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1. DECISIONS OF THE UNITED NATIONS, THE SPECIALIZED. AGENCIES AND THE INTERNATIONAL 
ATOMIC - ENERGY AGENCY AFFECTING mio's ACTIVITIES (PRoGRAMЛΡIE MATTERS): Item 2.13 
of th ê Agenda (continued) 

General (Resolutions EB33.R46, Ев33.н47, EB3).R48 and EB33.R49; Documents А17/Р&В/10, 
Р&B7Conf.Doc. No. 17, Rev.1 and Add. 1, P&B/Conf.Doc..No. 29, P&B/Conf.Doc. No. 30, 

P&B/'Conf .Doc. No. 31 and P&B/Conf.Doc. No. 32) (continued) 

The CHAIRMAN invited the Cmmittee's comments upon the item. 

Mr BAYER (Canada) spoke as a co- sponsor of the five -delegation amendment 

(P &B/Conf.Doc. No. 29, reproduced in the minutes of the Committee's fifteenth meeting) 

to the draft resolution submitted by fourteen delegations (P &B/Conf.Doc. No. 17 Rev.1 

and Add.1 - see minutes of the Committee's fifteenth meeting). He recalled that at 

the close of the Committee's discussion the previous afternoon, he had asked two 

questions that were relevant to the consideration of the draft resolution. Although 

the delegate of Brazil had replied to the first by. informing the Committee that his 

Government's delegation to the Disarmament Committee had submitted pertain proposals 

to it, he had not said what stage those proposals (which were referred to in operative 

paragraphs .l and '2 of the draft resolution) had reached. Unfortunately, neither the 

delegation 'of Canada nor, it would appear, any of the other delegations represented 

on the Committee on Programme and Budget, knew exactly what the proposals were. He 

therefore did not think that the Assembly could pass judgement on the matter nor, as 

proposed in operative paragraph 1 of the draft resolution, express its deep 

appreciation o± the proposa1s put forward until it had had an opportunity to examine 

and evaluate them. Moreover, it was unlikely that the eighteen governments 

represented on the Disarmament Committee would take kindly to receiving instructions 

from WHO as to how to carry out their work. Members of the Health Assembly did not 

have the specialized knowledge required to evaluate such proposals, even if they had 
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seen and studied them. Similarly, the Health Assembly was not in a position to urge 

the Disarmament Committee to give close and speedy consideration to those proposals 

(as requested in operative paragraph 2 of the draft resolution) when it undoubtedly 

had to deal with a number of other proposals on a variety of subjects also related to 

disarmament. The Disarmament Committee should decide, in its own time, on its own 

authority, and on the basis of its own knowledge of the problem, the order and way 

in which it would deal with each proposal. It was hardly appropriate for WHO to ask 

the United Nations General Assembly to interfere in the matter on its behalf. 

The delegate of Brazil had said that, in putting forward the proposals, his 

Government was acting in the interests of the developing, as well as of the developed, 

countries. While the delegation of Canada appreciated that desire, which it shared, 

it should be remembered that seven developing countries were represented on the 

Disarmament Committee, all of which would presumably give due consideration to all 

proposals as related to their own policies and future, including those advanced by the 

delegation of Brazil. 

In general, therefore, it was the principle behind the draft resolution that • made it, to his mind, preferable to accept the amendment proposed. It would be 

unfortunate if the Assembly decided to take the initiative regarding proposals sub- 

mitted to anther bгΡ�dy, before that body had been able to give full consideration to 

them in the light of other proposals and of the work before it. Although the work 

of the Disarmament Committee itself would probably be in no way affected by such 

action, WHO's prestige most certainly would. 
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The Organization had been asked to study the problem of making constructive use 

of funds saved as a result of disarmament: the amendment before the Committee provided 

a logical approach for the Organization to follow in dealing with the matter. In 

other words, the Director- General should be requested to look at the problem, taking 

into consideration the various possibilities available to WHO and the relationship 

between WHO and the other international agencies; he should also be asked to examine 

as far as possible the action taken by the United Nations General Assembly in the 

whole field of disarmament, as well as the action which WHO might undertake, and 

should then report to the Executive Board, which would consider his views in detail. 

The Health Assembly would thus be enabled to proceed within its own sphere on the 

basis of sound knówledge, rather than without such knowledge and on the basis of 

proposals made by one single government in another body. 

Dr SELASSIE (Ethiopia) announced that he withdrew his delegation's name from the 

list of the co- sponsors of the five -delegation amendment. 

Mr BRAJOVIC (Yugoslavia), speaking as a co- sponsor of the draft resolution 

before the Committee, said that the views expressed by many delegates, and 

particularly by the delegate of Brazil, had convinced him that the Health Assembly 

should support the action proposed. It was a matter of international duty and 

would be in the best interest of all progressive peoples throughout the world. There 

was no doubt that, if complete or even partial disarmament were to be achieved, every 

effort would have to be made by States and by organizations. The wishes both of 

governments and of the peoples of the world to do their utmost to make some progress 

at the present stage should be stressed. Even if only a small degree of disarmament 



А1 ¡/P&B/Min/7:6 

page 5 

were achieved, vast new resources would be released that could be used to develop 

economies, the sciences, health and social welfare, thus benefiting all countries. 

The time was ripe to take the necessary measures to divert a certain amount of 

resources for the economic development of under- developed countries, as well as for 

the development of health and social welfare; all those fields were interrelated. 

Such an action would result in the increased physical, mental and social well -being 

of the peoples - and all would agree that the Organization was á competent authority 

in those matters. Certain delegations, however, had advanced the opinion that WHO 

should not pronounce itself on the question, since it was a political issue; the . 

question had however been discussed by previous Assemblies, and it was now time to 

take it a stage further. 

The delegation of Yugoslavia therefore supported any proposal that would result 

in a further reduction in military budgets, and was of the opinion that the Committee 

should adopt the draft resolution before it. 

Dr ALDEA (Romania) said that the draft resolution under discussion was a worthy 

attempt to define, albeit only partially, the role to be played by WHO in the complex . 

problem of disarmament which, if it were to be solved, required the combined and 

continued efforts of all countries and all international organizations. WHO should 

not be satisfied merely to take note of the actions and measures carried out by other 

international organizations. It should make its attitude quite clear and express 

its opinions from the standpoint of its own specialized field, namely, the health of 

the peoples. 
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The fears which had been expressed about the danger for the Organization's 

prestige were totally without foundation. WHO's prestige could inly be enhanced 

whenever the Organization expressed its opinions firmly on all those questions of 

vital importance with which the other international organizations were now dealing. 

WHO would set an example by joining those who were conscious of the demands of the 

present day. As many delegates had already emphasized, there was a direct 

relationship between health on the one hand and peace and disarmament on the other. 

The world had arrived at a stage when the fight against disease depended to a large 

measure upon the progress achieved in disarmament. The adoption' of the draft 

resolution would be the best response to the appeal made by the United Nations General 

Assembly, which had invited governments and all institutions belonging to the United 

Nations family to consistently devote their attention to the economic and social 

problems that would arise following disarmament. For those reasons, the delegation 

of Romania upheld the objectives outlined in the draft resolution. 

Dr PEREZ MAZA (Cuba) said that the feeling of satisfaction he had had thé previous 

afternoon, when almost unanimous agreement had been reached on the need for a 

resolution contributing to disarmament and universal peace, had changed to a feeling 

of concern upon hearing the objections raised, as regards form or procedure, to the 

resolution. The Disarmament Committee was deliberating on a matter that was essential 

to the whole of humanity in as much as it was a choice between life and death. 

Anything that helped to advance the work of that committee was a step towards life 

and anything that held back the work was a step towards death. It should not be 

forgotten by the Organization, which was concerned with problems of health, that death 

was the negation of health. 
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Dr AL -AWADI (Kuwait) supported the draft resolution before the Committee. 

Referring to the point raised by the delegate of Canada on the relationship between 

WHO and the United Nations, he said that in the draft resolution the Organization was 

merely making a request to the United Nations and was not'giving an order. Certain 

delegates had stated that the matter was a political issue; however, the political 

aspects of the draft resolution were small in comparison with the beneficial effect 

it could have on the well -being of humanity. • The delegation of Kuwait sincerely believed that disarmament was one of the most 

important factors in preventive medicine: the elimination of the potential hazard 

constituted by atomic war should certainly be considered by all who were interested 

in man's welfare. He would therefore support the draft resolution and also the 

amendment proposed by the delegate of Poland (P &B /Conf.Doc. No. 31, reproduced later 

in these minutes). 

• 
The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to vote on the first part of the five - 

delegation amendment (P &B /Conf.Doc. No. 29), namely: to delete the second and third 

paragraphs of the preamble to the draft resolution. 

On a point of order, Mr SILVEIRA DA MITA (Brazil) requested, under Rule 72 of the 

Assembly's Rules of Procedure, that a roll -call vote should be taken. 

In reply to a question by Dr AL -WAIBI (Iraq), Mr SILVEIRA DA NOTA (Brazil) said 

that he was requesting a roll- call•vote on all the amendments before the Committee, 

and not merely on the five -:delegation amendment under discussion. 

The vote., was taken by roll -call on the.deletion of the first and second paragraphs 

of the, draft resolution, the names of .the Мember States being called' in the English 

alphabetical order, starting with'Ice'land,the'letter'"I" having been determinedbÿ lot. 
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The result of the vote was as follows: 

In favour: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Chile, China, 

Denmark, France, Federal Republic of Germany, Greece, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, 

Republic of Korea, Luxembourg, Malaysia, Monaco, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Norway, Pakistan, Paraguay, Spain, Sweden, Thailand, Trinidad and Tobago, Turkey, 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America, 
Republic of Viet Nam. 

Against: Albania, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, Cambodia, Cameroon, Central 
African Republic, Chad, Congo (Brazzaville), Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, Ethiopia, 
Gabon, Guinea, Haiti, India, Indonesia, Ivory Coast, Kuwait, Liberia, Libya, 
Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania, Mongolia, Morocco, Niger, Nigeria, Poland, Portugal, 
Romania, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sudan, Syria, Togo, Tunisia, Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Arab Republic, Upper Volta, Yugoslavia, 
Zanzibar. 

Abstaining: Colombia, Finland, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Laos, Lebanon, 
South Africa, Switzerland, Venezuela. 

Absent: Afghanistan, Algeria, Bolivia, Burma, Ceylon, Congo (Leopoldville), 
Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Ghana, Guatemala, Honduras, 
Hungary, Iceland, Jordan, Kenya, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Peru, Philippines, 
Saudi Arabia, Tanganyika, Uganda, Yemen. 

The first part of the amendment was therefore rejected by 4+5 votes to 32, with 

11 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN said that a votе would be taken by roll -call on the second item of 

the five -delegation amendment: to delete operative paragraphs 1 and 2 of the draft 

resolution. 

Mr SILVEIRA DA MOTH (Brazil), speaking on a point of order, said that he with- 

drew his request for a roll -call vote to be taken on the remaining amendments of the 

draft resolution. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the decision already reached to. .take.a roll -call vote on 

the amendments in accordance with Rule 72 of, the Rules of Procedure of the Health 

Assembly could not be revoked since the procedure had already begun. 
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Mr SAITO (Japan), also speaking on a point of order, suggested that since the 

remaining amendments were linked, the deletion of operative paragraphs 1 and 2 pre- 

supposing the insertion of the new operative paragraph 1, perhaps they could be 

dealt with all together. 

The CHAIRMAN explained that, since it had been agreed to proceed to a roll -call 

vote on each amendment in order, he had no alternative but to apply that decision. 

A vote was taken by roll -call on the deletion of operative paragraphs 1 and 2 

of the draft resolution, the names of the Member States being called in the English 

alphabetical order, starting with Iceland, the letter "I" having been determined by 

lot. 

The result of the vote was as follows: 

In favour: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, China, Denmark, 
France, Federal Republic of Germany, Greece, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, 
Republic of Korea, Laos, Luxembourg, Malaysia, Monaco, Nepal, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Norway, Pakistan, Paraguay, Philippines, Spain, Sweden, Thailand, Trinidad 
and Tobago, Turkey, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United 
States of America, Republic of Viet Nam. 

Against: Albania, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, Cambodia, Cameroon, Central 
African Republic, Chad, Congo (Brazzaville), Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, Ethiopia, 
Gabon, Guinea, Haiti, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jordan, Kuwait, 
Lebanon, Liberia, Libya, Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania, Mongolia, Morocco, Niger, 
Nigeria, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, 
Somalia, Sudan, Syria, Togo, Tunisia, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United 
Arab Republic, Upper Volta, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zanzibar. 

Abstaining: Ceylon, Chile, Colombia, Finland, South Africa, Switzerland, 
Venezuela. 

Absent: Afghanistan, Algeria, Bolivia, Burma, Congo (Leopoldville), Costa Rica, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Ghana, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary, 

Iceland, Kenya, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Peru, Tanganyika, Uganda. 
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The proposed amendment was therefore rejected by 51 votes to 35, with 7 

abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN placed before the meeting the following amendment proposed by the 

delegation of Poland: 

In the operative part of the resolution, to insert a new paragraph 3, 
worded as suggested by the delegation of the United States of America and 
contained in document P&B /Conf.Doc. No. 29: 

"3. REQUESTS the Director- General to consider the studies 
recommended in the resolutions and to report to the Executive 
Board his recommendation for any action he may deem it suitable 
for WHO to undertake;" 

the former paragraph 3 to be renumbered 4. 

Dr AL -WAHBI (Iraq) speaking on a point of order said that, as one of the 

sponsors of the draft resolution before the meeting, he could accept that amendment, 

in order to save the need for a vote. 

Mr SILVEIRA DA иOTA (Brazil), speaking on a point of order, suggested that it 

might be more logical to take a vote directly on the amendment proposed by the 

delegation of Poland, since the new paragraph proposed was identical to the new 

operative paragraph 1 proposed in the five -delegation amendment, and the sponsors of 

the latter had stated that they accepted it. 

The CHAIRMAN asked whether the sponsors of the five -delegation amendment 

(Canada, Ethiopia, Nepal, New Zealand and the United States of America) would agree 

to their proposed amendment being considered in conjunction with the amendment 

proposed by the delegation of Poland, the new text proposed for insertion being 

identical. 
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Dr CAMERON (Canada) said that the situation was in fact more complicated than 

that, since the proposal of which he was co- sponsor was not four separate amendments, 

but one replacement covering two operative paragraphs of the original draft resolution. 

The Polish amendment consisted of adding the same paragraph to the, existing text of 

the draft resolution. The two proposals were therefore quite different. However, 

in the light of the two roll-call votes that had been taken, it appeared to be 

pointless to vote on a text to replace a deleted paragraph when in fact that 

paragraph had not been deleted at all, the proposal having been rejected. 

Dr KENNEDY (New Zealand) supported that view. 

Dr WATT (United States of America), however, was of the opinion that a vote 

should be taken. 

The CHAIRMAN announced that in that case a roll -call vote would be taken. 

Mr SILVEIRA DA IOTA (Brazil), speaking on .a point of order, said that it should 

be made quite clear before such a vote was taken that the acceptance of the new 

operative paragraph 1 proposed as the third item in the five -delegation amendment 

implied the addition of the text as a new paragraph of the draft resolution, in view 

of the rejection of the proposal to delete operative paragraphs 1 and 2 thereof. 

The text proposed for new operative paragraph 1 could no longer, as the delegate of 

Canada had pointed out, be considered as a replacement. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the paragraph numbers of the draft resolution would be 

changed in accordance with the results of the votes taken. 
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The SECRETARY then read out the text of the new operative paragraph 1 proposed 

as the third item of the five -delegation amendment: 

1. REQUESTS the Director -General to consider the studies recommended in 
the resolutions and to report to the Executive Board his recommendation for 
any action he may deem it suitable for WHO to undertake. 

A vote was taken by roll -call, the names of the Member States being called in 

the English alphabetical order, starting with Iceland, the letter "I" having been 

determined by lot. 

The result of the vote was as follows: 

In favour: Albania, Argentina, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, Cambodia, Cameroon, 
Central African Republic, Ceylon, Chad, Chile, Congo (Brazzaville), Cuba, 
Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, Ethiopia, France, Gabon, Ghana, Guinea, Haiti, India, 

Indonesia, Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Laos, Liberia, Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania, 
Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, Niger, Nigeria, Pakistan, Paraguay, Philippines, Poland, 

Portugal, Romania, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Spain, Sudan, Syria, 
Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America, 
Upper Volta, Yugoslavia, Zanzibar. 

Against: Iran, New Zealand. 

Abstaining: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, China, Colombia, Denmark, 

Finland, Federal Republic of Germany, Greece, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Jordan, 
Republic of Korea, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya, Luxembourg, Malaysia, Monaco, Netherlands, 
Norway, South Africa, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, United Arab Republic, Venezuela, 
Republic of Viet Nam, Yemen. 

Absent: Afghanistan, Algeria, Bolivia, Burma, Congo (Leopoldville), Costa Rica, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, 

Kenya, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Peru, Rwanda, Tanganyika, Uganda. 

The proposal was therefore adopted by 59 votes to 2, with 32 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN explained that, since the text of the new operative paragraph 3 

proposed by the delegate of Ppland was identical to the text which had just been 

adopted, if there were no objections, the former paragraph 3 of the draft resolution 

would become paragraph 4 and the text adopted by roll -call vote would become 

operative paragraph 3 of the draft resolution. 
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Professor CANAPERIA (Italy) said that the paragraph had been adopted as 

operative paragraph 1. 

Mr SILVEIRA DA MOTH (Brazil) said that his delegation would agree to the 

operative paragraph just approved becoming paragraph 3. 

There being no objection, it was so agreed. 

The CHAIRMAN placed before the Committee the following amendmént to the draft 

resolution, proposed by the delegation of the USSR.:• 

In operative paragraph 2 - fourth line 
delete "reductions in military budgets" 
insert "disarmament" 

- seventh line, after the words "regions and areas" 
insert "especially ". 

Dr LISICYN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) asked whether the sponsors of 

the draft resolution could agree to the amendments concerned, which were of a 

drafting nature, and thus obviate the need for a vote. 

The CHAIRMAN said that such proposals could not be entertained at that juncture. 

The voting procedure which the Committee had begun had to be continued. 

Dr LISICYN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that in that case, to 

expedite the work of the Committee, he would withdraw the amendments which had been 

proposed by his delegation. 

The CHAIRMAN asked whether the Committee would agree to the withdrawal of the 

amendments concerned from its consideration. 

It was so agreed. 
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The CHAIRMAN then placed before the Committee the draft resolution (reproduced 

in the minutes of the Committee's fifteenth meeting) with the addition of Romania to 

the list of sponsors, and the addition of new paragraph 3 approved earlier in the 

meeting. 

A vote was taken by roll -call, the names of the Member States being called in 

the English alphabetical order, starting with Iceland, the letter "I" having been 

determined by lot. 

The result of the vote was as follows: 

In favour: Albania, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, Cambodia, Cameroon, Central 
African Republic, Chad, Congo (Brazzaville), Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, Ethiopia, 
Gabon, Ghana, Guinea, Haiti, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ivory Coast, 
Jordan, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, Liberia, Libya, Mali, Mauritania, Mongolia, Morocco, 

Niger, Nigeria, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, 
Somalia, Sudan, Syria, Togo, Tunisia, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United 
Arab Republic, Upper Volta, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zanzibar. 

Against: Australia, Belgium, Canada, China, France, Federal Republic of Germany, 
Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Republic of Korea, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Thailand, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of 
America. 

Abstaining: Argentina, Austria, Ceylon, Chile, Colombia, Denmark, Finland, 
Greece, Japan, Malaysia, Nepal, Norway, Pakistan, Philippines, South Africa, Spain, 

Sweden, Switzerland, Trinidad and Tobago, Turkey, Venezuela, Republic of Viet Nam. 

Absent:• Afghanistan, Algeria, Bolivia, Burma, Congo (Leopoldville), Costa Rica, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Iceland, Israel, Kenya, 

Madagascar, Mexico, Monaco, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Rwanda, Tanganyika, 
Uganda. 

The draft resolution as amended, was therefore approved by 52 votes to 16, 

with 22 abstentions. 
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The CHAIRMAN, referring to document А17 /Р&B /10, read out the following draft 

resolution 

The Seventeenth World Health Assembly, 

Having considered the report of the Director -General on the 
decisions of the United Nations, the specialized agencies and the 
International Atomic Energy Agency affecting WHO's activities on 
programme matters, 

NOTES the report. 

Decision: The draft resolution was approved. 

Relations with IAEA: Item 2.13 of the Agenda (Resolution EB33.R50; 
Documents А17 /Р&B /10 Add.l and F&B/Conf.Doc. No. 27) 

The DIRECTOR - GENERAL drew attention to document А17 /Р&B /10 Add.l dealing with 

co- ordination with the International Atomic Energy Agency. The documents EB33/1ЭΡ-6 

and EB33 /1+б Add.l annexed to it had been considered by the Executive Board at its 

thirty -third session and had resulted in the adoption of resolution EB33.R50 

(Official Records No. 132, page 27). 

In that resolution the Board reaffirmed the responsibility of WHO at the 

international level for any activities in the field of health involving ionizing 

radiation, including protection from radiation hazards and the medical uses of 

radiation and radioactive isotopes, and called the attention of Member States and 

Associate Members to the responsibilities of their national health authorities in 

the protection of the population from radiation hazards and in the medical uses of 

radiation and radioactive isotopes. It would be recalled that the attention of 

Member States and. Associate Members had been drawn to that resolution, and in 

particular to paragraph 2 thereof, in a letter dated 17 February 1961+. 
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The Committee would note from paragraphs 1 and 6.5 of the report in 

document ЕВз3/46 that the co- ordination of activities related to the use of atomic 

energy would, in accordance with Economic and Social Council Resolution 986 (XXXVI), 

have to be discussed by the Administrative Committee on Co- ordination and was included 

in the draft provisional agenda for its forthcoming thirty -seventh session. He would 

therefore be grateful for the advice and guidance of the Health Assembly on the 

important question of the co- ordination of the activities of WHO with those of IAEA. 

Mr FISCНER (International Atomic Energy Agency) said that there was undoubtedly 

a shared competence between WHO and IAEA, the consequences of which need not be 

particularly serious as far as Technical Assistance projects were concerned, but 

could lead to some duplication in other cases. The Secretariats of both organizations 

were doing everything possible to promote close co- operation and to minimize the 

possible adverse effects of shared responsibilities. 

The International Atomic Energy Agency had been set up to fulfil two main 

functions: first to foster the peaceful uses of atomic energy, and secondly to carry 

out certain regulatory functions by the establishment of standards, in which connexion 

he drew attention to the very explicit provision contained in Article III, A, 

paragraph 6, of its Statute. Authoritative international safety standards of the 

kind enumerated in that provision were urgently needed to ensure that the new reactors 

and laboratories being established in both advanced and developing countries conformed 

to proper safety regulations as far as both construction and operation were concerned. 

During the past six years the Agency had drawn up, or was still in process of preparing, 

some nineteen sets of standard regulations and safety measures dealing with a wide 
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range of. matters, from the,.kü elding of reactors to the transport of radioactive 

materials. It had carried out that task in close co- operation with WHO, ILO and 

FAO and was very appreciative of their help. 

The need of Member States for technical assistance was so great that even the 

combined efforts of both,. organizations could not possibly suffice, and the likelihood 

of serious overlapping was small. But it was, of course, important to avoid 

duplication in, for example, scientific meetings. • The twô organizations were confronted by problems resulting from their respective 

constitutional and statutory provisions and the two Directors- General thus had to 

devise practical method, of working together and obviating an unnecessary waste of 

resources. Co- ordination had, of çóurse, been maintained in the past, but following 

the adoption by the Economic and .Social Council of resolution 986 (XXXVI) the two 

Directors - General had met to discuss the matter and had agreed to exchange scientific 

liaison officers and to take .stepe to reduce administrative, complications in joint 

projects. Consultations between them were continuing and both had agreed that there 

was no problem of co- Ordination at the Secretariat level that could not be solved. 

The Agency had sent WHO two months previously a tentative draft programme which 

would later be submitted to its Board of Governors, and had received WHO's programme 

for 1966' as well 'as the draft programme for 1965. Consultations on how to dovetail 

the two were to, be held the following week. ' ' ' 

He entirely agreed with the Director-General of WHO that the proper foundation 

for practical co- operation had been laid; and the Agency's Board of Governors, 

discussing the matter at its recent series of meetings, had endorsed the steps taken 

by the two Directors- Generàl to' deal with problems arising from shared competence. 



A17 /P&B/Min /1б 
page 18 

Dr AL -WAIST (Iraq) introduced a draft resolution proposed by his delegation 

and that of New Zealand, concerning co- ordination with the International Atomic 

Energy Agency. The text read: 

The Seventeenth World Health Assembly, 

Having considered the report of the Director -General on co- ordination 
with the International Atomic Energy Agency; 

Having considered resolution EB33.R50 of the Executive Board; 

Taking into account resolution 986 (XXXVI) adopted by the Economic 
and Social Council of the United Nations at its thirty -sixth session; 

Cognizant of the constitutional obligations of WHO; 

Recalling the agreement between the International Atomic Energy 
Agency and the World Health Organization and, in particular, Article 1 

setting out the basis for co- operation and consultation; 

Recalling the previous resolutions of the World Health Assembly, 
including resolutions WHA11.50 and WHA13.56; 

Recognizing the importance of the consultations between the Director - 
General of the International Atomic Energy Agency and the Director - General 
of WHO; . and 

Considering the need for fruitful collaboration among WHO and other 
interested agencies in radiation health, 

1. CONGRATULAТES the Director -General on the measures that he has taken 
to develop close co- operation between the World Health Organization and 
the International Atomic Energy Agency, and in particular on the progress 
made in this direction through his discussions with the Director -General of 
the International Atomic Energy Agency; 

2. REAFFIRMS the responsibility of WHO at the international level for any 
activities in the field of health involving ionizing radiation, including 
protection from radiation hazards and the medical uses of radiation and 
radioactive isotopes; 

3. INVITES again the attention of Member States and Associate Members to 
the responsibilities of their national health authorities in the protection 
of the population from radiation hazards and in the medical uses of radiation 
and radioactive isotopes; and 
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4. ENDORSES the request of the Executive Board that the Director -General 
continue his efforts to ensure the closest and earliest collaboration 
between WHO, the International Atomic Energy Agency and other agencies 
concerned in the development of projects and in the organization of meetings 
of mutual interest. 

The ever- increasing use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes had, of course, 

implications for WHO's work, and as was clear from the exchange of letters between: 

the Directors -General of WHO and IAEA there should be no problem of co- ordination 

which could not be solved by discussion between them. 

The subject of relations with IAEA had been discussed at length at the 

thirty -third session of the Executive Board, and had resulted in the adoption of 

resolution FR33.1150. The substance of operative paragraphs 1, 2 and 4 of the 

latter had been incorporated in the joint draft resolution, which also referred 

to the agreement between the two organizations, and in particular Article 1, 

which set out the basis for their co- operation and consultation. 

He fully agreed with the representative of 'AEA that overlapping must and 

could be avoided, and was pleased to learn that co- ordination at secretariat 

level was satisfactory: it was now up to Member governments to ensure that 

co- operation at their level was close. 

The Director -General of WHO was to be commended on the suggestions put 

forward in section 5 of his paper (document EB33/46) about methods of consultation. 

It was noteworthy that both Directors- General seemed to favour some kind of joint 

policy committee that would meet at regular intervals, and he considered that the 

time was ripe for such a step. 
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Sir George GODBER (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) also 

commended the Director -General on the manner in which he had tackled the problem 

of co- ordination. As the representative of IAEA had indicated, there was 

considerable possibility of overlapping between the two organizations so that it was 

reassuring to learn that something was being done to prevent it. 

As in the case of the Executive Board's resolution, he feared that two points 

in the joint draft resolution might be misinterpreted. Operative paragraph 2 

might be misconstrued to mean that WHO had exclusive responsibility at the 

international level for all activities in the field of health involving ionizing 

radiation, etc. That was, of course, not the case, given the existence of such 

bodies as the International Commission on Radiological Protection and the 

International Commission on Radiological Units and Measurements. The ambiguity 

would be removed by the substitution of the word "concern" for the word 

"responsibility" and the substitution of the word "with" for the word "for" after 

the words "international level ". 

He also proposed that, in operative paragraph 3, the words "the appropriate" 

be substituted for the word "their" after the words "responsibilities of ", because 

not only health authorities might be concerned in health matters, as was certainly 

the case in his own country. 

Professor МUNTENDАМ (Netherlands) wondered why operative paragraph 3 of the 

Executive Board's resolution had not been reproduced in the joint draft. 
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Dr, AMMUНDSEN (Denmark) noted with satisfaction that the problem of co-ordination 

was being taken. up by the two Directors- General and was confident that all difficul- 

ties could be overcome with good will on both sides. Analogous problems had to be 

faced at the national level. 

She supported the joint draft resolution and the United Kingdom amendments. 

Dr TERRY (United States of America) said that effective co- ordination between 

the two organizations was vital. The joint draft resolution was clear and deserved 

support:, there seemed to be no need for the United Kingdom amendments. There was 

after all an important difference between "any" and "all" activities; and the term 

"concern" was certainly not strong enough when WHO, had responsibility for dealing 

with health problems caused by radiation. 

He also failed to understand the purport. of the second United Kingdom amendment. 

The intention of operative paragraph 3 in the joint draft resolution was simply to 

ensure that national health authorities were made aware of the existence of health 

problems created by radiation and that they took the necessary action. There was 

no intention of entering into the question of internal demarcation of responsibilities • in any Member State. 
Mr PERERA (Ceylon) said that, having some personal knowledge of both 

organizations, he welcomed the joint draft resolution which would undoubtedly . 

further co- ordination at all levels. The Member States of the specialized agencies 

were all too prone to enlarge programmes of work without making sure that they did 

not encroach upon the province of other agencies, whether directly or indirectly. 
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He supported the United Kingdom amendment to operative paragraph 2, but was 

inclined to think that operative paragraph 3 could be, adopted as it stood. 

Dr' REFSHAUGE`(Australia) associated himself with D А1-WаhЬ 's comments, bute 

considered that the word "any" in operative paragraph 2 went too`f'ar, bécáuse'in 

. . . 

his country`at'lèat it could'be interpreted as meaning "al 1".` The Uniteд Kingdom 

amendments were acceptable to his delegation. 

Dr TEWARI (India) supported the joint draft resolution. Thеte иas' río 'reason 

why WHO should' fight' shy бЁ assuming its proper responsibilities. 

He sympathized with the United Kingdom amendment'to operative paragraph 3, as 

it Would. 'be most undesirable to ignore the need for proper co- ordination between 

the different government departments that might have some responsibility in the 

matter in`á.ny given country. The United Kingdom delegate's point would probably 

bé met'by' the deléton'of the words f their national' health authorities". 

Mr BAUER (Canada) said that part of the difficulty was not due to either 

organization, but was the responsibility of the Member States that had drafted 

IAEA's Statute, and more especially the wording of Article III, A, paragraph. 6. 

It was important for both organizations to bear in mind their individual 

responsibilities and to actin close concert without regard`to considerations of 

prestige, so` that the best results could be achieved at least'`cost. It was ' ' 

evident from th e exchange of letters between the two Directors- Generial that 'both 

had adopted a very reasonable attitudе, and he was confident that`Dr'Cа.ridаu would 

be mindful 6f WHO's speciál düties. 
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Dr GJEBIN (Israel) favoured the joint draft resolution but believed that 

the word "any" should not appear in operative paragraph 2, as it might lead to 

complications. The Director -General of WHO would certainly always find a 

way of ensuring that the Organization discharged its responsibilities effectively. 

Dr EL BORAI (Kuwait) said that the joint draft resolution was constructive 

and required no modification. 

Dr GAYE (Senegal) suggested that any difference of opinion that might have 

arisen about the demarcation of responsibility between the two organizations was 

due to ambiguities in the wording of their agreement, Article I, paragraph 2. 

Both were clearly anxious to co- operate, but the difficulty would probably not 

be resolved until that provision had been reviewed so as to define the respective 

spheres of competence with greater precision. As it stood at present, that 

paragraph seemed to give some preference to IAEA, which might redound to the • disadvantage of health protection. 

Dr AL -WAHBI (Iraq), answering some points made in the discussion, informed 

the delegate from the Netherlands that operative paragraph 3 in the Board's 

resolution had not been incorporated in the joint draft because it seemed 

unnecessary. 

He could not accept the United Kingdom amendment to operative paragraph 2, 

as " responsibility "seemed to him a different matter to "concern ". 
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The amendment to operative paragraph 3 would not improve the text, since there 

Iras no escaping. the fact that WHO had to deal directly with. health authorities and 

could not address itself to other government departments in any country. As the 

word "any" in operative paragraph 2 had been criticized, he would be,prepared to 

delete it, on the understanding that that action would in no way weaken the text or 

that of operative paragraph 1 in the Executive Board's resolution. 

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

that if the word "any" were omitted he would withdraw his amendment to operative 

paragraph 2, which was designed to remove the ambiguity that the word might cause. 

Having heard the explanation of the United States delegate of the sense that 

ъΡr"ld be attributed to operative paragraph 3 in another English - speaking country, 

h would also withdraw his amendment to that paragraph. 

Dr TEWARI (India) said that in the light of the foregoing discussion he would 

withdraw his suggested modification of operative paragraph 3. 

Decisions The joint draft resolution proposed by Iraq and New Zealand, as 
amended by the deletion of the word "any" in operative paragraph 2, was adopted. 

2. FUTURE ORGANIZATIONAL STUDY BY THE EXECUTIVE BOARD: Agenda Item 2.12 
(Resolutions WнА9..30 (third paragraph of preamble) and EB33.Rk0) 

Dr LAYтON, representative of the Executive Board, introduced the subject and 

drew attention to resolution EB33.Rk0 (Official Records No. 132, page 22) which 

ccn gained a draft resolution for adoption by the World Health Assembly. The 

suggestion in the draft resolution that the next subject for study should be 
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"Co- ordination at the national level in relation to the technical co- operation field 

programme of the Organization" was submitted to the Assembly for consideration, 

without prejudice to any other suggestion that might arise. 

Decision: The draft resolution contained in resolution E333.R40 was approved. 

3. ADOPTION OF SEVENTH REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON PROGRAMME AND BUDGET 
(Document А17 /Р&B /23) 

The SECRETARY introduced the Committee's draft seventh report and read out the 

two resolutions contained in it: the first on decisions of the United Nations, 

specialized agencies and the International Atomic Energy Agency affecting WHO's 

activities; and the second on the decisions of the United Nations, specialized 

agencies and IAEA affecting WHO's activities (programme matters). 

Decision: The draft seventh report was adopted. 

4. PARTICIPATION OF WHO IN A WORLD RESEARCН AGENCY FOR CANCER: Supplementary 
Agenda Item (Document A17 /Р&В /20) 

Professor AUJATRц (France). introduced document А17/Р8cB/20 on the establishment. 

of a World Research Agency for Cancer and gave a brief outline of the history of 

the subject. On the initiative of a number of leading representatives of the 

sciences, the arts and literature, the governments which spent large amounts on 

national defence had been invited to divert o5 per cent, of their defence budgets 

to a world institution against cancer. The President of the French Republic had 

immediately accepted the invitation and supported the initiative; and, believing. 
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that it would help the governments concerned to take a decision if they knew, as far 

as was possible, what kind of World Research Agency for Cancer the initiators had in 

mind, had invited the Governments of the United States of America, the Union of Soviet 

Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, Italy 

and the Federal Republic of Germany to arrange a meeting, not of representatives of 

their ministries of foreign affairs, but of their directors of public health and 

cancer experts, to examine the purely technical problems, without considering the 

financial aspects, which were outside their competence. Representatives of those 

countries - with the exception of the Soviet Union which at the time had been unable 

to send experts - had duly met and had agreed to propose the statutes and functions 

set out in document All /Р&B /20. 

Briefly, the agency, without being entirely autonomous, would be directed by a 

board of governors comprising representatives of the contributing States and, if the 

World Health Assembly agreed, the Director - General of WHO. It would also have a 

scientific council appointed in the manner indicated in the document. The adminis- 

tration of the agency could be entrusted to WHO and its Director -General. 

With regard to functions, the experts had considered that the agency ought not 

to set up an international research laboratory, but that instead it should help 

national research laboratories. However, in some countries, where national 

laboratories were insufficiently equipped or developed, certain laboratories might be 

set up, with the consent of those countries, to undertake certain special items of 

research. The functions of the agency would also include the training of research 

workers, the collection and dissemination of information on cancer research, and 

Assistance in various aspects, including epidemiology and pathology. 
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An important fact, which did not appear explicitly in the document, was that 

the initiative had coincided with two other actions: the late President Kennedy's 

statement on world research at the eighteenth session of the United Nations General 

Assembly; and the World Health Organization's proposal for a World Health Research 

Centre. The proposed agency's functions would be much more limited than those 

envisaged for the World Health Research Centre, which would be concerned with many 

other diseases besides cancer; moreover it would only involve those countries that 

were ready to participate and assume a share in the financing. If W10 should agree 

to take part in the administration of the agency, it would not involve any cost to 

the Organization, for all expenses would be paid by the governments financing the 

agency. 

Now that contact had been made, through the public health and cancer experts, 

the governments would have to decide what they wanted to do. The Director-General 

of WHO had immediately accepted an invitation to attend the meetings and his advice 

had been invaluable. He had, of course, attended in a purely unofficial capacity; 

but if any progress were to be made in setting up the proposed agency, and if 

collaboration between it and WHO -- which seemed to him essential - were to be 

envisaged, the Director -General would need the Health Assembly's authorization to 

start discussion with the countries concerned - though without, of course, committing 

the Organization in any way. 

He therefore presented, on behalf of the delegates of the Federal Republic of 

Germany, France, Italy, the United Kingdom and the United States of America, the 

following draft resolution: 
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The Seventeenth World Health Assembly, 

Considering the initiative taken by several governments concerning the 
campaign against cancer, 

Convinced of the advantages that might be derived from a special effort 
of international co- operation in this sphere, 

L. AUTHORIZES the Director - General to enter into discussions with the 
countries concerned with a view to the establishment and operation of a 
World Research Agency for Cancer, and - 

2. REQUESTS the Director- General to report on the progress of these 
discussions at the forthcoming sessions of the Executive Board and the 
World Health Assembly. 

Dr DELAFRESNAYE (Observer for the International Union against Cancer), speaking 

at the invitation of the Chairman, said that the working arrangements between the 

Union and WHO had always been close and fruitful. The Union had chosen Geneva for 

its permanent secretariat because it was the home of WHO; when the proposal for a 

world research agency for cancer was first put forward, the Union's first move had 

been to consult WHO; and since tben, co-operation had become closer than ever. As 

indicated in the document before the Committee, the President of the French Republic 

had invited both WHO and the Union to attend the two meetings in Paris, and during 

the period between those meetings the proposal had been thoroughly discussed at the 

meeting of the Union's Executive Committee in Mexico City. Its conclusions were, 

briefly, as follows. 

First, cancer research could not be considered in any narrow sense; it was not 

a scientific discipline, but rather the expression of a human, medical and biological 

problem, on which the basic sciences of necessity impinged. In addition, therefore, 

to the work already being accomplished in epidemiology, nomenclature, standardization 
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and exchange of scientific information, the proposed agency should also be directed 

towards the expansion of research in- medicine, biology, biochemistry and the related 

sciences, especially in chemical pathology, immunology, virology, endocrinology, 

cytogenetics and the study of the structure and function of the nucleic acids and 

other natural proteins. 

Secondly, the new agency, if it were to be justified, should be able to make a 

substantial contribution to cancer research, both national and international, far 

beyond existing efforts. It should also be capable of rapid development and have 

the control of the funds for financing its basic programme, which should be planned 

with broad vision. If, however, the financial support provided by governments did 

not reach the desired level, the funds available should be used to strengthen directly 

the activities of international institutions and organizations at present working 

effectively but with limited means. 

Thirdly, if, as he hoped, the agency were established and with substantial 

support, its scientific programme would have to be discussed in detail as soon as 

possible. For that purpose he would suggest convening a small but high -level 

scientific group to chart the scientific course of the proposed new agency. If 

the experts were chosen very carefully and after consultation with the appropriate 

bodies, they might become the nucleus for the proposed scientific council envisaged 

for the new agency, and that would ensure continuity between the planning and the 

operative stages. The International Union against Cancer would gladly make 

available the talent and experience of its: scientific commissions and committees, 

which had a long record of achievement in many fields. 
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The Union was grateful to the President of the French Republic for his bold 

initiative which, with wise direction by all concerned, might lead to victory over 

cancer many years sooner than would otherwise have been the case. 

Professor WIDY- WIRSKI (Poland) supported the draft resolution: it was essential 

for WHO to participate in an agency whose purpose was so important. It should not 

be forgotten, however, that cancer was only a part of WHO's total research programme, 

which had been the subject of considerable discussion. 

Dr HEIDE (Norway) supported the draft resolution, but proposed that the opening 

phrase of operative paragraph 1 should be amended to read: "INVITES the Director - 

General to continue discussions with the . . . ". 

Dr AL -AWADI (Kuwait) warmly supported the draft resolution and thanked the 

delegates who had sponsored it. 

Professor AUJAТFU (France), referring to the Norwegian delegate's amendment, 

pointed out that the Director -General could not continue discussions because he had 

only attended the meetings in an unofficial capacity. 

Dr WATT (United States of America) asked what was the effective difference 

between "invites" and "authorizes". 

Dr AL -WAHBI (Iraq) did not see how the Director- General could be asked to 

perform a particular task without being given authority. 

Dr HEIDE (Norway) withdrew his amendment. 
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The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to approve the draft resolution in its 

original form. 

Decisionl The draft resolution was approved. 

5. ADDITIONS TO SEVENTH REPORT OF THE СOMMIT.CEE ON PROGRAMME AND BUDGET 
(Document All /P&В /23 ) 

• The CHAIRMAN suggested that the resolutions adopted under agenda items 2.13, 

• 

2.12 and the supplementary item just concluded should be added to the seventh report. 

It was so agreed. 

6. CLOSURE OF SESSION 

The CHAIRMAN, in closing the session, thanked delegates for their good humour, 

hard work and efficiency. Hе also expressed his gratitude to the Director- General 

and all the members of the Secretariat for their excellent and valuable work. 

Dr AL -WAHBI (Iraq), on behalf of all the delegates, thanked the Chairman, whose 

wisdom had enabled the Committee to find amicable solutions for the many complex 

problems with which they had had to deal, 

The meeting rose at 12.50 p.m. 


