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Dr BERNARD, Assistant Director-General, opened the meeting on behalf of the Director-General 
and requested nominations for the office of Chairman. 

Dr VENEDIКТОV proposed Professor AUJALEU and his proposal was seconded by Professor 
KOSTRZEWSKI. 

Decision : Professor AUJALEU was appointed as Chairman. 

Professor AUJALEU then took the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN thanked the Working Group for the honour done to him and asked if the 
Secretariat could provide information on the procedure for preparing the Sixth General 
Programme of Work. 

Dr BERNARD suggested that Dr COHEN should act as Secretary of the Group. 

It was so agreed. 

Dr BERNARD said that the Group would be continuing its work throughout the year. Its 
task was tô submit a draft of the Sixth Programme in final form to the Executive Board at its 
fifty-seventh session. On the basis of the Board's discussion and of the resolution that it 
had taken on the review of the Fifth Programme, the first duty of the Group was to examine all 
the questions involved in the preparation of the Sixth Programme. Furthermore, the Board 
had decided that the Group should deal with item 7.1.8 of the agenda, concerning the report 
of the Joint Inspection Unit on Medium-term Planning in the United Nations system. As 
the Secretariat had already begun work on the Sixth Programme, he suggested that the SECRETARY 
should present the plans made by the Director-General for the elaboration of that programme. 
It was important for the Group to know exactly what had been done so far, so that it could 
guide the Secretariat in the orientation of its task. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Board should be asked the next day to declare that it had 
noted the report of the Joint Inspection Unit (annexed to document EB55/46 Add.2) and had 
transmitted it to the Working Group for use in the preparation of the Sixth Programme. The 
report would thus have been disposed of at the present session of the Board. He drew the 
Group*s attention to the draft resolution reading as follows: 

The Executive Board, 
Having considered the Joint Inspection Unit's report on "Medium-term Planning in the 

United Nations System" and the Director-Generalís report thereon,1 
1. THANKS the Inspector for his report； 

2. CONCURS with the comments of the Administrative Committee on Coordination on this 
report; 
3. NOTES with satisfaction that the Administrative Committee on Coordination decided 
to pursue further its work for the improvement of programme planning and evaluation, and 
the formulation of meciiuro-terni p i f o r the United Nations system as well as to under— 
take, in full partnership with the countries concerned, on an experimental basis in the 
first instance, joint planning on rural development and an intersectoral country study, 
and 
4. REQUESTS the Director-General to transmit his report and this resolution to: 

(i) the Secretary-General of the United Nations for transmission to the Economic 
and Social Council through the Committee for Programme and Coordination; 

1 EB55/46 Add.2. 



(ii) the External Auditor of the World Health Organization; and 
(iii) the Chairman of the Joint Inspecticai Unit. 

Dr SACKS said that the Director-General was aware that the report was complex and 
voluminous. He had therefore welcomed the proposal that the Group should "predigest" the 
report and submit its comments to the Board. The report, which had been discussed at many 
levels of the United Nations as well as by the Administrative Committee on Coordination (ACC), 
provided the collective comments of the executive heads and of the Secretary-General. The 
informal paper before the Group, which should not have been labelled "Draft resolution", 
might help to crystallize the ideas that the Group could debate. 

Dr VENEDIKTOV felt that there was no need for such a complex resolution. He suggested 
that paragraph 2 be deleted, paragraph 3 becoming paragraph 2. He also suggested that 
paragraph 4 be deleted and replaced by a new paragraph stating that the Executive Board had 
transmitted the Inspector's report to its working group on the preparation of the Sixth 
General Programme of Work so that it might take into account, in the preparation of the 
Sixth Programme, the observations made and the opinion of the Administrative Committee on 
Coordination. 

The CHAIRMAN asked if the Group was in agreement with Dr VENEDIKTOV's proposals. 

Dr SACKS pointed out that the Board's concurrence with the comments of the ACC would 
give the Director-General a basis for further discussions within the United Nations system. 
The third operative paragraph was merely a description of current activities and the fourth 
represented the formal situation with regard to reports of the Joint Inspection Unit• It 
was the normal practice of the Board to request the Director-General to take the formal steps 
that had been authorized by the Economic and Social Countil of the United Nations. 

The CHAIRMAN noted that tradition demanded the retention of the fourth paragraph. The 
fact that the Board had entrusted the report to the Group for use in preparing the Sixth 
Programme could be inserted between the third and fourth paragraphs• He understood 
Dr VENEDIKTOVfs objections to the second paragraph, which implied agreement with comments 
that had not been discussed or perhaps even read by everyone. The preambular and first para-
graphs could stand as they were, the second could be deleted, the third could refer to the 
Working Group's use of the document, and the fourth could remain for the reasons explained 
by Dr SACKS. 

Dr VENEDIKTOV suggested that the resolution should include an expression of thanks to 
the Director-General for his report. 

It was so agreed. 

The SECRETARY presented and explained a number of charts illustrating the thinking that 
had already taken place in the Secretariat as well as action already taken concerning the 
formulation and timing of the Sixth General Programme of Work.1 Regarding the factors 
affecting the formulation of the programme (chart 1), he pointed out that the Fifth Programme 
had been considered insufficiently precise. It was doubtful, however, as had been stated 
in Professor Aujaleureport on that Programme, whether greater precision could be accomplished 
at the global level. For the Sixth Programme, therefore, the approach of starting from the 
country level and building up through the regional to the global level had been adopted. It 
was impossible to formulate detailed programmes many years in advance, since the countries 
themselves wer© unable to forecast "their needs so long ahead • Detailed programme formulât i on 
that would be meaningless without budgetary requirements must be left to programme budgets. 
The Sixth Programme should be prepared in the form of a plan consisting of general policies 
and concepts, objectives and the means for attaining them, approximate deadlines, and indicators 
for evaluation. The programme would therefore be less general in content that its predecessor, 

Annexed to this summary record. 



but would not constitute a fully detailed medium-term programme. The implications were that 
the framework of the Sixth Programme should allow the subsequent formulation of detailed 
medium-term programmes and that it should contain guidelines for converting the Programme into 
more detailed medium-term programmes. 

The Secretary reminded the Group that the Constitution of WHO raquired the use of the 
word "programme", although what was being formulated was in the nature of a general plan. 

The framework of the Sixth Programme (chart 2) should contain principal programme 
objectives and, for each objective, detailed objectives, targets wherever possible, the 
approaches and types of activity required for attaining the detailed objectives, and output 
indicators wherever possible. All those terms had been defined at the first meeting of the 
Secretariat Working Group that had been set up by the Director-General to review the prepara-
tion of the Sixth Programme, and that consisted of the Directors of Health Services of all the 
Regional Offices, together with a few headquarters staff members• 

The guidelines for converting the programme into more detailed medium-term programmes 
(chart 3) might well be based on WHO1 s mission, as stated by the Director-General at the 
Twenty-seventh World Health Assembly. The conclusions from the Boardf s review of the Fifth 
Programme should also be taken into consideration. As the Sixth Programme was to be based not 
only on a retrospective evaluation but also on a forecast, a questionnaire on the long-term 
perspectives for WHO'S programme (document HPc/74.1) had therefore been prepared and sent by 
the Director-General to a number of experts and to all governments for comments. Regional 
directors too had requested the comments of experts in various fields in their regions. 
Replies were gradually coming in and were being analysed. The guidelines should include 
also criteria for the selection of programme areas, and the report of the first meeting of 
the Secretariat Working Group (document 6GPW/sWg/D showed criteria for selecting such 
programme areas at the country level. As it was the countries themselves that maintained 
their health programmes and services, WHO supporting them and performing a coordinative role, 
there was a limit to the kind of approach that WHO could apply to attain its programme 
objectives. The possible approaches had therefore been listed, explained, and analysed in 
such a way as to show how and to what extent the Organization could assist Member States. 
Information support had to be constantly available for programme evaluation and formulation. 
A document on that subject would be presented by the Director-General to the Board at its 
fifty-seventh session. Much work had already been done and all the existing relevant informa-
tion would have to be fed into the formulation of the Sixth Programme and the subsequent 
detailed medium-term programmes. 

With regard to the system of selecting objectives (chart 4), he drew the Group's attention 
to the 26 tentative principal objectives listed in document 6GPW/sWG/l. The conclusions from 
the review of the Fifth Programme, the orientation of WHO in accordance with its mission, and 
the medium-term implications of the long-term perspectives would be applied to those objectives. 
There would then be a filtering process in which the criteria for the selection of programme 
areas would be applied. When the programme areas had been agreed upon, they would then be 
formulated in terms of the definitive principal objectives of the Sixth Programme. As a 
result, it would be possible to define the plan more precisely. 

The principal objectives were currently being reviewed and analysed at the country level 
(chart 5). The Secretary drew the groupfs attention to document 6GPW/sWG/2, which had been 
prepared to permit WHO representatives to discuss with governments what they wished to select 
from among the 26 tentative objectives, together with any further proposed objectives. After 
discussion by the countries, the material would be consolidated at the regional level and sent 
to headquarters. Three regional offices had already sent their material to headquarters, 
which was currently analysing it and trying to apply to it the factors he had indicated 
previously, together with relevant resolutions of the Health Assembly and Board. Thus, the 
objectives of headquarters could be decided upon in large measure in response to the regional 
objectives formulated in the light of information received irom countries. The synthesis of 
all those objectives would constitute the principal global objectives• The material had to 
be reviewed at the regional level in order to arrive at detailed objectives for as many of the 
global objectives as the regions had selected, plus the targets, the approaches, types of 
activity, and output indicators. The same situation applied to headquarters, where the 
material was also being filtered and translated into the detailed objectives, targets, etc. 



for headquarters. Experimental criteria for the selection of types of activity and of the 
echelons at which those activities should be implemented were being applied at headquarters. 
The criteria were much more detailed than those shown in the first report of the Secretariat 
Working Group. All this would lead to the formulation of a global Sixth Programme for WHO, 
consisting of the combined programmes of headquarters and the six regions. The Secretariat 
needed the directives of the Working Group as to how those programmes should be combined in 
the best way. One method might be to have a synthesis of the material, possibly with annexes 
for the regions. Or an attempt could be made, as in the programme budget, to arrange the 
material by programme sector, showing the programme for headquarters and for the six regions 
for each sector. However, if the material were thus accumulated and consolidated, the 
resulting document would be much more voluminous than the Fifth Programme had been - perhaps 
more than 200 pages long. That was the dilemma： to produce a more precise, but bulky, 
document, or else a synthesis on the global level, which would be less precise. For the 
resolution of that point directives from the Group were essential. 

With regard to the process for the formulation of draft material for the Sixth Programme 
chart 6 indicated the various documents that were at the disposal of the Group to enable it 
to supply directives for further work on the elaboration of the Sixth Programme. Some of the 
material had already been applied within countries. If the process was changed, supplementary 
information could be obtained from the countries through the regional offices. The information 
from the regions would assist headquarters in preparing its proposals which, together with 
those of the regions, would be submitted to the next meeting of the Secretariat Working Group. 
Before that, however, the Secretariat intended to provide a progress report to the Board1 s 
Working Group, to obtain directives from that Group for further action, and to feed it into 
the Secretariat Working Group. The material emanating from the Secretariat Working Group 
would be reviewed by the regional committees and would then be submitted to the Director-General 
for preparation of the final draft material, which would then be submitted to the Board's 
Working Group to prepare the actual draft of the Sixth Programme with the help of the Secre-
tariat ,for submission to the Board at its fifty-seventh session. When the Board had completed 
the draft, it would be submitted to the Twenty-ninth Health Assembly. 

Should that procedure be accepted, the final document would consist of: an introduction, 
a description of WHOfs mission, conclusions from the review of the Fifth Programme, the medium-
term implications of long-term perspectives, criteria for the selection of programme areas, 
the principal programme objectives, together with, for each principal objective, detailed 
objectives, the approaches for attaining those detailed objectives, targets, approaches, types 
of activity, and output indicators. The content of the final document was shown in chart 7. 

As to the timing of the elaboration of the Sixth Programme (chart 8), that would extend 
from the fifty-third session of the Board in January 1974, at which it had been decided to 
prepare the Sixth Programme, to the presentation of the final document to the Twenty-ninth 
Health Assembly in May 1976. 

The Secretariat had specific questions to ask of the Working Group. Did the Group agree 
in general with the procedure outlined? If not, what other procedures should the Secretariat 
follow? Should the Sixth Programme be a "plan" that would help to formulate more detailed 
medium-term programmes? Should the final document consist of a general section and of a 
detailed section detailing the objectives as shown in chart 7? Was the final document to 
be a synthesis with or without regional annexes or should it be arranged by programme sector, 
juxtaposing headquarters and regional programmes to form a global programme? Were the 
tentative objectives acceptable? How should the material on the medium-term implications of 
long-term perspectives be introduced? In which way should the Director-General1 s statement 
of the mission of WHO be included in the document? Should it be included in full or not? 
Was the document to include more than the country criteria that were before the Group? Did 
the Group wish to elaborate on these criteria? For example, in the last organizational study 
a number of criteria had been included for deciding whether an activity was to be at the 
country, intercountry, regional, interregional, or headquarters level. Were those criteria 
also to be included? Was the period 1978-1983 acceptable? It had been suggested at the ACC 
that all the specialized agencies should adopt the same six-year period for their next medium-
term plans, i.e., 1978-1983, and WHO had agreed to conform to the general opinion of all the 
agencies. How did the Group wish the Secretariat to keep it informed of the progress made on 
the preparation of- the material? 



The CHAIRMAN considered that the Group should begin with a general discussion on the manner 
of presentation of the Sixth Programme, followed by a detailed examination of the charts that 
had been presented. 

Dr VENEDIКТОV said that the Secretary had used the terms "general programme of work", 
"medium-term plan" and ftlong-term programme". He asked the precise meaning of those different 
terms• 

In reply, the SECRETARY referred Dr Venediktov to pages 5-8 of document 6GPW/sWG/2, where 
the various terms used had been defined. 

The CHAIRMAN recalled that, although the word "programme" was laid down in the Constitu-
tion , what the Group was actually concerned with was a plan. 

Dr VENEDIKTOV was not entirely satisfied with the explanation given. He did not question 
the use of the words "plan" and "programme”； he was quite satisfied with the term "programme". ̂  
In his country, the word "plan" implied a forecast of activities supported by funds and 
resources, so that it had a certain legislative character and had to be fulfilled. A 
programme was rather more flexible; it established objectives and outlined the basic trends, 
but did not state the precise stages that had to be reached at a definite time. He had 
noticed on one of the charts shown by the Secretary the following: "General programme of 
work - to be converted to more detailed medium-term programme". He asked what was the 
difference between the medium-term plan, or programme, and the general programme of work. 

Professor KOSTRZEWSKI asked how the six-year planning period would be related to planning 
by decades if WHO accepted that concept, as most of the other international agencies had done. 

Dr GARCIA took the view that the difference between a plan and a programme was a funda-
mental one. He asked that it be explained from the point of view of the focus on programmes, 
e.g., how was the 10-year plan for the Americas related to the period covered by the Sixth 
Programme? WHO should aim at a programme of which at least the basic elements were realizable 
within the means available, not a mere enumeration of wishes that could not be put into effect. 

Professor SULIANTI SAROSO asked if the questionnaire on long-term perspectives shown on 
one of the charts was the 

saroe a.s the one "that she had received .earlier for comments. She also 
inquired what was the relationship between the Sixth Programme and those long-term perspectives, 
which covered a period of 10-20 years. 

The CHAIRMAN asked whether the long-term perspectives would be mentioned in the introduc-
tion of the Sixth Programme, in order to show that the programme was part of those perspectives. 

The SECRETARY, replying to Dr Venediktov, said that, as used in WHO documents, "programme"• 
meant something much more detailed than a plan. The charts that he had presented had shown 
the objectives, approaches, types of activity, targets, and output indicators, but there was 
no indication of resource inputs, the time required, the methods that would be used, and the 
interrelationships between those factors. To arrive at detailed "programmes" such detailed 
elements had to be established following the application7of the principles laid down in the 
general programme of work. The Secretariat had been studying this matter over the past years, 
but such a study could not be carried out in a short time, nor could it proceed without much 
more definitive directives. It was possible to invest valuable resources in the elaboration 
of a detailed 

programme only to find out afterwards that "the objectives had not been the 
right ones. That was the reason why more care should be taken in getting the directions 
right and in providing guidelines on how to convert those principles into much more detailed 
programmes. 

In reply to Professor Kostrzewski, he said that the relation between the six-year programme 
period and decade planning was a complex matter because of the difference in timing. However, 



almost everything that WHO was doing to assist countries within the framework of its general 
programme of work was being fed into the Development Decade, except for certain long-term 
research. 

With regard to Dr García1s question, he thought that the difference was merely one of 
terminology. The document would be a useful indication of the main directions and targets, 
without however containing some of the details that could be found for example in the basic 
reference document: Suggested Targets and Strategies of Health for the Decade 1971-1980 
for the Americas. 

He confirmed, in answer to Professor Sulianti Saroso, that the questionnaire under 
discussion was indeed the same as the one she had received in document HPC/74.1. The material 
was flowing in slowly and it would be many months before it could be analysed and applied. 
Many of the questions might even still be relevant for the Seventh Programme. 

In reply to the Chairman, he said that some of the tentative objectives already took 
into account longer-term perspectives, e.g., the closer relationship between health and the 
social services, and health input into urbanization. It had been intended to include in 
the first part of the document a statement on the long-term perspectives and the inferences 
that could be drawn from them for the General Programme of Work. 

Dr EHRLICH said that the large amount of material that had been presented in a very 
short time raised fundamental questions to which the Group would need to address itself. 
The most important was that of the type of document required. He asked how the 26 objectives 
listed in document 6GPW/swg/i had been chosen, and wondered whether they were suitable 
objectives for inclusion in a medium-term programme. He also wondered whether there were 
not either too few or too many objectives; some of them did not seem to belong together in 
the same list, e.g., dental health and the coordination and integration of health with social 
services. Was such a "cookbook" required? Was the list to be developed into a list of much 
more detailed objectives with targets, approaches, etc.? Might not the desire to provide 
greater precision than had been achieved with the Fifth Programme destroy the ability of WHO 
to adjust and react, and to have the degree of flexibility that it required over a medium-
term programme? He asked whether, in the light of the Board's last organizational study and 
some of the recommendations arising out of that study, the strategy for developing the plan 
might not tend to segregate the development of a headquarters programme from that of regional 
programmes. In that study, a desire had been shown to integrate the headquarters, regional, 
and country programmes into a single entity. He wondered whether the process shown in the 
flow-charts would contribute to such integration or rather to a separation of identities , and 
whether it might not be too detailed to enable the Board to fulfil its obligation of presenting 
the medium-programme to the Assembly within the time limits. Whereas it was desirable for the 
Secretariat to obtain input from the regional and country levels, people at different levels had 
different or more limited perspectives of what WHO was and where it was going. If the process 
was going to serve only to accumulate a series of limited perspectives, he was concerned about 
the product. The Board would have difficulty in sorting out the independent input s into a. 
meaningful total document that represented a medium-term programme for the Organization as a 
whole. 

Professor KOSTRZEWSKI asked whether an attempt might not be made to adjust medium-term 
planning to the decade, which was the system in many organizations. Medium-term planning 
might be made a part of the longer-term programme, which could cover a decade or even 12 years -
i.e., two six-year periods. It had been stated that the information on which the programme 
was to be based would emanate from countries. He asked if any guidance had been given to 
the countries, indicating the priorities and main directions of WHO'S future work, so that 
they could concentrate on what was most important for the global programme. He noted that 
forecasts were desirable and wondered who prepared them, and on the basis of what information. 
Would the information again come from countries or would it be prepared on a global basis by 
WHO or a group of experts? Finally, he did not think it would be advantageous for the Group 
to produce a bulky document. The basic document should be comprehensive but as short as 
possible. He inquired how it would be possible to produce detailed appendices for the benefit 
of those who wished to go into the problems more deeply. 



Dr CHITIMBA asked whether information was available on the previous programmes of work 
and their outcome. It would be preferable to evolve the Sixth Programme from the roots 
upwards. Had the questionnaire under discussion been sent to countries through the WHO 
representatives, who could influence governments to supply the required information in good 
time? 

Professor SULIANTI SAROSO suggested that the first step should be to establish a philosophy 
stating the Organization fs aim of providing assistance and developing programmes where the 
need was greatest without trying, from its limited resources, to obtain even distribution over 
the whole world. Criteria for the selection of programme areas were mentioned in the report 
of the first meeting of the Secretariat Working Group (document 6GPW/SWG/I). It was 
important to have criteria in any form of planning as a means of analysing the situation. 
For instance, the document on long-term perspectives concerning WHO'S programme (document 
HPC/74.1) contained a graph showing trends in expectation of life at birth in selected countries 
(Fig. 3) which might be used for defining a target to be included in the philosophy. That 
target would itself serve as a basis for defining the activities. 

As regards the slides shown by the Secretary, it was good to have all the flows of 
information defined, but in a General Programme of Work the information should be brought 
together and reconciled to form a not too voluminous synthesis in general terms, rather than 
a detailed document with numerous appendices which might result in the regions developing 
fragmented programmes in response to country requests and the "global mission" of WHO becoming 
obscured. 

Dr VENEDIKTOV agreed that the diagrams presented by Dr Cohen were very interesting, and 
it would be most helpful if copies could be distributed to members of the Working Group. 

He stressed the need to establish a standard terminology. 
It was highly advisable that the period covered by the programme should, as far as 

possible, correspond with those adopted throughout the United Nations system. There were 
programmes covering four, six and 10 years. WHO'S programme should fit in with those periods 
so that the Organization's activity could be compared with that of the other specialized 
agencies. 

A detailed programme was not only impossible; it was completely unnecessary. He 
agreed with Professor Sulianti Saroso that the programme should represent the Organization1 s 
philosophy; it was a statement of WHO'S viewpoint and its tasks. He supported 
Professor Kostrzewski's remark; the programme should orientate the regions and countries and 
encourage them to strive towards certain objectives, and should not merely reflect what they 
could achieve with their present working rhythm. It should be a brief document setting 
out the Organization's general philosophy - as, indeed, had been all the previous general 
programmes, particularly the Fifth. He accordingly agreed with Dr Chitimba1 s proposal that 
the Fifth General Programme of Work should be taken as the basis for the Sixth, making 
improvements where necessary. 

The basic structure of the Fifth Programme was, in his opinion, quite acceptable. It 
included a section on "The evolution of WHOTs programmes"； that idea should now be further 
developed and the first part of the Sixth Programme should be broadened to include an intro-
duction outlining WHO'S mission in the light of the health trends characteristic of the 
various regions and countries - not going into great details concerning particular countries, 
but assessing the main world trends regarding health and the processes encouraging increased 
cooperation. Another survey might be carried out to obtain data. 

Secondly, a section should be added regarding perspectives concerning health and research. 
It would be impossible to make exact forecasts for long-term perspectives, but the medium-
term programme must be orientated according to the objectives established for a long period. 
Long-term perspectives already existed for several countries. The section should contain 
three subsections. The first two would summarize the perspectives that had already been made 
by a number of national and international organizations concerning, firstly, the development 
of research and, secondly, living conditions (including nutrition, industrialization, etc.); 



the third would outline perspectives regarding the most interesting trends in health in the 
various regions (following on from the general outline of the health situation given in the 
first main section)• 

Regarding the third section, he was basically in agreement with the remarks made by the 
Secretary. He would stress, however, that a classification of long-term programmes had 
already been accepted - and had recently been reaffirmed. It should be reviewed during the 
drawing up of the Sixth General Programme of Work. Some items of the Organization1 s 
activities - perhaps between 20 and 25 - had been under way for 10, 15 or 20 years, and would 
doubtlessly still continue for a long time. In order not to interrupt those activities, 
agreement must be reached on "tentative objectives'* -or, as he preferred to call them, 
"general trends" - indicating, for instance, which programmes were especially important for 
certain regions, and which were of a universal character. He visualized those ,ftrends'* as 
extending well into the future - perhaps for as long as 10 years； "objectives", on the other 
hand, would be established for each of the individual programmes, clearly describing what was 
to be achieved during the specific period covered by the General Programme of Work, and not 
merely stating that it was intended to "continue strengthening" the Programme. He agreed 
with Dr Cohen that it was essential to try to establish "output indicators" to express the 
extent to which objectives were being achieved. 

The last section would concern a built-in system of evaluation. An attempt to include 
this in the Fifth Programme had been unsuccessful, since it had in fact proved to be very 
difficult to quantify objectives. 

The CHAIRMAN noted a certain reticence about the way it was proposed to build up the 
General Programme of Work. The collection of information from Member States and regions 
might result in a possibly rather disorderly juxtaposition of very varied suggestions. The 
Group might agree that, while such information would be welcome, it should be "digested" so 
that the programme of work would be more than a mere juxtaposition of the elements on which 
it was based. 

Professor SULIANTI SAROSO suggested that, as the Working Group was to continue until the 
Boardf s fifty-ninth session, for the time being it need only report to the Board that it had 
agreed on the general methodology and on the timing as shown on the Secretary's charts, and 
that it considered that the final product should be a synthesis of the information collected. 

Professor KOSTRZEWSKI recalled that a questionnaire had been sent out to Member States and 
that the Secretariat would be receiving answers. But had the countries been given guidance 
as to what the Secretariat or the Board considered most important? He was concerned about 
the time it might take - if all Member States had to be contacted 一 to obtain the answers 
and the effects of any delay upon the proposed time schedule. 

Dr COHEN said that most of the 26 principal programme objectives listed in document 
6GPW/sWG/l had been taken from the Fifth General Programme of Work. A few had been added in 
the light of preliminary thoughts on the long-term perspectives (document HPC/74.1) when it 
was found that certain objectives had not been sufficiently highlighted in the Fifth General 
Programme of Work. Although 26 objectives were listed, they fell into some six main 
programme areas that reflected to a considerable extent the structure of the Fifth General 
Programme of Work. They included development of community health services, with seven or 
eight of the objectives listed, including policies for nutrition and drugs and all matters 
with a "service" element； disease control； promotion of environmental health; and health 
manpower development. For each of those main programme areas a working group had been set 
up at headquarters• Another of the major programme areas was the promotion and development 
of biomedical and health practice research, which had been dealt with separately in the Fifth 
General Programme of Work. Yet another, that appeared in many different contexts in the 
Fifth Programme, had been called "mechanisms for programme development and support" and 
included fostering programming activities, country health programming, information systems, 



and coordination within the United Nations system. The programme objectives had been listed 
severally and individually at first with a view to finding out what general structure emerged 
from the suggestions sent in by Member States and avoiding any rigidity that might have been 
inherent in the converse procedure. 

As regards the way in which the Executive Board's organizational study of interrelation-
ships between central technical services and programmes of direct assistance was being applied, 
he showed again the slides on the "system for defining the plan" and the "process for formu-
lation of draft material" explaining that the question of how the information obtained was to 
be put together had been deliberately left open, that being the major question on which the 
Secretariat wished to have the guidance of the Board1 s Working Group. That guidance had been 
provided in the course of the current meeting and it would be most useful to the Secretariat 
in the preparation of the document. The aim had been to have material sent in from the Member 
States and the regions as well as headquarters and feed it into the preparation process. How 
the material was to be "fused" was the most complicated part. The members of the Secretariat 
Working Group represented, not the programme areas in which they habitually worked, but a 
cross-section of the regions and headquarters. WHO representatives had received a guidance 
document which they were to discuss with governments. They were to explain the principles and 
the new emphasis on coordination rather than technical assistance and ask governments which of 
the principal objectives listed were of particular interest to them. Consolidated regional 
proposals based largely on these replies would go to the six headquarters programme area groups 
and, together with the Organization's policy directives, would lead to headquarters proposals. 
The material thus prepared would be synthesized into global proposals by the Secretariat 
Working Group and transmitted to the Headquarters Programme Committee, which would ensure 
that the material represented the widest interests. This Committee would then submit the 
material with any amendments to the Director-General. The Director-General also intented to 
discuss the matter with the regional directors in order to prevent any possible fragmentation. 
Thus prepared, the material would go to the Board1 s Working Group, which, it was hoped, would 
meet for a whole wieek to prepare the draft of the Programme as it had done for the Fifth 
General Programme of Work. 

In connexion with the "process of formulation of draft material", Dr EHRLICH asked whether 
it would be possible for the Boardf s Working Group to take part in synthesizing the material, 
rather than merely react to it afterwards. 

The SECRETARY said that the problem was one of timing. Owing to the complexity of the 
process of gathering information from the regions and having multidisciplinary reviews at 
headquarters the material could not be available before May, by which time members of the 
Secretariat and the Board would be heavily engaged on the work of the Health Assembly. The 
material could be finalized only in June, which meant that the Secretariat Working Group could 
not meet before then. 

In reply to Dr Venediktov on long-term perspectives for research, he said that the ACMR 
had two items on the agenda of its meeting in June - one related to long-term perspectives 
for research, based on the research section of the questionnaire (document HPc/74.1) and the 
other relating to the Sixth General Programme of Work. They were relevant to the work of the 
next meeting of the Secretariat Working Group, which would be held immediately after the ACMR 
session. Consequently, if the Board's Working Group wished to take part in the synthesizing 
process before the material went to HPC ând the Direct or-General it could not do so before 
the period July-October. Only raw material would be available at the time of the Board's 
fifty-sixth session. 

Dr VENEDIKTOV asked whether a small sum might be available from the budget so that 
consultants or temporary experts might be engaged for short periods to assist in the prepara-
tion of the programme. The members of the Working Group would of course be happy to play a 
more active part in its preparation, but it was not possible for them to meet more often. 

Regarding research perspectives, he was not very hopeful that the forthcoming discussion 
on the subject by the ACMR would be particularly fruitful. Perspectives had been published 
in various parts of the world and the WHO Secretariat might make an analysis of the literature 



available. As he had already mentioned, there was likewise a large amount of material 
available concerning perspectives in living conditions. Such material should be used. 

Professor SULIANTI SAROSO stressed that the general philosophy of the Sixth General 
Programme of Work should be developed as a first step. In the light of that it would be 
possible to make a selection of main programme objectives from the comprehensive list supplied. 

Dr EHRLICH recalled that the selection of broad objectives had proved useful in the Fifth 
General Programme of Work and so should be repeated in the Sixth. Those broad objectives 
might supply a good link between long-term perspectives and medium-term planning. He wondered 
whether the discussion had provided the Secretariat with the necessary guidance. 

The CHAIRMAN observed that even the questions asked showed the preoccupations of members 
of the Group and so provided useful guidance. He suggested that the Secretariat prepare for 
the Working Group's next meeting a broad framework within which the Group could place the 
criteria and objectives that it wished to retain, leaving out the others. 

The SECRETARY said that how the Secretariat should proceed had been made much clearer 
by the Group1 s discussion. 

There seemed to be no disagreement on the first part of the document, which would be 
based on the Director-GeneralTs address to the Twenty-seventh World Health Assembly on WHOfs 
mission. The Board's Working Group would review that presentation of the philosophy, the 
lessons to be drawn from the evaluation of the Fifth General Programme of Work (document 
EB55/WP/5, section 8 and the discussions of the Board thereon). Criteria for the selection 
of programme areas as proposed for use, and actually used, at country level, as well as those 
evolved during the Board's organizational study, would also be mentioned. Some of the 
material in the briefing document for WHO representatives (6GPW/sWG/2), particularly the 
approaches, might also be used. 

The 26 principal objectives might then be grouped in a much broader way, with some 
indication of the trends emerging. There might also be a preliminary assessment of the 
replies received on the long-term perspectives and their implications. The document thus 
produced would give a general outline prefiguring the final form, but would naturally not 
show many of the detailed objectives and approaches, much less the types of activity that 
would follow. On the basis of that document the BoardTs Working Group would be able to provide 
further guidance for the Secretariat Working Group, which would then synthesize all the raw 
material into the framework thus provided. 

The CHAIRMAN recalled that, during his review of the Fifth General Programme of Work, he 
had given much thought to the question of whether the Sixth should remain very general and 
have annexes on specific aspects. However, he was now of the opinion that there was no need 
to take a decision at the current meeting, since the decision should be taken after study of 
the material, for which there would be an opportunity in the summer. 

Professor SULIANTI SAROSO suggested that the Group advise the Board to invite to its 
Working Group two additional members (one from WPRO and one from EMRO) not necessarily members 
of the Board, to ensure that the regions were adequately represented and to facilitate future 
discussions of the Sixth General Programme of Work in Regional Committees. 

The SECRETARY pointed out that the apparent non-representation of EMRO was due only to the 
absence of Dr Bukair, who was a member of the Group. 

Dr VENEDIKTOV asked whether, apart from the questionnaire on long-term perspectives, any-
thing was really being done at headquarters on long-term planning and perspectives. 



He thought that the word "mission" should perhaps not be used in an official document, as 
it might sound somewhat pompous. It might be preferable to use the terminology normally 
employed by the specialized agencies, such as "basic tasks". 

He suggested that for the next meeting of the Working Group the Secretariat might prepare 
a document which would show, on one side of each page, the various items of the Fifth Programme 
of Work and, facing these, remarks on any proposed changes in the Sixth. That would help to 
ensure that the Sixth Programme was not too voluminous； it would also make the proposed changes 
immediately apparent. He would not insist that a new form be used for the Sixth Programme, 
but he stressed that the old form was very diffuse, and that more clarity was required. 

Dr BERNARD, Assistant Director-General, assured the Group that the Board had taken care 
to appoint to its Working Group members having basic knowledge of the various regions and 
would do so again at its fifty-sixth session. 

The Regional Committees would be supplied with whatever information was available at the 
time, including whatever general directives had been provided for the Director-General by the 
Board's Working Group. The Regional Committees would thus have a more precise indication of 
the general trends as outlined by the Working Group together with information on what the 
Working Group expected of them. Those members of the Working Group who, in another capacity, 
attended Regional Committees would be able to contribute very constructively to their 
discussions• 

In reply to Dr Venediktov, he added that Dr Cohen and his group in the Secretariat had 
abundant documentation and were really coming to grips with the problems of long-term planning 
and perspectives for WHO*s work. He assured the Working Group that it would continue to 
receive the methodological support provided so far. 

The CHAIRMAN confirmed that assurance from his own knowledge of the work of the Secretariat 
group• 

The SECRETARY undertook to provide the synthesis already outlined in a format that would 
show immediately the changes in the Sixth as compared with the Fifth General Programme of 
Work. He would, however, prefer to start with the Sixth and relate the Fifth to it. In so 
doing, it would be easier for the Secretariat to free itself from any specific framework and to 
inject long-term thinking into the formulation of the philosophy along the lines indicated by 
the Chairman and Professor Sulianti Saroso. He had noted that another term should be found 
for WHO's "mission". The only remaining difficulty would be one of timing, which the 
Secretariat would try to overcome. 

Dr EHRLICH suggested that such a document would be a valuable addendum to the mid-term 
review of the Fifth General Programme of Work. 

The CHAIRMAN asked whether the Group had any further suggestions on the preparation of 
its next meeting, 

Dr VENEDIKTOV suggested that it would be useful both to members of the Working Group and 
to the Secretariat if the summary records of the meeting were circulated. 

He had no objection to the Secretary's suggestion that the document should show the Sixth 
Programme of Work first. He stressed, however, that the Fifth Programme had not been 
severely criticized; the main criticism was that it was too general. In that connexion, he 
drew attention to the danger that the "long-term thinking'1 that Dr Cohen proposed to introduce 
into the Sixth Programme might well result in that Programme also having too general a character. 

The CHAIRMAN noted that there were no further suggestions. 
He then asked for how long the Group wished to meet in June. 



Professor KOSTRZEWSKI said that the date would have to be related to those of the 
fifty-sixth session of the Executive Board. 

Dr EHRLICH suggested that the Group might take advantage of any interval between the 
Health Assembly and the Board. 

Dr GARCIA expressed the hope that the documents would be made available to members in 
good time. 

Dr VENEDIKTOV said that at its next session the Working Group would have to meet for 
at least one full working day. 

He asked whether or not the Secretariat might be able to have the assistance of 
consultants. 

The CHAIRMAN said that he had been about to propose that the Group meet on two days, so 
that the Secretariat would have time to produce, and the Group to consider, any additional 
information that might be requested early in the meeting. 

Dr BERNARD, Assistant Director-General, pointed out that, as the Group was under no 
obligation to report to the next session of the Executive Board, it would be free to meet 
between the Health Assembly and the Executive Board session, or immediately after the Executive 
Board session, or at both those times, to allow an interval for the preparation of documents. 
During the short session of the Board it would not be possible to hold a meeting of the Group. 
He agreed that one day would be an absolute minimum. 

As regards the possibility of calling upon consultants, it was the practice for the 
Director-General to seek their advice on such matters as long-term perspectives, but the study 
of the material at the time of the Executive Board session was the sole responsibility of the 
BoardTs Working Group. However, if in the course of preparation of the meeting the Secretariat 
were to feel the need to provide the Group with the advice of a consultant in a specific field, 
it would be possible to do so. The Secretariat1 s concern was to enable the Group to work 
under the best possible conditions. 

Dr VENEDIKTOV said that he would be prepared to recommend a consultant for two weeks. 
Perhaps other members of the Group could make similar proposals. 

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the Group hold a half-day meeting between the Health 
Assembly and the Board session and a meeting for a whole day after the Board session. 

It was so agreed. 

Dr BERNARD, Assistant Director-General, suggested that the Group's report to the Board 
record the membership of the Group and the election of the Chairman； and contain the 
recommendation that the Board note the reports of the Joint Inspection Unit and recommend 
their use by the Group in the preparation of the Sixth General Programme of Work together 
with a few lines on the general trend of the discussion. 

It was so agreed. 

The meeting rose at 7.30 p.m. 
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8 e c r e ^ g r i a F U/.&. 
Prt\\mnêity Frûmeudrk 
O'AJ guidelines 

JL 
E.B. W.r, 

Dircchvcâ for (reneuerlc 

J E 
Cou^Fries 
С ounl-ry 

R e ^ J i ^ e m e л r : 

JIL 
R e q i o n a l Offices 

^ R e g i o n a l Proposals 

Progress e: .B и. G. 
Directives fer 
f u r t h e r a.ch*AAS 

JL 
Е В . W.G. 

DroPl- № G P W 

E.B. F? 
.1 Dra卟 fcHi GPVJ 

H Ü 

HQ Proposals 

>> Secrebarial" W.& < 
Q r ê P h M a U r i é 1 

“ k &PW R e g i o n a l 

Q r ê P h M a U r i é 1 
“ k &PW ——3 R e g i o n a l R e g i o n a l Û & 

Fi^al DraPh 
М с Л е г ictl 

W H f t / 2 9 



ÔlXTTH GñHERPíL PgQClgPMMl OF \i\Jo纪К 

I D O C 丁 

丄 r v l v o o L u c K 0 1 Л , 

W H O ' S M Í 5 S Í O K U 

o f 5 + U С Р Ю 

М . Т 1 п ^ р 1 » с л К о 1 л . 9 o f L . T p e r S p e c + i V f i - S 

Or Л & ri ex. í o r s e k c K o K v of pro Sra^in\<. OÍ^AS 
F f í i ^ c i p c J p r o s n o i r v M M t f o k j â c . ' f i V e S 

O p p r o o t c K e s - f o r á c H a í n i i o á o b J ¿ c f i \ / e 5 

For ^ c x J / v o t J e c + í u e ： R e ^ i o K x c J + H Q - C l o b o . 1 

" T ê t 广 C t o k e r ^ v j e r p ¿ > ^ s í b l e ) 

Я р р r o o _ e k d S 

T ^ p e s o f C L c f i v J ï h e S 

O l a ^ P U Í ; i ^ v o l I g a t o r s ( t o k e r e o e r p o s s i b l e ) 



P R Q V i s i O N R L SCHEDULE 

January 74. 

J u l y 74 

N o v e m b e r ^ 

Jôouar^ 7S 

May 75 

May 7 5 

Зиле 7 S 

5ер1 -епк» г?5 

N m f i k e r 7 S 

S 3 r J S e s s i o n o f b h t E . B . 

Firsb ileehno of l-bfe Secrel-arial- Working Grouf 
for Hit elaboral-ion of ¿Kti &PW 

LONJ l-ern perspectives (elabornhon of (jueshonnairt 

Working Group of E.B. 

[ n J of preparahen of firsl- J га M- nal-erial Ц 
Setrebarial" 

Revieu o f pro^r&ss b y E.B. U o r k m ^ Group 

S e c o n d Metl-inj of №e Secretarial- Working Grou 

r e y i e u o f J r a f l - mf t J " t r ia l 

f o r G k G P W 

F í A n l i z a h ó n k y û & o f d r a f l - m o U r î a l 

N ov.- Uec 7 5 E B . U / o r k m a G r o u p d r a f l - û f 6 И » GPVJ 

û ô n u a r y 7 6 

May U 

Е В , i ñ a l i z a r i o n 0 1 ¿ H i G P W 

U / Н Й a p p r o v a l o f Ш G P W 


