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1. SEVENTH REPORT OF COMMITTEE B 

Dr BOXALL (Australia), Rapporteur, read out the draft seventh report of Committee В 

(document A25/В/9). 

Decision: The seventh report was adopted. 

2. HEALTH ASSISTANCE ТO REFUGEES AND DISPLACED PERSONS IN THE MIDDLE EAST: Item 3.9 of the 

Agenda (Resolution WHA24.33, para. 6(c); Documents A25/25, A25/56, A25/57, A25/64) 
(continued) 

The CHAIRMAN drew attention to a new document (A25/64) that had been circulated since the 

previous meeting, entitled "Communication dated 22 May 1972 addressed to the Director -General 

by the delegation of Israel ". 

Dr ABDELHADI (Libyan Arab Republic) said his delegation would vote in favour of the draft 
resolution presented at the previous meeting by the delegate of Lebanon. His delegation did 
not consider that the issue under discussion was a political one. Neither the situation in 

the Middle East nor the Arab States would derive any benefit from it; the government of 

Israel had already ignored the many resolutions that had been adopted by the United Nations 

General Assembly and by the Security Council. He considered that the solution of the Middle 

East question was in the hands of the Arab States. Israel did not conform to the views of 

the United Nations and continued to violate international opinion, especially the fourth 

Geneva Convention of 12 August 1949 - the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of 
Civilian Persons in Time of War. 

His delegation and his Government condemned hijacking; however, he felt obliged to 

mention the recent incident at Tel Aviv airport in which the International Red Cross had 

intervened between the commandos and the Israeli authorities. His delegation was astonished 

that the Israeli authorities had used the Red Cross to further their own ends. That event 

had shaken international confidence in the Red Cross. Unless the Red Cross quickly clarified 

its position, international confidence in it would remain low. 

Many delegations, especially that of Israel, had said that the Arab States make a 

political issue out of the refugee question at every World Health Assembly. That was not so. 

WHO was a technical organization that worked for the benefit of mankind and could not remain 

silent while others were destroying what the Organization had tried to build. 

His delegation did not wish to raise political issues and he emphasized that the refugee 

question should be raised cautiously so that others could not criticize the objectives of WHO. 

Mr EL REEDY (Egypt) wished to reply to points made at the previous meeting by the 

delegates of Israel and the United States of America. 

First, he would mention the letter from Mr Micheli, the delegate of the International 

Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) to the international organizations, commenting on resolution 

WHA24.33. Delegates would recall that that resolution referred specifically to the Israeli 

practice of barring the entry of medicaments to the occupied territories. On this matter, 

his delegation placed its reliance on information published by the ICRC itself in the September 

1970 issue of the International Review of the Red Cross, where it was said on page 493: "In 

April 1968, a new arrangement was put into practice for ICRC distributions: only relief 

supplies in respect of special needs, recognized by the ICRC and the Ministry of Social 

Affairs, would be accepted, the entry of medicaments being barred ". That was the basis for 

the sentence in resolution WHA24.33 to which he had just referred. However, Mr Micheli's 

letter commenting on the resolution made no mention of that point, noting only that the ICRC 

had been able to import, since the conflict of June 1967, several thousands of tons of relief 

supplies of various kinds into the territories occupied by Israel and that the distribution of 

those relief supplies had been facilitated. There was no reference to the barring of entry 

of medicaments. So far the ICRC had supplied neither confidential nor public information of 

which he was aware that would alter the statement published in the International Review of 

the Red Cross. 



А25 /B /SR /13 
page 3 

Secondly, he would refer to the question of violations of the Geneva Conventions. 

Israel's position with regard to the fourth Geneva Convention was well known: it was a 

negative position. The United States of America had called upon Israel on several occasions 

to respect and abide by the fourth Geneva Convention. He was surprised by the statement of 

the delegate of the United States that none of the reports before the Committee referred to 

violations of that Convention, for one such report was the Special Report of the Commissioner - 

General of UNRWA to the Secretary -General of the United Nations concerning violations against 
refugees in the summer of 1971. That was annexed to document A25/57, and paragraph 6 read: 

In a note verbale of 8 August, the Agency formally protested at the action being 

taken by the Israeli authorities, which appeared to be contrary to General Assembly 
resolution 2675 (XXV), which affirmed a number of basic principles for the protection 
of civilian populations in armed conflicts, and also to the provisions of articles 49 

and 53 of the Geneva Convention of 12 August 1949 relative to the Protection of Civilian 
Persons in Time of War. 

Another point that needed clarification concerned part of the statement in the report of 
the Director -General contained in document A25/25. The delegate of Israel had quoted the 
statement in paragraphs 4.1 and 4.2, and had particularly referred to the sentence: "From 
the various reports it would appear that the health of the populations concerned has generally 
been maintained without deterioration ". It was significant, however, that he had not quoted 
from other parts of that document, particularly the statement on page 17, paragraph 3, which 
read as follows: 

In the Gaza field, in addition to the curfews imposed at different times, the health 
services were affected particularly when the occupation army carried out demolition, at 
short notice, of a considerable number of refugee shelters for the purpose of facilitating 
security operations by making broader roads and open spaces in Jabalia, Rafah and Shati' 
camps. In the process, destruction or damage was also suffered by a number of public 
and private sanitation facilities. The shelter demolition resulted in the abrupt 
displacement of over 2400 refugee families (about 14 700 persons). 

The misleading thing about quoting from the Director -General's report that the health of 
the populations concerned had been maintained without deterioration was that that had been 
the result of the efforts by UNRWA, despite its financial crisis, a crisis to which Israel 
had contributed. 

The crux of the problem was whether the refugees were to be kept as refugees for ever in 
a permanent state of alienation. Nobody could assert that a man could live for 25 years as 
a refugee and be denied his right to return to his home. The very existence of UNRWA 
reflected that situation. 

Had there really been any improvement; had any refugees been allowed to return? The 
contrary was true; more refugees were being created and more people being displaced. In 
that connexion he quoted from the report of the Commissioner -General of UNRWA for the year 
ending 30 June 1971: 

Despite more frequent public recognition of the need to take account of the 
legitimate rights of the Palestine refugees in any political settlement, and the 
adoption of resolution 2672 C (XXV) by which the General Assembly recognized the 
entitlement of the people of Palestine to "equal rights and self -determination in 
accordance with the Charter of the United Nations" and declared that "full respect for 
the inalienable rights of the people of Palestine is an indispensable element in the 
establishment of a just and lasting peace in the Middle East ", there was by the end of 
the year little to lessen the frustrations of the refugees. The General Assembly at 
the same session called again on the Government of Israel to take immediate steps for 
the return of those displaced from their homes and camps but, although many were able 
to visit the occupied West Bank from east Jordan, there was, apart from the issue of a 
limited number of permits in cases of family reunion or special hardship, no change in 
the situation as regards return for residence; and a fifth year of separation from the 
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West Bank, Gaza and the Quneitra area of Syria began in June for over 200 000 registered 
refugees (and for large numbers of other displaced persons) in east Jordan and in Syria. 
The day seemed as distant as ever when effect would be given to the General Assembly's 
resolution (paragraph 11 of resolution 194 (III)), adopted over 20 years ago, on 
11 December 1948, and referred to in subsequent resolutions, "that the refugees wishing 
to return to their homes and live at peace with their neighbours should be permitted to 
do so at the earliest practicable date, and that compensation should be paid for the 
property of those choosing not to return and for loss of or damage to property which, 
under principles of international law or in equity, should be made good by the 
Governments or authorities responsible . .1 

In fact the number of refugees had increased: 15 000 refugees had been expelled in 
August and September 1971. In addition 11 000 Egyptian citizens had been expelled in 

January 1972. He was interested to learn from the delegate of Israel that some of them had 
been allowed to return, but he would like to know what had happened to the remainder. 
Perhaps the delegate of Israel would also supply information concerning the latest acts of 
expulsion, displacement and destruction. For instance, The Economist of 22 April 1972 said: 

On Sunday Israel's chief of staff, General Elazar, told the cabinet that although 
his officers had exceeded their orders in ejecting Arab farmers from their land near 
Rafah in the southern part of the Gaza strip, none of this land would be returned. 
Last month, after protests from Mapam, the left -wing partner in Mrs Meir's coalition, 
it was announced that disciplinary measures would be taken against officers who had 
apparently bulldozed their way through more Arab property, and rendered homeless more 
Arab families, than they had been authorised to do. A committee, set up by 
General Dayan, who as minister of defence has overall authority in the occupied 
territories, criticised both the extent and manner of recent "fencing operations ". 
Even so, all the land now fenced off will be reclaimed for Israeli settlement. 

The Israeli authorities are not saying how much of the strip has been confiscated 
or how many families displaced; according to one Israeli newspaper it amounts to as 

much as a third of the strip's land area. The families, who were ousted from their 
houses and their land with no ceremony at all, are to be offered the choice between 

cash compensation and rehabilitation by the military government. Such rehabilitation 
is said to include the offer of new smallholdings but the best that most of the displaced 
Arabs can hope for is housing on the outskirts of the strip's overcrowded towns and 

refugee camps. A cabinet spokesman, tight -fisted with facts and figures, refused to 

say how much money had been allowed for these purposes. And no Israeli minister, it 

seems, raised the proposition that if it was wrong to drive the Arabs off their land in 

the first place, it is compounding the wrong to refuse now to let them return. 

He was surprised, considering the permanent state of alienation of the refugees and the 

human expulsion, destruction, and demolition that had occurred that the delegate of Israel 

should complain about operative paragraph 1 of the draft resolution and to the use thereon 

of the word "immediately ". 

The delegate of Israel had also been incorrect in stating that the draft resolution did 

not take into account the conditions laid down by the General Assembly concerning the return 

of the refugees to their home countries. The draft resolution clearly stated that the 

return should be "in accordance with the relevant resolutions of the United Nations ". 

� Official Records of the General Assembly, Twenty -sixth session, Supplement No. 13 

(А/8413), page 4. 
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He emphasized that WHO could not live up to its responsibilities without calling upon 

Israel to behave in a responsible way. For that reason his delegation would support the 

draft resolution before the Committee. 

Mr MALIK (India) said that the first principle enunciated in the WHO Constitution was 

sacrosanct: "Health is a state of complete physical, mental and social well -being and not 

merely the absence of disease or infirmity ". His country had had some experience in caring 

for refugees and knew the plight to which humanity could be reduced by the acts of man. It 

was a tragedy that there were still people who had been refugees for 25 years and that nothing 

had yet been done to remedy the situation. 

The draft resolution dealt only with the humanitarian aspects of the problem. Small 

improvements in conditions were not sufficient. The refugees must be made to feel that 

they were wanted. They needed to be able to participate. Nothing in the draft resolution 

was outside the business of the Committee. 

If a country failed to take the necessary action, then the strongest sanction under the 

Constitution of WHO should be applied: it was for humanitarian reasons that Article 7 of the 

Constitution provided for such action. 

Dr AL -WAHBI (Iraq) wished to reassure delegates that nothing in operative paragraph 3 of 

the draft resolution made it necessary to take any action at the current Assembly under the 

terms of Article 7. The paragraph merely said that if the present situation continued then 

the Organization should consider the application of Article 7. 

He also emphasized that the draft resolution had been formulated in such a way that it 

could not be dismembered as the delegate of the United States had suggested. 

Dr FAKHRI (Bahrain) regretted that the subject of refugees had to be brought up year 

after year. It was not the fault of those who waited patiently near the borders of the 

country they had once lived in, but of those who occupied other people's lands and who refused 

to comply with decisions taken by the Security Council and the General Assembly. So long as 

the refugee problem existed, health, as defined in the WHO Constitution, would always remain 

only a dream. It was not only a political problem as the delegate of Israel suggested. 

It was a question of demolition, imprisonment, displacement of people, and the clearance of 

large areas of land for the construction of new blocks of flats for non -Arab immigrants. 

The delegate of Israel had drawn attention to the numbers of Arabs who had died as a 

result of activities of the Palestinian freedom fighters against the occupying military 

forces. He left delegates who had fought for the freedom of their own countries against 

nazism and fascism to draw their own conclusions on that point. 

The United States delegate had indicated his concern for the human aspects of the 

situation. For that he was to be thanked, but humane concern involved not only pity and 

kindness towards the victim but also one's position with regard to the assassin. The 

Bahrain delegation was appealing to the Health Assembly to take an ethical stand. 

Mr ROSENNE (Israel) said that, in exercising his right of reply, he did not want to 

convert the meeting into a reflection of the General Assembly of the United Nations. In 

reply to the delegate of Lebanon, he said that if the Lebanese Government had exercised normal 
governmental authority over the areas of his country to which he had referred and had controlled 

the terrorists, so that Lebanese territory could not be used as a base for indiscriminate 

armed attacks on Israel, the incidents to which he had referred would not have occurred. 

That matter had been fully discussed by the Security Council. 

The Committee would have noted the statement of the delegate of the Libyan Arab Republic 
concerning the recent attempt to hijack an aeroplane, which had fortunately been foiled. 

That question did not concern WHO, but it was clear that some Arab governments were openly 
identifying themselves with those crimes and their perpetrators. Openly defying the 

resolutions of the Security Council and the General Assembly and of the International Civil 
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Aviation Organization, they were giving encouragement to criminals whose actions were 

directed against innocent and helpless civilians, and whose aim was murder and wanton 

destruction. The Committee would easily recognize who was on the side of health and sanity 

and who saw death and injury and murder as worthwhile objectives in themselves. 

Referring to the new charges and claims advanced by the delegate of Egypt at the current 
meeting, he said he was sure that if that delegate would study the statement made at the 

previous meeting by the delegation of Israel, he would find full and frank answers to many of 
his doubts and questions. 

In view of the remarks of the delegate of Egypt, he wished to quote in full the letter 
to the Director -General from Mr Micheli of the International Committee of the Red Cross. 
That letter, dated 2 June 1971, had been circulated by the Director -General in his circular 
letter No. 20 of 30 June 1971 and read as follows: 

I have the honour to inform you that the International Committee of the Red Cross 
has just taken cognizance of the resolution of the Twenty- fourth World Health Assembly 
concerning health assistance to refugees and displaced persons in the Middle East 
(WHA24.33). 

The International Committee has observed in particular that the Assembly, after 
having noted that "the occupying authorities bar the distribution of medicaments by the 
International Committee of the Red Cross to the inhabitants of the Occupied Territories ", 
"calls upon Israel to refrain from any interference with the activities of the 
International Committee of the Red Cross in the Occupied Territories ". 

In this connection, we deem it advisable to make clear that despite a few 
difficulties which it has generally been possible to overcome, the International 

Committee of the Red Cross has been able to import, since the conflict of June 1967, 

several thousands of tons of relief supplies of various kinds into the territories 
occupied by Israel. These supplies have been distributed by the competent authorities 
to the necessitous population in accordance with needs ascertained by ICRC delegates. 
The latter have been given all necessary information on the use of the supplies and have 

been able to be present at their distribution. 

In regard to the general conditions under which the International Committee can 

exercise its humanitarian mission in the occupied territories, these have been described 
in the reports of our activities published on this subject so that we shall not revert to 
the matter here. 

The International Committee regrets that its position as concerns this question can 
no longer be communicated to the World Health Assembly. However, it would be grateful 
if, employing whatever procedure you consider appropriate, you could bring the text of 
this letter to the notice of the Members of the World Health Organization. 

Resolution WHA24.33, which had been adopted by a minority of the membership of the World 
Health Organization, was full of vicious and untruthful accusations against Israel. One of 

the accusations had been emphatically refuted by the International Committee of the Red Cross 

on 20 May 1971 and again in the letter he had read out. Another accusation, to which the 
delegate of Egypt had just referred, was that Israel had interfered with the activities of 

the Red Cross in the occupied territories. That accusation had been equally emphatically 

refuted in the issues of the International Review of the Red Cross dated August and 
September 1970. 
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The letter he had just read confirmed that resolution WHл24.33 had been forced upon the 
Health Assembly on the basis of false information and false impressions. His delegation did 
not deny that the security actions forced upon Israel by the continuous agitation of the Arab 

governments had resulted in abrupt disarrangements of normal civil life and had affected the 

operations of UNRWA. The Director of Health of UNRWA said in his annual report for 1971 
(document A25/25, page 17, paragraph 3) that, generally speaking UNRWA's health services had 

operated smoothly, although there had been some interruptions. These interruptions had now 

been put right. 

Nothing in the Report of the Director -General, or in any other of the documents circulated 

officially by disinterested parties before the Assembly, justified the conclusions contained 
in the draft resolution before the Committee. 

The statements made by the delegates of Egypt and some other Arab countries had made it 

quite clear that the refugee problem was a political one. The Arab delegates were not trying 
to deal with the health problems that were legitimately the concern of WHO in conjunction with 

UNRWA but rather once again to raise the broad political issues, of which the problem of Arab 

refugees was only one facet. That was outside the competence of WHO. 

Finally, he repeated that there had been 8500 voluntary Arab immigrants into the occupied 

territories and 160 000 Arab tourists into Israel and the occupied territories in 1971, Did 

those figures indicate that conditions were so bad for Arabs in Israel? 

Mr BOUDEHRI (Algeria) challenged the facts put forward by the delegate of Israel; the 

objectives of Zionist colonialism were well known and were not centred on the improvement of 

Arab health. What the refugees needed was not aid, but a rapid return to their own homes. 

The problem went beyond that of health. Faced with the present situation in the Middle East,, 

however, WHO must exercise its responsibility towards the victims of racist practices. His 

delegation therefore supported the draft resolution before the Committee, which dealt only 

with humanitarian questions and contained no provisions that had not appeared in previous 

resolutions of the Assembly. 

Dr HACHICHA (Tunisia) said that the political aspects of the question were important but 

that he would confine himself to the health aspects. Indeed, there was no need to defend so 

just a cause. Only one view was possible, that dictated by reason and humanitarian principles. 

The report submitted by the delegate of Israel (А25/64) suggested that all was for the 

best in the best of all possible worlds and that the refugees have never been happier. He 

contested that claim. The worst fate of a people was to be driven from its homeland to 

suffer hunger, poverty and humiliation. The reports had not fully considered the serious 

health consequences of that fate for hundreds of thousands of refugees. It was remarkable 

that the spectre of human suffering was being raised by those who had themselves been the 

victims of the basest social injustice and racism. Pending a political solution to the 

problem in other international forums, the Assembly should give careful thought to the fate 

of the refugees and displaced persons and the health problems arising from their inhuman 

living conditions. 

Professor LISICYN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that the problem of health 

assistance to refugees and displaced persons in the Middle East had been discussed many times 

by the Health Assembly but its solution had been hampered by Israel`s policy with regard to 

the Arab countries. His delegation protested against Israel's action in occupying Arab land 
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and driving out the Arab people. Israel had up to the present refused to implement the 

decisions of the United Nations regarding those who had become refugees as a result of the 

1967 war. If the Health Assembly really desired a solution of the problem, it should 

support the demand that Israel free all occupied Arab territory and compensate the refugees 

for their losses. The Soviet Union fully supported the demands of the Arab States and could 

not agree that the matter did not concern the Health Assembly, since the protection of the 

health of hundreds of thousands of refugees and displaced persons was the direct responsibility 

of WHO and other international organizations. 

His delegation was convinced that the draft resolution would contribute to a solution of 

the problem. 

Dr LEOWSKI (Poland) expressed appreciation for the reports by the Director -General and 
the Director of Health of UNRWA in document A25/25, which showed the position of refugees 
and displaced persons in the Middle East. He had been deeply moved by the situation and by 
the documents submitted by the Arab countries. The refugees had long lived in unacceptable 
conditions, and it was time they returned to their homes. He fully supported the joint 
draft resolution. 

Dr STEINFELD (United States of America) said that his delegation wished to make clear 
its support of the humanitarian aspects of the draft resolution. It therefore requested 
that the text be voted on paragraph by paragraph under the terms of Rule 64 of the WHO Rules 
of Procedure. 

Dr AL -WAHBI (Iraq) said that he could not accept the dismembering of the draft resolution 
as proposed by the United States delegate. He objected to the request for division and asked 
for a vote on the motion. 

Dr VALVERDE BARBERY (Bolivia) said that the problem of refugees and displaced persons in 

the Middle East was highly political and not within the competence of the Health Assembly, 
which should deal only with the health and humanitarian aspects. His Government enjoyed 
cordial relations with the Arab countries and with Israel. His country was strongly opposed 
to the ill treatment of refugees, but he wondered if the resolution would help them in any 
way. The application of Article 7 of the WHO Constitution to Israel would make it more 
difficult for Israel to improve the lot of the refugees. He was ready to vote for any 

resolution that would help the refugees but was against any measure that would not. 

Mr BOJADZIEVSKI (Yugoslavia) considered that the entire text of the draft resolution 
should be retained, since it dealt only with the health, and not with the political, aspects 

of the problem. A prerequisite of normal life and health for the refugees and displaced 
persons was their right to return to their homes. That right had been denied to them and 

even some of their present shelters had been demolished. Thus their human rights continued 
to be violated. The draft resolution embodied earlier decisions which showed that the 
Health Assembly had already recognized the situation, and his delegation would vote for it. 

Mr SCHNIPPENКOETTER (Federal Republic of Germany) said that the draft resolution contained 
obviously disparate elements. To enable it to differentiate its position on those elements, 

his delegation supported the United States proposal to vote on the text paragraph by paragraph. 

Dr ALECAUT (Guinea) expressed his gratitude to WHO for its assistance to refugees and 

displaced persons in the illegally occupied areas in the Middle East. His delegation would 

vote for the draft resolution. 
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Mr ONKELINX (Belgium) said that the draft resolution touched on one of the most delicate 

political problems that had ever confronted the United Nations. He did not feel that the 

Health Assembly should take up the political aspects of the problem; they should be left to 

other United Nations organs. His country was a member of the Security Council and the views 

it had expressed in that body on the Middle East situation were well known. 

The fourth, fifth and sixth preambular paragraphs went far beyond the scope of the UNRWA 

report submitted to the last session of the General Assembly (document А/8413). Moreover, 

his Government could not subscribe to a draft resolution that referred to resolution WHA24.33, 

on which his delegation had abstained at the previous Health Assembly. He was also unable to 

subscribe, on the basis of the documents before the Committee, to the condemnation of Israel 

in operative paragraph 2; in the past many of the allegations against Israel had been clearly 

shown by the International Committee of the Red Cross to be ill founded. Lastly, his delegation 

could not accept the reference to Article 7 of the WHO Constitution in operative paragraph 3. 

That Article could not be applied when most of the allegations were controversial and where only 

humanitarian efforts, negotiation and cooperation could alleviate the refugees' suffering. 

In sum, his delegation would abstain on the draft resolution as a whole but supported the 

United States proposal for a paragraph by paragraph vote so that it could show its approval of 

the text's humanitarian objectives. If the United States proposal was accepted, his delegation 
would vote against the fourth and fifth and abstain on the sixth and seventh preambular 
paragraphs. It would also vote against operative paragraphs 2 and 3. It would support the 

remainder of the draft resolution, which was confined to humanitarian and health aspects. 

Dr EVANG (Norway) expressed the deep concern of his delegation for the humanitarian aspects 

of the problem. His country was taking an active part in current steps to increase inter- 

national assistance to UNRWA, and had made additional contributions in both 1971 and 1972. 

However, the draft resolution was not confined to humanitarian aspects, but also referred to 

complex problems that were outside the competence of the Health Assembly. He particularly 

objected to operative paragraph 3 since the suspension of the rights of countries in inter- 

national bodies was against Norway's principles. He would therefore vote against that 

paragraph. 

Mr de GEER (Netherlands) said that his delegation was in favour of parts of the draft 

resolution since it believed that WHO should give as much health assistance as possible to 

refugees and displaced persons in the Middle East. It would have difficulty, however, in 

accepting those parts dealing with matters outside the Committee's competence. It would vote 

for the resolution if those parts were deleted; otherwise it could not do so. 

Mr KAHILUOTO (Finland) said that he could not support the draft resolution as it stood, 

although he shared the general concern for the situation of the refugees and agreed that they 

should receive health assistance from WHO. His country had given substantial financial support 

to UNRWA in the past and would continue its contributions. 

In the event of a separate vote, his delegation would vote against operative paragraph 3, 

and would abstain on operative paragraph 2 because it believed that the reference to the Geneva 

Convention was out of place. It reserved its position on the fourth, fifth, sixth and seventh 

preambular paragraphs. 

Mr HASSAN (Somalia) said that after consultation the co- sponsors of the draft resolution 

wished to withdraw operative paragraph 3. He hoped that the Committee would now be able to 

accept the draft resolution in full. 
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Dr OLGUIN (Argentina) said that his country had always tried to ensure that the refugees 

in the Middle East received adequate health assistance and it favoured the humanitarian sections 

of the draft resolution. Because it considered that the political matters referred to in the 

text should be left to the appropriate United Nations organs, his delegation could not support 

the draft resolution as a whole. If there were a vote by division, it would support the parts 
concerned with humanitarian aspects but not those concerned with political aspects. 

Sir George GODBER (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) said that his 

country was the second highest contributor to UNRWA and had made an additional contribution in 

1972. It was deeply concerned by the humanitarian aspects of the problem. Nevertheless, the 

delegates of Norway, the Netherlands and Finland had admirably expressed his delegation's 

views on the draft resolution, and it would be in the same position as Finland in a vote. He 

did not agree with the delegate of Iraq that the text was indivisible. It would be impossible 

to get the Health Assembly's full support for the whole draft resolution. It would be better 

to concentrate on those parts within WHO's competence. 

The CHAIRMAN, noting that Rule 64 provided that permission to speak on the motion for divi- 

sion should be given only to two speakers in favour and two speakers against, accordingly 

invited two delegations to support the United States proposal and two delegations to speak 

against it. 

Dr EVANG (Norway) supported the United States proposal that the draft resolution should be 

voted upon paragraph by paragraph. In view of the lengthy discussion which had already taken 

place, he did not think it necessary to explain the reasons. The paragraphs were highly 

diversified and it was only fair that delegations should have the opportunity of voting upon 

them individually. 

Mr SCHNIPPENKOETTER (Federal Republic of Germany) referred to his earlier statement 

supporting the United States proposal. 

Dr AL -WAHBI (Iraq), opposing the motion, said that he had already made his delegation's 

position in the matter clear. Since the controversial third operative paragraph had been 

withdrawn, he saw no need for a division in voting. 

Mr HASSAN (Somalia) associated himself with the representative of Yugoslavia who had 

supported the position of the Iraqi delegation. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the United States proposal that the draft resolution should 

be voted upon paragraph by paragraph. 

Decision: The motion for division was carried by 45 votes to 37, with 11 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote, paragraph by paragraph, the draft resolution on health 

assistance to refugees and displaced persons in the Middle East, proposed by the delegations of 

India, Kuwait, Lebanon, Pakistan, Somalia and Yugoslavia, and amended, through withdrawal of 

one paragraph by the co- sponsors, to read as follows: 

The Twenty -fifth World Health Assembly, 

Bearing in mind that the health of all peoples is fundamental to the attainment of 

peace and security; 

Conscious of the fundamental right of all human beings to physical and mental health, 

without distinction of race, religion, political belief, economic or social conditions; 

Having considered the report of the Director General and the annual report of the 

Director of Health of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in 

the Near East (UNRWA); 
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Disturbed by the fact that Israel not only continues to refuse to allow the 
refugees and displaced persons to return to their homes but continues to displace by 

force thousands of persons from their homes and shelters; 

Noting that these acts have included the demolition of a large number of UNRWA 

shelters, causing further suffering to the refugees, and aggravating the financial 

crisis of UNRWA; 

Gravely concerned about the consequences of such acts on the physical and mental 

health of the refugees, displaced persons and the inhabitants of the occupied territories; 

Recalling its resolutions WHA21.38, WHA22.43, WHA23.52, WHA24.32, WHA24.33 

1. REAFFIRMS that the protection of the life and physical and mental health of the 
refugees and displaced persons requires that they immediately be afforded to return to 

their homes, in accordance with the relevant resolutions of the United Nations; 

2. DEPLORES Israel's repeated acts of expulsions of human beings and destructions of 

their homes and shelters, which directly affect their physical and mental health, and 

constitute grave violations of the fourth Geneva convention of 12 August 1949; 

3. DECIDES that, meanwhile, emergency assistance to the maximum extent possible 
be given to the refugees and displaced persons in the Middle East; 

4. REQUESTS the Director -General of the World Health Organization to: 

(a) intensify and expand to the largest extent possible the Organization's 

programme of health assistance to the refugees and displaced persons in the Middle 

East; 

(b) prepare a comprehensive report on the conditions of physical and mental 

health of the population of the occupied territories to be submitted to the Twenty- 

sixth World Health Assembly; 

(c) take all measures in his power to safeguard health conditions of the popula- 

tions of the occupied territories, and to report to the Twenty -sixth World Health 

Assembly on the steps taken in this regard; 

(d) bring this resolution to the attention of all governmental and non -governmental 

organizations concerned including international medical organizations, 

5. EXPRESSES its appreciation to the Director -General of the World Health Organization, 

the Director of Health of UNRWA, to the specialized agencies and other organizations 

that provide assistance to the refugees, displaced persons and the inhabitants of the 

occupied territories in the Middle East. 

Decision: The separate paragraphs of the draft resolution were approved individually 

as follows: 

First preambular paragraph: 92 votes to none, with no abstention. 

Second preambular paragraph: 91 votes to none, with no abstention. 

Third preambular paragraph: 92 votes to none, with no abstention. 

Fourth preambular paragraph: 37 votes to 19, with 38 abstentions. 

Fifth preambular paragraph: 37 votes to 15, with 41 abstentions. 

Sixth preambular paragraph: 41 votes to 10, with 42 abstentions. 

Seventh preambular paragraph: 40 votes to 4, with 47 abstentions. 

First operative paragraph: 65 votes to 5, with 21 abstentions. 

Second operative paragraph: 34 votes to 28, with 32 abstentions. 

Third operative paragraph: 92 votes to none, with 1 abstention. 

Fourth operative paragraph: 93 votes to none, with 1 abstention. 

Fifth operative paragraph: 93 votes to none, with 1 abstention. 

The CHAIRMAN then invited the Committee to vote on the draft resolution as a whole. 
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On the request of Mr EL REEDY (Egypt), a vote was taken by roll -call, the names of the 
Member States being called in the French alphabetical order, starting with Cameroon, the letter 
C having been determined by lot. 

The result of the vote was as follows: 

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Bahrain, Bulgaria, Ceylon, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, 
Czechoslovakia, Egypt, Guinea, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Libyan 
Arab Republic, Mauritania, Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistan, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Saudi 
Arabia, Somalia, Spain, Sudan, Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia, Turkey, Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, United Arab Emirates, Yemen, and Yugoslavia. 

Against: Bolivia, Colombia, Dahomey, Gabon, Israel, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Liberia, 
Nicaragua, Niger, Paraguay, Sierra Leone, United States of America, and Zaire. 

Abstaining: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Burundi, Cameroon, Canada, 
Central African Republic, Denmark, Ethiopia, Federal Republic of Germany, Finland, France, 
Ghana, Greece, Iceland, Iran, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Khmer Republic, Luxembourg, Malta, 
Mauritius, Mexico, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Philippines, Portugal, 
Singapore, Sweden, Switzerland, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, Uruguay, Viet -Nam, and Western Samoa. 

Absent: Albania, Bangladesh, Barbados, Burma, Chad, Chile, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, 
Ecuador, El Salvador, Fiji, Gambia, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Kenya, Laos, Lebanon, 
Lesotho, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Mali, Monaco, Mongolia, Oman, Panama, People's 
Democratic Republic of Yemen, Peru, Republic of Korea, Rwanda, Senegal, Uganda, United 
Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Venezuela, and Zambia. 

Decision: The draft resolution was therefore approved by 36 votes to 14, with 42 
abstentions. 

Mr EL REEDY (Egypt) said that he spoke on behalf of the refugees and displaced persons in 
the Middle East in thanking all delegations which had voted in favour of that humanitarian 
draft resolution. He even understood the reasons motivating those who had abstained. 

Mr ROSENNE (Israel), explaining his vote, said that his delegation wished to express its 
appreciation to those delegations from all continents which had refused to support a draft 
resolution which confused humanitarian with political issues. 

As he had stated at the previous meeting, his delegation could have supported a purely 

humanitarian and non -controversial resolution. Indeed, the votes it had cast in favour of a 
division and subsequently in favour of the first three preambular paragraphs and of operative 
paragraphs 3, 4 and 5 of the amended text, and its negative votes on the remainder, including 
the draft resolution as a whole, expressed its position in favour of the humanitarian work of 
WHO and UNRWA as regards health assistance to refugees and displaced persons in the Middle 
East, which was the subject of that agenda item. His delegation had voted against the draft 
resolution as a whole as, even after it had been amended by its sponsors, it still contained 
what to his delegation were serious defects. Furthermore, it would be noted that, with the 
exception of operative paragraph 1, the controversial passages had all been adopted by a 

minority of Member States; the draft resolution would be judged accordingly. 

Mr ULUÇEVIK (Turkey), explaining his vote, stated that his delegation had voted in favour 
of the draft resolution on the sole basis of the humanitarian aspects of the problem. His 

delegation was, moreover, well acquainted with the serious financial difficulties currently 

facing UNRWA and ernestly hoped that those difficulties would be remedied in the near future 

by a joint effort in which his Government actively participated. In connexion with the 

reference to resolution WHA24.33 in the seventh preambular paragraph, he stressed the fact that 
his delegation had already reserved its position in respect of operative paragraph 3 of that 

resolution. 

The meeting rose at 6.5 p.m. 


