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1. REVIEW OF THE PROGRAMME AND BUDGET ESTIMATES FOR 1971: Item 3.2 of the Agenda 

Organizational meetings: Item 3.2.1 of the Agenda (Official Records No. 179, pp, 19 -20; 

Official Records No. 182, Chapter II, paragraphs 24 -34) 

The CHAIRMAN referred to Official Records No. 179, pages 19 -20, which contained a table 

showing the estimated obligations for 1969, 1970 and 1971 in respect of the meetings of the 

Health Assembly, Executive Board and Regional Committees. A summary of the Board's discussions 

on the item at its forty -fifth session was to be found in Official Records No. 182 (Chapter II, 

paragraphs 24 -34). 

Dr JURICIC, representative of the Executive Board, said that, at the Board's forty -fifth 

session, the Director -General had provided detailed information on his proposal to implement 

the second stage of the extended use of Russian and Spanish at the Health Assembly and Board 

over a two -year rather than a one -year period. That information was given in Appendix 8 to 

Official Records No. 182. After a full discussion on the matter, the Board had decided to 

adopt the Director -General's proposal. 

Mr KANEDA (Japan) noted the reference, in paragraph 34 of Chapter II of Official Records 

No. 182, to the practice followed in one region whereby the host country of a regional committee 

session met the difference in costs of holding such a meeting away from regional headquarters. 

He expressed the hope that other regions would follow suit. 

In the absence of further comments the CHAIRMAN asked the Committee to approve the esti- 

mates for Part I (Organizational Meetings). 

Decision: The estimates for Organizational Meetings were approved. 

Administrative Services: Item 3.2.2 of the Agenda (Official Records No. 179, pp. 94 -110 

and Official Records No. 182, Chapter II, paragraphs 254 -267) 

The CHAIRMAN referred members to Official Records No. 179, pages 94 -110, which related to 

the budget estimates in respect of Administrative Services. A report of the Board's discussion 

on the matter at its forty -fifth session was given in Official Records No. 182 (Chapter II, 

paragraphs 254 -267). 

In the absence of comments he asked the Committee to approve the estimates for Part III 

(Administrative Services). 

Decision: The estimates for Administrative Services were approved. 

Other Purposes: Item 3.2.3 of the Agenda (Official Records No. 179, page 111; Official 

Records No. 182, Chapter II, paragraphs 268 -271) 

The CHAIRMAN said that the budget estimates for Other Services were referred to in Official • 

Records No. 179, page 111, and a report of the Board's discussion on the matter at its forty - 

fifth session was given in Official Records No. 182 (Chapter II, paragraphs 268 -271). 

Mr SIEGEL, Assistant Director -General, said that, under the budget estimates in respect 

of Other Purposes, the Director -General had included provision for two items: repayment of 

loans for the headquarters building, and an addition to the Revolving Fund for Teaching and 

Laboratory Equipment. In resolution WHA23.13, however, the Health Assembly had decided to 

postpone the addition of US$ 100 000 to the Revolving Fund and to use that amount in 1971 for 

the project on monitoring of adverse reactions to drugs. The Health Assembly had also decided 

that the balance of the sum needed for the project was to be advanced from the Working Capital 

Fund. He therefore suggested that, under Part IV (Other Purposes) of the budget estimates, 

the Committee approve only the provision for the repayment of loans for the headquarters building. 
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The CHAIRMAN said that the Revolving Fund for Teaching and Laboratory Equipment was 
primarily a facility for developing countries. He asked how that facility would be provided 
if the allocation under the heading in question was postponed. 

Mr SIEGEL, Assistant Director -General, said that, under resolution WHA19.7, the Revolving 
Fund was authorized to rise to a level of $ 500 000. It now stood at $ 400 000 - and would 
remain at that level if the sum of $ 100 000 originally allocated for 1971 were not provided - 

which amount the Secretariat considered, in the light of experience, would suffice for known 
requirements, since the resources in the fund financed purchases on a reimbursable basis. 

In the absence of further comment the CHAIRMAN asked the Committee to approve the estimates 
for Part IV, section 8 (Other Purposes: Headquarters Building: Repayment of Loans). 

Decision: The estimates for Other Purposes (Headquarters Building: Repayment of Loans) 

were approved. 

TEXT OF THE APPROPRIATION RESOLUTION FOR THE FINANCIAL YEAR 1971: Item 3.2.4 of the 

Agenda (Official Records No. 179, page 14, and Official Records No. 182, Chapter III, 
paragraph 47) 

Draft second report of Committee B to Committee A (Document А23/B/7) 

Mr SIEGEL, Assistant Director -General, introducing the item, said that members of the 

Committee would find the proposed text of the Appropriation Resolution on pages 14 and 15 of 

the Proposed Programme and Budget Estimates (Official Records No. 179). For the Committee's 
convenience, that same text, incorporating the figures approved by the Committee under items 
3.2.1, 3.2.2 and 3.2.3 of its agenda, had been attached to the Committee's second draft report 

(document А23 /В /7) to Committee A which would later enter the figures in Part II of the text 

of the Appropriation Resolution. Under Part IV (Other Purposes), the provision in respect 
of the Revolving Fund for Teaching and Laboratory Equipment had been deleted in accordance with 
the Committee's decision. The figures under Part V had not been discussed by the Committee 
since they were consequential upon those agreed at the time the Tax Equalization Fund had been 

established. In section C of the operative part of the Appropriation Resolution, figures had 

been inserted in respect of casual income, and an indication given of the total amount of the 

assessments against Members in that connexion. 

He assumed that there was no need to read out the proposed text of the Appropriation 
Resolution since the figures inserted therein were all consequential upon the decisions taken 
earlier in the meeting. 

Decis ions: (1) The text of the Appropriation Resolution was approved. 
(2) The Committee's second report to Committee A was adopted. 
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3. CO- ORDINATION WITH THE UNITED NATIONS, THE SPECIALIZED AGENCIES and THE INTERNATIONAL 
ATOMIC ENERGY AGENCY: Item 2.16 of the Agenda (continued) 

Programme matters: Item 2.16.1 of the Agenda (Resolutions WHA22.55 and WHA22.56; 
Documents А23 /P &B /10 and Corr.1, Add.l, Аdd.2 Rev.1) (continued) 

The CHAIRMAN said that a number of draft resolutions had been submitted under the item. 
He suggested that they be considered one by one. 

It was so agreed. 

Health Aspects of Human Rights 

The CHAIRMAN invited consideration of the draft resolution on the health aspects of human 
rights submitted by the delegations of Denmark and Malta and introduced at the Committee's 
twelfth meeting. 

Decision: The draft resolution was approved. 

Drug Dependence 

The CHAIRMAN recalled that the delegations of Cyprus, the Netherlands and the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland had submitted a draft resolution on drug 
dependence (document A23 /B /Conf.Doc. No.10) which had been introduced at the Committee's 
twelfth meeting. The operative paragraphs read: 

1. RECOMMENDS that the World Health Organization should encourage and assist the 

development of improved preventive, treatment and rehabilitation programmes and the 
pursuit of needed knowledge in the field of drug dependence; 

2. URGES Member States to promote preventive, therapeutic, rehabilitative, and research 
programmes in this field; and 

Э. REQUESTS the Director -General 

(i) to develop means for the international collection and exchange of data on the 
prevalence and incidence of drug dependence, and on the human and environmental 
factors associated therewith; 

(ii) to ensure that the constitutional responsibilities of the World Health 

Organization are effectively discharged in any programme for the control of the 

abuse of dependence -producing drugs and are recognized in relevant treaties; 

(iii) to examine the practicability of establishing a standing committee with a 

membership reflecting medical, scientific and social factors involved to advise 

WHO on the need to restrict the availability of any drug on the ground of its 

liability to misuse; and 

(iv) to report to the Executive Board and to the Twenty- fourth World Health Assembly 
on developments in this matter. 

The following amendment to operative paragraph 3 (iii) of that draft resolution had been 

submitted by the delegation of France: 

(iii) to seek the most effective procedures for examining the various factors involved 
of a medical, scientific and social nature and for enabling the Organization to receive 

all useful advice concerning the need to restrict the availability of any drug on the 

grounds of its liability to misuse; 
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Professor AUJALEU (France) said his delegation agreed fully with the substance of the 

draft resolution proposed by the delegations of Cyprus, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom 

but considered that it would be unwise at the present stage to stipulate the procedure by 

which the required objectives would be attained. The amendment proposed to operative 

paragraph 3 (iii) was therefore designed to provide the Director -General with sufficient 

latitude to study all the possibilities, including that of establishing a standing committee. 

Dr VENEDIKTOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said he agreed with the spirit of the 

draft resolution but supported the amendment proposed by the delegate of France. He also 

proposed the deletion of paragraph 3 (ii) since he did not think that WHO was in a position 

to make proposals for a review of the statutes of the United Nations Commission on Narcotic 
Drugs or to interfere in the activities of that organization. The role of WHO in the control 
of the abuse of dependence -producing drugs was an important one, but the primary responsibility 

lay with the Commission on Narcotic Drugs. 

Dr BLOOD (United States of America) said that his delegation, which attached the greatest 
importance to the question of drug dependence, had taken an active part in the session of the 

United Nations Commission on Narcotic Drugs at which the draft protocol on psychotropic 
substances had been drawn up. Most delegations at that session, including his own, had 

agreed to a formulation that respected WHO's judgement in matters pertaining to dependence - 
producing properties and the international control thereof - a formulation that also took 

account of the economic, social, legal, administrative and other relevant factors. 

His Government would continue to work towards a relationship between WHO and the United 

Nations Commission on Narcotic Drugs which took account of their respective roles, and was 

confident that the two bodies would continue to co- operate together in evolving a workable 

control system. 

Referring specifically to the draft resolution, he said that his delegation supported 
sub -paragraph 3 (i), believing that the provision of such data would do much to combat the 

extension of the problem throughout the world. 

Lastly, on operative paragraph 3 (iii), he asked the authors of the draft resolution 

whether the proposed standing committee might not perform the same function as the existing 
Expert Committee on Drug Dependence. His delegation could agree to some study on the matter, 

however. 

Dr ALAN (Turkey) said he was strongly in favour of the draft resolution and supported the 
amendment proposed by the delegation of France. He did not, however, share the views of the 

Soviet and United States delegates, and considered that operative paragraph 3 (ii) should be 

retained. He added that, at the special session of the Commission on Narcotic Drugs, which 
he also had attended, opinions had been divided, those delegates in favour of WHO as the 
guiding and co- ordinating authority in the matter being unfortunately in the minority. They 

had however done everything in their power to ensure that the spirit of the WHO Constitution 
was respected throughout all international,organizations in the United Nations system. 

Sir George GODBER (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) said he was not 
in favour of the amendment proposed by the French delegation, since there was an area of doubt 
which should be removed by some decisive measure. True, the Expert Committee on Drug 
Dependence had made a proposal on the dependence -producing qualities of certain drugs, but 

the matter went beyond purely medical and scientific considerations, particularly in regard 

to methods of control. One of the problems was that drugs were now being produced not only 
from natural resources but also - and more commonly - from synthetic substances which were in 
themselves dependence -producing. To control the situation, a sophisticated combination of 
medical, social and educational measures was needed. The sponsors of the draft resolution 
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therefore considered that an expert group should be appointed to ensure continuity in the 
consideration of drugs of that type. Such a group could include people with other than a 
purely medical interest in the matter and would then carry more conviction with the two 
parties involved than was the case under existing arrangements. Operative paragraph 3 (iii) 

of the draft resolution did not stipulate that there should be a standing committee but only 
asked the Director -General to examine the possibility of setting one up. While agreeing that 
the amendment proposed by the French delegation gave the Director -General more latitude, he 

still wished to retain the reference to the possibility of a standing committee which he 

considered to be important in securing the kind of agreement that did not yet exist in the 

Commission on Narcotic Drugs. Possibly, either the amendment proposed by the delegation of 
France or the operative paragraph as drafted could be modified in order to widen the field 

of consideration for the Director -General while retaining the reference to the standing committee. 

Lastly, on the proposal to delete operative paragraph 3 (ii) he said he appreciated that 
the reference to "relevant treaties" might be too far -reaching in the view of some members. 
His delegation was not especially wedded to that term but considered that the remainder of 
the operative paragraph was important and should remain. 

Professor REXED (Sweden) welcomed the draft resolution. It was, in his opinion, highly 

necessary for WHO to take a more active role in the fight against the widening misuse of 
dependence -producing drugs, which was a world -wide problem. Not only had developments in 

trade and communications increased the availability of substances long known to be open to 
misuse, but modern industry was producing more types of substances that were liable to be 
misused, and many more were to be expected in the future. The problem would be always 

present, though it might take different forms, and WHO must take an active part in its solution. 

With regard to the relations between the United Nations Commission on Narcotic Drugs and 

WHO, the doubts expressed by some members at the most recent session of the Commission (when he 
had represented Sweden) were in part due to WHO's failure hitherto to take the decisive action 

that had been expected from it. Hence the need expressed for instituting other forms of 

scrutiny and control. The draft resolution would be most valuable, in that it urged the 

Director -General to develop the programme, including the collection and exchange of data 

which were needed for an understanding of the problem and which would also be useful both 
for discussion within the Organization and for the development of its views on the establishment 
of future control systems. 

The draft resolution also gave due prominence to the development of prevention, treatment 

and rehabilitation programmes - tasks of great importance for the future, and where much was 

expected of WHO. All countries had doubts as to the best methods; co- operation between 

medical and social authorities and care institutions needed to be promoted, and technical 

procedures for clinical and social work were required. 

Co- operation between the Commission on Narcotic Drugs and WHO required careful study. 

At the moment, there was a risk of the two organizations taking conflicting courses. The 

majority in the Commission on Narcotics had wanted to modify markedly the role of WHO, by 

taking away its decisive voice in the decision, under the Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs, 

whether a given substance should be subject to control and to what system of control. They 

nevertheless considered that WHO should continue to provide information and advice, but that 

in the final decision the Commission should be independent and might accept, reject or modify 

the proposals from WHO. A minority in the Commission were against a change at the present 

time in WHO's role with regard to the decision on the control status of dependence -producing 

drugs and had recorded that view in the Commission's report. Whereas the minority view might 

not be the right one to facilitate future relations between the two organizations, the majority 

view would involve too radical a change and too great a reduction in the role of WHO. A new 

arrangement was required to enable the two organizations to reach a unified control system, 

acceptable to both. 
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He regarded the request to the Director -General to examine the practicability of establish- 

ing a standing committee (operative paragraph 3(iii)) as an attempt to find the best means of 

achieving that aim, while preserving the leading role of WHO. Whatever complex elements had 
to be taken into account in any control system, the decision on medical and social grounds 
should be the leading factor - not the economic or other issues. 

As he had said in the Commission, the Swedish Government's view was that, since developing 

countries had been asked to make economic sacrifices they could ill- afford, in order to contri- 

bute to the effective control of dependence -producing drugs at a time when most of those drugs 

were obtained from natural products, the developed countries should be asked for similar 

sacrifices in connexion with the industrially -produced drugs that were becoming important for 

the future. It was evident from the present situation that current controls were not effect- 
ive for highly dangerous substances now being misused in many countries. Therefore medical 
and social factors must continue to be the major considerations in the decision to subject a 

drug to control and WHO should remain the organization taking that decision. 

In that connexion, he considered that the statement, in the fourth paragraph of the 

preamble to the draft resolution, that a decision on the control of a substance liable to abuse 
to the extent of constituting a public health problem must be based primarily on medical judge- 
ment gave too much prominence to other interests, by the emphasis conveyed by "primarily ". 

With regard to the reference to the establishment of a standing committee, the amendment 
proposed by the French delegation seemed preferable, as it left the Director -General more 
freedom to explore all the possibilities. By way of compromise, it might be possible to 
insert in the amendment proposed by the delegate of France a reference to the inclusion of the 

establishment of a standing committee among the procedures to be studied. 

Mr SHERIFIS (Cyprus), referring to the amendment proposed by the French delegation, associ- 
ated himself with the delegate of the United Kingdom on the question of the proposed standing 
committee. However if the delegate of France accepted the suggestion by the delegate of 
Sweden, a compromise might be reached by rewording the French amendment slightly to request the 

Director -General to seek the most effective procedures, and in this respect to study, inter 

alia, the advisability of establishing a standing committee. . . 

He said that he was unable to decide whether he could accept the deletion of "primarily" 

from the fourth preambular paragraph, not having quite understood the implications of the 

proposal. 

Professor AUJALEU (France) accepted the suggestion that reference be made to a standing 
committee in the French amendment which would then request the Director -General to seek the 

most effective procedures, not excluding the possibility of establishing a standing committee, 

the rest of the text remaining unchanged. 

Dr VENEDIKTOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) explained that his delegation and his 

Government had always favoured the strictest control of dependence- producing drugs, including 
new drugs of the LSD type. He therefore agreed with the delegate of Sweden that all such 
drugs should be subject to strict control. His delegation also considered that the medical 

aspects were important in decisions as to the manufacture and use of a given drug, though 

other considerations should not be lost sight of. The Soviet Union was represented both in 
WHO and in the Commission on Narcotic Drugs and had always taken the same position in both 
bodies. His Government considered that WHO's role should be important and as clearly defined 

as possible, but was opposed to the Organization's taking the responsibility for organizing 

and exercising control of drug abuse - a task that would be beyond its capacities. 
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He understood and appreciated the views of the delegate of the United Kingdom regarding 
paragraph 3(ii) of the draft resolution. He proposed, however, that if the Committee did not 
agree to its deletion, it should be redrafted as follows: 

(ii) to ensure that the constitutional responsibilities of the World Health 
Organization are effectively discharged in international programmes for the 
control of the abuse of dependence -producing drugs. 

With regard to paragraph 3(iii), he agreed with the suggestion of the delegate of Cyprus 
to include in the amended version proposed by the delegate of France reference to the possi- 
bility of setting up a standing committee. 

Dr STREET (Jamaica) welcomed the prominence given in the draft resolution to treatment 
and rehabilitation which were the corollary of control. He was therefore, in principle, in 

favour of that draft resolution, as amended with a view to achieving full solidarity on the 
important problem of drug dependence. If WHO took the necessary social and rehabilitation 
measures sufficiently into account, the Organization's relations with other United Nations 
bodies would improve and become more comprehensive. The delegate of Sweden had dealt fully, 

from the global point of view, with the various considerations concerning control, and the 
Soviet and revised French versions of the amendment to operative paragraph 3(iii) of the draft 
resolution could be reconciled by the delegations concerned. As he considered that mention 
should be made of the possibility of establishing a standing committee, he supported the draft 
resolution, with the French amendment. 

Sir George GODBER (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) said that the 
Committee seemed to be divided almost solely on the question of whether or not the possibility 
of establishing a standing committee should be mentioned. He recognized that his own original 
draft resolution had inclined rather in favour of such a committee, while the proposal of the 

French delegation inclined rather against it. He therefore suggested a neutral version which 
would consist of the French amendment to operative paragraph 3(iii) with the addition, at the 
end, of ". . . whether by the appointment of a standing committee with appropriate membership, 
or otherwise." 

He accepted the amendment proposed by the delegation of the USSR to operative paragraph 

3(ii) referring to international programmes and dropping the reference to relevant treaties. 

He could also accept the deletion of "primarily" from the fourth preambular paragraph, if 

the first phrase were to refer to the need for control, since that was indeed a matter for 

medical judgement. 

Professor AUJALEU (France) explained that he would prefer to retain his original amendment 

which was self -sufficient. He had accepted the inclusion of a reference to the possible 

establishment of a standing committee because he had not wished the amendment to be construed 
as eliminating that possibility. In reality, his purpose had been not to take sides on the 

question of the standing committee, and to make it clear that the study would show what proced- 
ures would be most effective. 

Commenting in general on the discussion at the request of the delegate of Turkey, the 

DIRECTOR- GENERAL said that he agreed with the delegate of Sweden that WHO should take a much 

more active part in the control of dependence -producing drugs. So far the Organization had 

done what it had been able to do; now there was a need for a new analysis of the situation 

which would define a new role for WHO. 

Regarding the remarks of the delegate of the United Kingdom on the Committee's divided 

opinion on the question of the possible establishment of a standing committee, it was his own 

understanding that he was being called upon to study all possible ways in which WHO could take 

a more active role in work on drug dependence. As for the possible standing committee - one 

measure among many others which he would consider for defining a more active role for the 
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Organization - his only fear was that members of the Committee had in mind a standing committee 

with permanent membership rather than one in which the membership changed, as did that of the 

Advisory Committee on Medical Research, with the evolution of the Organization's programme. 

To have a standing committee with unchanging membership would be, in his opinion, a grave 

mistake. 

On the remaining points, he had little to say except that he would bear in mind that it 

was in the field of the need to control substances liable to abuse that the Committee wished 

the Organization to have the decisive voice, since that was a matter for medical judgement. 

The suggestion that WHO's role should be recognized in relevant treaties had been dropped by 

the co- sponsors' acceptance of the amendment proposed by the delegation of the USSR which 

referred only to ensuring that WHO's constitutional responsibilities were effectively discharged 

in international programmes for the control of the abuse of dependence -producing drugs. 

Noting that no differences of substance remained, the CHAIRMAN suggested that the delega- 

tions of Cyprus, Netherlands and the United Kingdom, as co- sponsors, and those of France and 

the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics who had amended the draft resolution, should jointly 

produce a consolidated draft resolution for further consideration by the Committee at the 

following meeting. 

It was so decided. 

Programme Matters 

The CHAIRMAN then invited the Committee's attention to the following revised draft resolu- 

tion proposed by the delegations of Belgium, Netherlands and Luxembourg (document A23 /B /Сопf. 

Doc.12 Rev.1): 

The Twenty -third World Health Assembly, 

Noting the rapid developments in human activities which are resulting in the 

appearance of situations that are a source of concern from the health viewpoint; 

Considering that the situations thus created are leading to the setting up of 

various bodies some of which are actively participating in the solution of health 

problems; 

With the aim of preventing the unwarranted dispersal or overlapping of effort, 

1. CONFIRMS that the World Health Organization is the United Nations body 

specifically competent to deal with health problems; 

2. AFFIRMS the importance of the co- ordinating role which the World Health 

Organization should play; and 

3. REQUESTS the Director -General to continue his efforts with a view to preventing 

the unwarranted proliferation of health activities and, further, to ensure the 

leading role of WHO in the field of health. 

Dr DE CONINCK (Belgium), introducing the new draft resolution, pointed out that it was a 

shorter and much edulcorated version of the first draft. Its purpose was to confirm that WHO 

was the organization of the United Nations system specifically competent to deal with all 

problems relating to health. That did not mean that it was the only organization; others 

might also be concerned, but WHO should have the primary responsibility and the right of 

scrutiny of the work of other organizations on health matters. For that reason WHO's co- 

ordinating role was stressed in operative paragraph 2. 

He suggested that, for the sake of clarity, the words "by other bodies" should be added 

to operative paragraph 3, which would then read: 
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3. REQUESTS the Director -General to continue his efforts with a view to preventing 
the unwarranted proliferation of health activities by other bodies and, further, to 

ensure the leading role of WHO in the field of health. 

Professor AUJALEU (France) suggested that, as the second preambular paragraph referred 
to the setting up of various bodies some of which were actively participating in the solution 
of health problems, there was no need for the proposed addition. 

Dr DE CONINCK (Belgium) accepted that view and withdrew his proposed amendment. 

Dr SAI (Ghana) said that he did not wish to propose a wording at the moment but he felt 
that operative paragraph 3 could be construed as discouraging all health activities by bodies 
other than WHO, which he thought - was not the intention of the sponsors. 

Mr STERLING (Canada) shared the misgivings expressed by the delegate of Ghana and asked 
for a further explanation by the sponsors of the purpose of operative paragraph 3. 

Dr BLOOD (United States of America) suggested that replacement of the words "unwarranted 
proliferation" by "uncoordinated proliferation" might remove the misgivings of the delegate 
of Ghana. 

Dr DE CONINCK (Belgium) said that the French text referred to " prolifération injustifiée" 
which in his opinion meant "unjustified proliferation ". He requested the help of the 
delegate of the United Kingdom in solving the problem. 

Mr BROWN (Australia) said that his delegation's difficulty was that the draft requested 
the Director-General to prevent proliferation of those activities, when it should be requesting 
him to continue to encourage co- ordinated development of health activities and, further, to 

ensure the leading role of WHO in the field of health. He suggested that operative paragraph 
3 be reworded to that effect. 

He questioned whether WHO being "specifically competent" meant much more than just 
"competent to deal with health problems", in operative paragraph 1 and suggested deletion 
of the word "specifically ". 

Dr QHOBELA (Lesotho) suggested that the transposition of the word "uncoordinated" might 
improve the drafting. The Director -General would then be requested to continue his efforts 

with a view to preventing the proliferation of uncoordinated health activities and, further 

to ensure the leading role of WHO in the field of health. 

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

the sponsors would agree to a more positive approach in which the Director -General would be 

requested "to continue his efforts with a view to the co- ordination of health activities of 
international bodies and the avoidance of wasteful dispersal of effort and, further, to 

ensure the leading role of WHO in the field of health ". 

Dr SAI (Ghana) said that he had intended to suggest that the Committee should re- examine 

operative paragraph 4 of the original draft resolution, of which the draft now under consider- 

ation was the revised version, since that operative paragraph was expressed in a more positive 

way. He would, however, support the wording for operative paragraph 3 proposed by the United 

Kingdom delegate. 
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Dr DE CONINCK (Belgium) said that although it now seemed unnecessary to do so, he would 
be entirely prepared to furnish the explanations requested by the Canadian and Australian 
delegates if they so desired. He thanked the delegate of the United Kingdom for having 

responded to his appeal to provide a way out of the difficulties, which had arisen mainly from 
a certain lack of conformity in translation. The three sponsors were in entire agreement 
with the United Kingdom delegate's proposed wording. 

Professor AUJALEU (France) said that, the French interpretation of the text just proposed 
suggested that if any other body took an initiative in the health sector which had not already 
been taken by WHO, all that the Director -General had to do was to ensure co- ordination by 

avoiding such initiative on his own part. He did not think that that had been the Belgian 
delegation's intention: the idea, he thought, had rather been to maintain WHO's leading role 
in dealing with health problems. 

Dr DE CONINCK (Belgium) said that that was correct and he was therefore constrained to 
reply to the question asked by the Canadian and Australian delegations. The purpose of the 
draft resolution was to prevent other organizations from becoming involved preponderantly 
with problems of an essentially public health nature. He had understood the United Kingdom 
delegate's text as drafted in English to mean that co- ordination should be carried out under 
the auspices of the Director - General of WHO, as the organization with essential and exclusive 
competence for dealing with public health matters, though that did not mean that other 
international organizations might not be involved with related problems. 

Dr ALAN (Turkey) said that he had also thought, like the French delegate, that the 

intention of the draft resolution was to avoid a proliferation of bodies dealing with health 
activities and to ensure that such activities were supervised by the Director -General of WHO. 
The Constitution clearly stipulated that WHO was the co- ordinating body in that respect. 
His delegation had been prepared to support the draft resolution as submitted, but would 
likewise be willing to support it with the proposed amendments if they were accepted by the 
sponsors. 

Dr KRUISINGA (Netherlands) proposed the following wording for the operative paragraph 
concerned, as suggested by the delegate of Lesotho: 

3. REQUESTS the Director -General to continue his efforts with a view to preventing the 
proliferation of uncoordinated health activities and further to ensure the leading role 
of WHO in the field of health. 

That text clearly reflected what the delegations of Belgium, the Netherlands and 
Luxembourg had had in mind. 

Mr PIACITELLI (Italy) supported the Netherlands delegate's proposal, and suggested that 
the Committee should proceed to vote on it. 

Dr STREET (Jamaica) said that the issue concerned the spirit of the operative paragraph 
in question. On the one side the prestige value of a situation was being considered and on 
the other the question of a more positive position to be taken with regard to health activities 
generally. At present the Committee seemed to be ignoring the importance of stressing the 
intrinsic value of health to all organs concerned at the international level - in agriculture, 
finance and other directions. There was a difference between the Netherlands delegation's 
proposal, which sought to prevent the proliferation of uncoordinated health activities, and 
the distinct concept of co- ordination of health activities of international bodies. Co- 
ordination in itself involved an elimination of waste and it therefore seemed unnecessary to 
include the words "and the avoidance of wasteful dispersal of effort ", as had been proposed by 
the delegate of the United Kingdom. He hoped that it would be possible to come to a speedy 
solution by proceeding to a vote. 



A23/B/SR/l3 
page 12 

The DIRECTOR- GENERAL said that he was somewhat concerned about the trend of the discussion. 
It was unnecessary to stimulate other organizations to work in the health sector. The question 
had been under examination for many years, during which a series of organizations had been 
created to deal with health activities. The United Nations itself was daily taking ever more 
interest in the health sector and trying to take over responsibility from WHO in certain areas 
such as the health aspects of population control, water supplies or nutrition, and to create new 
bodies for the purpose. The positive approach suggested by the Australian delegate, and worded 
as suggested by the United Kingdom delegate, gave the impression that he, as Director -General, 
was being asked to co- ordinate the activities of other organizations, while what was really 
desired was to avoid further incursion by other bodies into the health sector and to ensure 
that WHO was allowed to assume its full responsibility. 

Dr SAI (Ghana) suggested that the Committee might revert to the original draft resolution 
(A23/B/Conf.Doc. No.12), where paragraph 4 appeared to cover the points made during the discus- 
sion and the Director -General's observations, in a positive way. 

Dr KRUISINGA (Netherlands) said that the sponsors had revised the original draft resolution 
at the request of some delegations, but would be happy to revert to it if the Committee so 
wished. After hearing the Director -General's comments, his delegation would strongly plead 
against adoption of the wording suggested by the United Kingdom delegate. 

Dr ALAN (Turkey), referring to the Ghanaian delegate's reference to operative paragraph 4 

of the original draft resolution, recalled that the delegate of Belgium had introduced certain 

amendments to that text. 

Dr DE CONINCK (Belgium) said that the Turkish delegate's observations were correct, but 

it had been precisely because some delegations had been unable to agree with that paragraph 

that those amendments had been introduced. Since they had not met with the approval of 

certain delegations a new paragraph, which formed operative paragraph 3 of the revised version, 

had been drafted. In order to bring the discussion to a speedy conclusion he would accept the 

Netherlands delegate's proposal. 

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

would not be voting for the version that had been attributed to him, since he had understood 

that he had merely been acting on request as an additional interpreter in providing a form of 

wording. He would vote in favour of the amendment proposed by the delegate of the Netherlands. 

Professor AUJALEU (France) gave his understanding of a situation that was certainly far 

from clear. The fact that a revised draft for operative paragraph 3 had been submitted by 

one of the sponsors unopposed by the other two sponsors meant that that new wording had been 

substituted for the original one; secondly, the Committee had before it the Australian 

delegate's proposed amendment, as worded by the United Kingdom delegate; thirdly, the delegate 

of Ghana had proposed that the Committee should revert to the original draft; he considered 

that that delegate should submit his proposal to use the wording of the original draft as an 

amendment to the revised draft resolution. 

Mr BROWN (Australia) said that he would withdraw his delegation's initiative for which 

the United Kingdom delegate had provided the form of wording, and would support the Netherlands 

delegate's proposal for redrafting operative paragraph Э. 

Dr AL -WAHBI (Iraq) said that his delegation would prefer the original draft resolution 

to the revised version. 

The DIRECTOR- GENERAL pointed out that the original draft resolution had been withdrawn 

by the sponsors in favour of the revised version. The delegate of Ghana had suggested that 

operative paragraph 3 of the revised version should be replaced by operative paragraph 4 of 

the original draft, but had not so far made a formal amendment to that effect. The Committee 
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at present had before it only the revised draft resolution, operative paragraph 3 of which had 
been amended as proposed by the Netherlands delegation, one of the sponsors. The second 
sponsor had accepted that amendment. The third was absent. 

Dr KOUROUMA (Guinea) said that hasty recourse to a vote was not always a good solution to 
a problem when seeking maximum efficiency. He would propose the setting up of a small working 
group to consider the various points of view and assist in relieving the confusion and attaining 
the maximum efficiency. If that proposal was not accepted, however, he would suggest an 
immediate vote, since further debate would lead only to further confusion. 

In reply to a question by the CHAIRMAN, Dr SAI (Ghana) said that, since the Netherlands 
amendment to operative paragraph 3 had clarified the text, there was no need for him to submit 
a formal amendment and he therefore withdrew the tentative suggestion he had made. 

Dr AVILES (Nicaragua) said that the original draft resolution (A23 /B /Conf.Doc. No.12) and 

particularly paragraph 3, was not clearly worded. A definition of co- ordination was required. 
The English version seemed to contain an error in form and substance. The English and French 
versions of the revised draft resolution were also confusing, particularly for Spanish -speaking 
delegates, who had to rely on the interpretation. 

It should be made clear what the Director -General was required to do in relation to the 
proliferation of organizations concerned with public health activities and to the need for 
co- ordinating such activities. The present situation needed clarification. 

Dr ALAN (Turkey) said that the question raised by the delegate of Nicaragua concerning 
the meaning of the word "co- ordination" was important. The working proposed by the Netherlands 
delegation "Requests the Director -General to continue his efforts with a view to preventing the 
proliferation of uncoordinated health activities . . ." seemed to imply that if such activities 

were co- ordinated there was no need to prevent their proliferation. He would like the delegate 

of France to assist in confirming whether or not that interpretation was correct. 

Professor AUJALEU (France) said that the delegate of Turkey had perfectly understood his 

previous comment and was correct in stating that if the activities were co-ordinated the 

Director -General would appear to have nothing further to do. 

Dr TABONA (Secretary) read out the amended text of operative paragraph 3, as follows: 

3. REQUESTS the Director -General to continue his efforts with a view to preventing 

the proliferation of uncoordinated health activities and, further, to ensure the leading 

role of WHO in the field of health. 

The CHAIRMAN put the revised draft resolution, as amended, to the vote. 

Decision: The revised draft resolution, as amended, was approved by 63 votes to none, 

with 4 abstentions. 

The meeting rose at 12.30 p.m. 


