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1. REVIEW AND APPROVAL 0F THE PROGRAMME AND BUDGET EsТIMAТES FOR 1970: Item 2.2 'of the 
Agenda (Official Records Nos. 171 and 174; Document А22 /Р &B /6) (continued) 

Examination of the Main Features of the Programme: Item 2.2.1 of the Agenda (Official Records 
No. 171; Official Records No. 174, Chapter I, paras 178, Chapter II, paras 1 -14) (continued) 

Recommendation of the Amount of the Effective Working Budget and Budget Level for 1970: 
Item 2.2.2 of the Agenda (Official Records No. 171; Official Records No. 174, Chapter III, 
paras 1 -30, 34 -44, 46 -52; Resolutions WHА21.39 and EB43.R16; Documents А22 /P &B /14 and Corr. 1, 

and А22 /P &B /WP /1) (continued) 

Dr HENRY (Trinidad and Tobago) said that a study of the Executive Board's report on the 
proposed programme and budget for 1970, and of the Director -General's report in document 
А22 /P &B /14, had strengthened his conviction that the effective working budget proposed by the 
Director- General was only a fraction of the amount needed to maintain and promote satisfactory 
health conditions throughout the world. He strongly opposed the drastic reduction in the 
budget advocated by certain delegations and supported the Director- General's report. 

Public health experts were at pains to convince their governments that health was the 
cornerstone of the economic structure. Any attempt to reduce the budget proposed by the 
Director -General would be a retraction of those publicly stated beliefs and would have the 
effect of undermining the health infrastructures of many countries, and thus reducing their 
ability to play their full part in the national and international fight against disease. 

He supported the proposal of the delegate of India. 

Dr КОUROUMA ( Guinea) congratulated the Director- General on the budget he had presented to 

the Health Assembly. It was not always the budgets which showed a savings that proved the 
best in the long tun.' 'Не'was however particularly interested in knowing what- would'be covered 
by the budgetary increase, and how the WHO budget stood in relation to national budgets 
(particularly health budgets) and to the contributions made by other organizations such as 
UNICEF. 

Not to adopt his budget might be construed as a vote of non- confidence in the Director - 
General. He recalled moreover that the characteristic of the developing countries was the 
shocking disproportion between their needs and the immediate possibilities for satisfying those 
needs. WHO had proved its worth over two decades, and obviously, it could not exist - let 

alone expand - unless it were provided with funds commensurate with the needs of the peoples 
of its Member countries. What was needed was a detailed and careful re- examination of the 
proposed programme, to establish the real priorities: he would like to know, for example, 
what proportions of the total budget related respectively to personnel and to the programme. 
But the re- examination should not be carried out in a way that would place new burdens on the 
least favoured countries; nor should it result in a decrease in the programme activities of 
the Organization. 

He reserved his delegation's position until the proposed programme and budget had been 
re- examined. 

Professor GOOSSENS (Belgium) said that he had consistently expressed the opinion that 
a reasonable budget increase was between 8 per cent. and 10 per cent. - although that was 
twice the rate of growth of Belgium's national revenue. That meant between 4 per cent. 
and 5 per cent, to maintain activities at the existing level and between 4 per cent. and 
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5 per cent, for extending the Organization's activities. Even when two Unforeseen . 
expenses had been provided for, there was still a margin for expansion, though slightly less 
than in other years. Any further increase would involve a contribution beyond, the capacity 
of his country. Consequently, he could not support the budget proposed by the Director - 
General, but would vote for the one proposed by the United States representative. 

Dr VIOLAKI- PARASKEVA (Greece) said that it was clear from :the documents and from the 
discussion that the rapid growth of the budget was mainly the result of WHO's various activi- 
ties. She supported the United States representative's proposal. 

Dr ZAARI (Morocco) said that the question of budgetary increase should be viewed in the 
light of current world health problems and needs. In some countries, there had been years 
in which health budgets had been increased by as much as 12 or 15 per cent. In present 
circumstances his delegation considered the figure proposed by the Director- General as fully 
justified and would support it. 

Dr KRUISINGA (Netherlands) supported the proposal of the delegate of India. The 
Director -General's original proposal would have been acceptable to his Government, but it 
had suffered from two decisions taken at the present Assembly: The decision regarding the 
use of Russian and Spanish as working languages, which would have its effect on future 
budgets; and the reduction in the 1969 budget, made chiefly by postponing certain important 
programme items. Items considered for reduction in 1970 included such important subjects 
as environmental health, malaria research and parasitic, diseases 

As for the talk of contributions being a burden on Member States, he recalled the words 
of the Chairman, at the Twenty -first Health Assembly (Official Records No.169, page 409). 
At the seventeenth meeting of the Committee on Programme and Budget, speaking as the delegate 
of Sweden, he had said that the "very clear and concise picture of the situation given by 
the Director- General had highlighted the extent of the world's requirements in respect of 
health. Many delegations had spoken of the need to be realistic, but a true sense of 
realism would only be achieved . . by thinking in terms of the human plight and of the 
suffering throughout the world, rather than in terms of dollars and percentages . . It 

came as something of a shock to realize that the world's needs in respect of infectious 
diseases, nutrition, population expansion, and education and research had to be covered by 
a sum that represented only a small part of the costs expended by a developed country for 
its overall health system." 

In that connexion he would himself point out that the total expenditure on health in 
Europe amounted to some $ 30 000 million, while the total contribution of the European 
countries to WHO amounted to $ 30 million. How could that be a burden on the countries 
concerned? 

He also quoted from the message to Congress on 28 May 1969 of the President of the 
United States of America, who had emphasized that multilateral programmes cushioned politi- 
cal friction between donors and recipients and brought the experience of many nations to 

bear on the development problem; moreover, such programmes explicitly required shared 
contributions among the advanced nations. 

As to comments on the working of WHO, his delegation would support any realistic pro- 
posal to increase the Organization's efficiency. He suggested that the Secretariat should 
try in future years to produce a cost /benefit or cost /effectiveness analysis of its projects. 
Such a study would produce valuable information on future trends and on the important 
question "of the effectiveness of the Organization's work and its part in the growth of 
national welfare and national incomes. It would also be very useful to the financial 
experts who reviewed the budget, and might help t Convince national authorities who were 
not familiar with WHO's work but who were in a position to make decisions on budgetary 
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increases. Developing and developed countries alike would benefit from such studies. The 
need for investment in human beings - in education and health - was generally accepted in 
both developed and developing countries, as essential, from the economic as well as from the 
humanitarian point of view. 

The world where satellites were being sent up into space was also a world where serious 
health problems had to be faced - environmental health, malaria, mental health, drug abuse 
among children. If there was a real desire to do something about those problems, it was 
difficult to understand why the Director -General's proposals should not be firmly supported. 

Dr LAYTON (Canada) said that, while his delegation appreciated the problems facing the 
Director -General, it was unable, for the reasons put forward by the United States representa- 
tive, to support the figure of $ 67 845 700 proposed by the representative of India. 
National and international resources were limited; and, while the primary importance of 
health could not be denied, there were many other pressing needs. 

If the difficulties were to be resolved, priorities should be emphasized within the 

proposed programme, and projects of lesser importance should be deferred. That would enable 
WHO's programme and budget to grow and develop at a reasonable rate without unduly straining 
the financial resources of Member countries. 

He accordingly supported the proposal of the United States delegation for an effective 
working budget of $ 66 500 000, which would provide for the constructive and rewarding 
growth of the more important programme elements and thus meet the wishes of most Members of 

the Organization. 

Dr OTIENDE (Kenya) supported the proposal of the delegate of India. He was satisfied 
that the increase in financial commitments was justified by WHO's activities. 

Dr AL -AWADI (Kuwait) said that the difficulties were due to a number of causes. It 

should not be forgotten that in the budget volume there were still some forty pages of pro- 
jects for which funds were not available, and which were not included in the regular 
programme. The Director -General had, moreover, been faced with unexpected expenditure 
amounting to about $ 600 000. And the increase in national contributions had given rise 
to considerable discussion. obviously, it would be possible to make cuts, but his 
delegation believed that WHO should carry out its full programme. 

As regards the increase in the effective working budget, he said that while health 
might not form a large proportion of national expenditure in some of the developed countries, 
in the developing countries, such as his own, it sometimes amounted to as much as 25 per cent. 

of the national income. Health was an important and essential investment, and he therefore, 
supported the budget as submitted by the Director -General and proposed by the delegate of 
India. The Director- General needed all the support possible; he was sure that he would 
carry out the programme as economically as possible. 

He also agreed with the delegate of the Netherlands: some $ 60 million for health 
seemed very little in comparison with expenditure in other spheres. 

Dr EL -KADI (United Arab Republic) said that the budget increase for 1970 was higher than 
anticipated and would place an extra burden on national budgets. Nevertheless, if it would 

take care of the important health programmes, his country would approve the budget proposed 
by the Director- General. 
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Dr URATA (Japan) said that, while he did not oppose the considerable increase in his 
country's assessment for 1969, the annual increase in the budget should be realistic and at 
a rate which Member countries could support. He agreed with the representative of the Federal 
Republic of Germany that the budget should not be increased by more than 10 per cent. 

He supported the United States proposal.. 

Dr FRANKLANDS (Australia) said that his country was a long- standing supporter of WHO, but 

was concerned at the considerable increases in the budget in recent years. He appreciated the 
complications caused by the unforeseen items, but felt that they should be covered by the 9 per 

cent, increase. He accordingly supported the figure proposed by the delegate of the United 
States. 

Mr XIFRA DE OCERIN (Spain) said that he had been impressed by the views of the delegates 

of the United Arab Republic and Kuwait. Despite the arguments advanced during the discussion 

in favour of reducing the programme and budget and the need for controlling expenditure, he 

would vote for the budget as proposed by the Director- General. 

Mr LWAMAFA (Uganda) supported the budget as submitted by the D{rec'tor-GeneraI and proposed 

by the delegate of India. The Director -General had taken all considerations into account, and 

the budget was a minimum one. He could see no items in it which could be called "prestige" or 

unnecessary items. 

While he understood the arguments of countries such as the united States of America and 
the United Kingdom, he appealed to them to show a spirit of co- operation, and not to give the 

impression that the developing countries were the sole beneficiaries of the WHO programme. 
The contributions of the developing countries might seem small in comparison with those of some 
of the developed countries, but in proportion to national income they represented an equal if 
not greater sacrifice. 

As to the references during the discussion to priorities, he did not see how the Committee, 

or even the Health Assembly, could decide on priorities, since priorities varied from country 
to country. As the Nigerian delegate had observed at the previous meeting, some developed 
countries considered activities in outer space a priority, but the developing countries might 
be forgiven for thinking otherwise. In preparing his programme and budget estimates, the 
Director -General had in fact consulted the regional directors and had thus taken regional 
priorities into account. 

He appealed to the United States delegate and his supporters to reconsider their attitudes 
in the universal interest, and to support the Director - General's budget. The reduction they 
proposed was comparatively small in terms of money. The Director -General could be relied on 
to make all possible savings within the agreed budget level. 

Dr OJALA (Finland) said that the views of his delegation on the significance of the work 
of WHO had already been expressed. The establishment of the level of the effective working 
budget was a crucial matter. His delegation had always supported a reasonable and ordered 
progression in the work of the Organization and, while encouraging measures aimed at increasing 
the internal efficiency of WHO, had also supported the budgetary proposals of the Director - 
General. There did not seem to be any justification for recommending a reduction in the 

budgetary proposals now submitted; his delegation would, consequently, support the proposal of 
the delegate of India. 

Dr BOUITI (Congo -Brazzaville) said that the divergence of views on the level of the budget 
could be summarized by saying that some countries considered that there should be a cut in 

expenditure on certain items which they considered unjustifiable whereas other countries, 
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while accepting the premise that the cost of living had risen generally, were perturbed to note 
that the increases in the budget were required for staff and administration purposes rather 
than for urgent health measures. His delegation took the latter view but would support the 

budget proposed by the Director -General, although with reservations regarding expenses which 
the developing countries would be unwilling to accept. 

Mr SAMUELS (Guyana) said that the divergence of opinion was over a sum which was 
relatively small in comparison to the total budget. It was disappointing to note that some 
delegations were more concerned with voting funds to extend the use of certain languages in the 
Organization than with providing increased assistance for the sick and needy. To view the 
budget proposals in their correct perspective, it was necessary to compare the budget approved 
for 1969 and the original proposal for 1970 and then to consider the increases imposed on the 
Director -General for which supplementary budget estimates had been necessary in 1969 and for 
which additional provision was needed for 1970. The budget for 1969 exceeded the original 
proposals for 1970 by $ 4 722 200 - an increase of 8 per cent., or 1 per cent. less than the 

percentage increase fixed by the Health Assembly in May 1969. The additional supplementary 
budget for 1969 was $2 001 500 while the additional provision for 1970, required because of 
the events which had led to the need for additional funds in 1969, would be $ 2 407 200, 

representing an increase of $ 405 700. The additional provision for 1970 could not be reduced, 
so that any cut in the budget level would mean a reduction of programmes proposed in the 
original budget for 1970, which in his delegation's view was at the minimum level acceptable. 
His delegation was convinced therefore that such a reduction was not justifiable. Nor was 

his delegation satisfied with the items which the Director -General had identified for possible 
postponement or curtailment. Annex 6 to Official Records No. 171 listed projects requested 

by governments but whose implementation would have to be deferred until funds became available. 
Surely the Health Assembly would not relegate to that list projects for which provision had 
already been made in the budget, setting aside the claims of the sick for the sake of saving 
a few dollars. 

Professor OMAR (Afghanistan) said that there were many urgent needs in the field of 
health throughout the world. To meet those needs, however, the budget proposed by the 
Director -General represented a strict minimum in which a balance had been maintained between 
conflicting priorities. He therefore supported the proposal of the delegate of India. 

Mr DJIME (Chad) said that, as a layman attending the Health Assembly for the first time, 
it was with some hesitation that he ventured to enter the debate. It was a daunting thought 
that the budget of the Organization was increasing at a rate of nearly 10 per cent, a year 
while national budgets only increased about 2 to 3 per cent. If, in addition, nearly 
50 per cent, of the Organization's resources was spent on staff salaries, it was easy to 

understand the viewpoint of the delegations who opposed the budget of the Director -General. 
However, the fact that the Organization united countries of differing economic status, must 
be faced and understood if WHO were not to founder. It was better to have faith in multi- 
lateral co- operation, to accept the heavy cost of staff salaries and the increased contribut- 
ions necessary to keep the Organization going. His delegation would therefore support the 
proposal of the delegate of India. 

. . 
Mr TEVOEDJRE (Dahomey) said that, in view of the financial situation of his country, its 

delegations to international organizations were normally instructed to oppose any budgetary 
increases which would affect its assessment. However, the services rendered by WHO, despite 
the dichotomy of views expressed on the subject, were of such value to both developed and 
developing nations that his delegation would support the budget proposed by the Director - 
General in spite of the financial difficulties facing his Government. 
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Piofessói MONDET(Argentina) said that hé didnotagree with the delegateof Guyana that 
attempts were being made to save dollars at the expense of the sick. His delegation was in 
«tауоuг Q гd'сјпgtје хрепdјt'ге.оf the Organization for the benefit of those countries with 
tlте lеаt resources. It was for this reason that his deiegation had, for several years, pro- 
posed the view that the Health Assembly вhоuld be held every two or three years, which would 
герrеепt a considerable financial .ѕаvitg., WО was 4 co-operative effort to improve the 
health of the world but the larget contributors to its funds had their own ?roblems and the 
lesser contributors could not dictate hoiq those funds should be used. 

Мж t.гLЕ (Guyana) said that he had not_. meant to imply that the Health Assembly intended 
tQ: save rnqney at the expense of world health but that would be thе practIcal effect of 
reducing the budget. 

Dr ALAN 'uг'Кеу) said that he felt that the time had corneto move the closure of 
debate in асеоiТаnсе with Rule 61 of the Rulesof Procedure. 

the 

The CHAIPIAN Said that no.,further speakers had signified their intention of taking part 
in the debate and he did not think it would therefore be necessary to vote on the motion for 

Тhe DIRСОR-GЕNЕЕАL expressed his appreciation of the full discussion and the comments 
bу4еlеgаtеѕ, andsaid that he would try to answer some of the questions that had been raised. 

At.,,thë,Outeet, he recalled that in the general discussion on the previous day he had 
tried to explain that the policy concerning the type of work that the Organization should do 
Was not 4еt,егпiinеd by a decision of the игесtог-Gеnегаi.. . The fUnCtions,of WHO, were laid . 

,.. . down. јi, the Constitution - and the delegate of Indonesia' had c,afled attention to some 
articles of the Constitution that dealt with the functions of the ОГgаnizаt.оn. ..Furthermore, 
the Health Assembly had adopted a number of resolutions that made it very clear what were the 
funсtiоnѕ of the,Grganizetion, as he. bad also, explained on the previous day..., . 

He felt bound to say that some of the comments that had been made to the effect that 
certain ,,ншtгiеѕ.. had more, duties and obligations than others to help the developing countries 
of the wor.ld.:dtd apt correspond to the spitit of. the World Health.Organizat.iorx. He believed 
that ,an iаtегпа'tiоnаl organization, should be prepared to help all its Members. On the other 
hand, it was'for the country to decide what type of bilatеа1 assistance. It should have.. He 

lј'еd. that according . 
its cultural experience, a co4ntry might prefer one or other .type 

of help, but., it. was not for the World Health Огgајzatiоn to say how such. a selection should 
he. made..... He did not 'think that the Organization was blindly' trying to cover the same activ- 
.itle,s as the bilateral programmes., That had not happened: the developing countries of the 
world knew, quite well that. if they wished to have the help of WHO that was their right. If 

they wished to ask for help from the bilateral programmes, it was also their right to select 
what type 9f. Ьер they should ask. for. ., B'it. he did not believe that. that, situation could at 
пу. time,be',int,erprete.d as an endeavour by the. World Health OrganizatIon, to substitute. its 

aсtјуitје..foг,thе.Ыlаtегa1 programmes. ' SuCh would never be the intention of WHO, and 

indeed. all .members of.the Committee would realize that any such attempt would, require not a 

bn4et af,$ 7.0 million, but one of $ 706 million and more.. .... , 

.Ѕо'е delegates. ,hadcited the amsaiution to show that governments had the responsibility 
...fогth heal.th of their PeoPles. Тh.t, was true, but other parts, of the Constitution could 
аlо be mentioned: ,. fг example, "The health of all рoрlеѕ is fundamental to the attainment 

of'Pe4ce and aecuritY and.is dependent upon the fullest co-operation of individuals and 
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States." And the Constitution went on to say, "The achievement of any State in the promotion 
and protection of health is of value to all." 

The delegate of the USSR had quoted from an article that had appeared in the WHO Chronicle. 
The passage that he had quoted, however, did not refer to the work of WHO, but to all 

international health work, including the multilateral and bilateral aid, that the African 
countries were receiving. He hoped that he had made it clear that WHO had not been indulging 
in self -criticism and forgetting that others were also playing a part'. 

He would like also to remind the Committee that, contrary to what had been said in the 
discussion, no statement had been made at the session of the Executive Board on behalf of any 
country. The Executive Board was composed of individuals and no representatives of countries 
had commented on the budget. 

He thought that he had answered the question concerning Equatorial Guinea. 

It had also been said that the increase in the budget of WHO was greater than the increase 
in that of any other agency in the United Nations family. The report of the Executive Board 
gave some information regarding the year 1968, and he had in his hands the information for 
1969 that had been presented to the Economic and Social Council at its current session in 

Geneva. And he wished to say that many other agencies of the United Nations had resources 
no less than those of WHO, because they had been able to convince the economists of the value 
of their activities; and the increases had occurred much more quickly in the other agencies 
than in WHO. He could inform the Committee that in the percentage increase, compared with 
1967, under all funds, the rate for WHO was 18.79 per cent., while the United Nations' rate 
was 28.29 per cent. and those of the other three agencies of the "big four" 28.76, 27.94 and 
24.14 per cent. He thought that it was clear form those figures that the statement about 
the impressive increase in the case of WHO, if all sources of funds were taken into consideration, 
did not correspond to reality. 

The Government of the United States had made a proposal that meant, when compared with 
the original budget of 1969, an increase of approximately $ 5 750 000. However, that increase 
included $ 3 483 000 to pay for the increases in salary approved by the United Nations General 
Assembly for the years 1969 and 1970, and a sum of $ 489 800 to pay for the increase in 
General Service salaries and dependants' allowances in Geneva for the years 1969 and 1970. 
And if all the other continuing requirements, and the maintenance of the staff level, were 
taken into consideration, there remained of the United States proposal only $ 904 387. In 
other words less than two per cent. of the increase in the budget would be available for the 
extension of the Organization's work. When the delegate of Belgium had said that he was in 

favour of an increase of eight to nine per cent., because half would be for the maintenance of 
the level and the other four or five per cent, for the increase in the programme, that did not 
correspond to reality with regard to the proposal of the United States of America. 

The delegate of Poland had suggested that the Organization should obtain more from the 
United Nations Development Programme. He fully agreed, but it should not be forgotten that 
the UNDP did not consist only of a secretariat. The members of the Governing Council of 
UNDP should see to it that health programmes figured more largely in UNDP health programmes. 
Only the governments of the countries of the world could emphasize the importance of health 
as a part of the activities of UNDP. With the secretariat he himself had done his best, but 
he did not think he had met with any great success. The delegate of Poland had said also 
that WHO should look for more funds for family planning. He had had no difficulty in getting 
all the funds needed for family planning from UNDP, but that would not provide the balanced 
programme that the Organization should have. It would help to provide the solution for a 
programme, but should not be pursued to the detriment of the normal programme of the 
Organization. 
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He had been hesitating to mention another matter; but he thought it was unavoidable. 
Between the session of the Executive Board and the Health Asséтbly he had been approached 
by a number Qf, the `permanent .delegations in Geneva who had spoken of the problem that would 
arise "in the Assembly because of a confrontation between . the .countries:that paid the largest 
part of the budget and those that paid less. He was sorry, but he could not accept the view 
that the sacrifice of the larger contributors was greater than that of the smaller contributors 
to the Organization. He thought it was quite clear that under democratic procedure the vote 
of the poor was equal to the vote of the rich - or there was no democracy. It was quite clear 
that the question involved was not one of confrontation. Whet, was really required was to try 
to show to the affluent nations of the world eкisting. needs.,. WHO was not trying to cover all 
the needs. He was asking for a budget that did not reach seventy; million dollars. The dele- 
gate of the Nether1aads had made comparisons with the щвoцпts репt by European countries on 
health. He himself would mention only that the budget, of the Massachusetts General Hospital - 
$ 55 000 000 plus $ 15 000 000 for research, a total of $ 70 000 000 - was more than the amount 
the Committee was at present,discussing for the WHO budget,for,1970. 

When the first Development, Decade was started, all their hopes had been in ̀the possibility 
that some investments, 'especially those related to armaments, could little by little be diverted 
to more positive types of activities in the world They had come to the end of the Decade 
without any solution of that problem. In the United Nations he had been given the responsi- 
bility of discussing with his colleagues the question of what would be the result of disarma- 
ment. He did not believe that disarmament would make available all the money that was re- 
quired, but he thought that after a phase of adaptation from an economy of war to an economy 
of peace, the developed countries would be able to do much more for the achievement of positive 
aims. The question was relevant because the Second Development Decade would start in 1971 and 
it would end with the same situation as the first Decade if the affluent nations of the world 
did not find a means wïiereby unproductive investments could be stopped and more productive 
expend.itures.,approved., the hoped therefore that the members of the Committee would understand 
that he did not see the discuss on as He saw it in terms 
of need and as a lack' of communication with the great powers..', He did not believe that any 
government that could 'coldly 'analyse what WHO was trying to do could accept that its contribu- 
tion was a bad investment. . The aim of doing more for the b,eдlefit of all countries of the 
world would also benefit the richer countries; there was no idea at all of bringing about a 
confrontation between developed and developing nations. 

Regardless of the, tesult of the vote, his only appeal was to the delegates who had spoken 
in the name of the dèveloped countries - that they shoцiçi see what message could be delivered to 
bring about easier communication between the World Health Organization and their own govern - 
ments, and to show that the work .of,WHO had one aim only, the betterment of mankind. 

The CHAIRMAN, said that the Committee had before it two proposals: the proposal of the 
delegation of India for the adoption of the revised effective working budget proposed by the 
Director -General for 1970 in an amount of $ 67 845 700 and the proposal of the United States 
delegation for a figure of $ 66 500 000. Since the proposals related to the budget,, they 
required _á: two-thirds majority for. adoption. 
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The United States proposal, being the farther removed from the original was put to the 

vote first. 

The vote was taken by roll- call,the names of the Member States beingдΡ called in the 

English alphabetical order, starting with Pakistan, the letter P having been determined 

by lot. 

The result of the vote was as follows: 

In favour: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, China, 

Colombia, Czechoslovakia, Federal Republic of Germany, France, Greece, Hungary, Italy, 

Japan, Laos, Malta, Mexico, Monaco, Mongolia, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Poland, Portugal, 

Romania, Singapore, Switzerland, Turkey, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 

Ireland, United States of America, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet -Nam. 

Against: Afghanistan, Algeria, Barbados, Burma, Burundi Cameroon, Central African 

Republic, Ceylon, Chad, Chile, Congo (Brazzaville), Democratic Republic of Congo, 

Cuba, Cyprus, Dahomey, Denmark, Ecuador, Ethiopia, Finland, Gabon, Ghana, Guyana, 

Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Israel, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, 

Liberia, Libya, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, 

Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Philippines, 

Rwanda, Sierra Leone, Spain, Sudan, Sweden, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, 

Tunisia, Uganda, United Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, 

Yugoslavia, Zambia 

Abstaining: Cambodia, Guinea, Ireland, Senegal, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 

Western Samoa. 

Absent: Bolivia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, 

Jordan, Lesotho, Peru, Republic of Korea, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Southern Yemen, 

Syria, Yemen. 

The CHAIRMAN announced the result of the voting as follows: 

Number of members present and voting 99 

Number required for two - thirds majority 66 

In favour 34 

Against 65 

Abstaining 6 

Absent 15 

Decision: The proposal was therefore rejected, not having obtained the required two- 

thirds majority. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the proposal of the delegation of India for the adoption 

of the revised effective working budget proposed by the Director -General for 1970 in an 

amount of $67 845 700. 

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

English alphabetical order, starting with Pakistan, the letter P having been determined by lot. 

The result of the vote was as follows 

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Barbados, Burma, Burundi, Cameroon, Central African 
Republic, Ceylon, Chad, Chile, China, Congo (Brazzaville), Democratic Republic of Congo, 

Cuba, Cyprus, Dahomey, Denmark, Ecuador, Ethiopia, Finland, Gabon, Ghana, Guyana, Iceland, 

India, Indonesia, Iran, Israel, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, 

Liberia, Libya, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, 
Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Philippines, 
Rwanda, Sierra Leone, Spain, Sudan, Sweden, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, 

Uganda, United Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Yugoslavia, 
Zambia. 
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Against: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, Colombia, 
Czechoslovakia -, Federal Republic of Germany, France, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, 
Japan,'•la-ita., Mexico, Monaco, Mongolia, -New Zealand, Nicaragua, Poland, Portugal, 
Romaania,:Singapore, Switzerland, Turkey, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United 
Kingdom с* 13r eat Britain and. Northern Ireland, United States of America, Uruguay, 

.:Venezuelа, Western Samoa.. 

Abstaining: Cambodia, Guinea, Laos, Republic of Korea, Senegal, Viet -Nam. 

-:Absent;. Bolivia, Costa- Rica, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, 
Lesotho,.Peru, Saudi Arabia -, Somalia, Southern Yemen, Syria, Yemen._ 

The CHAIRMAN announced the result of - -the voting as follows: 

Number of members present and voting 101 
Number required for two- thirds majority . . . . -68 
In favour .. . . : . . . . 6 7 

Against:. .34 

Abstaining. .. 6 

. Absent. . . . . . . . . 13. 

Decision:--The proposal was therefore rejected, -not having obtained the required two- 
thirds, majority' 

'Dr ALVAREZ '(Mexico) said that :since the. two proposals before the Committee had been 
rejected because they had not obtained the required two -thirds majority, his delegation,' 
bearing in mind the fact that -WHO required larger funds for -its health programmes but that the 
economies of -many countries -were not in a fit state tó meet increased contributions to the 
work of international organizations, formally moved a compromise proposal to establish the budget 
level at a figire midway between that proposed by the Director -General and that proposed by the 
United States delegation, namely $ 67 17.2 "850. 

Dr'EVANG- '(Norway), speaking-On a point of order, moved the temporary suspension of the 
dieëting tó-giVe- delegations -an'- opportunity of consulting on-the situation that had arisen. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Norwegian motion for suspension of the meeting. 

Derision: The motion for suspension was adopted by 93 votes to 1, with 3 abstentions. 

The meeting was suspended at :5.10 p.m. and was resumed at 5.40 p.m. 

Dr N'DIAYE (Senegal) said that the concern he had expressed that morning had been confirmed 
by the two votes' just" taken which had - rejected -the two proposals - before the Committee. In an 
attempt to reach a compromise solution, which would enable the Director -General to carry out 
the work entrusted to him, he proposed a figure of $ 67 500 000 for the 1970 budget. That 
proposal- would_permit a more -or" -less normal functioning of -the programme since it subtracted 
only $ 345 700 from the Director -General's proposed budget. Moreover", it was only $ 1 000 000 
greater than the figure proposed by the United States delegation, a comparatively small sum - 
in the budget of some States. He therefore urged -the Committee to give favorable consideration 
to his proposal. 

Mr XIFRA de OCERIN- (Spain)` said that his delegation wholeheartedly endorsed the proposal 

of thé 'Méxican delegation.' 
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Dr SULIANTI SAROSO (Indonesia) said that she was satisfied, frám whit the Director- General 
had said, that he would find it impossible to carry out his proposed programme satisfactorily 
if the budget figure were reduced. Her Government had full confidence in the Director - 
General's judgement over a period of many years and she therefore wished to propose a compromise 
figure little below that recommended by the Director -General and which, being a round figure 
would make budget adjustments easier. She therefore moved that a figure of $67 800 000 be 
adopted for the 1970 budget. 

Dr KOUROUMA (Guinea) said that his delegation had abstained in the two votes just taken 
by the Committee because it had not found the necessary elements of reassurance in the 
Director -General's speech. A reduction in the budget level, however, would mean a failure 
not for the Director -General himself but for the Organization. A point of crisis had been 
reached And a positive solution must be found. 

Explaining his delegation's vote more fully, he said that after a careful study of the 
proposed budget he had noted that nearly 95 per cent. was allocated to items which, while 
useful, were not vital to the African countries. Some years previously the African delegations 
had asked for a change in methodology and had requested that the Organization should in future 
consider providing aid in a more concrete form. However, that did not appear to have been fully 
understood since at the present time such concrete forms of aid represented only some 6 per cent. 
of the budget. Various delegates had stated that the concept of world health was a universal 
concept and that there was no difference between the real needs of the developed countries and 
those of the less developed. He must point out, however, that there were still great discrepr 
ancies in various parts of the world between, for example, infant mortality rates and between 
the numbers of doctors per 1000 inhabitants. His delegation, therefore, while urging that 
consideration should be given to the suggestions it had made for a re- structuring of co- operation 
with WHO, supported the proposal made by the delegate of Senegal for a budget level of 

$67 500 000. 

Dr BARRI (Tunisia) supported the delegate of Senegal's proposal. 

Mr TSEGHE (Ethiopia) said that since it was no longer possible to support the budget 
figure proposed by the Director -General, his delegation supported the next highest figure which 
was that proposed by the delegate of Indonesia. 

Dr EVANG (Norway) said that while the Committee was trying to reach a compromise in a spirit 
of conciliation it must adopt a realistic attitude towards the facts and realize that since the 
figure proposed by the Director -General had been rejected by only one vote, there was a consider - 
able majority in favour of it. He therefore felt that the only fair compromise was a figure 
very close to that proposed by the Director -General and he urged all delegations to vote for 
the Indonesian proposal. 

Dr STRALAU (Federal Republic of Germany) said that his delegation supported the proposal 
of the delegation of Mexico. 

Dr KONE (Ivory Cost) endorsed the view expressed by the delegate of Norway and urged the 
delegate of Senegal to facilitate matters by withdrawing his proposal. 

Dr EL -KADI (United Arab Republic) supported the figure proposed by the Indonesian 
delegate. 

Dr BEDAYA N'GARO (Central African Republic) said that the heated discussions which took 
place each year before the budget was approved bore witness to the sense of responsibility 
of the Director -General. It was true, as the Director -General had said, that other specialized 
agencies received more funds than WHO. It was only with the introduction of the concept of 
public health that it had become possible to' convince the economists that health was not a 
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non- productive field and that, it wa§ justifiable to' devote increasing funds to its promotion, 
but that was still truer` at the national thanat the international level. It was essential 
that the populations of all countries should be educated to understand the importance of health 
as a world concept, and that, delegates should explain to their respective governments the 
importance of increased contributions. His delegation therefore rejected the figure proposed 
by the Mexican delegate, as too low, and supported the Indonesian proposal. 

Sir George GODBER;. (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) said that he was 
deeply disturbed by what,' was occurring in the Committee. What 'the Norwegian delegate had 
described as a compromise was'not'bу any means a compromise, nor was any effort at conciliation 
being made. What had been .proposed appeared to be an attempt to force a second vote on the 
same issue and his delegation would have no part of such a proceeding. Such tactics could 
only be of harm to the Organization in the long run. In his view, the proposals made by the 
delegates of Mexico and Sеnegаl were the only serious attempts to reach an intermediate 
position and of the two; proposals • he preferred that of Mexico and would vote for it. 

Mr CHUA (:Singapore) said that the Director -General's proposal had been a good one, but 
nevertheless it was right that a ceiling should be put on annual budget increases. The 
delegations which had voted earlier for the lower figure, and hence against the Director - 
General's proposal, had vindicated that principle so that the'actual - figure decided upon 
for the budget level was now immaterial. To facilitate the Committee's work, he proposed 
that; the three delegations which had proposed figures should consult each other with a view g P P g 
to reaching agreement on a common figure. His delegation was prepared to vote for any 
figure thug agreed 'upon. 

Dr HAPPI (Cameroon) .agreed that it would be wise to reduce' the number of proposals to a 
minimum or there would, be a danger that none would obtain the required two -thirds majority. 
He:- believedthat, like his delegation, the majority had wanted the adoption of the Director - 
General's proposal, and, since the proposals of the Indonesian and Senegalese delegations were 
closest to that _'proposal,,he suggested that those two delegations should try to agree on a 
figure. 

Or DALY (Tunisia) supported that suggestion. 

Dr KEITA (Guinea) rsaid,tha:t :he thought that the figure proposed by the Senegalese 
delegatјoп, which was approximately` half -way between the Other two figures proposed, had the 
greatest 4hance of being-accepted.' "Moreover, it was only some $300 000 lower than the 
Director-General's alternative,pr000sal, and he was sure that the Director- General would be 
able to find that sum during th'e year:` 

Dr FERREIRA- '.(Вtagil.) said, he was sure that as professional men, : no individual present 
would willingly vote for,any figure which would lead to °`the 'cutting down of activities in the 
public health field., ;However;, delegates were under instructions from their Governments. 
His instructions were to vote for the smallest possible increase in the budget, and consequently 
he would vote for the Mexican proposal. 

Mr LWAMAFA (Uganda) said that no-one had offered valid reasons for not accepting the 
Director -General's estimates, which had been carefully studied and pruned, and discussed with 
the Regional Of ice''s and the Executive Board. The preparation of estimates lost all meaning 
if a decision was taken on the basis of figures proposed at random. There was something 
wrong if while talking of promoting universality and the brotherhood of man, a relatively 
insignificant sum was allowed to obstruct acceptance of the carefully prepared estimates of 
the Director -General. Nis delegation could see no proper reasoning for voting for any of 
the three figures proposed. 
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Dr EVANG (Norway), referring to the United Kingdom delegate's remarks, said that his 

delegation had based its earlier vote on the belief that WHO would not be hurt if the 

Director -General's proposal was accepted. It believed, moreover, that it would be in the 

best interests of the Organization and of its Members if a budget level as close as possible 
to that proposed by the Director - General was approved. 

Dr GEHRIG (United States of America) said that the position adopted by his delegation 
was not due to a lack of interest in WHO's work or to a lack of confidence in the 
Director- General. The figure of $67 172 000 proposed by the Mexican delegation was half -way 
between the figure proposed by the United. States and the one proposed by the Director- General, 
and that was the figure his delegation would vote for. It would be unable to vote for any 
higher figure. 

Dr SULIANTI SAROSO (Indonesia) said her delegation believed that since the Director - 
General's proposal had just failed to obtain the required two -thirds majority, a figure 
slightly lower would reflect the wishes of the majority. It had made its proposal in the 
best interests of the Organization and regretted that it was inacceptable to the United 
Kingdom delegation. 

Dr DURAISWAMI (India) associated himself with the Indonesian delegate's views. 

Sir George GODBER (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) said that he wished 
to make it quite clear that he had not intended to suggest that the action of the. Indonesian 
delegation was open to contempt. That an attempt was being made to get a further vote on 
something which had already been rejected seemed to have been confirmed by the previous two 
speakers. 

Mr ISSA ABRAHIM (Niger) observed that a sum of $300,000 separated the figures proposed by 
the Indonesian and the Senegalese delegates and in the interests of compromise, he proposed =• 
that that sum should be split and that. the figure of the budget ceiling should be fixed at 
$67 650 000. 

Dr SULIANTI SAROSA (Indonesia) and Dr. N'DIAYE (Senegal) accepted that compromise figure 
and withdrew their own proposals. 

Professor AUJALEU (France) said that his delegation would vote for _the figure proposed 
by the Mexican delegation; in no circumstances could it vote for, a higher .figure. 

Mr DJIME (Chad) supported the Niger delegate's proposal. 

Dr LAYTON (Canada), Dr GONZALEZ (Venezuela), Dr SAENZ- SANGUINETTI (Uruguay), and 
Dr ALAN (Turkey) supported the Mexican proposal. 

Dr KRUISINGA (Netherlands) moved the closure of the debate. 

The CHAIRMAN read out Rule 61 of the Rules of Procedure of the World Health Assembly and, 
in the absence of any speakers against the closure, put the motion to.the.vote. 

Decision: The motion for the closure of the debate was unanimously adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN said there were two proposals before the Committee, the first being the 
proposal of the Mexican delegation that the effective working budget for 1970 should be fixed 
in the amount of $67 172 850, and the second that of the delegation of Niger that it be 
fixed in the amount of $67 650 000. In accordance with Rule 66 of the Rules of Procedure, a 

vote would be taken first on the proposal of the delegation of Niger since that amounted town 
amendment of the original proposal. 
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Professor AUJALEU (France), speaking on a point of order, asked if the Indian proposal, 
which háс bëëñ ksјèeted earlier, was not the original proposal, in which case the proposal 
furthest removed from the original proposal would be that of the Mexican delegation. 

Mr VIGNES (Legal Office) said he did not think the current discussion could be interpreted 
in that way. A vote had been taken earlier on two proposals, both of which had been rejected. 
A new discussion had then taken place during which new proposals had been made, and those 
proposals should be considered independently of the earlier ones. 

Professor AUJALEU (France) said he would bow before that opinion, but he nevertheless 
maintained his own views on the subject. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the proposal of the delegation of Niger that the effective 
working budget for 1970 be fixed in the amount of $67 650000. 

Dr HENRY (Trinidad and Tobago) asked that the vote be taken by roll -call. 

The vote was taken byy ГФ11 -call, the names of the Member States being called in the English 
alphabetical order, starting with Yemen, the letter X having, been determined by lot. 

The -, voting was as follows: 

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Barbados, Burma, Burundi, Cambodia, Cameroon, 
Central African Republic, Ceylon, Chad, Chile, China, Congo (Brazzaville), Democratic 
Republic of the Congo, Cyprus, Dahomey, Denmark, Ecuador, Ethiopia, Finland, Gabon, 
Ghana, Guinea, Guyana, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Israel, Ivory Cost, Jamaica, 
Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Libya, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, 
Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, 
Pakistan, Panama, Philippines, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Sudan, 

Sweden, Syria, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Uganda, United Arab Republic, 
United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Yemen, Yugoslavia. 

Against: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, 

Colombia,,.Czechoslovakia, Federal Republic.of Germany, France, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, 
Italy, Japan, Malta, Mexico, Monaco, Mongolia, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Poland, Portugal, 

Romania, Singapore, Switzerland, Turkey, Union of,Soviet Socialist Republics, United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America, Uruguay, 
Venezuela, Western Samoa. 

Abstaining: Cuba, Laos, Republic of Korea, Spain, Viet -Nam. 

Absent: Bolivia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, 

Lesotho, Peru, Somalia, Southern Yemen, Zambia. 

The CHAIRMAN announced the result of the voting as follows: 

Number of members present and voting: 104 

Number required for a two -thirds majority: . 70 

In favour• 7n 
Against • 34 

Abstentions 5 

Absent: 11 
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Decision: The proposal for an effective working budget of US$ 67 650 000 was therefore 
adopted. 

Mr TEVOEDJRE (Dahomey) said that the vote showed that the Directo-Ganeral had in effect 
obtained a large majority of votes in favour of his budget proposals and was thus a confirmation 
of the Assembly's confidence in him, He was sure that the socialist And capitalist countries, 
which were all democratic, would rally to the decision of the majority) 

Dr DALY (Tunisia), Rapporteur, read out the following draft resolttion: 

The Twenty -second World Health Assembly 

DECIDES that: 

(1) The effective working budget for 1970 shall be US$ 67 650 000; 

(2) The budget level shall be established in an amount equal to the effective 
working budget as provided in paragraph 1 above, plus the assessments represented by 
the Undistributed Reserve, and 

(3) The budget for 1970 shall be financed by assessments on Members after 
deducting: 

(i) • the amount of US$ 1 268 624 available by reimbursement from the Technical 
Assistance component of the United Nations Development Programme, 

(ii) the amount of US$ 997 376 available as casual income for 1970, 

(iii) the amount of U$$ 49 000 available by transfer to Casual income from the 
General Account for Ündesignated Contributions in the Voа.untary Fund for Health 
Promotion to help finance the assistance to Equatorial G.ttnee. 

Decision: The draft resolution was approved. ' 

2. DRAFT FIRST REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON PROGRAMME AND BUDGET 

Dr DALY (Tunisia), Rapporteur, read out the draft first report of the Committee. 

Decision: The draft report was approved. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the discussion had been a very interesting one, and, considering 
that it had been about some 2 per cent. of the effective working budget originally proposed by 
the Director- General, he did not consider that it could be felt there wee any question of a 

crisis in the life of the Organization. He thanked members of the Committee for their patience. 

The meeting rose at 7.30 p.m. 


