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SIXTH MEETING 

Friday, 15 May 1981, at 9h30 

Chairman: Dr Z. M. DLAMINI (Swaziland) 

TRANSFER OF THE REGIONAL OFFICE FOR THE EASTERN MEDITERRANEAN: Item 37 of the Agenda 

(Document WHA33/1980/REС/1, resolution WHA33.16 and Annex 2; Document А34/16) (continued) 

The CHAIRMAN drew attention to the following draft resolution, sponsored by the 

delegations of Bahamas, Botswana, Canada, Central African Republic, Federal Republic of 

Germany, France, Guyana, Kenya, Nigeria, Norway, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 

Ireland, United States of America, Zaire and Zambia: 

The Thirty- fourth World Health Assembly, 

Recalling resolution WHA33.16 deciding to submit to the International Court of 

Justice for its Advisory Opinion certain questions before taking any decision on a 

transfer of the Regional Office; 
Having considered the Advisory Opinion on these questions given by the International 

Court of Justice; 
Recalling further the study of the working group of the Executive Board concerning 

aspects of the question of a transfer of the Regional Office for the Eastern 

Mediterranean; 
Noting the wishes of the majority of Member countries of the Eastern Mediterranean 

region to transfer the Regional Office from Alexandria; 

1. TRANRS the International Court of Justice for its advisory opinion on the questions 

submitted to the Court by the World Health Organization; 

2. ACCEPTS the Advisory Opinion of the International Court of Justice of 

20 December 1980 and recommends to all parties concerned to be guided by it: 

3. REQUESTS the Director -General: 

(a) to take necessary steps to initiate action as contained in sub - paragraph 2 (a) 

of paragraph 51 of the Advisory Opinion and report the result of his consultation to 
the sixty -ninth session of the Executive Board in January 1982 for consideration and 

recommendation to the Thirty -fifth World Health Assembly in May 1982; 

(b) to continue to take whatever action he considers necessary to ensure the smooth 

operations of the technical, administrative and managerial programmes of the Regional 

Office for the Eastern Mediterranean Region during the period of consultation; 

4. REQUESTS the Government of Egypt to hold consultations with the Director -General as 

mentioned above. 

Dr AL SHABANDER (Iraq) associated himself with the many speakers who had stressed that, 

in order to meet the wishes of the overwhelming majority of the Member countries of the 

Eastern Mediterranean Region, it was essential to transfer the Regional Office from Alexandria. 

If the Regional Office remained inactive in its existing location, the Member countries of the 

Region would be prevented from enjoying the benefits of WHO and its services. 

It was to be regretted that, after a delay of two years, 14 countries not concerned with 

the Eastern Mediterranean Region should have submitted a draft resolution which was contrary 

to the wishes and interests of the States of the Region. The object of those countries was 

clearly to cause delays which would dilute the issue. Such attempts were being made at second 

or third hand and were designed to dissipate the rights of the countries of the Region. 

The draft resolution, moreover, was in conflict with the opinion of the International 
Court of Justice, which had referred explicitly to the need for the countries of the Region to 

assert their right to the location on which they insisted. He therefore hoped that the Health 

Assembly would adopt the alternative draft resolution submitted by 19 Member countries and put 
before the Committee at its fourth meeting. 

Dr AL -AWADI (Kuwait) regretted that it had not so far been possible to negotiate a 
compromise on the issue. He therefore reiterated his delegation's complete support for the 
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19- country draft resolution, as amended by the delegation of Saudi Arabia; in the absence of 

compromise that draft resolution represented the only possible just solution. 

In an effort to avoid further useless confrontation, his delegation had nevertheless 

continued its efforts to see whether the 14- country draft resolution could be amended in such 
a way that a compromise could still be reached. In that spirit he wished to introduce a 

number of amendments to that draft resolution. He proposed that the first preambular 

paragraph should be amended to read as follows: 

Recalling resolution EM/RCA- SS -2/R.1 of Sub -Committee "A" of the Eastern Mediterranean 
Region and further recalling resolution WHA33.16 deciding to submit to the International 
Court of Justice for its Advisory Opinion certain questions before taking any decision 
on a transfer of the Regional Office; 

The fourth preambular paragraph should read as follows: 

Accepting the decision of the majority of Member countries of the Eastern 
Mediterranean Region to transfer the Regional Office from Alexandria; 

A new fifth preambular paragraph should be added as follows: 

Considering that every Organization has the right to choose the site of its 

Headquarters or of its Offices and to transfer them elsewhere; 
A new sixth preambular paragraph should be added as follows: 

Bearing in mind that the majority of the Member States of the Region have decided to 
cover, on a voluntary basis, the total costs resulting from the transfer of the Regional 
Office to Amman, together with the increase in the annual recurrent costs for five years; 

Operative paragraph 3(a) should read: 
(a) (i) to take action as contained in paragraph 51 of the Advisory Opinion and with 

the countries concerned; 
(ii) to take the necessary steps to start the transfer of the Regional Office for 
the Eastern Mediterranean; 

(iii) to inform the Regional Committee of the actions taken thereon; 
(iv) to report to the sixty -ninth session of the Executive Board in January 1982 on 
the steps taken for its consideration in order to formulate its recommendations to 
the Thirty -fifth World Health Assembly in May 1982; 

Operative paragraph 3(b) should read: 

(b) to continue to take whatever action he considers necessary to ensure the smooth 
operations of the technical, administrative and managerial programmes of the Eastern 
Mediterranean Region; 

Lastly, operative paragraph 4 should be deleted. 
The purpose of the proposed amendment to the first preambular paragraph was to draw 

attention to the origin of the problem by recalling the relevant resolutions. The amendment 
to the fourth preambular paragraph would make it clear that the Health Assembly at least 

accepted the wishes of the majority of Member countries of the Eastern Mediterranean Region to 
transfer the Regional Office from Alexandria. The proposed new fifth preambular paragraph 
would strengthen the text; an organization should clearly have an absolute right to choose the 

site of its headquarters or offices. 

A number of delegations had drawn attention to the cost of the transfer. His delegation 
therefore proposed the addition of a new sixth preambular paragraph to cover that point. 
While some countries of the Region could clearly not contribute to the cost of the transfer, 
he was sure that the majority would be willing to do so on a voluntary basis. 

Paragraphs 1 and 2 of the draft resolution were acceptable to his delegation but 
paragraph 3 stretched injustice to the limit. As it stood, paragraph 3 requested the 

Director -General to consult for a further year on modalities which could hinder progress for 
another 10 years. Consultations with Egypt were already in their third year and, in the 

meantime, the Regional Office was paralysed aid would remain so if there was no change. The 
majority of the countries of the Region wanted the change. His delegation's amendments to 

paragraph 3 would authorize the Director -General to take the necessary steps to start the 
transfer of the Regional Office. Proposed paragraph 3(a)(iv) expressed his delegation's hope 
that the sixty -ninth session of the Executive Board would be the last at which the matter would 
require to be considered. Proposed paragraph 3(b) stressed the need to continue the programmes 
for the Eastern Mediterranean while the Region itself remained paralysed. If those proposed 
amendments were adopted, paragraph 4 would not be necessary. 

He expressed the hope that his delegation's amendments would be acceptable to the sponsors 
and to other delegations in a spirit of compromise. 
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Mr ZENKER (German Democratic Republic) considered that the Health Assembly would adopt a 

just decision if it respected the opinion of the majority of the Member countries of the 

Eastern Mediterranean and transferred the Regional Office from Alexandria. Such action would 
end the paralysis of the Regional Office, guarantee its normal operation, and improve inter- 
national cooperation in health matters. Any alternative would have negative consequences. 

His delegation therefore supported the transfer of the Regional Office for the Eastern 
Mediterranean from Alexandria. 

Mr MUSIELAK (Poland) said that a number of the issues raised, such as the boycott, were 
debatable. His delegation could not agree with the way in which the question of setting a 
precedent was being dealt with, as it implied that governments usually took irresponsible 
action. 

Concerning the legal aspects, the advisory opinion of the International Court of Justice 
nowhere precluded the possibility of transferring the Regional Office. It was therefore 
important to be guided by facts, and no argument could change the very real fact that the 
Regional Office could not function against the will of the large majority countries in the 
Region. The Health Assembly must provide adequate guidance to the Director -General by 
indicating that bringing about a transfer would ease the situation, make it possible to realize 
the fundamental aid broader interests of the Organization, and allow the Region in question to 
proceed normally in implementing WHO's strategies. 

Operative paragraphs 3(a) and 3(b) of the 14- country draft resolution would not be 
effective without such clear guidance, since delay would surely impair regional operations. 
Paragraph 3(b) was particularly misleading. In addition to technical, administrative and 
managerial programmes, WHO should be concerned above all with the health programmes in the 
Region. 

The 19- country draft resolution provided an answer to the substantive question of a 
transfer without prejudice to the legal process. The amendments proposed by the delegate of 

Kuwait were intended to put the matter in its proper perspective and take into account all 
views expressed on the subject. His delegation would be guided by the interests of WHO and of 
the Eastern Mediterranean Region as expressed by a majority of countries from that Region. 

Dr LUBANI (Jordan) reminded delegates, particularly in the light of the wording of the 
14- country draft resolution, that it was a decision and not a wish that had been expressed in 
resolution EM'RC- SS -2 -R.1 of Sub -Committee A of the Regional Committee for the Eastern 
Mediterranean. Unfortunately, for purely political reasons, the Health Assembly had adopted 
resolution WHA33.16 and submitted the matter to the International Court of Justice. His 
country had contended and still contended that the matters raised therein were not relevant. 
Moreover, following the letter (reproduced in document WHА33`1980/REС/1, Annex 2, section 8) 
informing the Director -General that regional Members had decided to boycott the Regional Office 
in Alexandria, the Office had effectively been paralysed. He reminded delegates that in the 
previous year an estimated US$ 3 485 000 in running costs had been wasted aid that to date the 
total cost to WHO stood at US$ 6.970 000, which was a high price to pay. To set the record 
straight, he pointed out that the percentage estimated for the increase in running costs if the 
Office was moved to Amman had been corrected downwards from 70% to 50% in document А33/19 Add.l 
(see document WHA33/1980 /REC/1, Annex 2, section 2). It would be interesting to know whether 
the US$ 3 485 000 included unforeseen or unmentioned expenses arising, for example, from time 
wasted by experts on travel and hotel accommodation. It was also relevant to ask whether 
telephone and telex communications were working effectively and whether an international 
airport existed in Alexandria, since without those means of communication no office could 
function adequately or efficiently. 

The 14- country draft resolution once again opened the whole issue to question by 
intentionally disregarding the decision of the majority of the Members of the Region and by 
referring only to subparagraph 2(a) of paragraph 51 of the advisory opinion of the International 
Court of Justice. Both those points were unacceptable and must be rejected. He called on 
delegations to abide by resolution WHA33.16, by which it had specifically been decided to submit 
the issue to the International Court of Justice, and to carry out their duty to take a decision 
now that the advisory opinion had been circulated. The logical and democratic way of reaching a 

decision was to act in conformity with Article 44(b) of the WHO Constitution and decide to move 
the Office from its current location. Anything short of that would mean that the Alexandria 
Office would continue not to function. 
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In conclusion, he endorsed the remarks made by the delegate of Kuwait when introducing 
his amendments. 

Dr LENGHI (Libyan Arab Jamahiriya) said that he considered the 14- country draft resolution 

as a means of paralysing administration in the Region and preventing measures which should have 

been accepted in recognition of the demands of the overwhelming majority of regional Members. 

The draft resolution added nothing new and failed to serve the Region or offer an immediate 

solution to the existing problem. If it should be adopted as a result of a simple mathematical 

majority, a decision might not be taken for some five years, which would cause stagnation 

and have serious effects on the Region. As a Member of that Region, his country was 
particularly interested in the effectiveness and capacity of the Regional Office and attached 

great importance to its duties and functions for the benefit of the countries of the Region. 
In the light of the current situation his country was fully convinced of the need to transfer 

the Regional Office from Alexandria and therefore fully supported the amendments presented by 
the delegate of Kuwait. It was essential to respect the wishes of the ministers of health 
of the Eastern Mediterranean Region. He considered that any measures taken must be in 
conformity with the advisory opinion of the International Court of Justice and with 
paragraph 51 in its entirety. Moreover the necessary measures to proceed with the transfer 
of the Office must be taken without delay. The willingness of countries of the Region to 
assume all costs arising out of the transfer was in itself an expression of goodwill and 
further evidence of the repeated efforts to prevent any effort to impede the work of the 
Organization, which would inevitably be adversely affected if the Regional Office were to 

remain in its present location. 

Dr FALAKI (Zaire) said that if delegations were being called upon to choose between the 
different Arab countries in the problem dividing them, his delegation, no doubt like many 
others, would refrain. The Health Assembly was one of those rare forums where members spoke 
the same language, for illness had neither race nor frontier nor ideology, and health in the 
sense of total wellbeing provided peace for the individual, the family and society. Should 
not the Health Assembly therefore, at a time when mediatory missions for peace were increasing 
in the political arena, attempt through concrete action and open dialogue to attenuate the 
situation whereby one State was being rejected by its brother States on political grounds? 
In keeping with African wisdom, the Committee should encourage fraternal discussion, not 
division. 

Disease knew no frontiers, and health policies did not always match national policies, 
which were bound by artificial borders and were subject to internal pressures applied by 
different interest groups. Health policies were on a higher plane and the Health Assembly's 
mission was universal, calling for objectivity, tolerance, and peace through frank discussion. 
The peoples represented at the Health Assembly had not asked their delegations to create 
division by being in sympathy with some countries or against others. The Committee had no 
right to support the rejection of one State by its brother States for transient, political or 
other, undisclosed motives. 

Meanwhile, the Region had urgent health problems. The host country for the Regional 
Office had not refused entry to nationals of other countries in the Region nor had it 
refused to participate with representatives of those countries in meetings on health 
organized elsewhere. The problem was a political one which had to be solved as speedily as 
possible in the interests of the wellbeing of the peoples of the Region. Why arid by what 
right should an Arab country be asked to agree to the transfer of the Regional Office to 
Amman when it was in conflict with another country in the Region as a result of a temporary 
majority? The countries were being faced with a moral defeat at the risk of establishing a 
precedent for the other Regions, where the same problems might exist, but the same unity in 
the background of the majority was lacking. Perhaps one day the Office would move from 
Amman, adding another blow to the moral rights and interests of WHO's host countries. Once 
the gangrene of perpetual moves set in, the Organization's offices would end up in outer space. 
Realism, objectivity and tolerance were essential if a balance was to be maintained and a 
solution reached which rose above mere feelings and focused on the effective running of the 
Regional Office for the good of the peoples of the Eastern Mediterranean. 
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Mr VOHRA (India) said that he was aware of the deep concern felt by the Members of the 
Eastern Mediterranean Region and of their prolonged efforts to secure a consensus. Since the 
vast majority of those Members had resolved to transfer the Regional Office from Alexandria, 
their wishes, inasmuch as they were the countries directly involved, should be respected. 
His delegation therefore fully endorsed the amendments introduced by the delegate of Kuwait. 

Mr EL REEDY (Egypt) said that, although it had not originally been his intention to 

speak, he wished to respond, in a spirit of dialogue between countries belonging to the Arab 
world, to certain points raised by the delegate of Kuwait. The latter had stated that the 
inclusion of the item before the Committee in the agenda of the World Health Assembly was the 
work of politicians. It was true that the issue should have been dealt with from the stand- 
point of the extensive interaction and communication which bound together the Arab countries 
and peoples and that cooperation in the field of health should not be allowed to become a 

political problem. Morover, the matter must be settled as quickly as possible as the lengthy 

discussion was wasting the time and efforts of delegates from all parts of the world. He 

therefore appealed to his Arab colleagues to join with him in resolving the issue without 
introducing emotional considerations. 

The delegate of Kuwait had also observed that the recommendation of Sub -Committee A of 
the Regional Committee for the Eastern Mediterranean should be approved as representing the 
majority view. He did not wish to invoke legal arguments to show that, in such an important 
matter which was of concern to the Organization as a whole, that was not necessarily so. 

Speaking from a strictly democratic standpoint, he was sure that people in the street anywhere 
in the Arab world would disagree with the recommendation to transfer the Regional Office from 
Alexandria. Although Egypt had only one vote, it represented a third of the Arab world. 
Moreover, since Iran had made it known that it wished the Regional Office to be transferred 
not to Amman but to some other location, it could be concluded that at least half of the 

population of the Eastern Mediterranean Region opposed the transfer as recommended. 
The delegate of Kuwait had further referred to the paralysis of the Regional Office, and 

yet the report of the Director -General for 1980 contained 12 paragraphs referring to its 

activities and meetings in various parts of the Region. The Regional Committee for the Eastern 
Mediterranean had been meeting outside Alexandria regularly for 30 years. It was clear, as the 
delegate from Peru had pointed out earlier, that it was precisely those who were complaining 
about the paralysis of regional activities that were boycotting its meetings. Egypt, on the 

other hand, was prepared to attend meetings of the Regional Office wherever they might be held. 

Mrs EMMANUEL (Nigeria) said that the alternative draft resolution sponsored by 14 countries 
had been described as anaemic and debilitated. If those words could mean compromise, fairness 
and rational action, then perhaps that was so. There was no doubt that all the delegations 

attending the World Health Assembly hoped that a peaceful and rational atmosphere would 
prevail so that they could work together towards a global improvement in the health status 
of mankind. Although politics could not be completely divorced from health, the sort of 

politics which had recently been permeating the Organization was likely to impede its progress 

and should therefore be transferred to the appropriate forum. Throughout the sequence of events 

which had led to the current proposal to transfer the Eastern Mediterranean Regional Office 
and, more recently, to the 14- country draft resolution in an effort to reconcile the somewhat 

inflexible and extreme positions adopted by the two parties concerned, the Health Assembly 

had acted promptly and in a rational, consistent and unbiased manner. The advisory opinion of 

the International Court of Justice, which was a carefully worded and commendable document that 

had been praised by both parties during the discussion, formed the basis of that draft 

resolution. If the advisory opinion was to be accepted, then logically that draft resolution 

must also be recommended to the Health Assembly for acceptance. The Nigerian delegation's own 

decision to co- sponsor the text was based on a desire to respect the technical nature of the 

Organization, a desire for justice and fair play, a desire for peace and understanding and 

a deep conviction that the overriding consideration of all delegations was the health of all 

mankind. It was for those reasons that she hoped that the members of the Committee would, 

in a spirit of compromise, agree to approve the alternative draft resolution by consensus. 

Dr MOCUMBI (Mozambique) said that his delegation was greatly concerned that the work of 

the Committee was being held up and urged that the matter under consideration be settled quickly. 

The most urgent task was to guarantee that the Eastern Mediterranean Regional Office could be 

made operational so that it could implement resolutions and decisions adopted at the regional 

and international levels. Since the Regional Office was clearly encountering difficulties in 
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its present location, the delegation of Mozambique felt that the recommendation of the 

countries involved to transfer its headquarters should be respected. Approval of the 14- 

country draft resolution as it stood, on the other hand, would mean that a final decision 
in the matter would have to be postponed to a later date and would fail to provide the 
Director -General with the means of ensuring that the Regional Office carried out its 

activities as the WHO Constitution required. In a spirit of compromise, however, his 
delegation was prepared to support it with the amendments submitted by the delegation of 
Kuwait. 

Mr THABANE (Lesotho) said that the question before the Committee raised a deep political 
issue which must be treated on its merits. His delegation had waited before deciding to co- 
sponsor the 14- country draft resolution in the belief that there was still room for compromise 
and had been greatly relieved at the apparently unanimous decision to adjourn further debate 
until such a compromise could be reached. However, if no better solution could be found than 

that suggested in the amendments submitted by the Kuwaiti delegation, then his delegation had 
no alternative but to co- sponsor the draft resolution in its original form, which quite rightly 
continued to place the Organization's trust and confidence in the ability of the Director - 

General to resolve the issue satisfactorily. It would meanwhile keep an open mind on the 
subject and would willingly lend its support to any genuine effort to reach a compromise. 

Dr ТНОNРSON (Australia) said that the discussion concerned a delicate and important issue 

which could have far -reaching consequences for the Organization and its regions. There was 
a danger of an unfortunate precedent being set since what happened in one region might, for 
comparable reasons, happen in another region where financial arrangements of the kind currently 
being proposed might not be possible. The Health Assembly had been right to seek an advisory 
opinion from the International Court of Justice, which had delivered a clear and balanced 

opinion that ought to be accepted as a guide, especially as there were rights and obligations 
on both sides of the regrettable division that was reflected in the debate. The draft 

resolution sponsored by 14 countries explicitly accepted the advisory opinion of the 

International Court of Justice as a guide and proposed a course of action that was firmly 

based on the first element of that opinion. It seemed to offer the best possible compromise 

around which a consensus might eventually be formed and therefore had the full support of 
the Australian delegation. 

Mr ABBASSI- TEHRANI (Iran), exercising his right of reply, drew attention to the 

Egyptian delegate's statement that no Arab asked about the transfer of the Regional Office 
would support the proposal. He suggested that the Egyptian delegation go to Iran, Cyprus and 

other non -Arab or even Arab countries, where they would no doubt find a positive response to 
the proposed transfer among people in the street. As Moslems, the Iranians had affinities 

with their Moslem brothers throughout the world but the Eastern Mediterranean Region was not 

composed solely of Arabs. He reminded the delegate of Egypt that Islam made no distinction 
between nations and condemned all forms of racism on grounds of colour or nationality. 

Mr EL REEDY (Egypt) assured the delegate of Iran that at no point had he intended to 

suggest any division between Arab and non -Arab countries, all of which were part of the Moslem 
nation and held the same values. 

The meeting rose at 11h25. 


