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1. DRAFT FIRST .RE?O'RT bF THE JOINT MEETING OF THE COMMITTEE ;OAT PROÇRAi AND
THE CÓMMITT? E' ON ADMINISTRATION, FINANCE AND LEGAL MATTF,R.S,,, (Doc'men ï ;

A4 /AFL /frog /3)

Mr. BRAVO (Chile) said his Government considered that the programme of work

proposed by the Director -General and the Executive Board was perfectly in

accordance with the aims of:the Constitution. Chile. sincerely desired to

collaborate effectively in the realization of the plans of the Organization, but

present -day economic difficulties had had repercu:ssionson the internal economy

of his country, which suffered from a shortage of hard currency. For that reason,

Chile would not be able to increase its cóñtribution to WHO without depriving its

own national budget of resources essential to its own economy. His Government,

therefore, was in the position of attempting to.recóncile two contrary desires:

on the one hand the desire to collaborate with the broad programme of WHO, and on

the other hand, the desire to safeguard its own economic situation. It was

probable that maw countries were in the same situation.

The first joint meeting of the two committees had approved the budget of the

Director -General, which would mean that the contribution of Chile would be in-

creased by 33%, but that decision had been taken by 29 votes to 27 and it would

seem that serious difficulties might arise if a question of such importance were

decided by so small a majority. Under these circumstances, the Chilean delegation

appealed to those delegations which had voted in favour of the highest budgetary

proposals to make an effort which would permit all the Member States to meet on

common ground. He suggested that a budget level of $8,000,000 might meet with

general approval. Such a budget would be adequate to allow for the natural ex-

pansion of WHO but would not involve such a high level of assessment.
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The CHAIRMEN stressed that the business before the meeting was the consider-

ation of the .draft report of the first joint meeting of the two Committees. He

pointed out that it was not in order to consider the pubstance of the report

unless the decision recorded in that report were reversed by a majority vote. He

asked whether the delegate of Chile wished to make a formal proposal with a view

to obtaining such a reversal.

Mr. BRAVO (Chile) said that he had intended to make a general declaration

and to appeal to delegates to reach, if possible, unanimous agreement regarding

the budget. He was prepared, if necessary, to make a formal proposal.

M. FOESSEL (France) said that it would be desirable for delegations to be

able to determine the exact amount of contributions payable under the various

budgets which had been proposed. He requested that the Secretariat should prepare

a document giving this information on the lines of document A4/23, and including

the assessments for the newly admitted States. He also asked whether there would

be any procedural objection to a vote being taken on the different budgetary

proposals, in view of the responsibilities of delegates to their respective

Governments.

Procedure for reopening discussion on the budget level for 1952

The CHAIRMAN said that if the meeting wished to reopen discussion on the

budget level for 1952, either of two procedures might be followed: first, the

draft report of the first meeting might be challenged as conveying incorrectly the

views of the meeting, or secondly, a formal proposal to reopen discussion might be

tabled.
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Sir Ay:e :ot MUDALIAR (India) said that the draft report on the first meeting was

substantially correct and he did not believe that any delegate would challenge it.

Mr. BRADY (Ireland) said that he had listened with sympathy to the appeal

made by the delegate of Chile and he agreed that a decision on the budget level

taken in the joint meeting of the two committees should have larger support than

a majority of two votes. Referring to Rule 63 of the Rules of Procedure, he

proposed that the entire question of the budget level for 1952 be reopened and

that voting on his proposal should take place by roll -call.

Dr. van den BERG (Netherlands) supported the proposal of the delegate of

Ireland. He was not normally in favour of reopening debates but in this instance

it would seem to be necessary since it was clear that many delegations wished to

have the opportunity for reconsideration. If the discussion were not reopened in

the joint meeting of the two committees, it would undoubtedly take place in the

plenary session of the Health Assembly.

Professor FERREIRA (Brazil) said that document A4 /AFL /Prog /3 reflected the

decision which had been taken at the first joint meeting of the two committees.

'Even if the majority by which this decision had been adopted was small, it was

only fair that the decision should be maintained. He feared that if discussion

on the question was now reopened, a dangerous precedent might be set for the

future. Unless new arguments were to be put forward which would render a new

debate valuable, he would vote against the proposal of the delegate of Ireland.

Mr. NALLIAH (Ceylon) moved that the draft report (document A4 /AFL /Prog /3)

before the meeting be adopted.
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Dr. TABA (Iran) said that the budget proposed by the Director- General had

been adopted at the first joint meeting of the two committees. It was not

possible to ensure that any other budget proposal would be adopted by a convincing

majority, and he therefore supported the proposal of the delegate of Ceylon.

Sir Arcot MUDALIAR (India) moved that the vote on the proposal by the

delegate of Ireland be taken in secret, in accordance with Rule 60 of the Rules

of Procedure.

Dr. EVAN G (Norway) agreed with the delegate of Brazil that the reopening of

the discussion on the budget level would set a dangerous precedent. He drew the

attention of the meeting to Official Records No.32, page 10 (EB7.R28); pro-

vision was made in this resolution for the reconsideration of a decision which had

already been adopted regarding the budget. He believed that no new argument had

been presented which would justify such a procedure. His delegation had not voted

with the majority when that decision was taken, but as a democrat he believed that

the decision should stand. There would be an opportunity for reconsideration when

the question was raised in plenary session.

Mr. CALDERON PUIG (Mexico) said that realism was necessary in dealing with

such an important question. It would be vain to adopt too high a budget level

when there was a risk that a certain number of Member States would be unable to

pay their contributions, owing to a lack of hard currency. Under these circum-

stances, and particularly sTince the majority on the decision had been so small,

the Mexican delegation believed that discussion on the matter should be reopened

and supported the proposal of the delegate of Ireland that voting should be by

roll -call.
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Dr. BUSTA1hANTE (El Salvador) asked whether it would be in order, under the

Rules of Procedure, to reopen the debate.

The CHAIRMAN said that Rule 63 of the Rules of Procedure clarified the

position. He would ask delegates to vote by roll -call on the proposal of the

delegate of Ireland. He had been advised that this was the correct procedure.

Dr. TABA (Iran) requested that the meeting vote on the draft report before

voting on the proposal put forward by the delegation of Ireland.

The CHAIRILN stated that such a procedure would be irregular.

Mr. MASON (New Zealand) asked whether it was not a fact that, if any

delegate should request a roll -call, one should be taken without further delay.

The CHAIRMAN replied Ln the affirmative.

Dr. _EV1'NG (Norway) enquired whether it was not also a fact that if a request

for a secret vote were made, it was for the committee to decide whether one

should be taken and whether, in the event of a contrary decision, there would be

a roll -call.

The CHLJRMAN ruled that the representative of Norway was right in his

interpretation of Rule 60.

Mr. BRADY (Ireland) said that, by Rule 59, the vote of each Member parti-

cipating in any roll -call should be inserted in the record of the meeting. Only

if Rule 58 were observed could that be done.

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Indian proposal for a secret vote.
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Decision: By 32 votes to 27, with 5 abstentions, the motion for a secret

vote was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN read Rule 58: "The Health Assembly shall normally vote by show

of hands or by standing, except that any delegate may request a roll -call, which

shall then be taken in the English alphabetical order of the names of the Members."

The Irish delegation's request for a roll -call on the proposal to reopen the

previous day's budgetary discussions was agreed and the vote would be taken in the

English alphabetical order:

A vote was taken by roll -call

In favour: Justralia, Austria, Belgium, Bolivia, Cambodia, Canada, Chile,

Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Finland, France, Ireland, Laos, Luxembourg,

Mexico, Monaco, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Pakistan, Panama, Portugal,

El Salvador, Switzerland, Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, United States of

America, Uruguay, Venezuela.

Against: Afghanistan, Argentina, Brazil, Burma, Ceylon, Costa Rica, Ecuador,

Egypt, Ethiopia, Greece, Hashemite Kingdom of the Jordan, Iceland, India, Indonesia,

Iran, Iraq, Israel, Japan, Liberia, Norway, Philippines, Syria, Thailand, Viet Nam,

Yugoslavia.

Abstaining: Haiti, Italy, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, Sweden, Turkey.

Absent! Guatemala, Korea, Peru.

By 30 votes to 25, with 6 abstentions, the proposal of the delegate of

Ireland for a reopening of discussion on the-budget level was approved.

Sir Arcot MUDI LI.:R (India) said that while he had every sympathy with the

point of view of the representative of Chile, the greatest possible unanimity was

desirable. The delegation of India still considered that the previous day's
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decisions had been right ones, but it was prepared to accept a reasonable

compromise. The roll -call just taken showed a majority of only five and it was

in the interests both of the Organization and of many countries which held

definite views that the compromise should be a wise one. He would formally move

that the Swedish proposal for an effective working budget of 18,000,000 be accep-

ted. If accepted, it might meet the difficulties likely to be experienced

politically in some countries, without too greatly affecting the health needs of

others.

Mr. BRADY (Ireland) asked whether his proposal for the adoption of the

Executive Board's report was before the meeting. If not, he would restate it.

Though he had sympathy for the Indian point of view, the Executive Board's

proposal was a reasonable compromise between those of the Director -General and the

United Kingdom.

Dr. PADUA (Philippines) supported the Indian proposal. By a compromise of

$8,000,000 the interests of under -developed countries would be sufficiently

served.

M. CALDERON PUIG (Mexico) asked that the decision on the budget estimate to

be adopted should also be taken by roll -call.

Professor CRAMAROSSA (Italy) said that, since the question of the budget had

been reopened, the Italian.delegation would explain why it had voted in favour of

the Executive Board's proposal. The budgetary recommendations for 1952 put forward

by the Executive Board were both precise and sober; the acceptance of the Board's

proposal would not necessarily mean a mutilated programme; all budget estimates,

particularly those relating to the Organization and its functions both central and
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regional, were open to adjustment, whatever cuts might be made, the Executive

Board's budget would be adequate to meet the expenditure involved in carrying out

the Director- General's programme.

For those reasons, the Italian delegation would vote for the Executive

Board's proposals.

The CHAIRMAN said that the meeting had before it three proposals:

(1) The Director -General's original proposal;

(2) The proposal of the delegate of India;

(3) The Executive Board's proposal.

Mr. DOWLING (Australia) asked what were the gross and effective figures.

The CHAIRMAN stated that, in the case of the Director -General's proposal, the

e "fective working budget was 5:,8,379,653 and the gross $9,927,782. The difference

was due to the inclusion of the assessments of non -paying Members.

The figures for the budget originally proposed by the delegation of Sweden

and supported by India were: effective budget 4;8,000,000; gross budget

9,454;177.

The Executive Board's proposals, supported by Ireland, were: effective

budget ''7,677,782; gross budget w9,077,782.

On the request of the representative of Mexico the voting mould be by roll-

call.

L vote was taken by roll -call on the proposal of the Executive Board.

In favour: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bolivia, Canada, Chile, Cuba,

Denmark, Dominican Republic, Finland, France, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Italy,

Lebanon, Luxembourg, Mexico, Monaco, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua,
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Pakistan, Panama, Portugal, El Salvador, Switzerland, Union of South Africa,

United Kingdom, Uruguay, Venezuela.

Against: Afghanistan, Brazil, Burma, Cambodia, Ceylon, Costa Rica, Ecuador,

Egypt, Ethiopia, the Hashemite Kingdom of the Jordan, Haiti, India, Indonesia,

Iran, Iraq, Israel, Japan, Liberia, Norway, Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Syria,

Thailand, Turkey, Viet Nam, Yugoslavia.

Abstentions: Sweden, United States of America.

"'3eent: Argentina, Guatemala, Korea, Laos, Peru.

By 31 votes to 26, with 2 abstentions, the budget fit;nre proposed by the

Executive Board was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN invited the meeting to proceed to its primary purpose, that of

approving the first draft report, which would then be submitted to the General

Committee. Were there any comments?

Mr. INGRAM.(United States of America) considered that, on a technical point,

the resolution should give the gross budgetary assessment figure in addition to

the effective budgetary figure, since it was the former that governments would be

asked to support. The figure to which he referred was the Executive Board's

gross assessments budget of X8,600,000.

Dr. GONZALEZ (Venezuela) proposed that sub -paragraphs (a) and (b) of the

second resolution should properly be transferred to the first, since the assess-

ment fixed in the first resolution should be considered in connexion with the

total budget and show assessments for all Members, not active Members only, The

same consideration applied to case aJ. income.
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Mr. SIEIGEL, Secretary of the Committee on Administrative, Financial and

Legal Matters, proposed that, to meet the points of view of the United States and

Venezuela, the first part of the first resolution should be amended to read:

1. The Fourth World Health Assembly

RESOLVES that the budget level for 1952 should be 459,077,782 to be

financed with:

(a) casual income available for 1952 of .477,782

(b) assessments against all members of tiS,600,000.

The CHAIRMAN invited comment.

Decisions As there were no objections Mr, Siegel's proposal in regard to
the resolution on the budget level for 1952 was approved.

The meeting rose at 4.47 p.m.


