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1. RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE EXECUTIVE BOARD CONCERNING THE PROCEDURE FOR THE
CONSIDERATION OF THE 1956 PROGRAMME AND BUDGET ESTIMATES: Item 11 of the
Agenda (Resolution EB15.R34) (continued)

Thé CHAIRMAN called for the resumption of the discussion on resolution

EB15.R34 of the Executive Board.

Dr GUNEWARDENE (Ceylon) thanked the representative of the Executive Board

and the delegate of Cuba for explaining at the previous meeting the circumstances

that had brought about the recommendation now under discussion. He could see no

reason, however, to change the views he had already expressed on the subject.

In his opinion, resolution WHA7.38 of the Seventh World Health Assembly,

under which the Executive Board had put forward the recommendation contained in

resolution FB15.R34, did not make it mandatory for the Executive Board to recommend

that the Eighth World Health Assembly should set up a special working party to

make a detailed examination of the Director- General's programme and budget

estimates for 1956; it merely reauested the Executive Board to consider the

desirability of making such a recommendation. Consequently, the only question

before the joint meeting was to determine whether the creation of such a special

working party would in any way facilitate the work of the Organization.

Surely it was illogical to praise the Standing Committee on Administration

and Finance for the excellent work it had done in the financial field and at the

same time to recommend that it should be superseded by a special working party.

If the Health Assembly had full confidence in the Committee on Programme and

Budget, it should leave that committee free to decide for itself whether it needed

any help. To adopt the recommendation proposed by the Executive Board would not
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only mean an encroachment on the powers of the Committee, it would be tantamount

to a vote of censure. In those circumstances he could see no alternative but to

vote against the. proposed resolution.

Dr JAFAR (Pakistan) thought it might be useful to recall the practice

followed by the World Health Assembly in budgetary matters in the past. After

the dissolution, a few years previously, of a special committee on administration

and finance, the Executive Board had been left to deal with all budgetary matters

by itself. That new arrangement had proved unsatisfactory, because the members

of the Board lacked the necessary time to examine the budget in detail, and that

was why the Seventh World Health Assembly had decided (resolution WHA7.37) to

establish, or rather to re- establish, a standing committee on administration and

finance to help the Board in its work.

While Rule 37 of the Rules of Procedure clearly stated: "Any main committee

may set up such sub -committees or other sub -divisions as it considers necessary ",

there was no provision whatever for any body to be set up by a joint meeting of

the two main committees. Furthermore, the principal aim of any ád hoc body was

to reconcile the divergent views that arose in the course of a general discussion

in its parent body. Since no difficulties had arisen thus far, to create an

ad hoc body at that stage would amount to putting the cart before the horse. It

should also be borne in mind that the proposed working party could not be expected

to represent the views of all the delegations, and that the latter therefore would

still insist on discussing all relevant questions in the main committee itself.
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The Executive Board's Standing Committee on Administration and Finance had

only just been re- established; that system should be tried out for some years

before a decision was taken to appoint, in addition, a working party of the Health

Assembly.

In the light of those considerations, his delegation would vote against the

adoption of the Executive Board's recommendation.

Professor FERREIRA (Brazil) emphasized that he was speaking as a representative

of his government, and not as a member of the Executive Board.

Resolution WHA7.38 of the Seventh World Health Assembly had led to very sharp

differences of opinion within the Executive Board, and he felt presumably that the

principal aim of the Board's recommendation was to leave the final decision to the

Health Assembly itself.

The Standing Committee on Administration and Finance had done excellent work

and it wae doubtful whether any other body would or could do better. It was his

personal belief that the working party would add nothing new to the existing

arrangements and that it would only complicate them unnecessarily. Consequently,

he would vote against the recommendation of the Executive Board.

Dr BRADY (United States of America) said that his delegation had supported

the original resolution (resolution WHA7.38) at the Seventh World Health Assembly,

because it felt that governments contributing to international organizations should

be given the opportunity to examine their budgets and programmes in greater detail.

It was obvious that careful scrutinies of that kind could not be carried by large
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committees; the work could only be done by smfl11 working parties. Since none

of the existing organs of the Health Assembly was competent to set up a working

party to discuss the programme and financial matters, the Executive Board had done

its best by suggesting that it should be created by the two main committees of the

Healthl3ssembly acting jointly.

In the light of the objections that had been raised to that procedure) he

proposed that the Committee on Programme and Budget should set up a working party

to make a detailed study of the programme and budget estimates, and itself determine

its terms of reference. Accordingly, he introduced for consideration at the joint

meeting the following amendment to the resolution proposed by the Executive Board:

"The Committee on Administration, Finance and Legal Matters and

the Committee on Programme and Budget, meeting in joint session,

RECOMTEND that the Committee on Programme and Budget) early in its

deliberations, set up a working party to make a detailed study of the

programme and budget estimates, determining itself the terms of reference

for the working party."

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

Board's recommendation had been made after very careful consideration of the

problem, and in the light of the report submitted by the newly established

Standing Committee on Administration and Finance. In his opinion, the joint

meeting could reject the recommendation of the Board only if it felt that the

proposed working party would be either unnecessary or harmful, and indeed all the

arguments against the proposed resolution were based on either of those two

premises. He would try to show that those fears were groundless.
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The working party would not be harmful, because it would not, as some had

suggested, deprive the Committee on Programme and Budget of its right to discuss

the size of the budget and its composition. That responsibility lay with the

Health Assembly and nothing the joint meeting could do would change that. On the

other hand, such a working party would prove of great help to the Committee on

Programme and Budget, and enable it to devote more time to other work.

Nor would it be unnecessary, as others had argued, because it would help to

clarify the 'issues involved. Thu idea behind the proposal to set up the working

party was not to duplicate the excellent work done by the Standing Committee on

Administration and Finance. One of its main tasks would be to review the report

of the Executive Board. It should be remembered that the members of the Board

acted in their personal capacity and not as representatives of their governments,

and that all of them were eminent physicians. Although expert financial advice was

used by them, theirs was essentially a report drafted by a medical body. Govern-

ments, on the other hand, needed the assurance that all the necessary steps had been

taken to ensure sound financial planning and management. They could not have that

assurance unless the budget of the Organization was carefully scrutinized by financial

experts. On the other hand, since the programme dealt with medical matters, no

budget could be drawn up without the assistance of medical experts. The proposal

that the two should work in close co- operation was, to his mind, an excellent one.

He hoped that he had removed all misconceptions on the matter, and that the

joint meeting would adopt the resolution proposed by the Executive Board.
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Dr Al -WAHBI (Iraq) said it was apparent that the Executive Board had made the

recommendation now under discussion only to comply with the request of the Seventh

World Health Assembly, and that it was now referring the matter back to the Health

Lssembly. Previous speakers had already made it clear that there was no need for

a special working party which would only duplicate the splendid work done by the

Standing Committee on Administration and Finance.

Sr DILLON (Burma) associated himself with the views expressed by the delegates

of Ceylon and Pakistan, and emphasized that there was no need to create an

additional working party. He weed with the delegate of the United Kingdom that

financial, as well as medical experts should review tcie budget of the Organization,

but felt that that was already being done by the Standing Committee on Administration

and Finance and by the Committee on Programme and Budget. His delegation, therefore,

would vote against the recommendation of the Executive Board.

Dr ENGEL (Sweden) said that in sponsoring the original recommendation of the

Seventh World Health Assembly, his delegation had merely tried to devise better

methods for the consideration of the budget for 1956 only. In the light of the

excellent work done by the Standing Committee on Administration and Finance, he

felt that there was no need for an additional working party.

Dr PIERRE -NOEL (Haiti) sair3. that he had not found the arguments which had been

put forward against the establishment of the working party at all convincing.
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Some had argued that the method of discussing the programme and budget estimates

was already firmly established- but the fact that the Executive Board had recom-

mended the establishment of the working party to facilitate consideration of the

programme and budget estimates showed that some Members were not satisfied with

that method. The programme could not be considered without having, at the same

time, a discussion of the means to finance it, and it was therefore not illogical

to have a working party of the two main committees to deal with the matter. It

had also been argued that the establishment of the working party would reduce the

powers of the Committee on Programme and Budget; that was not true; on the

contrary, by preparing the ground and clarifying problems, the working party would

help the Committee to discuss the programme and budget estimates more effectively.

It had been argued that the tine had not yet come to establish the working party,

since the question had not yet been discussed; on the contrary, it was an

additional reason why the working party should be established since it would pre-

pare the work of the main committee. Thus, his delegation was in favour of estab-

lishing the working party.

Dr SEGURA (tom: gentina) said that the Pan American Sanitary Organization followed

the practice of having a special working party to study its budget in detail, in

close cc- operation with various technical services, and then report on it to a full

committee. The gzcup worked more quickly than a full committee, which was thus

able to devote more time to other questions. He felt that the setting -up of the

working party proposed by the Executive Board would in no way curtail the powers

of the Committee on Programme and Budget: All the delegations had financial

experts among their members, and could easily appoint some of them to serve on the

proposed working party. All that was required was co-operation between financial and

medical experts,
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Dr MACLEAN (New Zealand) supported the view expressed by the minority in favour

of the suggestion contained in the Executive Board's resolution. The proposal would

not, in fact, curtail the effective authority of the main committees. The Executive

Board was anxious that the Committee on Programme and Budget should have the fullest

information on the details of the proposed programme and budget for 1956 and believed

that the working party envisaged would be the best instrument to that end. Supposing

the working party were to accept the Executive Board's views on the programme and

budget, that would serve to show the soundness of the Board's approach to the matter.

Should it reject the Board's views, its wcrk could prove equally helpful to the

Committee on Programme and Budget. He accordingly supported the establishment of the

working party as a useful and practical measure.

Dr PEMBERTON (Liberia) said the United Kingdom delegation had made the point that

there was need for examination of the proposed budget by government representatives of

WHO's Member States. Provision for that was already made, however, by the establish-

ment of the Committees on Programme and Budget and. on Administration, Finance and

Legal Matters, the members of which were representatives of their governments. So far

as the Liberian delegation could understand, the members of the proposed working party

would appear not to be special government representatives and he accordingly saw no

advantage in setting up such a group.

Dr GUNEWARDENE (Ceylon) felt that the delegates of the United States and United

Kingdom had presented a bad case in a most diplomatic way. The joint meeting would

be guilty of interference with the constitutionally established main committees of the

Health Assembly if it were to accept the recommendation of the Executive Board, in

favour of which no sound reasons had been advanced.

The arguments that governments should have a say in the detailed examination of
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the budget and that the Committee on Programme and Budget should be given more time to

devote to the other items on its agenda implied a criticism of the competence of that

Committee that was quite undeserved. There should be no encroachment on the rights of

the normal committees of the Assembly. It was for the Committee on Programme and

Budget to appoint what sub -committee and working parties it considered necessary.

Dr AUJLEU (France) moved the closure of the debate.

The CHAIRMAN said that under Rule 56 of the Rules of Procedure, two speakers could

speak against the motion.

Dr van den BERG (Netherlands) said he had two reasons for opposing the closure.

First, there seemed to have been some misunderstanding among the various speakers

opposing the Executive Board's proposal: the representative of the Executive Board

should be given an opportunity to answer the points made and give the necessary

explanations. Secondly, he thought it only right that the Chairman of the Executive

Board's Standing Committee on Administration and Finance should have a chance to do

likewise.

Dr LE ROUX (Union of South Africa) recalled that, on opening the debate, the

Chairman had asked speakers to confine their remarks to questions of principle. Most

of the observations made had been on points of detail, leaving the issue of principle

still undiscussed. Hence, he was opposed to the closure of the debate.

The CHAIRMAN put the motion for closure to the vote, in accordance with Rule 57

of the Rules of Procedure.

Decision. The motion was adopted by 36 votes to 15, with 3 abstentions.
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The CHAIRMAN acccrdingly declared the debate closed.

There were two proposals before the Committee: the original proposal of the

Executive Board contained in paragraph 1 of resolution EB15.R34 and the amendment

(just circulated) proposed by the United States delegation.

Dr JAFLR (Pakistan), speaking on a point of order, asked to be allowed to

introduce an amendment to that proposed by the United States delegation.

The CHAIRMtN said that, as the debate had been closed, no further amendments

could be introduced.

Dr EVLNG (Norway), speaking on a point of order, drew attention to the third

possibility open to the joint meeting, namely, to reject both the proposals before it.

Dr HURTADO (Cuba), speaking on a point of order, asserted that the amendment

proposed by the United States delegation was designed to bring about exactly the same

end as the recommendation put forward by the Executive Board; there was no difference

whatsoever between the two proposals. The Committee could therefore vote simply on

the Executive Board's recommendation.

The CHAIRMAN, directing the attention of the delegate of Cuba to the provision

in the United States' amendment which stipulated that the Committee on Programme and

Budget should itself determine the terms of reference for the working party, said that

that plainly constituted a difference from the Executive Board's proposal and he would

accordingly maintain his suggested procedure for voting.

Dr hLLWOOD PAREDES (El Salvador), speaking on a point of order, said that the

joint meeting had been given specific instructions by the Health Assembly to study
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resolution EB15.R34 of the Executive Board. He was uncertain whether it was proper

to embark on a study of another proposal.

The CHAIRMAN maintained that, under its terms of reference, the joint meeting had

the right to accept, reject, or amend the Executive Board's resolution. He therefore

believed "that the Committee was empowered to discuss the United States proposal which

was, in effect, an amendment to that of the Executive Board.

Dr JAFi.R (Pakistan), speaking on a point of order, drew attention to the fact that

the United States amendment had not yet been placed before the joint meeting for dis-

cussion,t the text had been distributed only when the debate was on the point of closure.

Nor had the delegate of the United States introduced his proposal as an amendment to

that of the Executive Board. He accordingly believed that it would not be right to

exclude discussion on it.

The CHAIRMAN said the United States delegation had submitted its proposal in the

course of the debate and a number of subsequent speakers had had the opportunity to

comment upon it. He therefore believed it would be correct to proceed with the voting

as he had previously suggested. The only other alternative was for the joint meeting,

by a two -thirds majority, to decide to reopen the discussion.

Dr GUNEWARDENE (Ceylon), said it was clear that the United States proposal was an

amendment to the original proposal and, as such, it had been discussed in the subsequent

debate. He had spoken for a second time in the debate only in order to comment on the

new proposal.

Dr van den BERG (Netherlands) formally proposed the reopening of the debate.
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Decision: The motion was rejected by 38 voters to 13, with 3 abstentions.

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the United States amendment.

Decision: The amendment was rejected by 25 votes to 21, with 7 abstentions.

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the recommendation contained in the Executive Board

resolution EB15.R34, paragraph 1.

pecision: The recommendation was rejected by 32 votes to 18, with 6 abstentions.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the joint meeting that, according to Rule 37 of the Rules of

Procedure, any main committee might set up such sub -committees or other subdivisions

as it considered necessary.

The meeting rose at 4.45 p.m,
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Second paragraph: Delete "Dr AUJALEU (France) ", insert
"Professor HURTADO (Cuba)"

Third paragraph: Delete whole paragraph: "The CHAIRMAN . . . .

motion ".

Insert: "In reply to Dr AUJALEU (France) who had requested the
floor, the CHAIRMAN said that he would first have to put the
motion fur closure to the Committee. Under Rule 56 of the
Rules of Procedure, two speakers could speak against the
motion."


