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1. SCALES OF ASSESSMENT: :cEPORT OF THE WORKING PARTY ON ASSESSMENTS TO THE
COh} ITTEE ON ADMINISTRATION, FINANCE AND LEGAL MATTERS: Items 8.11 and 8.13
of the Agenda (Resolutions WHA7.15 and WHA7.16, EB14.R15; Official Records
No. 60: Resolution EB15.R35 and Annex 11, Official Records No. 58, pp. 10 and
11; Documents A8 /AF1/4 and Add .1, A8 /AFL /8, A8 /AFL/19 and Add. 1, 2, 3 and 4)

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the meeting should be suspended briefly to allow

time for delegates to study the report of the Working Party (document A8 /AFL/19),

which had only just been distributed.

The meeting wks auepen4ed' at 9.50 a.n. and 'resumed ..at 10.30 a.m.

Sir Arcot MUDALIAR (India), Chairman of the Working Party, introducing the

Report, pointed out that the draft resolution contained in Annex 1 had been adopted

by a large majority after a full discussion of the views of the various delegations

on the scales of assessment. The decision had been taken on the principles in-

volved, the Working Party being unaware of how the new s ogle of contributions

would affect individual countries. The tables contained in Annex 2 and prepared

by the Secretariat illustrated those effects, and were most helpful. The efforts

of the Working Party had been directed towards the adoption of a definitive

solution of the problem of scales of assessment. It was hoped that it would not

have to come up again.

The CHAIRMAN drew attention to the amendments to the Working Partyts draft

resolution submitted by the delegation of the United States (A8 /AFL/I9 /Add.l) and

of Australia (A8 /AFL/19 Add.2) .

Mr BRADY (United States of America) pointed out that his delegation's amend-

ment to the Working Party's proposal would have the effect of maintaining the in-

active Members of WHO in the 100 per cent: assessment scale, at the same time
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limiting the maximum assessment of the United States to not more than one-third

of the total assessments of the Members actively participating in the work of the

Organization. Thus, it achieved the same purpose as Method B (Official Records

No. 60, Annex 11). The United States share for 1956 would accordingly amount to

33-1/ per cent. of the active Members' contributions, but less than one -third of

the total assessments, because the inactive Members would still be included in

the 100 p,r cent. assessment scale.

He formally moved that the vote ultimately to be taken on the Working Party's

proposal and amendments to it should be by roll -call in accordance with Rule 66

of the Rules of Procedure.

Mr RENOUF (Australia) placed particular emphasis on his delegation's amend-

ments to operative paragraphs 3 and 4 of the Working Party's proposal. Unfortun-

ately, in its attempt to work out a compromise solution, the Working Party had

devised an arrangement which would be equitable to the United States' interests

alone. While it was conceded that, as the largest contributor to WHO, the

United States deserved special attention, the ultimate solution of the problem

of scales of assessment should not operate to the detriment of all other Members.

Under the Working Party's scheme, the excess over the one-third maximum contribu-

tion of the United States, created by the failure of the inactive Members to

participate, would be siphoned off onto all the other active Members. They

would have to bear a dual burden: the one they already bore owing to the presence

of the inactive Members, and the one resulting from the relief provided the

United States. His delegation preferred the proposal originally put forward by

the United States, but rejected by the majority of the !Forking Party. It was

prepared to vote for it if it was resubmitted in the main Committee. It could not
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support the new United States amendment, but would not vote against it.

As would be seen from its amendment to operative paragraph 4 of the Working

Party's proposal, the Australian delegation favoured the progressive abolition

of the per capita limitation principle over a period of four years, rather than

its implementation. While the per capita principle would protect some Members, it

would place a greater burden on under -developed countries less able to pay. The

matter had been under discussion for years in the United Nations and the specialized

agencies. WHO appeared to give it more attention than the other agencies. In

view of the fact that the United Nations Committee on Contributions had recommended

to the General Assembly to take measures with a view to abolishing the principle,

and that the General Assembly, as a compromise solution, had endorsed its partial

application, there appeared to be no valid reason for insisting on its full

application in WHO, Annex 2 of the Working Party's report clearly showed that no

more than five countries actually benefited by the application of the per capita

limitation principle, while most of the others had to pay more than a normal

share, among them many 'of the under -developed countries. The fact that Australia

was one of the five countries which stood to gain by application of principle

did not affect its opposition to its full implementation as a matter of principle.

In reply to , request for clarification from Mr VANNUGLI (Italy), Mr SIEGEL

(Assistant. Director -General, Administration and Finance), Secretary, explained

that the compromise solution offered by the Working Party was based essentially

on Method A of the methods of assessment defined in 2-nesIJILLNo, 60,

Annex 11.
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Dr WENK (Switzerland) considered the Working Party's proposal to be the best

possible compromise, and was prepared to vote for it. The United States amendment

(A8 /AFL/19 /&dd.l) would have the effect of making the decision in operative

paragraph 3 of the Working Party's proposal applicable as early as 1956. Should

the Committee be prepared to adopt that amendment, the Swiss delegation would

propose that operative paragraph 1 of the Working Farty's draft should be equally

drastic; it should provide for the full application in 1956 of the principles

stated earlier. To that end, Switzerland had submitted (in document A8/AFL/I 9 Add.3)

the following proposal: that paragraph 1 should be replaced by:

"DECIDES that WHO shall complete the full application of these principles
.in 1956";

and that paragraphs 2 and 4 should be deleted. If the United States text was not

adopted, the Swiss amendment would be withdrawn.

Dr TOGBA (Liberia) asked the Secretariat to explain the effect of the United

States amendment on the scale of contributions of the smaller countries Members

of WHO.

Dr SEGURA (Argentina), noting that Annex 2 of the Report of the Working Party

showed an increase in the contributions of both active and inactive Members, asked

the Secretariat whether a table could be prepared showing the effect of the

Working Party's proposal on each category taken separately.
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The SECRETARY explained that while the Secretariat was prepared to satisfy the

wishes of any member of the Cómmittee, the tables of figures necessitated by the

requests of the delegates of Liberia and Argentina would entail'several hours of

work and would inevitably retard the work of the Health Assembly, since the

scales of assessment issue could certainly not be settled before the day was over,

if such information had to be prepared,,

However, the apparent effect of the United States amendment would be to reduce

the United States assessment by approximately $300,000, using the budget estimate

figures in Official Records No. 58. It would be noted, in passing, that the

Director -General had requested certain changes in those figures. Moreover, the

amendment would result in a reduction in the assessment of countries protected

by the per capita limitation principle totalling approximately $100,000, leaving

a total of some $400,000 to be distributed pro rata among the remaining Member

countries, with the exception of those with a minimum assessment.

Mr CLARK (Canada) stressed that the question of scales of assessment was one

of the most important before the Health lssembly. Unless there was an equitable

sharing of the costs of WHO, the Organization could not count on the full support

of Member governments and national legislatures.

Any fair solution of the problem had to take into account the principal views

expressed in the course of the debate. The Working Party's proposal achieved that

aim; it was a good compromise. While Canada would have preferred full application

of the per capita limitation principle immediately, it understood the need to

reach that goal over a period of four years to meet the wishes of the majority

of Member countries. Similarly, the Working Party would reduce the United States
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assessment to a maximum of one -third in the four stages. The United States amend-

ment (A8 /AFL/19 Add.l) differed from the verking Party's plan only in respect of

the timing. It would effect the desired reduction in one year. Canada appreciated

the difficulties confronted by the United States with respect to securing Congres-

sional approval, but they were no different from those facing all Members vis -h -vis

their national legislatures. In Canada's view, all the principles endorsed by the

majority should be implemented at the same pace; if one group of countries had to

wait four years for a measure of relief from the burden of costs it bore, All

countries should be subject to the same condition. Canada opposed any preferential

treatment.

The Canadian delegation took issue with the assertion of the Australian

delegate that the per capita limitation principle was inequitable and should be

abolished. On the contrary, it had been specifically designed to prevent

inequities; without it, some States with a lower per capita income than the United

States would have to pay much more. Even with the implementation of the principle,

Canadian citizens, because their per capita income was lower, would be taxed more

than American citizens. Moreover, WHO was not the only specialized agency concerned

with implementation of the principle. UNESCO, at its 1954 General Conference in

Montevideo, had also decided on the full implementation of the per capita principle

at the same time as it had voted to reduce the United States assessment to a

maximum of one -third of the total. contributions. While it was true, as the

Australian delegate had pointed cut, that the United Nations General Assembly had

not endorsed full implementation, the principle was firmly imbedded in the United

Nations schemes of assessment, and the United Nations had recorded its intention in

a General Assembly resolution to implement it fully when the membership increased

beyond the present total of 60.
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As a matter of principle, WHO should give full application to the per capita

limitation. Ganada took that view not in the interest of reducing its dollar con-

tribution, for it was prepared to increase that contribution as needed to finance

health projects. The Working Party's solution was the fairest in the cironrmtances.

Canada would support it and vote against both the United States and Australian

amendments.

Professor PESONEN (Finland) said that although the effect of adoption of the

Working Party's proposal would be to increase Finland's contribution by 300 per cent.,

the principles endorsed therein were sound and the four -year period suggested for the

transition was eminently reasonable. Finland would vote in favour of the proposal.

Dr SIGURJONSSON (Iceland) favoured the Working Party's recommendation that WHO

assessments should be brought into line with the United Nations scale. He also endorsed

its decision that the maximum assessment of any one Member should not exceed one -third

of the total assessments of active Members. Those. decisions corrected the existing

inconsistency whereby inactive Members were assessed like all other Members thus

creating a ghost budget higher than the real working budget of WHO. However, another

inconsistency remained to be corrected: the one affecting the position of countries

subject to the minimum assessment rate. In order to correct it, the delegation of

Iceland had submitted the following amendment (contained in document A8 /AFL /19 Add. 4)

to both the United States amendment (A8/AFL /19 Add.l) and operative paragraph 3 of the

Working Party's draft resolution: to insert in paragraph 3 after "such maximum

assessment" the words "as well as the minimum assessment of 0.04 per cent ".
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Iceland supported the United States proposal to make the adjustment in one stage,

although it could accept Australia's suggestion to apply Method B for constructing

the scales of assessme.nt,

Dr MELLBYE (Norway) asked the Committee to bear in mind that all Members of WHO

were bound by its Constitution to fulfil their obligations to the international

organizatior, to abide by its decisions, and to assume, when they disagreed with

those decisions, that the majority had reached them after full consideration in good

faith of the views of the minority. Accordingly, he appealed to the Committee to

adopt the Working Party's draft resolution by a large majority.

Mr BOTHA (Union of South Africa) said that, as a member of the Working Party,

he had supported the three principles endorsed by the majority: adoption of the

United Nations scale of assessments; rejection of full application of the per capita

ceiling; and limitation of the assessment of the largest contributor to one -third of

the total assessments of the active Members. Those three principles stood or fell

together, and South Africa could not support any amendment disturbing that balance.

Although it was one of the greatly over- assessed countries, South Africa was prepared

to make a substantial concession and accept the Working Party's proposal in a spirit

of compromise. Actually, it stood to lose by the last two principles endorsed by the

Working Party and remained only partially satisfied by the decision to bring the WHO

scale intr, line with the United Nations scale of assessments only over a period of

four years. Since it considered that all three principles were inextricably linked,

it would have to vote for the Swiss amendment (A8/AFL/19 dd.3) if the United States

amendment was adopted.
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Mr RENOUF (Australia) felt bound to draw attention to an important

qualification in the UNESCO decision cited by the representative of Canada: UNESCO

had decided to adopt full application of the per capita principle "in normal

times ". Moreover, the decision applied to one year only, whereas WHO was being

asked to implement the principle in four stages at the end of which it would

continue to apply indefinitely.

Again, the amendment submitted by the delegation of Iceland served to

illustrate the essential unfairness of the United States draft resolution.

Sir Arcot MUDALIAR (India), Chairman of the Working Parr on Assessments, felt

that some explanation of how the Working Party had arrived at the compromise

proposals before the Committee would be useful.

The first question considered had been whether the latest available United

Nations scale of assessments should be applied to the membership of WHO and, if so,

in what manner. The existing WHO scale was based on the United Nations scale for

194e. In view of the many changes that had since been made in the United Nations

scale and of the fact that the United Nations had more comprehensive technical

information and advice at its disposal, the Working Party had felt that the time

had come to adopt once for all the principle that the latest available United

Nations scale should be used in the calculation of WHO'S assessments. The

obvious drawback was that immediate adoption of this course would cause

financial embarrassment to some countries.
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Regarding the per capita principlei,the Working Party had agreed with Canada

that WHO should ultimately accept its full application, but again account had had

to be taken of the effect that immediate adoption would undoubtedly prove more

favourable to some countries and more unfavaureble to others.

The third matter discussed at great length had been whether the assessment

of inactive Members should be continued. The majority of the Working Party had

been in favour of maintaining such assessments. Changes were taking place at the

present time which it was hoped would lead to a better atmosphere throughout the

world, and accordingly it had not been deemed the psychological moment for

excluding these inactive Members from the scale of assessments. Moreover, what

had happened in UNESCO when three countries had recently decided to rejoin that

organization was not without a bearing on WHO's problem. UNESCO had decided that

the countries in question would be accorded voting rights only upon settling their

outstanding arrears of contributions. A compromise acceptable to all sides had

been reached whereby the three countries undertook to make an immediate payment

on the arrears, the remaining payments to be spread over a number of years. This

finally disposed of the argument so frequently put forward in WHO that the

.accumulation of arrears of contributions would prove a deterrent to the return of

the Organization's inactive Members.
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The Working Party had given much consideration to the position of the United

States, as the largest contributor to the budget of the Organization. The difficult

position of the United States vis -à -vis Congress was fully appreciated and the

Working Party had attempted to translate its sympathy into practical terms by its

proposals to bring the maximum contribution down to 33 -1/3 per cent;. by four annual

adjustments. Provision was also made for- review in the event of any inactive

Member returning to full participation before the end of the four -year period, so

that immediate benefit would accrue to the United States from the changed position.

A further aspect requiring consideration had been the position of those Member

States whose contributions would be immediately affected by the application of all

the three principles agreed upon. It was because of this cumulative effect that the

Working Party had suggested that it would be more equitable to spread application of

the principles over a four -year period.

In conclusion, he strongly urged that the decision should be taken on the basis

of principle at the present session: the principle was more important than the

amount which each State would have to contribute. And once the issue of principle

was settled; the decision would be final, cutting out once for all the protracted

discussions on this vexed and complicated question that had taken place in the past.

Mr HUNT (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) said that, in the

earlier discussion of the question, the United Kingdom delegation had made three

points: (1) that the latest available United Nations -scale of assessments should be

used in the calculation of WHO's assessments at the earliest possible moment; (2)

that the assessment of the Member State paying the largest contribution should not

exceed one -third of the contributions of Members actively participating in the work

of the Organization; and (3) that the per capita principle should be applied in full.
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he understood it, the Working Party had recommended adoption of all those principles,

implementation to be spread over a period of four years. That recommendation did not go

so far as the United Kingdom delegation would like, and that was probably true of many

other delegations. The United Kingdom delegation would like to have those three principles

implemented in WHO at the earliest possible moment. For that reason and because it had

always upheld realistic accounting and financial principles, the United Kingdom delega-

tion would support the United States amendment.

He feund himself, however, in complete agreement with the delegate of Canada that

the per capita principle was linked with the principle of a limitation on the assessment

of one Member State. Accordingly if the United States amendment was adopted, the United

Kingdom delegation would then support the Swiss delegation's proposal. He would add that,

although the proposal of the Working Party did not go nearly far enough to meet the views

of the United Kingdom delegation, nevertheless, if the several :amendments were rejected,

the United Kingdom delegation would support the recommendations of the Working Party.

Finally, the United Kingdom delegation too felt that the question should be settled once

and for all on the basis of principle so that the Health Assembly would not require to

spend so much of its time each year in discussing it.

Mr GEIJERSTAM (Sweden) recalled his Governmentts views as stated in the earlier

discussion on the subject. Sweden believed that Method C as described by the Executive

Board in the report on its fifteenth session (Official Records No. 60, Annex 11, page 92)

was a sound and realistic method for the assessment of Members in 1956, provided the



44.4MLFWMin/5
pago 14

per capita principle was fully applied. It also considered it logical and equitable

that the latest available United Nations scale of assessments should be used in the cal-

culations of WHO's scale. Of the three principles accepted by the Working Party in the

preamble to its draft resolution, the Government of Sweden laid most stress on the adop-

tion of the per capita principle and so was prepared to accept that without reserve.

The amendment introduced by the United States delegation, designed to secure immedi-

ate application of the 33 -1/3 per cent, maximum contribution, made no mention of the

immediate application of the per capita principles the Swedish delegation would there-

fore be unable to accept it. Moreover, the Swedish Government felt that the only realis-

tic method was to assess active Members only,

Regarding the Working Party's recommendation to stagger the application of these

three principles, his delegation would have preferred immediate application, particularly

of the use of the United Nations scale; however, in a spirit of compromise, it would not

oppose the Working Party's proposals.

The Swedish delegation was glad, too, that the decision to be taken would provide a

final solution to the problems He emphasized in conclusion that what was most important

to his Government was not the amount of its individual contribution but the principles

on which the contribution was calculated. Sweden's chief desire was to make the maxi -

mun contribution possible to health work throughout the world.

Mr PiI.CHLCHI (Iraq) stated that, while his delegation was prepared to support the

draft resolution set out in the Working Party'.s report, that support would not mean that
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it was fully satisfied with its proposals. The solution reached by the Working Party was

a compromise and as such was less than perfect.

A case in point was operative paragraph 2, providing for the progressive adoption

of the United Nations scale of assessments over a four -year period. His delegation had

hoped that the recommendation of. the Seventh World Health Assembly would have been con-

firmed, namely to make the necessary adjustments for application of the United Nations

scale over two years. Despite its strong feeling on that point, however, his delegation

had agreed to accept the compromise suggested by the Working Party in deference to those

Member States whose contributions would be considerably increased by the immediate adop-

tion of the United Nations scale.

With regard to paragraph 3, his delegation was glad that the Working Party had de-

cided to maintain the contributions of the inactive Members in the 100 per centoscale.

Nevertheless, the Working Party was right, ho believed, in providing a maximum assessment

of 33 -1/3 per cent. for the highest contributor, calculated on the total assessment of

active Members only. His delegation had been very anxious to meet the reasonable demands

of the United States delegation because it was most hesitant to take a stand that would

prejudice the interest and support of that country for WHO. The United States delega-

tion, in its proposed amendment did not, however, accept the compromise reached by the

Working Party, which his delegation would have preferred to be maintained in its entirety.

Should the Committee decide to adopt the_amiend,ient proposed by the United States delega-

tion, therefore, his delegation would vote for the amendment proposed by the Swiss dele-

gation, since the recommendations of the Working Party should stand or fall as a whole,
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Paragraph 4 presented no difficulty for his delegation, which believed that the

per capita ceiling principle was a logical result of acceptance of the principle of

a limited maximum contribution.

Lastly, he associated himself with the remarks of Sir Arcot Mudaliar regarding

the need for taking a decision on the issues of principle alone.

Dr BERNHAFDT (Federal Republic of Germany) said his delegation was not fully

convinced that a change -over to the United Nations scale would represent real progress.

The WHO scale of assessments should be established independently. Regarding the

question of whether assessments should be based on the active Members of the

Organization only, his delegation was prepared to support the United States

amendment to paragraph 3 of the Working Party1s proposed draft resolution.

Mr MIRK (Canada) suggested that the decision taken by UNESCO regarding the

return of inactive Members might be clarified by the representative of Switzerland,

who had taken part in the UNESCO Conference.

Dr WENK ,(Switzerland) confirmed that UNESCO had adopted full application of the

per capita principle fcr two years.

Mr RENOUF (Australia) clarified the matter still further by pointing out that

the UNESCO Conference only met every two years. Hence, his original remarks had been

correct in substance.

Dr GOOSSENS (Belgium) wished first to pay a tribute to the Working Party for the

compromise solution reached which undoubtedly showed great effort and ,goodwill on the

part of all concerned. Nevertheless, his Government, taking into account the delicate

and complex nature of the problem, had instructed him to make the following statement.
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There wore undoubtedly a number of points regarding the application of the United

Nations scale which were not yet clear as well as unknown factors about future

repercussions of the decision the Committee would take. Moreover, owing to the dis-

tance of the Assembly from Headquarters, his delegation was smaller than usual and did

not have the services of its chief financial  expert. Other delegations ought to be

similarly placed. The Belgian Government would, therefore, have liked to see action

deferred until the Ninth World Health Assembly, although he did not wish to make a

firm proposal. He had gathered from certain documentation and from the statements of

the Canadian delegation that even with the Working Party there had been a number of

delegations in favour of a similar course. His remarks were designed merely to elicit

their views.

Dr PAIK (Korea) supported the United States' proposal to assess only active

Members of the Organization in 1956, any assessment of inactive Members to be over and

above the amount of the budget estimates.

Dr VANNUGLI (Italy) supported the view expressed by the delegate of Belgium. The

question was extremely complex and capable of several different solutions. Delegations

had not had a chance to consider all possible consequences on their national contri-

butions of the application of the various amendments. Accordingly, if the delegation

of Belgium were to make a formal proposal, }pis delegation would support it,

Dr SEGURA (Argentina) recalled that, before the Working Party was appointed, a

number of speakers had drawn attention to the possible inconvenience of pressing for

a final solution at the present time. Now that the'Working Party's report was before

the Committee, it was still evident that the admirable compromise proposals it contained

were not acceptable to all.
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A number of delegations which felt that the final decision should be deferred

to the Ninth World Health Assembly had not as yet expressed their views. He failed

to see the need for haste. Action now might simply result in having to review the

decision taken in the light of government reaction to it. Governments should have

a chance to study the issues involved in all these proposals and counter -proposals.

The question of inactive Members, too, was still unresolved. He accordingly agreed

with the delegation of Belgium in its desire to refer all these complex proposals

to governments for study, and to delete the decision until the Ninth World Health

Assembly.

In answer to a question from the Chairman, Dr GOOSSENS (Belgium) said he was

ready to take up the proposal made by the delegation of Pakistan in the Working Party

(document AB /AFL/WP /1) to the effect that the Assembly should decide to defer the

decision on the scales of assessment for a period of one year.

Dr da SILVA TRAVASSOS (Portugal) endorsed what had been said by the delegates

of Belgium and Italy for the same reasons as they had given.

Mr BOTHA (Union of South Africa) greatly regretted the turn the discussion had

now taken. The question of the scales of assessment had already been under

discussion for four successive years. It did not therefore seem reasonable that a

final decision should be deferred for a further year. He was totally unable to

understand the argument that delegations were not ready to come to a decision

because of lack of full knowledge of the issues involved. He could only conclude

that they were running away from the issue. The Pakistani proposal now taken up
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by the Belgian delegation had been rejected by the Working Party and he failed to

see how anyone could be satisfied with a reversion to the status quo, which would

merely lead to a further protracted discussion the following year.

Dr PENIDO (Brazil) said that his delegation, as a member of the United Nations,

saw no reason why the United Nations scale should not be accepted by any of the

specialized agencies. The sooner that was done by WHO the better and it therefore

supported the United States' proposal.

In answer to Sir Arcot MUDALIAR (India), the SECRETARY recalled that the

Seventh World Health Assembly had adopted two resolutions, WHA7.15, concerning the

scales of assessment for 1955, 1956, 1957 and 1958, and WHA7.16 on future scales

of assessment. Pursuant to the latter resolution, the Executive Board at its

fourteenth session had requested the Director -General to communicate the resolution

together with the relevant documentation and information to Member States, with

a request for their views on the matter by 31 October 1954. Those instructions

had been carried out and a summary of the replies received had been made available

to the Executive Board at its fifteenth session.

Dr KtRABUDA (Turkey), considering that the position was now comparatively clear,

moved the closure of the debate.

The CHAIRMAN, citing Rule 56 of the Rules of Procedure, asked whether any two

Members wished to speak against the closure.
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Mr RENOUF (Australia) said Australia had consistently held that rules for the

closure of a debate should only be applied in exceptional circumstances. Many

delegations had not as yet had the opportunity of stating their views and he strongly

opposed the closure until every delegate wishing to speak had had the opportunity

to do so.

The CHAIRMEN put to the vote the motion for closure of the debate.

Decision: The motion was rejected by 22 votes to 14, with 7 abstentions.

The meeting rose at 12.35 p.m.


