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Page 8, second paragraph, first sentence: delete "could not express their 

personal opinions" and substitute: "did not express their personal 

opinions only ". 

Page 6, second paragraph, last sentence: delete "strongly ". 

Page 13, second paragraphs delete second sentence and substitute: 

"4e was convinced that the sentiments expressed here and the 

official statements made by several delegations, as well as the 

objections and reservations formulated with regard to any direct 

action on the part of WHO in connexion with a problem going beyond 

the framework of the aims laid down by its Constitution, and which 

envisages economic and social objectives foreign to the biological 

requirements of individual or collective health, would receive the 

attention of the Director- General and would be borne in mind by him 

in planning the Organization's future activities ". 
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1. CONSIDERATION OF PART II (OPERATING PROGRAMME) OF THE PROGRAMME AND BUDGET 

ESТIMA`ï'ES FOR 1953 (continuation): Item 6.3 of the Agenda (A5 /P &B /4 Rev.1; 

A5 /P &B/14) 

The CHAIRMAN appealed tu the members of the committee to conduct the business 

in the same spirit of friendliness and co- operation as had characterized the technical 

discussion groups. 

Dr. MUDALIAR (India) said it was perhaps right that he, representing the country 

which had first raised the question of population, should express his views in order 

to avoid any misunderstanding. The Indian request to WHO in connexion with 

population control had been made from a purely scientific point of view and there had 

been no intention to touch on any of the aspects of such control which might cause 

offence to any religious conceptions. It had been made solely with the intention of 

throwing light upon the factors which determined the fertility rate in a region, a 

country, or areas of a country. 

It had been said with truth that a man was known by a lawyer at his worst, by 

a clergyman at his best, but by a doctor as he was; and it was because the delegates 

of the Members of WHO, being in that last category, knew men as they truly were that 

it had been felt that the problems of population control could be studied to advantage 

by the Organization. It had been no part of the Indian delegation's intention to 

create any kind of rift within the Organization; on the contrary, it considered 

WHO's work to be so important that the highest degree of unity was indispensable. 

By that he meant, not that all parties should be agreed on minor points, but that 

there should be unity on the essential aspects of the Organization's work. 
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He had been pained to hear the suggestions made in previous discussions that 

some delegations might be compelled to withdraw from the Organization if the 

Norwegian draft resolution was adopted. It was particularly important at the 

present time to strengthen the Organization, and it was essential that WHOts work 

should not be interrupted. He therefore hoped that no delegations would follow 

the examples of those, who in the past, had felt their ideologies to be incompatible 

with those of the other Member States of WHO. 

In conclusion, he submitted the following draft resolution for the committee1s 

consideration, expressing the hope that it would not give rise to any feeling of 

acrimony: 

The Fifth World Health Assembly 

REQUESTS the Director -General and the regional committees to consider 
this question in the light of the discussions in this committee and to 
report on this question at a subsequent meeting of the World Health Assembly. 

The CHAIRMAN asked whether the committee wished to vote immediately on the 

Indian draft resolution or to continue with the discussion. 

In the absence of any comment, he proposed that the Indian draft resolution 

be voted upon. 

Dr. CANAPERIA (Italy), supported by Dr. van de САLSЕYDЕ (Belgium), considered 

that the two draft resolutions already before the committee, those submitted by. 

Norway, and by Belgium, Italy and Lebanon jointly, should be voted.upon first. 

Miss JANSON (Sweden) stated that, as a woman, she had been greatly interested 

in the committee's discussion on population control, a discussion in which only men 

had participated. However, the family was composed of both the mother and the 
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father, and while in most countries the father was responsible for the economy of 

the family, it was the mother who was first threatened in matters of health. It 

was therefore particularly regrettable that the voices of the women of the world 

should not be heard on the question. Consequently, she would urge the Director - 

General, if the Norwegian draft.resolution were adopted, to provide for consultation 

with the appropriate women's organizations in an attempt to solve the burning problem 

under discussion. 

Dr. van de CALSEYDE (Belgium) felt that it would be unwise to complicate the 

problem further by adopting the procedure suggested by the Swedish representative. 

Dr. GREGORIC (Yugoslavia) stated that the Yugoslav delegation supported the 

Norwegian draft resolution since it felt that the question should be approached from 

the purely scientific point of view, 

Dr. EVANG (Norway) drew attention to the fact that the Norwegian draft resolution 

had been amended since the previous meeting in the light of the suggestions made by 

the Netherlands delegation. The scope of the suggested expert committee's work 

had been limited, and a sentence had been added urging that special care should be 

taken to include representation of a wide choice of schools of thought. 

He had been asked both within and without the committee whether he would 

consider withdrawing his draft resolution, and it had even been suggested to him that_se 

he did so, that submitted by the delegations of Belgium, Italy and Lebanon might also 

be withdrawn. Nothing could be more alien to his desires than to do any harm to the 

Organization; indeed, many delegations knew him as an old friend of WHO, It was, 
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however, precisely on that account that he could not withdraw his proрosаl. There 

could and should be compromises on questions to which a practical solution could be 

found but it was impossible to compromise on principles; and it was an established 

principle that the Organization should deal only'with technical questions. It was 

the duty of all delegations to oppose the introduction of any aspects, other than 

those of a purely technical mc2uiсc.1 nature. In addition, he would point out that 

no expert committee was a policy -making body; the Organization was entirely free 

to decide its own policy. 

As to the suggestions that had been made that certain delegations might have 

to withdraw from the Organization, he very much hoped that they had been slips of 

the tongue. In the first place, no provision was made in the Constitution for 

withdrawal. Secondly, the Organization should not be put into a position where 

it would have to take any decision under duress or under the threat of withdrawal; 

that was no basis for a technical discussion. Thirdly, the United Nations and 

other specialized agencies such as FAQ and UNESCO had already approached the same 

problem from their points of view, and so far as he knew no mention had been made 

of withdrawing from any of those bodies. Ale believed, in short, that no responsible 

government would withdraw simply, because :WHO'was'fulfilling its duties as a technical 

specialized agency. 

If the population problem had not.been of the greatest urgency it might well 

have been Dssiblе to postpone discussion of it until some later date; but it was 

very urgent indeed. The question of the growth of populations was closely linked 

to those of standards' of living, productivity and othеr.зΡ, and strongly influenced 

world development, a development which all were following with anxiety and even fear 

as it might turn out to be a decisive factor underlying a third world war, 
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Dr. ТRAVASSOS (Portugal) stated that the Portuguese delegation favoured the 

draft resolution submitted by Belgium, Italy and Lebanon. It agreed that the 

population problem was primarily an economic and social one and that WHO should 

therefore await the decisions of the proposed world population conference. 

Dr, CANAPERIA (Italy) noted that the medical aspects of the population problem 

had once again been stressed. He did not, however, see how they could be examined 

without a conclusion being reached at the same time as to the solution to be adopted 

If it were felt that such a solution was to be found in limiting the number of 

births, then certain medical aspects would of course have to be considered; if, 

however, it were considered that economic and social solutions should be applied, 

the medical aspects would then be completely different. As the Indian delegate had 

remarked, no one wished to impose a health policy on any particular country; but 

at the same time no delegation wished to see a health policy imposed on it. WHO 

was an inter -governmental organization to whose policy all governments were 

committed. 

The Italian delegation wished to make it clear that the unconditional accept- 

ance by an organization such as WHO of the highly debatable principle that a State 

was morally authorized from the legal and medical point of view to lend its 

services to limiting the number of births would give rise to formal reservations: by 

the Italian Government, whose judicial and constitutional statues made provision 

for limiting the activity of the public authorities and of individuals, a provision 

based on the fundamental principle of respect for the human person. 

The CHAIRMAN considered that the problem was not yet ripe for a decision and 

wondered whether the committee wished to continue its discussion or postpone it 

until some later time. 
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Dr. KHAUM (Austria) considered that it was the sworn duty of members of the 

medical profession to save, not to prevent human life. 1NHO should therefore not 

consider a problem the only solution of which seemed to be birth control. The 

Austrian delegation would consequently support the joint Belgian, Italian and 

Lebanese draft resolution. 

Dr. YAMAGUCHI (Japan) stated that Japan was still faced with a serious population 

problem, despite recent decreases, since with a population of 83 millions it had a 

density of 228 persons per sqare kilometre. His Government however felt that the 

problem was one to be faced by the Government as a whole; the economic and social 

aspects being dealt with by the app ,,n.riate ministries. If the Ministry of Health 

and Welfare had recently taken steps to educate the people in contraceptive methods, 

it had done so not in order to check the growth of the population but in order to 

minimize the risks, very real in Japan, of artificial abortion. 

His delegation would therefore also support the joint draft resolution. 

Dr, van de CALSEYDE (Belgium) felt that in the interest of the Organization 

it would be better not to continue with the discussion but to proceed to a vote on 

the joint draft resolution as submitted by his delegation and those of Italy and 

Lebanon. That draft resolution did not commit any government in respect to future 

action to be taken on the problem, merely stating that population problems did not 

require any particular attention on the part of WHO at the present time. He moved 

that the debate be closed and the joint draft resolution put to the vote. 

Dr. HaJER (Sweden) recalled that at the previous meeting he had moved that 

votes on the draft resolutions be taken by secret ballot, Another delegate had then 
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asked for a roll -call vote on that motion. That seemed to him to be against the 

spirit of the Rules of Procedure. In the absence of a ruling from the Chair that a 

roll -call vote should not be taken on the motion to hold a secret ballot, the secret 

ballot would become useless, and he would withdraw his motion. He hoped that at the 

next Health Assembly an amendment would be proposed to the Rules of Procedure to the 

effect that roll -call votes could not be taken on motions for a secret ballot. 

Dr. CANA?ERIA (Italy) stressed that delegates to the Health Assembly were the 

official representatives of their governments and could not express their personal 

opinions. Hence he was strongly opposed to voting by secret ballot. 

•Dr. FERREIRA (Brazil) considered that the real problem was to decide whether 

or not WHO should discuss the matter of population control. It seemed that if the 

problem were discussed it might be dangerous for WHO, and his delegation would there- 

fore prefer that there be no discussion on it; Unfortunately, the only way in which 

that preference cduld be expressed was by abstaining from voting on the draft reso- 

lutions, a procedure which his delegation would follow when they were put to the vote. 

Dr. EVANG (Norway) was sure that no one wished to suggest that any representative 

would try to hide a conflict between his own views and those of his government by the � 

use of a secret ballot. The idea behind the secret ballot was to allow iiember States 

to vote secretly on elections and other matters of a difficult character, where the 

countries, in a spirit of continued co- operation, did not want their votes on record. . 

He agreed with the delegate of Sweden that the roll -call vote suggested by the United 

Kingdom delegate would nullify a secret ballot, and in the circumstances he suggested 

that a normal vote be taken. 
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In conclusion, he asked whether the delgations óf Belgium, Italy and Lebanon would 

accept the replacement of the phrase "any particular action" in their joint draft 

resolution by the words "an expert committee ", 

The CHAIRMAN reminded members of the committee that the closure of the debate had 

been moved, and that the Rules of Procedure permitted two speakers only to speak 

against closure. 

Dr. van de CALSEYDE (Belgium) regretted that he could not accept the proposed 

amendment, since the Belgian delegation had nothing against the establishment of an 

expert committee as such. It objected rather to the principle of the research work 

which would be carried out by that committee. His delegation remained unconvinced 

that the popula.tioп рrоb еm was of great medical importance and continued to believe 

that studies would more properly be done in the economic and social fields, the medical 

aspect being very limited indeed, 

The CHAIRMAN then asked the Secretary to read the draft resolution submitted by 

the Indian delegation. 

That having been done, he proposed to put the Indian proposal to the vote, 

Dr. CANAPERIA (Italy), supported by Dr, van de CALSEYDE (Belgium), stated that 

under Rule 55 of the Rule s of Procedure, if two or more proposals were moved, a vote 

should first be taken on that which the Chariman deemed furthest removed in substance 

from the original proposal. The first draft resolution to be voted on therefore should 

be that submitted jointly by Вelgiu�i, Italy and Lebanon, since it stated that no 

particular action was required on population problems while the other two did propose 

action of one kind or another, 
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Dr. EYANG (Norway) agreed with the interpretation of Rule 55 just given but 

at the same time said that, if the Indian proposal could be unanimously agreed to, 

he would be willing to withdraw his draft resolution provided that the delegates of 

Belgium, Italy and Lebanon would withdraw theirs. 

The С1АIRМР.N stated that a proposal to vote on the Indian suggestion had been 

made, and opened discussion on that suggestion. 

Dr. van de САLSEYDЕ (Belgium) observed that the joint draft resolution of which 

his country was a sponsor had not been wit)drawn nor could they withdraw it bearing 

in mind the interests of the Organization. 

Mr. SТ0WyAN (United States of ;merica) asked the Indian delegate whether in the 

interests of harmony he was prepared to amend his suggestion in such a way as to per- 

mit regional organizations to take up the matter if they so wished, since as at preseг,( 

worded it seemed to require the regional organizations to discuss the matter. 

Dr. MUDALIAR. (India) replied that he was quite willing to accept the United 

States suggestion. 

Dr. van de CАLSEYDE (Belgium) doubted whether the procedure suggested by the 

United States delegate was correct as long as one of the draft resolutions already 

submitted was still before the committee: 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that, in view of the number of proposals and suggestions 

now before it, the committee should adjourn for a few minutes to enable members to 

digest them. 

It was so agreed. 

The meeting adjourned at 11.20 a.m. and reassembled at 11.25 a.m. 
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The СНAIRЛΡАN observed that, in accordance with Rule 55 of the Rules of Pro- 

cedure, it was his responsibility to decide which of the resolutions and suggestions 

was furthest removed from the original proposal His decision was that the joint 

draft resolution was the furthest removed and it was that proposal which he proposed 

to put to the vote fir, ~t. 

fir. ti`lIСКREМESIНGNE (Ceylon) believed that in view of the discussions which had 

taken place during the recess the proposers of all the motions before the committee 

were prepared to withdraw them, and he therefore suggested that no vote be taken, 

but that the official records should show that the views of all delegations were 

noted and no decision w as taken. 

Professor CANAPERIA (Italy) observed that he did not understand the procedure 

which was being f ollowed The Chairman had already stated that discussion of the 

item was closed and the coninittee was to vote However, it appeared that the dis- 

cussion had been reopened. Hе proposed that the committee proceed forthwith to a 

vote. 

Dr, BRADY (United States of America) thought that it would be unfortunate if 

any of the proposals came to a vote, even if the vote was taken by secret ballot. 

Hе therefore warmly supported the suggestion of the delegate of Ceylon. 

The CHAIRMAN agreed with the remarks made by the delegate of Italy but asked 

that in the interests of harmony and conciliation, and bearing in mind the nature 

of the problem before the committee the discussion should not be too strictly 

governed by the letter of the Rules of Procedure, 
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Dr. EVAN° (Norway) said that as the suggestion made by the delegate of Ceylon 

and seconded by the United States delegate proposed that no action be taken by the 

committee, it was the motion furthest removed from the original proposal and should 

therefore be taken first. 

Professor CAN/1PERIA (Italy) said that the suggestion of the delegate of Ceylon 

could not at present be voted on as it assumed that the three resolutions put 

forward had been withdrawn. Up to the present that had not been done. 

Dr. EVANG (Norway) statDd that he was prepared to withdraw his draft resolution 

and support the suggestion made by the delegate of Ceylon. 

Dr. van de СALЅЕYDE (Belgium) said that the joint draft resolution was, in 

fact, a formulation of the wish expressed by the United States delegation. If 

the Norwegian delegation agreed to withdraw its resolution - and it had just 

expressed such agreement - he was prepared to withdraw his sponsorship of the joint 

draft resolution with the reservation that, on the one hand, the Italian and 

Lebanese delegations, its other sponsors, and the other delegations which had 

supported it, were also prepared to withdraw it and on the other hand, that no 

other draft resolution was introduced. Further, if that was agreed, it must be 

made clear that with regard to the question of surplus population existing in certain 

regions of the world, the committee was agreed that WHO could not advocate as a solu- 

tion to that problem, still less implement, certain economic and social theories 

which did not have universal support and approval. 

The СнАIRЖN asked the Indian delegate whether he was prepared to withdraw 

his proposal in view of the remarks made by the Belgian delegate, 
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Dr. MUDALIAR (India) stated he was prepared to withdraw his proposal if the 

other draft resolutions were also withdrawn. 

Professor CANAPERIA (Italy) expressed agreement with the remarks made by the 

Belgian delegate in that those remarks were proof of the spirit of conciliation and 

of the desire to avoid issues which might jeopardize the existence of the Organiza- 

tion. He was convinced that the Director- General would bear in mind the discussion 

which had taken place and the statements made in the name of certain governments when 

formulating future activities of the Organization. 

Dr. HAYEK (Lebanon) stated that, as the other sponsor of the resolution re- 

ferred to by the Belgian and Italian delegates, he was in full agreement with the 

remarks made by those delegates and was prepared to agree to the withdrawal of the 

resolution. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that the / esolutions put forward by the delegations of 

Norway and India, and the joint resolution sponsored by the delegations of Belgium, 

Italy and Lebanon having been withdrawn, the committee had followed the suggestion 

of the delegate of Ceylon. He wished to thank the committee for the spirit of 

conciliation and co- operation which had prevailed throughout the discussion and 

which had led to such an harmonious result. 

The meeting rose at 11.40 a.m. 


