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1. ADOPTION OF THIRD REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE (Document All,/AFIf/30) 

Dr MELLВ Е (Norway), Rapporteur, read the draft third report of the Committee. 

Decision: The section on the scale of assessments for 1959 and sections 1-8 
were adopted without comment. 

Mr KITTANI (Iraq) drew attention to an error in the English text of section 9 

of the draft report. In the proposed now wording for Rulo 99 of the Rulos of 

Procedure, the words "of the" had been omitted between the words "closing" and 

"session" . 

Decision: Section 9, with the correction made by the delegate of Iraq, and 
section 10 of the draft report were adopted. The report was then adopted 
as a whole, 

2. AMENDMENTS TO THE RULES OF PROCEDURE OF ТHE HEALTH AssЕЁ1ВLY: Item 7,7 of the 
Agenda (Resolution ЕВ21.R51; Documents Аl1 /AFL/3 &nd All /AFL /25) (continued) 

Mr HANES (United States of America) said that his delegation was proposing an 

amendment to the Rules of Procedure of the Health Аssemblyd, and specifically to 

Rule 67, so that the annual budget of WHO would in future, beginning with the Twelfth 

World Health Assembly, be considered an "important question" and would therefore 

require a two -thirds majority vote for adoption. 

The United States proposal was based on the WHO Constitution, but his delegation 

wished to make it clear that it was not proposing an amendment to the Constitution 

itself. Article 60(a) of the Constitution read ,i.n part: "Decisions on important 

questions shall be made by a two -ithirds majority of the Members present and voting." 

The purpose of the United states amendment was simply to recognize that the 

Organization'; budget was an important question. In one sense it was the most 

important question which the World Health Assembly faced each year, since the decisions 
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which the Assembly took with regard to the budget influenced both the extent and 

the direction of the work to be undertaken by the Organization throughout the 

succeeding year. 

There was another reason for the United Status proposal, His delegation 

believed that the questions relating to the Organizations budget had a profound 

impact, not only upon the Organization itself, but upon nearly every Member State. 

That might in some cases be bocauso of the contribution to the Organization made 

by a Member State, and in that connexion it should not be forgotten that 

contributions to international organizations were a significant item in the overall 

national budgets of many countries. In other cases, the WHO budget was important 

to Member countries since it containid provisions for projects to be carried out 

in, and for the benefit of, the inhabitants of those countries. 

The budget was thus a question of importance, not only to the Organization 

but to every Member State, and for that reason the annual approval of the budget 

should have the overwhelming support of the Members of the Organization. Ideally 

speaking, that support should be unanimous. Such an ideal was unrealistic, but 

nevertheless the budget should satisfy the aspirations and have the approval of 

at least tWo thirds of -t e Member States. 

He recalled that it had long been the practice in the United Nations and in 

the International Labour Organisation to adopt budgets by a two -thirds majority, 

and that that process had lid to no procedural difficulties. Furthermore, in 

April l958, the Executive Board of UNESCO, representing 24 countries, had unanimously 

decided in favour of a change of procedure for UNESCO similar to that now proposed 

by the United States delegation for WHO. In adopting the proposal for a change 

of procedure, the UNESСO Executive Board had been strongly impressed by the speeches 
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in favour of the proposal made by representatives of countries from every part 

of the globe, and especially by the representatives from less developed countries. 

Although he dic_' not sugest that WHO should change its system simply because 

UNESCO or the United Nations had a different one, he believed that consistency 

of practice between international organizations, particularly in financial and 

administrative matters, was highly desirable. The Assistant Director -General, 

in speaking about another matter, had pointed to the difficulties which were 

created by inconsistent financial practices° 

He had been gratified by the degree of support for the United States proposal 

which had been expressed to him in private conversations with delegations from 

other Member States. He had also been asked some questions with regard to the 

proposal which deserved consideration. 

One such question had been whether the United States proposal was not in 

fact a device to make the continuance of the pattern of annual increases in the 

budget impossible, or at least very difficult, in the future. He could assure 

the Committee that such had not been the intention of the United States delegation 

in proposing the resolution, nor was it its intention with regard to WHO budgets 

in general. The WHO budget had increased considerably since 1948. That increase 

was noticeable if only the regular budgets were taken into consideration, and 

became even more so if account was taken of all the sources of income available 

to WHO, such as funds from the Expanded Programme of Technical Assistance, 

funds shared jointly with UNICEF and special funds such as that for the malaria 

eradication programme. 



/АF Lin/9 
page 5 

Such an increase was a healthy sin, and his Government supported the 

principle that WHO should grow year by year so long as it existed in a world 

in which the need for its services exceeded the supply. Previous discussions 

in the Committee had demonstrated the need for new and additional work by WHO 

in such widely differing matters as environmental sanitation and the health 

aspects of the peaceful uses of atomic energy. At the same time the Organization 

had to continue and еxpaнd the useful work in which it had already been engaged 

for many years. Nevertheless, although growth was natural and desirable, there 

were certain limitations imposed by prudence. The first of those was that the 

assessments to WHO members should not rise to a point where they imposed an 

intolerable strain on some national budgets. îi second limitation derived from 

the fact that every proposal for increased activity should be justified both 

on its own merits and in relation to other possible activities. However abundant 

the resources available to WHO, they would be worthless unless there were 

also highly trained men and women available to plan and supervise their use. 

There was a definite limit to the number of such train ©d people who could be 

found to carry out programmes, and there was also a limit to the number of 

untrained people who could be trained in any one year. Nor could the time 

required to produce a highly skilled specialist be shortened merely by providinE 

more money. 

Thus, it was not true that the United States hoped that future WHO 

budgets would cease to increase. It only hoped that the increases would not 

be wasteful. The only way to insure that was by insisting that the budgets 

should be drawn up in such a way as to command the support of an overwhelming 

number of Member States. 
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The United States proposal did not stem from any intention to keep the 

annual budgets of WHO static. It was moreover clear that it could not possibly 

achieve such a result. The application of a two- thirds voting provision to 

the budget would have the effect of limiting only extreme proposals, either to 

prevent normal and healthy increases, or to raise a budget which either could 

not be met by Members or could not be effectively utilized. The two -thirds 

voting provision was also a guarantee against the situation where there was 

a nearly equal balance of votes - a situation which itself nearly always tended 

to encourage the adoption of extreme positions. 

Some delegations had felt that the adoption of the United States 

proposal might lead to endless debate on budgetary matters and might prevent 

any agreement on a budgetary level. There was, in his view, no basis for those 

fears, which had not proved to be justified in any of the other organizations 

where the two -thirds requirement prevailed. Moreover, every World Health Assembly 

was faced with the necessity of providing funds for the continued operation 

of the Organization, and it was inconceivable that any Assembly would fail to do so. 

There was another resolution before the Committee relating to the 

amendment to the Rules of Procedure - that proposed by the delegation of Costa Rica. 

While he appreciated the spirit of that resolution he could not support it. 

Ample time had already been allowed for consideration of the United States 

proposal, which had been raised at the previous í.ssembly and which it had been 

known would be raised again at the present one. 
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His Government earnestly believed that the United States proposal 

would strengthen WHO and would help the Organization to meet the over greater 

challenges of the future with vision, with the harmony of common purpose, 

and with an ever-growing ability to find opportunity in each new challenge. He 

asked all delegates to give the United States resolution the most serious 

consideration. 

Dr VARGAS- PENDEZ (Costa Rica) said that he had listened with great 

interest to the speech by the United States delegate. No one would dispute 

that the budget was a matter of great importance. That was not the point at 

issue. His delegation's resolution was not in opposition to the United States 

resolution, but attempted to provide for its being given full consideration and 

study by the Assembly in accordance with the Assembly's constitutional 

responsibilities. He pointed out that the letter of 21 March 1958 from the 

United States representative to international organizations in Geneva, quoted 

in document А11 /AFL /3, proposed that the United States resolution should only 

apply to budgets subsequent to the 1959 budget. 

He could not agree with the United States delegate that the Organization's 

budget had a profound impact on Herber States. Member States' contributions 

represented the minimum effort that they could make for WHO. There had never 

been protects in WHO or other organizations against increases in the budget 

of small amounts. 

With regard to references that had been made to the procedures followed 
. 

in other organizations, he agreed that uniformity was desirable, but did not 

feel that it should be achieved at the expense of the Organization's individual 

personality. 
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He recalled that the Assembly procedures for examining the programme 

and budget had been submitted to the Executive Board for study. Perhaps the 

United States resolution could be submitted for consideration by the Board at 

the same time. The Board could then submit a report to the next ssembly, 

together with a recommendation for the adoption of the resolution if it thought 

fit. 

Dr STRGBL (.ј.ustria) said that he supported the United States proposal, 

From a legal point of view, an amendment to Rule 67 of the Rules of Procedure 

was in conformity with the first sentence of that Rule which stated: "Decisions 

by the Health Assembly on important questions shall be made by a two -thirds 

majority of the Members present and voting'}. Furthermore, in Article 17 of 

the Constitution the World Health Assembly was empowered to adopt its own rules 

of procedure. 

In general, the disadvantage of a simple majority vote was that its 

outcome sometimes depended on the way in which only one or two individual votes 

were cast. On important questions, it was better that the majority vote 

should exceed the minority vote by a broad margin. 

If the United States amendment were adopted, its effect would be to 

bring the Organization's Rules of Procedure into line with Rule 19 of the Rules 

of Procedure of the General .assembly of the United Nations, where the budget 

had to be carried by a two -thirds majority,' 

Dr НLВERNOLL (Federal Republic of Germany) said that he supported the 

United States resolution. In every community, the budget was one of the most 

important items facing the authorities, and needed to be approved by a substantial 

majority, 
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Although Article 60(a) of the WHO Constitution did not mention budgetary 

questions among those which needed to be. decided by a two-thirds majority, 

Article 60(b) provided the legal basis for the addition of categories of 

questions to be so decided. Thus the United States resolution had a solid 

legal basis and should be adopted by the Committee. 

Dr ALLARIA (Argentina) also supported the United States resolution. 

He confirmed that his country had received notice of the proposed amendment 

to Rule 67 of the Rules of Procedure in time for it to be thoroughly considered. 

The view of the Argentine authorities was that the need for a two -thirds 

majority invested those concerned with deciding budgetary questions with a 

greater sense of responsibility and at the same time led to a more thorough 

study of such questions. In Argentina, all questions connected with the 

investment of funds had to be decided by a two -thirds majority. 

He unreservedly agreed with the statement of the United States delegate, 

but was unable to support the view of Costa Rica, 

Mr SbNCHEZ VIGIL (Nicaragua) said that, since the meeting of the Executive 

Board in Washington, where the budget for PASO had been approved, his delegation 

had come to feel that a simple majority on budgetary questions was dangerous. 

When it came to voting on such questions, especially in small committees, 

there was always the risk that the absence of a Member, or some misunderstanding, 

might lead to an unrepresentative decision being taken by a very small majority. 

That had not actually occurred in Washington, but something like it might well 

occur. The Executive Board had reduced the $ 4 000 000 requested by the 

Director of the PASO for his Programme to $ 300 000, and as a result the 

fellowship and field programmes, which were the most important items in the 

Programme, had had to be reduced. 
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He was well aware that the Director- General of WHO had carefully prepared the 

Organization's 1959 budget and that the Assembly had unanimously approved it. It 

might therefore seem that to provide for a two-thirds majority was unnecessary. 

Nevertheless, for the sake of order and correctness he supported the United States 

resolution. 

Mr KITTANI (Iraq) said that the Committee was well aware that the question of 

the vote on the budget had been fully discussed at previous Assemblies, and that it 

was also conversant with his Governmentts views on that issue. 

His delegation did not question the motives of the United States Delegation, but 

nevertheless felt that the question of the vote on the budget was one where an honest 

difference of opinion existed between them. 

Reference had been made to United Nations procedure with regard to the budgetary 

vote. Article 18 of the Charter of the United Nations laid down that the budget had 

to be approved by а two -thirds majority, but no such provision existed in the WHO 

Constitution. It was worth reflecting why that difference existed. He believed 

that, at the time when the Organization's Constitution had been drawn up, an attempt 

had been made to include the budget among those questions which had to be decided by 

a two-- thirds majority. 

He agreed with the United States delegate that the budget was an "important 

question ". But, in his delegationts view, every item on the agenda was an important 

question. Moreover, it was not the importance of the budget that was at issue, but 

the desirability of changing a practice. that had been followed for a long time and 

had always given satisfaction. 

WHOts structure and objectives, and consequently its budgetary requirements, were 

different from those of the United Nations and the other specialized agencies. The 

whole issue should therefore be considered on its own merits and in terms of the WHO 

structure alone. 

� 
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He reminded the Committee that, when the matter had been discussed at previous 

Assemblies, there had never been even a simple majority in favour of amending the 

Rules of Procedure in the sense proposed by the United States, and there had been no 

recent developments which justified a change in that situation. 

Dr CHING WU (China) said that he supported the United States resolution, and 

regarded the statement by the United States delegate as both reasonable and 

satisfactory. 

Mr SAITA (Japan) said that the determination of the size of a budget was a 

matter of importance in any institution. In WHO, which was fully supported finan.- 

cieny by its Members, it was a. matter of even greater importance, owing to the way 

in which the Members shared in both the financial responsibilities and the programme. 

The procedure which had been followed in other organizations, including the 

United Nations and the International. Atomic Energy Agency, appeared to be reasonable. 

In their experience the requirement of a two -thirds majority vote on the budget had 

proved satisfactory, and had not created confusion or difficulty. His country had 

thus been interested when UNESCO had decided to place the question of a two - thirds 

majority vote for the budget on the agenda of its Executive Board. The Japanese 

delegation had supported the proposed change in the UNESCO Executive Board, and had 

agreed with the views expressed by delegates from the United Arab Republic, Venezuela) 

Iran, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Spain and France. 

Although it was true that WHO was different in some ways from other organizations 

that was no argument for not adopting a procedure by which important questions had to 

be decided by a large majority of its Members. 
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Costa Rica had proposed that consideration of the United States proposal should 

be deferred until the following Assembly, so that it could be studied by the Executive 

Board at its January session when it came to consider the programme and budget. 

However, the subject of study at the Executive Board was very different from the 

issue now before the Committee and had nothing to do with the present discussions. 

He could therefore see no reason why the United States resolution should be deferred. 

He proposed that the vote on the United States resolution, when it came to be 

taken, should be by roll call. 4 

Mr BOUCHER (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) warmly 

supported the proposal which had been so cogently put forward by the United States 

delegate. It was entirely logical in its purpose and its acceptance would be in the 

best interests of the Organization. He also thought that it was a matter which could 

and should be decided at the present time. In his view there was no need for it to 

be remitted to the Executive Board. 

Professor ZHDANOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said his delegation had 

given thorough consideration to the United States proposal and thought that the 

arguments in favour of it were well founded. The main object in regard to this 

question was that the Organization should have a stable budget, and for that it would 

be necessary to have a firm majority of the Assembly in its favour. Some delegates 

seemed to see some sort of connexion between the purely procedural question regarding 

the amount of the majority and the matter of substance which related to the size of the 

budget. He could not see arty connexion between those two matters. The budget which 

had just been adopted for WHO had been adopted unanimously, and yet it would mean an 
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increase of over $ 300 000 in his eountryts assessment. It was essential to have a. 

firm expression of the will of the majority on an important question such as the 

•udt t, and he therefore supported the proposal put forward by the United States 

representative. 

Mr JEFFREY (New Zealand) said that, as other delegates had made clear, the 

importance of decisions on the budget could not be denied. Those decisions were 

the basis on which it was possible to make enlightened plans. The United States 

delegation, for reasons with which he was able to sympathize, had proposed that the 

importance of the budget should be recognized by treating budget decisions as 

questions of importance which would need a two -thirds instead of a simple majority. 

He had listened with the closest interest to the reasons which had been put 

forward in favour of the United States proposal but had decided that he could not 

support it, He felt that budgetary decisions might become increasingly difficult 

to get if a larger majority in favour were demanded. The experience of the previous 

Wednesday, when the budget had been approved unanimously, would be repeated rarely. 

Much more frequently the majority in favour of the budget would fall short of two- 

thirds of the Assembly. The 1957 budget, for example, had been passed by a very 

small majority. In his opinion, therefore, the United States proposal, while put 

forward from the highest motives, could have the effect of producing deadlocks and of 

making a compromise more difficult to get without acrimony or prolonged debate. 

The Assembly should strive for what was not only desirable but also practicable 

and attainaьl e. He doubted if acceptance of the United States proposal would help 

in that respect, or would help to provide an atmosphere in which it would be possible 
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to draw up forward -looking programmes. Such imaginative programmes were the mark 

of a healthy, growing and maturing organization. For those various reason he would 

abstain in the vote on the United States proposal. 

The draft resolution put forward by the representative of Costa Rica suggested 

that the whole matter should be referred to the Executive Board for its examination. 

That had not been done before and he thought it would be a good idea. 

Dr GARCIA (Philippines) shared the view of the other delegates as to the clarity 

of the statement which had been made by the United States delegate in regard to his 

proposal. He had explained that the purpose of the proposal was to do away with a. 

situation which might lead to an unharmonious climate in the Assembly. He agreed 

with the United States representative that the matter should be settled at the present 

time. He was unable, therefore, to support the proposal put forward by the 

representative of Costa Rica. 

Dr BERNARD (France) agreed with much that had been said by previous speakers. 

He had been struck by the fact that there was only the one proposal, from the 

United States delegation, and no truly opposing opinions had been expressed. The 

delegate of Costa Rica, for example, had emphasized the fact that he was not opposed 

to the United States proposal but simply felt that it needed to be studied further. 

The question implied in the draft resolution put forward by the Costa Rican repre- 

sentative was, did the Committee have enough informs ation as regards the substance of %Le 

question before it? He thoght that that question cauld be answered in the 

affirEative. : >s the rcirosentative of Iraq had _ ;inted out, the лssоr±lу had.had 
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many opportunities to consider this matter, and'he did not tbink that it would help 

to have the Executive Board study the subject further. He was in favour of taking 

a decision on the question at the present time. 

The French delegation felt that budgetary questions should be decided by a two - 

thirds majority of the Assembly. The experience of the United Nations and of other 

specialized agencies was that that was a useful procedure and that there had been no 

harmful results. He thought that the United States proposal should be adopted at 

the present time because the current position justified it. The budget was a very 

important subject and became more and more so as its size increased. There was more 

reason now, therefore, for the Assembly to decide on a two -thirds majority for 

budgetary questions than there had been in earlier days. The time also was 

propitious for making a change. The Assembly had been congratulating itself on the 

achievements of the past decade and the importance of its work. It would be justi- 

fied in deciding that the current size of the budget warranted a change in the Rules 

of Procedure. The budget Nrtl ich had just been adopted had been adopted by acclamation. 

change from a simple majority to a two- thirds majority, therefore, would clearly be 

in conformity with the wishes of the Assembly. 

The DIRECTOR- GENERAL apologized,. for intervening, but felt he could give some 

useful information to the Committee. The course of the debate was naturally being 

influenced by the climate of optimism .consequent on the ,recent unanimous approval of 

the budget for 1959. He felt obliged to remind delegates of less happy occasions in 

the Organization's history, and at the same time to draw attention to some of the 

consequences of any decision that the Assembly's approval of the budget must be by a 

two -thirds majority. 
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Perhaps the most important consequence related to the application of Article бр 

of the Constitution. Rule 67 of the Rules of Procedure - the rule it was proposed 

to amend - was an exact copy of paragraph (a) of that Article. Paragraph (c) read 

as follows: 

(c) Voting on analogous matters in the Board and in the committees of the 

Organization shall be made in accordance with paragraphs (a) and (b) of this 

Article. 

Thus, if the proposal before the Committee were adopted, the Executive Board would 

also require a two -thirds majority for its decision with regard to the budget. He 

did not think that anyone had yet drawn attention to that rather important implica- 

tion of the proposed amendment. What had brought it to his mind was the remarks of 

the delegate of Nicaragua about the voting on РASO's budget in its Executive 

Committee and the dangers of small minorities. 

The central point on which the whole discussion turned was the thesis that the 

budget of WHO was an important question. If all the important matters coming before 

the Assembly were to be listed, there were many that would logically have to be 

decided by a two -thirds majority - including perhaps the election of the Director - 

General. In any case, "important" was a relative word. At the risk of seeming 

unrealistic, he must say that personally he did not consider the approval of the 

Organization's budget to be as important as the approval of its programme of work. 

He had been interested to hear that in Argentina budgetary questions at the 

national level were decided by a two-thirds majority. That was an important fact of 

which he had been unaware. 
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It was the New Zealand delegate who had raised the question of how far the 

proposal before the Committee would really help. In that connexion he felt that the 

events of the last five or six years should perhaps be looked at more closely. In 

his view the pattern of those years - the lengthy debates and small voting margins - 

had been determined by two factors: the ceiling fixed by the United States 

Government on its contribution to WHO, and the question of the return of the inactive 

Members and the utilization of the resources provided by them. Now that those two 

factors had ceased to operate, there was good reason to hope that the controversies 

of the past would not recur. On the other hand, the requirement of a two- thirds 

majority would, he believed, raise the important problem of control by a minority. 

The fact that the previous experience of other organizations provided no actual 

example of such a development did not diminish the theoretical possibility. 

As for the references made to the practice of other agencies, he reminded the 

Committee that the requirement of a two -thirds majority on budgetary questions in the 

United Nations and ILO had represented a big step in the opposite direction to the 

change now proposed by the United States delegation, since in the League of Nations 

and ILO the requirement had been unanimity. 

An important fact brought out in the discussion had been that, in the case of 

UNESCO, that organizationts Executive Board had been given an opportunity to study 

the implications of the two -thirds majority provision and report to the next session 

of the Conference. 

The delegate of Iraq had said he understood. that an attempt had been made to 

include a provision for a two -thirds majority on budgetary questions in the WHO 

Constitution. That was correct, as would be seen from page X27 of Official Records 

No. 79, where it was recorded that information had been given to the Tenth World 



All /AFL/Min /9 
page 18 

�iеalth Assembly to the effect that such a proposal had been made at the International 

Нealth Conference in 1946, where the Constitution had been drawn up, and rejected by 

22 votes to 3. не wished to emphasize that in the case of the United Nations and 

1LO the provision for a two- thirds majority on budgetary qц аtiоns uas'included.im tbo 

lharter and the Constitution respectively of those organizations. It was not 

included in the Constitution of 'NнО - not because it had never been considered, but 

Because it had been considered and rejected by the framers of WHO's Constitution. 

The WH0 Constitution, on the other hand, did not include a requirement in 

respect of the voting on its budget. Such a proposal had been put forward but it 

'Iаd been rejected. 

Mr PASТINEN (Finland) thought that the adoption of the United States proposal 

would be both timely and wise. 

Sir Arcot МUDALIAR (India) congratulated the United States delegate on his 

remarkable address, to the politic language of Which he could not take exception. 

Phere were many problems involved in the difficult question before the Committee. 

In Assembly after Assembly considerable time had been spent and considerable emotion 

groused during the discussion of the budget ceiling. His delegation would welcome 

!fl steps that would have the effect of shortening the procedure which led to the 

ldept ion of the budget. 

It had been suggested that there would be no need to amend the Constitution of 

the Organization if the United States proposal were to be approved, and that it would 

Merely be necessary to amend the Rules of Procedure to make clear that the budget was 

an important question. Hе was in some doubt about that and thought that the 

Director -General's remarks on the subject were pertinent. The Assembly might later 

want to decide that many other questions were also important. Perhaps, for example, 
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the question of who should be nominated to serve on the Executive Board could be 

rеyarded as important; an hour and a half had been spent on the subject the previous 

day. Many difficulties presented themselves once an attempt was made to define what 

questions were important. So, though he was not an authority on constitutional 

matters, he thought the Committee should consider carefully whether it was not the 

Constitution rather than the Rules of Procedure which would have to be amended if the 

United States proposal were to be approved. Both the United Nations and ILO dealt 

with this matter in their Constitutions. 

Reference had been made to the fact that 214 governments had agreed to amend the 

Rules of Procedure of UNESCO to require that the budget should be ndopted by a two - 

thirds rather than a simple majority. He was very familiar with the work of UNESCO, 

having served on its Executive Board for six years, including two as Chairman. Hе 

recalled that when UNESCO had met in New Delhi in 1916 the budget put forward by the 

Director -General had been increased by $ 1 000 000; the decision being taken by a 

narrow majority. It was as a result of this decision that the limitinz factor had 

been introduced. He doubted ff anything similar would over take place in WHO, the 

representatives to which were hard-headed if not hard -hearted medical men. There had 

never been even the remotest possibility that the Director- Generalts proposed budget 

would be increased by the Health Assembly. Moreover, the work of UNESCO was completel 

different from that being carried out by WHO. It was not as immediately important, 

and there were always certain matters which could be postponed without grave 

repercussions. 

Reference had been made to past discussions on the budget. What had actually 

happened? After the proposed budget had been prepared by the Director -General and 

submitted to the Executive Board it was subjected to prolonгΡTed consideration. In the 

Assembly as many as three or four different figures were proposed by various delega- 

tions, and the final decision was taken sometimes by a narrow majority and sometimes by 
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a large one. It was a thoroughly democratic process which should naturally appeal 

to all democratic countries. 

When its first budget of five or six million dollars had been drawn up VVHO had 

had only a few Member States. There were nowr many Member States, and the problems 

concerning the new ones were so enormous and of such urgency that the Director -General 

was forced to suggest ways and means of dealing with them. The more developed 

countries were also forced to take action. It was for that reason that the size of 

the budget of íA10 had increased over the years. In 1952 it had amounted to some 41 

$ 9 000 000; the current budget was something less than $ 15 000 000. 

Previous experience snowed that no matter What the margin of approval of the 

budget, there would always be some feeling of dissatisfaction. Even with a two - 

thirds majority one -third of the Assembly could still be nursing a grievance. 

From the discussion he had noted that the United States proposal had received the 

most support from those delegations whose governments provided the bulk of the 

financial support given to the Organization. The United States Government had 

contributed generously each year one -third of the budget, and without that contribu- 

tion WHO would have been crippled. However, it should be remembered that the К0 

budget was not the only budget that was operating in any country. There were other 

organizations, such as UNICEF, the bilateral and multilateral programmes, ai-id the 

Technical Assistance Programme, to all of which WHO had still to contribute something 

in the form of personnel or other assistance. 

The question of the handling of the budget bristled with difficulties. He did 

not wish to place obstacles in the way of the adoption of the United States proposal - 

and from the remarks of previous speakers it seemed likely that it would be adopted - 

but reserved his judgement and, in case the implementation of the proposal led to 

difficulties, would reopen the question. 
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Dr ALAN (Turkey) said his delegation was convinced that the health activities 

of WHO were of the greatest importance because they affected the well -being of 

countries. All those activities were dependent on the budget of the Organization 

and the question of the budget, therefore, was also of the greatest importance. 

He warmly supported the proposal which had been put forward by the United States 

representative, 

Мr ?ONCK (Canada) said he had been greatly impressed by the observations which 

had been made in the debate, and in particular by the cogent statement of the 

United States delegate. It had satisfactorily covered the legal argument, that is, 

that because the budget was an important question it should be required to be adopted 

by a two-'thirds majority of the Assembly. He was pleased, however, that the 

United States representative had not rested his case solely on that argument. It 

was because his delegation believed that acceptance of the United States proposal 

would have the effect of preventing the adoption of unreasonable budgets that they 

supported it. It would be unreasonable if the budget were too low, because it was 

normal and healthy that the budget of an organization like WHO should grow. On 

the other hand it would also be unreasonable if the budget were too high, because 

that would put too great a strain on the national budgets of Member States, taking 

into consideration the other demands cn them. It had also to be remembered that 

certain proposals might be unrealistic in the sense that WHO would not be able 

either to find or to train the staff for them. For those reasons he supported the 

United States proposal. 

Мr BRADY (Ireland) congratulated the United States delegate on the able state- 

ments which he had made in defence of his proposal. He fully accepted his explana- 

tion of the motives which had led him to introduce the proposal. In general he was 
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in sympathy with the suggestion that the adoption of the budget should be by a 

two -thirds majority but he doubted whether the proposal to achieve such a result by 

means cf a rule of procedure would serve any useful purpose. He might have regarded 

the proposal more favourably if it had been directed to changing the Constitution 

of the Organization. He agreed with the New Zealand representative as regards the 

practical effects of acceptance of the United States proposal and therefore would 

abstain in the vote. His abstention should not be interpreted as meaning a mere 

acceptance of things as they were in the budgetary field, but his Government did 

feel that, at least in relation to the determination of the budget ceiling, the 

existing procedure had been working quite well. 

He believed that the United States proposal was likely to create some diff i- 

culties with regard to the consideration of the budget. A more serious objection, 

however, was that it was doubtful whether in practice over a long period the pro- 

posal would achieve the purposes for which it was intended, because unless it was 

built into the Constitution, it was liable to be changed by a relatively simple 

procedure. 

Dr VANNUGLI (Italy) said that the views of his Government concerning the 

United States proposal had already been made clear at the previous Assembly and 

the scope and purpose of that proposal had been made even clearer at the present 

Assembly. He would just like to remind delegates of the feeling of general satis- 

faction which had been experienced when the budget for 1959 had been unamimously 

adopted. Hе was sure that that .feelin& ster7 c:? fro! an E, rreness of havinc rrevidед 

a solid' asis for the future ::orК of the Оr'°anizаtiоn. 

Dr GOOSSEтS (Belgium) said that the adoption of the budget was certainly an 

important question. There were also other important matters, as the Director- General 

had pointed out, and it would be for the Assembly to decide on that point. 
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His delegation h .d examined the pbssibilitэr of undeâirable 'repercussions if the 

United States proposal were adopted - particularly those to which the delegate of 

New Zealand had drawn attention. It had concluded that, while the proposal might 

lead to longer discussions in the Assembly, its end result would be to promote 

harmony. His delegation therefore supported the proposal. 

Dr PYUNG HAX LEE (Korea) said he strongly supported the United States proposal. 

There was no more important question than that concerning the level of the budget 

10 and he agreed that it should be determined by a two -thirds majority of the Assembly. 

The delegate of Iraq had suggested that all the matters before WHO were of importance, 

and the Director -General had stressed the idea of the relativeness of importance. 

He remained convinced that the budget was the most important question with which the 

Organization was concerned. 

Dr CURIEL (Venezuela) said he strongly supported the United States proposal. 

In his opinion it would constitute a definite improvement if the budget were adopted 

by a two -thirds majority. With a simple majority difficult situations would 

inevitably occur from time to time in the adoption of the budget. 

Dr HABЕRNOLL (Federal Republic of Germany) said he had listened with interest 

to the Director -General's remarks but continued to think that matters concerning 

the budget fell within the provisions of Article 60 of the Constitution, that is, 

that they should be decided by a two -thirds majority vote. 

Professor SIGURJONSSON (Iceland) said that, at the previous Assembly, several 

delegations, including the Icelandic delegation, had agreed that, while the budget 

was undoubtedly an important question, they were concerned whether the requirement 

of a two - thirds majority for its adoption would not lead to a deadlock. He was 
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still convinced of the need for additional precautions if such a situation was to 

be avoided, particularly when the experience acquired at previous Assemblies was 

taken into consideration. He was therefore not prepared to vote for the 

United States proposal at the present time and supported the proposal of the 

representative of Costa Rica that the matter should be referred to the Executive 

Board for further study. 

Mr SEKYI (Ghana) said he had no doubts as regards the motives which had 

prompted the United States delegation to put forward its proposal. He did have 

some doubts, however, as to the usefulness of the proposal. Не agreed with those 

delegates who had expressed anxiety that acceptance of the proposal might lead 

to a deadlock when it came to deciding on the level of the budget. He was also 

concerned that acceptance of the proposal might result in giving a minority of the 

Assembly the power to obstruct the measures which were wanted by the majority. 

For example, it would be possible for one geographical area to align itself against 

the rest of the world. The votes of one -third of the Assembly might be enough 

to block the acceptance of proposals which would be desirable from a global point 

of view. 

Until his doubts had been resolved, therefore, he could not vote in favour 

of the United States proposal. Experience had shown that no unreasonable changes 

had been made in the level of the budget under the present Rules df Procedure. 

The draft resolution put forward by the representative of Costa Rica provided 

that the matter should be further considered. It had been said that the Executive 

Board would have little to offer as a result of further study; he was in favour 

of giving it the benefit of the doubt. In a matter as admittedly important as the 

budget he would regret any hurried decision. He therefore supported the 

Costa Rican proposal and, as regards the substance of the question, he would 

abstain in the vote on the United States proposal. 
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Dr ANDERSEN (Denmark) thought that the budget and the budget ceiling was the 

most important question with which WHO was concerned and he therefore supported 

the United States proposal. 

The meeting rose at 12 noon. 

I 


