion. 

Ho thought that it would not be possible to bring this question to an adequate 

conclusion in so large a committee, Salaries, allowances and benefits formed a 

highly specialized matter, which could be dealt with properly in only a small body 

in which arguments could be more quickly put and opinions more freely exchanged. 

His delegation wished to do everything possible to ensure adequate remuneration 

for the staff but that could not be done in the Committee, His delegation would 

therefore support the proposal made in document Аl0 /АFL /25, to refer the matter 

to the Executive Board. They would submit a more condensed text of a resolution 

for this purpose, 
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The SECRETARY, in reply to the delegate of Argentina, said that, if he 

understood correctly the question put to him, the answer was that the category 

of officials affected by the resolution of the General Assembly was the professional 

staffs in grades P. and above. If the Committee wished for further information 

the Secretariat would be happy to supply it, but it would take a little time, and 

if the Committee decided to refer the question to the Executive Board, it might 

not feel the need for such detailed information. 

Dr MELLB'iE (Norway) thought that the Secretar: General and the Director -Generals 

specialized agencies were in а difficult position in attempting to establish salary 

systems. In most countries salary systems were arrived at by discussion between 

the employers and staff across a table. In these conditions it was comparatively 

easy to reach agreement by proposal and counter -proposal, but in international 

agencies the representatives of Member States were in a very different position; 

a position of greater difficulty because they had necessarily little knowledge of 

the salary problems and economic positions of their employees in different countries. 

The Secretary General and the Director- Generals were squeezed between the staff 

organizations and their directing bodies. 

Taking account of these difficulties and of the fact that no salary system would 

ever be satisfactory to all persons concerned, his delegation thought that the 

Salary Review Committee had arrived at a very good principle. It was necessary 

also to take note of the fact that the staff of WHO was partly in Geneva, 

partly at the regional offices and partly in the field. The Director- General 

in document Аl0 /AFL /21 had made practical proposals which his delegation would support. 
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It also would support the proposal of the delegate of the Federal Republic of 

Germany that the question should be referred to the Executive Board. 

Dr SIR' (Argentina) asked the delegate of Canada what were the details of 

the. changes that he would like to see in the first part of document А10 /АFL /25. 

Hе had consulted other delegations who had put their names to that resolution and 

thought that they would have no objection to withdrawing paragraph (5). In fact 

the Committee had before it a general question of which one aspect affected the 

Pan-American Sanitary Organization, He assumed therefore that in suggesting that 

this matter should be referred to the Executive Board they were defending the 

interests of PASO, because working jointly as they had suggested in paragraph 2 of 

their proposed resolution, full agreement would be reached which would facilitate 

further discussion. 

1e CHAIRMAN recalled that the delegate of Canada had said that he would 

submit his proposals in writing so that all the fifteen delegations concerned might 

simultaneously consider it. 

Mr FIRTH (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) thought that 

the practical and logical course in the existing circumstances would be to take up 

the question again with the United Nations through the United tions machinery for 

that purpose. In the opinion of his delegation separate action by WHO would upset 

the system on which agreement had recently been reached. They agreed therefore 

that the question should first be discussed with the United Nations and then 

referred to the Executive Board. 
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Mr le POOLE (Netherlands) said that what was involved was not only the 

question of fair financial treatment for the staff. There was also the important 

principle of co-ordination, which must be secured within the framework of the 

United Nations and the specialized agencies. He would not repeat arguments which 

had already been stated, but his delegation submitted a draft resolution to the 

effect that the Tenth Health Assembly, having noted the report of the Director- General 

and the considerations put forward in the discussion, firstly authorized the 

Director -General to raise this question as Soon as possible in the Advisory Committee 

on Co- ordination and to refer it then to the Executive Board, and secondly, requested 

the Executive Board to report to the Eleventh World Health AssemЫy. 

Mr JOCKEL (Australia) said that his delegation shared the general approach to 

this question to which several members of the Committee had given expression. 

His delegation had always considered it as a favourable point of WHO work that it 

had attached the highest importance to co- ordination. It thought that the 

Director -General might be asked to continue that co -ordination and work through 

the United Nations machinery provided for the purpose, The position taken by the 

United Nations seemed not to be clear, if only because the Director- General and the 

delegation of Israel had given it different interpretations. This was a small 

instance of the difficulties surrounding this question, and his delegation thought 

it would be unwise for WHO to branch out on its own line. 

Mr ВR^•,DУ (Ireland) shared the sentiments expressed by the delegates of 

Australia and the Federal Republic of Germany. The matter was complicated and it 

was doubtful whether a large committee could deal with it adequately at the present 
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stage of the Assembly. The question was important because it raised the general 

issue whether the. Organization was prepared to seek co- ordination within reasonable 

limits, but not. to an extent which would have a deleterious effect on this work, 

but because of the importance of the question, he suggested that they should at 

least pause before taking action which might upset the scheme recently adopted. 

On the.question of co- ordination, it might be desirable to draw the attention 

of the Committee to an extract from paragraph 27 of Chapter IV of the report of the 

Salary Review Committee, The Committee stated that it did agree that the retention 

of a common system was desirable as it served to emphasize the common purpose of 

the United Nations family and to promote efficiency and economic administration. 

The notion of a common system could be stultified if some organizations remained 

outside, and others, subscribing to it in principle, deviated from it unnecessarily 

or failed to adopt common standards of application. 

His own impression was that the Director -General favoured the acceptance of 

the general framework proposed by the Salary Review Committee, but the difficulty 

was to know what circumstances would justify a departure from the agreed system.. 

The staff in New York appeared to have got too much, but the extent to which this 

might cause dissatisfaction in any specialized agency might perhaps be reduced by 

the principle laid down by the Salary Review Committee that a specialized agency 

should base its proposals in respect of any duty station on the conditions at that 

station and not on what had happened elsewhere. 

The Committee had received a number of proposals to solve the difficulties 

before them. He appreciated the efforts of the delegate of the Federal Republic 

of Germany to relieve the Health Assembly of the consideration of details, but he 
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. 
thought that line might be taken further. The danger was that a decision might be 

reached immediately which would prejudice.the whole system. .Нё therefore 

preferred the proposal made by the delegate from the Netherlands which agreed with 

his own delegation's view that there should be further. efforts for agreement by 

means of the United 'Ftions machinery, Other specialized agёncies also had doubts 

on the questions they should get together and try to reach a solution. His 

delegation therefore supported and seconded the proposal of the Netherlands 

delegation., 

His delegation was in favour of fair rates of salary for international staff. 

It also, attached great importance to co-ordination, but did not necessarily believe 

that that overrode all other consideration. 

The СHАIгМ N summarized the different proposals before the Committee. There 

were, first, resolutions from the Netherlands and from the Federal Republic of 

Germany; there were amendments proposed by the Canadian delegation to the 

resolution set out in document 1АlО /АFL /25 and, finally, there was that resolution 

itself, The Committee had not the text of all these proposals, and he asked 

the Secretariat to prepare texts for study at the next meeting, 

The meeting rose at 6.35 p.m. 


