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1. FOURTH REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE (Document A16 /AFL /25) 

The CIAIR1AN invited delegates to comment upon the draft fourth report of the 

Committee. 

Decision: There being no comments, the report was adopted. 

2. MEETING OF THE REGIONAL COMMITTFF FOR AFRICA: Item 3.1k of the Agenda 

(Documents А16 /AFL /6, A16 /AFL/ p /8,'Аl6 /АFL/WP /9, Al6 /AFL /26, A16 /AFL/WP /1O) 

At the invitation of the CHAIRMAN, Mr Mudaliar (India), Chairman of the Working 

Party set up to study agenda item 3.1k, introduced its report to the Committee. 

He recalled that at the previous meeting of the Committee a Working Party had 

been established to consider the question of the meetings of the Regional Committee 

for Africa. The Working Party, consisting of the delegations of Canada, India, 

Liberia, Philippines, Senegal, South Africa, Sudan and Turkey, had met on 18 May 

and continued to work until about 5 o'clock in the evening. After a thorough . 

discussion of the item the majority of the Working Party agreed to transmit the 

draft resolution in the report to the Committee on Administration, Finance and Legal 

Matters. The delegate of South Africa declared his reasons for objecting to the 

draft resolution and reserved the position of his delegation. The delegate of 

Turkey said that he was not able to approve the second operative paragraph of the 

draft resolution because he considered that that paragraph was purely political in 

nature and was not in accord with the position taken by his delegation in previous 

Assemblies. 
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The resolution contained in the Working Party's report read: 

"The Sixteenth World Health Assembly, 

Having considered the report of the Director -General on meetings of the 

Regional Committee for Africa and the request of the Regional Committee for 

Africa to the World Health Assembly; 

Noting that the Government of the Republic of South Africa, in spite of 

a number of resolutions adopted over several years and in particular resolution 

1761 (XVII) of 6 November 1962 by the General Assemblies of the United Nations 

on the policies of apartheid of the Government of the Republic of South Africa, 

has not complied with those resolutions; 

Taking into account the humяn-i_tяr:iяu principles and the objective 

enunciated in the Constitution of the World Health Organization grid 

especially with reference to the control of communicable diseases, which 

do not recognize national boundaries; 

Taking into account, in addition, that the resolution of the Regional 

Committee for Africa calls attention to the necessity of safeguarding the 

health rights of all African populations concerned; 

Considering that the conditions imposed upon the non -white populations 

of South Africa seriously prejudice their physical, mental and social health, 

and are contrary to the principles of the Organization; 

Considering the necessity to avoid any action that may hamper the proper 

functioning of the Regional Organization for Africa, and 

Noting that the Director of the African Regional Office, after consultation 

with the Director- General, has notified the Member States in the Region that 

the thirteenth session of the Regional Committee fer Africa will be held in 

September /October 1963 at the African Regional Office because of the circum- 

stances which have not made it possible to convene it at the place previously 

selected by the Regional Committee at its eleventh session, 
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1. APPROVES the actions taken by the Regional Director and by the Director - 

General to ensure the functioning of the African Regional Organization and 

the fulfilment of the constitutional unctions of the African Regional Committee 

for the protection of the health rights of all populations of the Region; 

2. URGES all Members to give serious consideration to the implementation of 

the proposals of General Assembly resolution 1761 (XVII) of 6 November 1962, 

in order to impel the Government of the Republic of South Africa to abandon 

its racial policy of apartheid; 

3. UNDERTAKES, within the provisions of the Constitution of the World Health 

Organization, to support all measures that may be taken to contribute towards 

the solution of the problem of apartheid; 

4. INVITES the Government of the Republic of South Africa to take appropriate 

measures so that all the populations of South Africa shall benefit by the 

public health services of that country; 

5. EXPRESSES the hope that Members of the Region will do whatever is possible 

to further the effective functioning of the African Regional Organization, 

promote the humanitarian goals of the World Health Organization, and protect 

the health rights of the South African population; 

6. REQUESTS the Director- General to transmit this resolution to the Secretary - 

General of the United Nations with the request that it be made available to 

the Special Committee appointed under the terms of General Assembly resolution 

1761 (XVII) of 6 November 1962; 

7. REQUESTS further that the Director - General report to each session of the 

World Health Assembly on this matter until such time as it is resolved to the 

satisfaction of the Regional Committee for Africa and the World Health Assembly. ' 

Dr ALAN (Turkey) explained his delegation's reservations regarding the second 

operative paragraph of the draft resolution contained in the report of the Working 

Party. Despite the lengthy and exhaustive examination of the question by the 
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Working Party, the draft resolution did not satisfactorily resolve the problem. 

For that reason the Turkish delegation reserved its position, particularly with 

regard to paragraph 2 which was of a purely political nature, urging Members to 

give serious consideration to the implementation of the proposals of General 

Assembly resolution 1761 (XVII) of 6 November 1962. That resolution, the text 

of which was annexed to the report of the Working Party, listed a. number of political 

and economic measures (including the breaking off of diplomatic relations) which the 

Health Assembly could not ask its Members to apply. WHO, as the specialized agency, 

responsible for promoting the health of all peoples, could not concern itself with 

political matters. 

At previous Assemblies, the Turkish delegation had always opposed the introduction 

of political questions at WHO meetings. Although there were in the world many 

political problems to be solved, there were also many problems arising from sickness 

and disease and it was with those that the World Health Organization was qualified to 

deal. Paragraph 2 of the draft resolution could not be considered to offer any 

solution to the health problems of the people of South Africa, or indeed of any 

other part of Africa. 

In keeping with WHО's long tradition of dealing wisely with the problems facing 

it, every attempt should be made to find a constructive solution to the problem now 

arising in the African Region. While no delegation was in favour of apartheid, WHO 

was primarily concerned with health: it should therefore adopt measures for health 

protection and promotion and do nothing that might jeopardize its prestige. 
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He therefore appealed to all delegations, and in particular to those of the 

African Region, not to insist upon the political aspects of the problem before the 

Committee and to agree to the deletion of paragraph 2 from the resolution. 

Mr НIJJI (Kuwait) said that his delegation would support the report of the 

Working Party. The Committee should recommend that the World Health Assembly 

should call upon the Government of South Africa to renounce the practice cf apartheid 

and should urge the countries of the African Region to co- operate with the Regional 

Office with a view to controlling communicable diseases and, at the same time, solving 

the problem of apartheid. 

Mr MеKITTERICK (United States of America) said that he had not intervened in 

the debate as it seemed to him, as a newcomer, that the item should be discussed by 

those whose long experience with WHO equipped them to protect and determine the welfare 

of the Organization. All points of interest to the United States Government had been 

mentioned by those who had spoken at the Committee`s eighth meeting on 17 May 1963 

and there was no need to defend or explain the attitude of the United States Government 

towards the institution of apartheid: it held particularly strong views about the 

rights of man in society whatever the colour of his skin, and it endeavoured to act 

upon those views in a manner for all the world to see. 

However, although he had had no objection to the two draft resolùtions which had 

been submitted to the Working Party, cr to a marriage of both, unfortunately the draft 

resolution before the Committee introduced entirely new factors into the equation - 

factors which were most embarrassing to the United States Government and would involve 

WHO directly in matters under consideration by a special committee in New York. His 

Government could not vote for the draft resolution so long as paragraph 2 was retained. 
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Whilst sympathizing with the frustrations of the African countries over the fact 

that so many resolutions on the subject were high in principle but low in calories, 

it was nevertheless a fact that, when there were too many calories in a resolution 

of that kind, the principle was weakened rather than strengthened; and that was 

clearly the case with the second operative paragraph of the draft resolution. 

The delegate of Turkey had explained the stake of the World Health Organization 

in the matter. He, therefore, echoed that delegates appeal that, rather than 

involve WHO in the mechanics of a resolution against which the United States 

Government had voted and the mechanics of negotiations which lay well outside the 

terms of reference of the Committee, paragraph 2 should be deleted from the draft 

resolution. In that way, the tradition of a unanimous attitude which WHO had always 

taken to the hideous institution of apartheid might be preserved and not weakened by 

matters quite outside the principle at issue. 

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

delegation's gratitude to Dr Mudaliar and the Working Party for the synthesis which 

they had achieved of the two draft resolutions referred to them. However, his 

delegation had one proviso; it regretted that the resolution put forward by the 

Working Party contained so many references to General Assembly resolution 1761 (XVII) 

of 6 November 1962, thus introducing an element of confusion not present in either 

of the two original draft resolutions, which his delegation could have supported. 

771at criticism applied particularly to operative paragraph 2. The -United.Kingdom 

Government had voted against the General Assembly resolution 1761 not because it in 

any way accepted or condoned the policy of apartheid, but because the sanctions which 

that resolution sought to impose were, in the opinion of the United Kingdom Government, 

unacceptable. 
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His delegation, therefore, hoped that after further consideration some 

acceptable reformulation of paragraph 2 would be found. If that were not the case, 

tine United Kingdom delegation might be forced to request a vote on the draft 

resolution paragra �h by paragr�?ph so that it could reserve its position. 

Dr KEITH (Guinea) said that some delegations had expressed misgivings regarding 

paragraph 2, which nevertheless was very important. Those who were doctors would 

agree that, once the cause of an illness had been discovered, it should be removed. 

Certain delegates, and in particular the delegate of Turkey, had stressed the political 

nature of the paragraph. The delegate of South Africa had also observed that the 

Committee should not deal with the problem in view of its political tone. Nevertheless, 

everybody was aware of the relation between politics and the technical matters with 

which WHO was concerned. As a specialized agency, WHO could net escape dealing with 

a situation on which the United Nations had adopted certain resolutions. 

The delegates of the United States and of Turkey should realize that paragraph 2 

was one of vital importance to his and other African delegations. Far from weakening 

the force of the resólution it gave precis_on to an essential aspect of it. 

He appealed to delegates to examine the paragraph objectively and thoroughly. 

The delegate of the United Kingdom had expressed the opinion that an element of 

confusion had been introduced into the draft resolution. In fact the Working Party 

had'taken as the basis for its discussions the very precise terms of the General 

Assembly resolution. He therefore called upon all delegates to support the draft 

resolution before them. 
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Mr FURLONGЕR (Australia) speaking as a member of one of the three delegations 

which had submitted one of the draft resolutions to the Working Party, explained 

that his delegation had supported the establishment of a Working Party as it con- 

sidered that there was a good deal of common ground in the two drai .lotions 

then before the Committee and was of the opinion that, if the Working Party were to 

study them, there was a reasonable chance that a unanimous solution would be found 

which all delegations could support. That was still the hope of the Australian • delegation. A unanimous - or virtually unanimous - resolution passed by the Assembly 

would carry a great deal more moral force than a resolution which went through with a 

number of obstacles or votes against it. Accordingly, it was still the hope of his 

delegation that it would be possible for the Committee to reach agreement on a 

unanimous resolution, even if it meant prolonging the discussions. 

The draft resolution proposed by the Working. Party had much to commend it. It 

met the considerations stressed by his delegation at the Committee's previous meeting 

and placed in a prominent position the interests of WHO and of the people who 

benefited from its work. He, however, differed from some delegates with regard to 

the political . 
aspects of the draft resolution. While his delegation had always 

held that the Assembly should confine itself to non -political matters, it recognized 

that certain political policies might have consequences in the health field which 

were of interest to WHO and to the Assembly. The Australian delegation would, 

therefore, not regard it as improper for a resolution coming from the Committee to 

address itself to what it considered to be the effects on the health field of 

policies of a more political nature. 
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The resolution before the Committee had gone a long way to meeting the hope of 

his delegation that unanimous acceptance was possible. The only problem as far as 

his delegation was concerned, and for certain other countries, was operative 

paragraph 2. The Australian Government had voted against resolution 1761 Of the 

General Assembly, as other governments represented upon the Committee had also done, 

and, if paragraph 2 were retained in its existing form, it would have to vote against 

it, and also against the draft resolution. However, in the view of the Australian' 

delegation a slight reformulation would satisfy delegates of African countries and 

would at the same time meet the difficulties of -certain other delegations, such as 

his own. . 

His delegation did not, at the present stage, have any specific drafting changes 

to put forward. But, if it were the desire on all sides in the Committee to accept 

the concept that some drafting changes might be made, then a formula could no doubt 

be found. 

In putting forward his proposal and in supporting the earlier suggestion of the 

United Kingdom delegation, he did so in all sincerity. He was sure that the 

Committee would be able to reach a unanimous - or virtually unanimous - decision. 

Dr SIGURJONSSON (Iceland) expressed his agreement with the statements made by 

the delegates of Turkey and certain other delegates that WHO, being a strictly 

technical body, should avoid as far as possible taking issue on political matters. 

It was clear from the statements that had been made by speakers from the African 

Region at the previous meeting of the Committee that the underlying cause of the 

difficulties that were preventing the normal holding of meetings of the 
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Regional Committee was the continued pursuance of the policy of apartheid in 

South Africa. That policy had repeatedly been condemned by the United Nations 

General Assembly which was the proper body to deal with such matters and Where his 

Government had clearly stated its opposition to it. 

Nevertheless, nothing would be gained by. иО's adopting a resolution sinilаr 

to those that had been passed by the United Nations General Assembly. In fact, to 

do so would be to create a dangerous precedent; rant other soli tiсal issues might • be introduced on the grounds of their influence on mental and social well- being. 
. 

:ie felt that the Organization should not take any action beyond that outlined in 

•'re draft resolution :- юorosеd by the delegations of Australia, Canada and New 

Zealand (document A16 /AЕL / ? ;Р/9). 

He drew attention to the fact that paragraph 2 of the resolution in the Working 

party' s report called for the implementation of General Assembly resolution 1761 (:IIJ 

If the provisions of paragraph 4 (d) of the General Assembly resolution were strictly 

applied, it trould mean that drugs and other medical goods would not be eNported:to 

Sоиth Africa. Such a measure would undoubtedly affect health conditions of the • people in that country and would be contrary to the objectives of the Organization. 

• While sympathizing with the views expressed by the African delegates, his 

delegation considered that the draft resolution, and in particular paragraphs 2 and 

3, could not lead to a solution of the problem. Nе therefore appealed. to African 

delegates to consider withdrawing paragraphs 2 and 3 from the draft resolution, 

which could then, with some minor drafting changes, be adopted with the unanimity 

that was so desirable. 
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Dr DE АыЕL COELHO LOPES (Portugal) said. that his Government had often 

expressed in the United Nations its views condemning racial discrimination. The 

ssem.bly was not, however, the right forum in 3h _ch to discuss the political 

implications of the question, except as they reflected upon human health. It would 

be advisable to scek a way of investigating the effects of such a policy on health 

in various parts of the world., but until such time as fresh practical conclusions 

could, be arrived at, political discussions should. be avoided in the Health Assembly 

nd in the Committee, both of which bodies existed for the discussion of technical 

matters. 

The Portuguese delegation had voted. against General Assemъly resolution 

1761 (IVII) in the United. Nations, and therefore could not vote in favour of 

3 of the draft resolution or of any other text which contained 

political implications, but it was prepared to approve a compromise resolution that 

took account of matters related to human health. It was to be hoped. that the 

spirit of co- operation which had been manifest so far would. continue to prevail and 

thus enable the Committee to find and uaanimоusly adopt a resolution acceptable to all. 

Hr LZOUZ (Tunisia) explained that he had not been able to follow the debate 

owing to his absence on an official mission to .lbania. He stated that the Tunisian 

Government considered racial discrimination to be one of the most serious obstacles 

to the advancement of Africa. In denouncing such discrimination the . °.friсan people 

were opening the way for the promotion of the social, health and. economic 

development of their continent. The attitude of the African people to the policy 

followed by the South African Government was at the same time an act of faith and an 

expression of their desire for progress; it re- affirmed their determination to work 

together in the interests of humanity and of an era of peace and prosperity. 
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Mr ТлI.IL .D (South Africa) stated that the South African delegation appreciated 

and understood the sincerity with which delegates had approached the question before 

the Committee, and fully respected their views. He. assured them that his delegation 

was equally sincere in the views it had expressed. 

As he had stated at the C оimiittеe t s previous meeting, the South African 

Government wholeheartedly subscribed to the basic principles laid. down in the WHO 

Constitution and particularly to the principle that governments had a responsibility 

which could only be fulfilled by the provision of adequate health and social services 

for all its peoples. In that task, the South African Government had succeeded to a 

degree unparalleled. in the African Region and. which compared fаvоuго1у with the best 

to be found under similar circumstances anywhere in the world.. If the Assembly took 

the unwarranted liberty of inviting the South African Republic to make appropriate 

measures", as suggested in paragraph 4 of the Working Party's draft resolution 

(hl6 /.LFL /26), it would not only commit an error of fact, since what was being asked 

had already been done, but it would also in effect be interfering in the internal 

affairs of a Member State. It had been laid down in the Constitution as a cardinal 

principle that WHO could assist governments at their request in strengthening their 

health services. But the Organization had no constitutional power at all to address 

demands to governments. Considering that the founders of the Organization felt it 

unwise to accord to WHO any right of unrequested intervention in the health affairs 

of Member States, it became clear why anything resembling political intervention in 

national political affairs was totally excluded in both the letter and the spirit of 

the Constitution. 
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There could be no doubt at all that certain parts of the draft resolution 

transmitted by -the Working Party were political in fact and in intent. In that 

connexion he referred in particular to the following threе paragraphs of the 

draft resolution proposed by the '.'orking Party: 

(1) Second preambular paragraph: The mere fact that the Assembly referred 

to the United Nations General Assembly resolution 1761( УII) had inescapable 

political implicatioi,s and consequences because t'hё subject matter of that 

resolution was politically highly controversial. 

(2) Fifth preambular paragraph: IWhat comparative facts regarding the health 

conditions of ail the territories of the Уember States of the African Region 

had been placed before the Assembly on which it could arrive at a conclusion 

so far removed from reality? He had not seen a balanced and objective 

presentation of such facts. 

(3) Operative paragraphs 2, 3, 4 and 6: By adopting paragraph 2 especially, 

the Assembly would be сommitting a direct political act in violation of the 

Organization's Constitution. 

He did not for a moment imagine that delegates present did not fully appreciate • 
the political character of the third. paragraph. Had they considered the effects of 

such a decision and of the danger in establising a precedent with respect to future 

conflicts between Мember States? Should not the Committee consider the 

embarrassments and. repercussions which decisions of a political character were bound 

to have on relations between Мember States and the Director -General and his staff 

who, at that time, were co- operating and operating admirably, objectively and 

non -politically? How would governments who were the victims of any future political 

decisions of the Health Assembly regard their work and. themselves? The South African 
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delegation happened to be concerned in the case before the Committee but, 

in any event, quite apart frот that, as a matter: of principle. his delegation would 

not be a party to such a decision. It was for those reasons of principle that his 

delegation, asked permission to introduce a draft resolution of its own which would be 

found. in ' document л14/ЛFL /WР /10, and which read: 

The Sixteenth World Health Assemb y, 

Having considered the report of the Director- General1 on meetings of the 
Regional Comittee for _ frica and. the request of the Regional Committee for 
Ј�frica to the World Health Assemblу; 

Considering that the World. Health Organization is by its nature a technical 
organization whose objective is the attainment by All peoples of the highest 
possible level of health; 

Considering that a technical organization such as WHO should not be called 
upon to judge or to determine questions of a political character, the settlement 
of which will not be obtained by .a decision of the World Health Assemb y; 

Considering that there exist other political or judicial bodies having such 
competence and which are better qualified to deal with such differences; 

Considering that it is highly desirable that the task conferred upon the 
World Health Organization may be accomplished fully and without obstacles; 

Considering that the World Health Organization is neither able nor wishes 
to interfere in the differences existing between lamber States of the лfrican 
Region of the Organization; 

Considering the humanitarian principles and the objective enunciated in 
the Constitution of the World Health Organization and. especially with reference 
te the control of communicable 'diseases, which do not recognize, national 
boundaries; 

Considering that the resolution of the Regional Committee for frica calls 
attention to the necessity of safeguarding the health rights of all frican 

populations concerned; 

Considering the necessity to avoid any action that may hamper the proper 
functioning of the Regional Organization for лfrica;' and . 

1 
Document А16 /AFL /б 
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Noting that the Director of the African Regional Office, after consultation 
with the Director- General, has notified the Лlember States in the Region that the 
thirteenth session of the Regional Committee for Africa will be held in 
September /October 1963 at the African Regional Office because of the 
circumstances th ich have not made it possible to convene it at the place 
previously selected, by the Regional Committee at its eleventh session, 

1. APEROVES the actions taken ber the Regional Director and by the Director - 
General to ensure the functioning of the African Regional Organization and the 
fulfilment of the constitutional functions of the African Regional Committee for 
the protection of the health rights of all populations in the Region; 

2. EPRESSES the hope that Members of the Region will do whatever is possible 
to further the effective functioning of the African Regional Organization, 
promote the humanitarian goals of the World Health Organization, and protect the 
health rights of the African populations. 

Mr Taljaard explained that the resolution proposed by his delegation repeated 

the considerata previously adopted by the Health Assembly in resolution IL6.47 

(page 247 of the sixth edition of the Handbook of Resolutions and Decisions of the 

World Health Assembly and the Executive Board) as well as those of the draft 

resolution submitted by the Working Party which the South African delegation regarded 

as relevant and constitutional. 

The South African delegation also. believed that the two operative paragraphs 

contained in its submission were the proper ones to be dopted by the Assembly at the 

present juncture. It was the firm conviction of his delegation that, should the 

Assembly .adоpt any of the .political considerations included in the Working Party t s 

draft resolution, it would be acting in contradiction to the Constitution of the 

Organization and to its own previous decisions he had. indicated. Moreover, if the 

Assembly, fully aware of its actions, took that course, it would have failed completely 

in its conciliatory task of ensuring that the African regional organization functioned 

effectively for the protection of the health rights of all populations of the Region. 

The Assembly was faced with a grave responsibility of principle and of reconciliation; 
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it should not shirk its responsibility for the sake of political expediency for 

which there should be no room in the Committee. 

Dr м &GLLHЛES DL SILVEIRL (Brazil) expressed his delegation's support for the 

draft resolution submitted by the Working Party. In Brazil, no form of segregation 

was allowed. Political considerations should be laid aside where húmаn suffering 

was involved. The health of the people depended upon economic, social and moral 

conditions, all of which segregation could only affect adversely. 

Nr ВAUER (Canada) said that, during discussion in the Working Party, he had made 

it clear that operative paragraph 2 of the draft resolution was a matter of 

considerable concern for his delegation. It had found. it difficult to adopt a 

positive attitude concerning General Assembly resolution 1761 (.XVII), since the 

Canadian delegation at the United Nations General Assemъly had voted against it. The 

only difference in approach to the problems of apartheid between those governments, 

including his oti•�n, that had voted against the resolution, and those that had voted 

for it was their position as to the adequacy of the cure. The analogy had been used 

in the Working Party that, of two physicians considering the use of a drug for 

treating a particular disease, one might be satisfied as to its efficacy while the 

other might consider that its side - effects outweighed its good effects. That was 

the root difficulty in approaching the resolution. 

He did not entirely agree with some of the previous speakers, who had said that 

the World Health Аssembly must avoid political discussion. If a group of delegations 

had a sincere and legitimate political problem that rebounded on health conditions, 

then the basic premise that WHO was a non -political organization must be relaxed to 

some extent. When a difference existed solely on the proper approach to a 
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question, as in the present саL , WHO had an obligation in terms of the Constitution 

to try and, come to unanimous agreement on the final decision. 

Rcv.=rtinгΡ, to operative paragraph 2 of the draft resolution proposed by the 

Working Party, the Committee should consider whether or not it was as important as 

had been thought. In the original draft resolution introduced by the twenty African 

countries, General Assembly resolution No. 1761 (XVII) had not been mentioned. L 

reference had, however, been made to it in the draft resolution proposed by the 

delegations of Australia, New Zealand and Canada, to indicate the tremendous scope of 

action omen to all Iíembers of the United Nations with regard to the question of 

apartheid. Consequent upon the United Nations resolution, a sub -committee was 

examining and negotiating the problem. Nothing that the present Committee could say 

could have any influence upon it, and little could. be accomplished by urging lУlembers 

to give serious consideration to it again. The draft resolution proposed by the 

Working Party was much stronger and more direct than the original draft produced by 

the twenty African countries, and contained more than originally asked for even without 

operative paragraph 2. It should not be difficult to f5nd a way of meeting the 

difficulties expressed by delegations, and of producing an effective resolution with 

real moral force, on an almost unanimous basis. 

Dr 1 ïORIN (Togo) said that it was difficult to intervene on political questions 

without speaking of politics. Apartheid was a complex politico -economic and social 

institution, and health, although primarily a social matter, was also intimately 

linked with the other two aspects. In asking the Committee not to intervene in the 

interior affairs of his country, the delegate of the Republic of South Africa was 

himself introducing politics, by defending its policies. A comparison between 
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the state of public health in Lfrican countries and that in South Lfrica had not 

been made since that subject was not under discussion. 

Furthermore, to delete operative paragraph 2 from the draft resolution proposed 

by the Working Party would, be a step backwards from the position taken by the United 

Nations General Y.ssembly. He was sure that that was not the Cо1r ttee's wish. 

Referring to the draft resolution submitted by the South frican delegation, he 

failed to see how the objectives of the Organization could be achieved when health 

policies did not even exist for the coloured peoples of South ;.frica, who wore kept 

in poverty and- ignorance. The distribution of power in South Lfrica had permitted 

the introduction and continued, application of apartheid, but that situation was not 

irreversible. 

On the other hand, the problem of apartheid could not be solved by a decision 

of the Health hssembly, since that body was not in a position to change the relative 

weight of existing power, which would be the decisive factor in eliminating apartheid. 

The problem had, however, been brought before the Health Lsseib y in order to 

draw attention once again to the conditions of life of the coloured population of 

South Lfrica - conditions which deprived the world of the economic, social and 

cultural contribution it could make, and. which constituted a danger to world. peace. 

Dr Вл (Senegal) p id tribute to the Chairman of the Working Party, who had 

guided its discussions with authority and impartiality. He was intervening in the 

debate because problems that had not been submitted to the Working Party had been 

raised. in the Committee by members of the Working Party. Delegates of '.. frican 

countries who had been represented in the Working Party had accepted the resolution 

contained in the report with a view to achieving a result that would be acceptable to 

all without entailing the sacrifice of certain fundamental rinciples. 
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The substance of operative paragraph 2 of the draft resolution, which was the 

most contentious point, d.id not appear in the draft resolution presented by the 

twenty лfrican countries (document ._16 /LFL /NP /8 ), and he thanked the delegate of 

Canada for having reminded. the Committee that it was the draft resolution proposed 

by the delegates of Lustralia, Canada and New Zealand. (document X16 /LFL /WР /9) that 

had referred to General Lssemblу resolution 1761 (XVII). The purpose of operative 

paragraph 2 was to limit action within the framework of that resolution, and that was 

why the delegate of Canada and himself had agreed to keep operative paragraph 2 in 

its present form. It was only after long discussion that the text before the 

Committee had been arrived. at. He was not surprised that operative paragraph 2 

had evoked, cross -fire and he referred. to United. Nations General Lsse b y . 

resolution 1761 (�с'ТII), which contained the words: 

Regretting that the actions of some Member States indirectly provide 

'encouragement to the Government of South Lfrica to perpetuate its policy of 

racial segregation, which has been rejected. by the majority of that countryes 

population. 

Once again there was obvious proof of a situation that was not such as to encourage 

South friсa to give way on the point, particularly since the same resolution went on 

to "deplore the failure of the Government of the Republic of South :.friсa to comply 

with the repeated requests and demands of the General assembly and of the Security 

Council and its flouting of world public opinion by refusing to abandon its racial 

policies ". But even though the L.frican countries could not impose a solution on 

other Members of the Organization, they had at least the right to remain inflexible 

against certain pressures that were unacceptable to them. 

The delegate of South Lfrica had introduced. a question that was unconnected. with 

the point under discussion. He would reserve his position on it until it was dealt 

with under the appropriate item of the agenda. 
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Dr ИUDA LI«R (India) explained that he had not spoken during the Committee t s 

discussion of the item at the previous meeting because he had wanted to hear African 

delegates speak for themselves on the problem with which India itself had been so 

familiar. It was Mahatma Gandhi who had first taken up the question now crystallized 

into the word apartheid; who had, in dealing with it, always adopted the humanistic 

approach, and while not agreeing with the policy of the governments concerned, had 

never been of the opinion that individual citizens were in any way responsible for 

it. In dealing with the question, the Committee should. keep separate its opinions 

of the policy of the Government from its views or attitudes towards the people of 

South Africa, and he expressed his continued. - 
friendship towards his two fellow 

delegates from that country. 

There had been a certain stiffening of attitude by the South African Government 

that had resulted in the discussions that had taken place in the United Nations 

General Assembly in its resolution 1761 (XVII).of 6 November 1962. He paid tribute 

to the delegate of Canada. for having brought that resolution to the notice of 

delegates from Africa who had perhaps not been aware of it. He was also pleased 

that the: delegations of Australia, Canada and. New Zealand had introduced, it in their 

draft resolution contained in document А16 /АFL/tiv?%9, to give an idea of what the 

United Nations, as the political organization, was proposing to do. The General 

Assembly resolution had given shape to certain opinions held. by the political 

representatives of the countries represented in the Committee. It therefore seemed 

unnecessary to reinforce that resolution at every stage of the discussion. It had 

already been brought to the Health Assemblyts attention, and certain steps had been 

suggested in the light of it. 
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There could be no doubt that I0 was interested in the health of all people 

of, all countries, whether Members of the Organization or not. During his sixteen 

years' attendance of World Health assemblies many such difficult problams had. arisen, 

but in appr caching them as health people and not as politicians, delegates had 

finally come to unanimous recommendations. 

The chief difficulty in the present сase was in regard to operative 

paragraph 2 of the draft resolution proposed by the Working Party. Lfter hearing 

the difficulties stated by the delegates of Turkey, Ireland, the United. States of 

America and the United Kingdom, it had occurred to him that the substance of 

operative paragraph 2 had already been brought to the attention of governments, and 

that the paragraph was, after all, not the most vital of the Working Party's 

recommendations. It was much more important to come to a conclusion that was 

as nearly unanimous as possible, and, to that end. he suggested that operative 

рaragrаΡph 2 be amended to read: 

"C&ILS пТТENТION to General лssembly resolution 1761 (VII) of 
6 November 1962, and invites the Government of the Republic of South frica 
to renounce the policy of apartheid in the interests of the physical, mental 
and social well -being of the population." 

TŸic last words of that substitute paragraph were, of course, taken from the 

Constitution, and might serve the necessary purpose while making it possible to 

achieve unanimity. India had had experience of the problem, and understood it so 

well that his delegation considered that the interests of South Lfrica and other 

coloured populations would be best served by.a unanimous resolution. If delegations 

could: see fit to approve the slight modification he had suggested., he could 

confidently appeal to them td adopt unanimously the resolution as a whole. 

Operative paragraph 3 did not offend any of the principles of WHO, since it 

stated that whatever was done would be within the provisions of the Constitution. 
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Dr AL WLHBI (Iraq) said that the Republic of Iraq had been one of the sponsors 

of United Nations General Lssem y-resolution 1761 (XVII). It was convinced that 

all peoples were born free and equal, without regard to race, colour or caste. All 

had the same responsibility and right to play their part in the promotion of health. 

His delegation condemned racial discrimination of any kind, and it was the duty and 

responsibility of the.Committee to find a way of ensuring the proper functioning 

of the Organization for the benefit of all peoples. Но was anxious to sec the • problem resolved if possible unanimously, and would therefore support the proposed 

amendment by the delegate of India to operative paragraph 2 of the draft resolution. 

Dr T �RTIЛΡIEZ RYES (Cuba) said that his delegation had given careful study to 

the report of the Working Party. The people of Cuba had in the past had cause to 

ЬΡnow the meaning of racial discrimination and its effects on social development. 

His Government had come to power at a time when the negro population was living in 

miserable conditions, and the elimination of segregation had been one of its initial 

measures for ensuring social equality and better living conditions. The negro 

population had originally come from the western coast of Africa, and his Government • therefore deeply appreciated the problems of 2 :frica. 
His delegation supported the report of the Worldng Party in its existing form, 

because it understood. the deep underlying human and social reasons that had led to 

its preparation. To oppose or amend. operative paragraph 2 of the draft 

resolution would be to go against resolution 1761 (XVII) of the United Nations 

General f.ssembly, which the Committee had no authority to do. 
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Dr LISICYN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that during the 

Committee's discussions it had been proved that apartheid was the fundamental cause 

of disease and of the poor co-itions of hygiene in which the ma, гri ty of the population 

of South Africa lived. The reasoning that the policy of apartheid should not, as a 

political question, be examined by the Committee was not well founded, since it was a 

policy that brought about social, material and cultural conditions that were the cause 

of physical and mental disease. A number of delegates who had spoken against 

operative paragraph 2 of the draft resolution contained in the Working Party's report 

(document А16 /AFL /26) had in fact contradicted themselves when they said that WHO was 

a purely technical organization which must not concern itself with political problems. 

Some of them were delegates of the very countries that had opposed United Nations 

General Assembly resolution 1761 (XVII); they had opposed that resolution for purely 

political reasons, but were now speaking against operative paragraph 2 of the draft 

resolution proposed by the Working Party because they said that political arguments 

must not be used in WHO. He could find no logic in such reasoning. The very 

statements on the subject were inspired by political motives. If the Committee 

adopted the draft resolution without operative paragraph 2 the resolution would be 

incomplete, and, as the delegate of Senegal and others had indicated; would be going 

back on United Nations General Assembly resolution 1761 (XVII), and the Committee 

would be acting contrary to its professional and moral duty. His delegation therefore 

supported in full the draft resolution proposed by the Working Party. Unanimous 

approval of the resolution was desirable and would certainly add to its force, but in 

view of the political implications and of the arguments that had been advanced by 

delegations of African countries, he thought the Committee could not count on reaching 

unanimity. 
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Mr ROFFEY (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) expressed his 

delegation's thanks to the delegate of India for his very carefully thought -out 

proposal. The two previous speakers had perhaps overlooked the fact that the proposal 

now under discussion was not the deletion of paragraph 2 but a revised wording that 

might make its passage a little less difficult. The United Kingdom delegation, 

although it would have preferred to omit the various references to United Nations 

General Assembly resolution 1761 (XVII), would be ready to accept the re- drafting • now proposed by the delegate of India: it did not consider that that acceptance was 

necessarily inconsistent with the fact that the United Kingdom had reservations 

concerning General Assembly resolution 1761. 

Mr TAVOR (Israel) said that, as representative of a people who had suffered 

throughout the centuries from racial discrimination, there could be no doubt where 

the sympathies of his delegation lay. Racial discrimination opposed the Charter of 

the United Nations and the Declaration of Human Rights, which contained certain 

provisions concerning the health of mankind. No world forum should miss any 

opportunity of discussing the distortion of human rights caused by apartheid, and WHO • should be allowed to continue its important work in Africa unhindered. He would be 

happy if the Committee could reach agreement - even if it represented a certain 

compromise - and would therefore support the amendment proposed by the delegate of 

India. 

Mr ZOHRAB (New Zealand) said that his delegation would find it difficult to accept 

as it stood operative paragraph 2 of the draft resolution proposed by the Working Party 

since his country had voted against United Nations General Assembly resolution 1761 (xvl1, 
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for reasons that had not reflected any weakening of its attitude against apartheid. 

It earnestly hoped, however, that a unanimous decision might be reached, and would 

therefore support the amendment proposed by the delegate of India. 

Mr FURLDNGER (Australia) thanked the delegate of India for his helpful proposal 

and said that, even though his delegation had voted against United Nations General 

Assembly resolution 1761 (XVII), it would accept the proposed amendment in the 

interests of unanimity. 

Dr ROWHANI (Iran) said that the characteristic feature of the current Health 

Assembly had been unanimity and concord. There was no doubt that most members of 

the Committee condemned the policy of apartheid, but it appeared that the unanimity so 

far obtained was in danger of breaking down. With a view to preventing that 

unfortunate development he would wholeheartedly support the draft resolution prepared 

by the Working Party, with the amendment proposed by the delegate of India. 

Mr BAUER (Canada) said that his delegation too would, in the interests of 

compromise, but against its better judgment, accept the amendment proposed by the 

delegate of India. 

The CHAIRMAN summarized the position. There were five documents before the 

Committee. Document A16 /AFL /6 contained the text of the resolution adopted by the 

Regional Committee for Africa and called for no action from the procedural point of 

view. Documents А16 /AFL/WP/ó and А16 /AFL/WP /9 contained draft resolutions which were 

technically still before the Committee. In view of the fact that they had, however, 

been incorporated in the text of the resolution proposed by the Working Party, he 

suggested that the authors might wish to withdraw them. 
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There being no objection, it was so agreed. 

There remained three proposals before the Committee: first, the draft 

resolution recommended by the Working Party (A16 /AFL /26) , second, the amendment 

thereto proposed by the delegate of India (А16 /AFL/WP /11), and third, the draft 

resolution from the South African delegation (Аl6 /AFL/WP /10). When the time came 

for a vote to be taken, unless an appeal was made to the contrary, the Chairman 

announced that, in accordance with Rule 66 of the Rules of Procedure, he would rule • that first the Indian amendment in document Аl6 /AFL,лЙP /11 would be voted upon, then 
the draft resolution from the Working Party in document A16 /AFL /26, and finally the 

resolution submitted by the South African delegation in document A16 /AFL/WP /10. 

Mr McKITTERICK (United States of America) said that the tact and wisdom of the 

amendment proposed by the delegate of India would remove the objection he had expressed 

to operative paragraph 2, and he would therefore support the amendment. 

Mr PERERA (Ceylon) said that his country's views on the question of apartheid 

had been expressed in the General Assembly of the United Nations and other forums. • The unanimity reached by the Health Assembly in its resolutions was almost a byword 

among the international organizations, and he therefore sincerely hoped that an 

attempt would be made to maintain that proud record. His delegation accordingly 

supported the amendment proposed by the delegate of India, and he appealed to his 

African friends also to accept it. In doing so they need have no fear that the stand 

they had consistently taken on the matter would be weakened - rather would the joint 

stand taken by African and other countries on the vexed question of apartheid be 

weakened if the resolution, as amended, failed to be carried unanimously, or nearly so. 
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Mr ZEUTHEN (Denmark) said that his delegation had been in the same predicament 

as others with regard to operative paragraph 2 of the draft resolution drawn up by 

the Working Party, and was therefore happy to support the amendment to that paragraph 

proposed by the delegate of India. 

Dr ALAiТ (Turkey) said that he did not wish his position to be misunderstood. 

He was against the discussion of political matters in the Health Assembly. He fully 

supported the amendment proposed by the delegate of India but suggested that "invite" 

in the second line thereof be replaced by a less imperative word. 

Dr BA (Senegal) said that throughout the debate the Members of the African 

Region had sought to obtain a majority in condemning racial discrimination in its most 

violent form - apartheid. They realized that unanimity in the matter was impossible 

but his delegation was very grateful for the general atmosphere that had reigned 

during the discussion and sincerely thanked all those who had unreservedly supported 

that condemnation. He expressed much gratitude to the delegate of India for his 

efforts to obtain unanimity and accepted his amendment in the hope that no further 

difficulty would arise. 

Dr SCHANDORF (Ghana) fully associated himself with the views expressed by the 

previous speaker. 

Dr SIGURJONSSON (Iceland) stated that, as he had already explained, he had some 

doubts with regard to possible interpretation of operative paragraph 2 of the draft 

resolution. He therefore supported the amendment proposed by the delegate of India 

and very much appreciated the latter's intervention. 
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In reply to a question from Mr Bauer (Canada), Dr ALAN (Turkey) explained that 

his suggestion concerned the French text only of the amendment put forward by the 

delegate of India. 

Dr AUJOULAT (France) paid tribute to the delegate of India for his contribution 

as Chairman of the Working Party and at the present meeting, to the progress that had 

been made in a most difficult debate. The efforts of. the Working Party had been to 

a large measure successful since there appeared to be unanimity on most of the draft 

resolution. He also thanked the delegates of the African countries for their under- 

standing and for the concessions they had made. With regard to the amendment 

proposed by the delegate of Turkey, he agreed that in French the word "invite" had 

an imperative tone. Consequently it might be held that the amendment as now worded 

went beyond what was permitted under Article 2, paragraph 7, of the Charter of the 

United Nations (concerning intervention in the domestic affairs of Member States), 

which also applied to WHO. He, therefore, asked for a clear explanation of what was 

intended in the present instance, and said he would be prepared to accept a rewording • on the lines suggested by the delegate of Turkey. With that proviso, his delegation 

would join others in supporting the resolution now before the Committee. 

Mr FERAA (Morocco) recalled that at the previous meeting his delegation had 

proposed the setting -up cf a Working Party, with a view to solving a difficult problem. 
The outcome was the text of the draft resolution under discussion and his delegation 

fully supported the amendment to it proposed by the delegate of India, provided that 

there was no conflict with the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations. 
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it FURLONGER (Australia) said that there was no difficulty in so far as his 

delegation was concerned with the interpretation of the word "invites" in English; 

the original text had been in that language. 

After a long and difficult discussion, they had very nearly reached unanimity 

and in the circumstances he appealed to the delegates of Turkey and France to withdraw 

their objections and allow the amendment proposed by the delegate of India to be 

adopted on the understanding that the interpretation of the word "invites" would be 

based on the English meaning. 

Mr BAUER (Canada) joined in that appeal. 

Dr НAPPI (Cameroon) expressed some surprise at a further amendment having been 

put forward by the delegate of Turkey in spite of the statement by the delegate of 

Senegal that he could accept the amendment by the delegate of India in the hope that 

it was the last. 

Dr KEITH (Guinea) said that he was sure a suitable meaning for the word "invites" 

could be found in French to correspond to the English; he also hoped that the 

discussion could be concluded and no further difficulty would arise. 

Dr ALAN (Turkey) withdrew the amendment he had suggested. 

Dr GATMAITAN (Philippines) said that as a member of the Working Party, his 

delegation had already announced its unqualified support of the draft resolution 

which represented not the thinking of individual members by the crystallized opinion 

of the members of the Working Party as a whole and which as a member thereof it was his 
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duty to defend. The text which had finally been produced was the result of many 

hours' labour and concessions on the part of many members of the group. In the 

interests of unanimity therefore, he proposed that the draft resolution as amended 

by the Chairman of the Working Party should be adopted and appealed to all delegates 

to support that proposal. 

Dr AUJOULAT (France) explained that his suggestion had been motivated only by 

. his wish that a unanimous solution should be reached about which there would be no 

misunderstanding. The position of his country with regard to the rights of man and 

the policy of discrmination practised by certain States was sufficiently well -known. 

He had asked for an explanation in order to ensure that the decision adopted by the 

Committee was in conformity with the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations. 

In view however of the explanations given by the Chairman and confirmed by English - 

speaking delegates, he realized that "invite" in English was fully in conformity with 

the provisions of the articles to which he had referred; he could therefore support 

the amendment on that understanding. 

Dr DE AI1VIEIDA COELHO LOPS (Portugal) referred to the spirit of understanding 

which had prevailed throughout the discussion. His delegation was against racial 

discrimination as all present were aware. However, the text of the resolution before 

the meeting was rather wide in scope and gave him cause for some doubt, particularly 

since the matter had already been discussed at length at the United Nations and was 

not, strictly speaking, a subject for discussion by the Health Assembly. 

Mr FARAH ABRAR (Somalia) supported the draft resolution proposed by the Working 

Party, as amended by the delegate of India. 
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The CHAIRMAN announced that, in accordance with Rule 66 of the Rules of Procedure 

of the Health Assembly, a vote would be taken first on the amendment proposed by the 

delegate of India. 

Decision: The amendment was approved by 69 votes to none, with 6 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN announced that a vote would be taken on the draft resolution drawn 

up by the Working Party with the amendment that had just been approved. 

Decision: The draft resolution was approved by 70 votes to 1, with 
4 abstentions. 

In accordance with Rule 66 of the Rules of Procedure of the Health Assembly, the 

CHAIRMAN ruled that the votes taken made it unnecessary for the other resolutions that 

had been before the Committee to be put to the vote. 

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

delegation's vote, said that his Government had voted against General Assembly 

resolution 1761 because it considered the .sanctions ргоpos d were unacceptable. That 

reservation also applied therefore wherever that resolution was mentioned, for example 

in operative paragraphs 2 and 6 of the resolution the Committee had just adopted. 

His delegation was also bound to make some reservation on operative paragraph 3 of the 

resolution because it believed that the WHO Constitution in any case debarred the Health 

Assembly from attempting to take directly political action to influence the Government 

of South Africa in its internal policies. Those reservations should not, however, be 

taken to suggest that his Government had in any way tempered its condemnation of the 

policy of apartheid. Members of the Committee would recall that the United Kingdom 
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representative on the special Political Committee of the United Nations had in 

October 1962 stated that the policy of apartheid was as repugnant to his Government 

as it was to other Members of the United Nations and to all right -minded people. 

The policy of his Government with regard to apartheid was unambiguous and their 

objection had been made known directly and forcefully to the South African Government 

at Pretoria. His Government could not and would not give up its continued appeal to 

the South African Government to modify its policy to come into line with the views of 

all right -minded peoples in all countries. 

Dr DE ALMEIDA COELHO LOРES (Portugal) also explained his vote. As he had 

previously stated, his Government did not approve of racial discrimination. The 

health`Assemb y was not the competent body to deal with political matters'or the 

internal affairs of a Member State. It could study the technical aspects of 

discrimination, but those aspects could only be examined after a thorough study had 

been made of the effects of racial discrimination on health. The Portuguese 

Government was opposed to any policy of discrimination, but it could not support a 

resolution affecting a countryes internal politics and referring to political subjects 

that had already been dealt with by a competent international organization. 

Mr TAKIZAWA (Japan) explained that his delegation had abstained from voting 

because it was of the opinion that WHO was not competent to discuss political issues. 

Mr ARROYO (Spain) reiterated the statements made on the subject by representatives 

of his country at all international meetings that his Government opposed racial 

discrimination. That attitude was reflected in the history of his country as well as 
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by current policy. It was the opinion of his delegation that it was not for the 

Health Assembly to interfere in the internal politics of the South African Government 

and he referred in that connexion to Article 2, paragraph 7, cf the United Nations 

Charter. It was the task of the World Health Organization to strive towards the 

attainment by all peoples of the highest possible level cf health. His delegation 

had therefore abstained from voting. 

Miss LUNSINGH MEIJER (Netherlands) said that her delegation had voted in favour 

of the resolution although it would have preferred it not to have contained a 

reference to resolution 1761 of the General Assembly of the United Nations. The 

Netherlands delegation at the General Assembly of the United Nations had voted against 

that resolution because it. had not felt that sanëtj.ons were the right way of approaching 

the problem. Throughout the discussions on the subject in the United Nations, however, 

the attitude of the Netherlands delegation had been to condemn racial discrimination. 

Her delegation had also hesitated in taking part in the vote which had just been taken 

because it was of the opinion that the World Health Assembly was not the right forum 

for the discussion of a purely political issue. 

Mr TOURE (Mauritania) said that the African delegations had brought before the 

Committee a difficult African problem in the hope that a solution would be found. 

After much effort a solution had been found which, if not unanimous, had been reached 

by a great ma'ority and the African delegations were most grateful, particularly to the 

Indian delegation, who with their talent and intelligence had succeeded in reconciling 

the differing points of view. It had been said that the subject was political but the 

African delegations were not of that opinion and it was clear that no delegation 
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represented on the Committee approved of apartheid, with the possible exception of one. 

The delegation to which he referred however refuted the consequences of apartheid, 

although they were clearly visible from the point of view of health in general, 

including social and mental health. The African countries were happy that a solution 

had been found acceptable to the vast majority of delegations and thanked these who 

had finally supported the resolution although their point of view at the outset had • been different. 
Mr BAUER (Canada) explained that his delegation had voted in favour of the 

resolution but that did not mean that there had been any change in its attitude to 

certain parts of resolution 1761 of the United Nations General Assembly. His 

Government condemned apartheid and agreed with the views expressed by the majority of 

delegates at the present meeting, although it did not agree as to the most appropriate 

and effective way of solving the problem. In conclusion, his delegation wished to be 

associated with the views expressed by the delegate of India and his request that • attitudes towards governments and policies should be separated from attitudes towards 
individuals. 

The CHAIRMAN expressed the Committee's deep thanks to the members of the Working 

Party and particularly to its Chairman, Sir Arcot Mudaliar of the Indian delegation, 

for their labours which had enabled a successful conclusion to be reached. He also 

thanked the members of the Committee for the high level of the debate which had taken 

place on such a difficult subject. 

The meeting rose at 5.55 p.m. 


