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Note: In this provisional verbatim record speeches delivered in Arabic, Chinese, English, French, Russian or Spanish 
are reproduced in the language used by the speaker; speeches delivered in other languages are given in the English 
or French interpretation. 

This record is regarded as provisional because the texts of speeches have not yet been approved by the speakers. 
Corrections for inclusion in the final version should be handed in to the Conference Officer or sent to the Records 
Service (Room 4013, WHO headquarters)，in writing, before the end of the session. Alternatively, they may be 
forwarded to Chief, Office of Publications, World Health Organization, 1211 Geneva 27, Switzerland before 
2 July 1993. 

Note : Le présent compte rendu in extenso provisoire reproduit dans la langue utilisée par l'orateur les discours 
prononcés en anglais, arabe, chinois, espagnol, français ou russe, et dans leur interprétation anglaise ou française les 
discours prononcés dans d'autres langues. 

Ce compte rendu est considéré comme un document provisoire, le texte des interventions n'ayant pas encore été 
approuvé par les auteurs de celles-ci. Les rectifications à inclure dans la version définitive doivent, jusqu'à la fin de la 
session, soit être remises par écrit à l'Administrateur du service des Conférences, soit être envoyées au service des 
Comptes rendus (bureau 4013, Siège de l'OMS). Elles peuvent aussi être adressées au Chef du Bureau des 
Publications, Organisation mondiale de la Santé, 1211 Genève 27，cela avant le 2 juillet 1993. 

Примечание : В настоящем предварительном стенографическом отчете о заседании выступления на 

английском, арабском, испанском, китайском, русском или французском языках воспроизводятся на 

языке о р ат о р а ; выступления на других языках воспроизводятся в переводе на английский или фран-

цузский языки. 

Настоящий протокол является предварительным, так как тексты выступлений еще не были одоб-

рены докладчиками. Поправки для включения в окончательный вариант протокола должны быть пред-

ставлены в письменном виде сотруднику по обслуживанию конференций или направлены в Отдел доку-

ментации (комната 4013, штаб-квартира ВОЗ) до окончания се с сии . Они могут быть также вручены 

до 2 июля 1993 г . заведующему редакционно-издательскими службами, Всемирная организация здра-

воохранения, 1211 Женева 27, Швейцария. 

Nota: En la presente acta taquigráfica provisional, los discursos pronunciados en árabe, chino, español, francés, 
inglés o ruso se reproducen en el idioma utilizado por el orador. De los pronunciados en otros idiomas se reprodu-
ce la interpretación al francés o al inglés. 

La presente acta tiene un carácter provisional porque los textos de los discursos no han sido aún aprobados 
por los oradores. Las correcciones que hayan de incluirse en la versión definitiva deberán entregarse, por escrito, al 
oficial de Conferencias o enviarse al Servicio de Actas (despacho 4013, sede de la OMS) antes de que termine la 
reunión. A partir de ese momento, pueden enviarse al Jefe de la Oficina de Publicaciones, Organización Mundial de 
la Salud, 1211 Ginebra 27，Suiza, antes del 2 de julio de 1993. 
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凡是阿拉伯文、中文、英文、法文、俄文或西班牙文的发言，将以发言人所用的语种在本 

临时逐字记录中刊印；其他语种的发言，将以其英文或法文的译文刊印。 

本记录属临时性质，因为发言稿的文本未经发言人审阅。需要列人最后文本的修改，应在 

本届会议结束以前书面提交会务官员或送记录办公室（世界卫生组织总部4013室），或者在19 

93年7月2日以前寄给瑞士 1211日内瓦27,世界卫生组织出版办公室负责人。 
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1. THIRD REPORT OF COMMITTEE A 

TROISIEME RAPPORT DE LA COMMISSION A 

The PRESIDENT: 

The Assembly is called to order. 

On this the very last day of the World Health Assembly 1993 we have four reports to consider. We will 
first take up the third and fourth reports of Committee A. Then, at the request of the Chairman of 
Committee В and in consultation with the President, in view of the interest generated by the debate on AIDS, 
we will take up the fifth report of Committee В before taking up its fourth report. So we shall now consider 
the third report of Committee A, as contained in document A46/52, and please, as customary, disregard the 
word "Draft" as this report was adopted by the Committee without amendments. This report contains four 
resolutions which I shall invite the Assembly to adopt one after the other. 

It has been drawn to my attention that there is an error in the French translation of the first resolution 
appearing on page 2 "Increased support under the programme of intensified cooperation with countries in 
greatest need, in particular for the African countries". Operative paragraph 2，subparagraph (1) should read: 
"1) de concentrer les efforts sur les priorités sanitaires" etc. The words "de l'OMS" should be deleted. Is the 
Assembly willing to adopt the first resolution entitled: "Increased support under the programme of intensified 
cooperation with countries in greatest need, in particular for the African countries"? I see no objections, 
therefore the resolution is adopted. 

We shall now consider the second resolution entitled: "Dengue prevention and control". I see no 
objections, the resolution is adopted. 

Is the Assembly willing to adopt the third resolution entitled: "Control of malaria"? I see no objections, 
therefore the resolution is adopted. 

We shall now consider the fourth resolution entitled: "Eradication of poliomyelitis". I see no objections, 
therefore the resolution is adopted and the Assembly has therefore approved the third report of Committee A. 

2. FOURTH REPORT OF COMMITTEE A 

QUATRIEME RAPPORT DE LA COMMISSION A 

The PRESIDENT: 

We shall now consider the fourth report of Committee A, as contained in document A46/54. This report 
contains three resolutions which I shall invite the Assembly to adopt one after the other. 

According to Rule 72, the first resolution entitled: "Appropriation resolution for the financial period 
1994-1995" needs a two-thirds majority of the Members present and voting to be adopted. Since Committee A 
adopted it by consensus, I suggest that the plenary also adopt it by consensus. Are there any objections? I see 
none. In the absence of any objections, the resolution is therefore adopted. 

We shall now consider the second resolution entitled: "Budgetary reform". I see no objections, therefore 
the resolution is adopted. 

We shall now consider the third resolution entitled: Tuberculosis programme". I see no objections, 
therefore the resolution is adopted. The Assembly has therefore approved the fourth report of Committee A. 

3. FIFTH REPORT OF COMMITTEE В 

CINQUIEME RAPPORT DE LA COMMISSION В 

The PRESIDENT: 

We shall now, as decided earlier, consider the fifth report of Committee B, as contained in document 

A46/55. This report contains only one resolution which is entitled: "Study on a United Nations Programme 

on HIV/AIDS". Is the Assembly willing to adopt this resolution? I see no objections, therefore the resolution 

is adopted and the Assembly has therefore approved the fifth report of Committee B. 
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4. FOURTH REPORT OF COMMITTEE В 
QUATRIEME RAPPORT DE LA COMMISSION В 

The PRESIDENT: 

We shall now consider the fourth report of Committee B, as contained in document A46/53. Please 
disregard the world "Draft" as the report was adopted without amendment by Committee B. This report 
contains three resolutions which I shall invite the Assembly to adopt one after the other. 

Is the Assembly willing to adopt the first resolution entitled: "Meritorious within-grade increases"? I see 
no objections, therefore the resolution is adopted. 

We shall now consider the second resolution entitled: "Health and medical services in times of armed 
conflict". Can I have a more clear demonstration if anyone wants the floor? I give the floor to the 
distinguished delegate of New Zealand. 

Mrs GREW (New Zealand): 

I apologize for this late intervention. The New Zealand delegation would like it recorded that this 
resolution is particularly narrow as it relates only to medical practitioners. We would have preferred that this 
resolution cover other health professionals, including nurses. The resolution as it stands, and I quote from 
operative paragraph 2’ "CALLS on all parties to armed conflicts to fully adhere to and implement the rules of 
international humanitarian law protecting wounded, sick and shipwrecked persons, as well as medical 
personnel". The definition of medical personnel does not included nurses who, as you are aware Mr President, 
practise in areas of armed conflict. Our delegation believes that the World Health Organization should 
support the protection of all other health professionals working in areas of armed conflict, including nurses. 

I would also like to point out that nurses have in times of armed conflict also breached the principles of 
ethical practice. My delegation believes that the World Health Organization should appeal to all health 
professional associations, including nursing associations, to actively safeguard, promote and monitor strict 
adherence to the established principles of ethical practice. Thank you, Mr President, for allowing me to speak. 

The PRESIDENT: 

I thank the distinguished delegate of New Zealand. I understand we have therefore a proposal for an 
amendment. I give the floor to the distinguished delegate of Turkey. 

Mr CANKOREL (Turkey): 

My delegation joined the consensus in the adoption of this resolution on "Health and medical services in 
times of armed conflict". My Government, however, is not party to the two Additional Protocols of 1977，as 
we have made clear during the deliberations of this resolution in the Committee. I would therefore like to put 
on the record here, once again, that adherence to this resolution does not affect our position in relation to the 
two Additional Protocols of 1977. 

The PRESIDENT: 

The Turkish statement will be duly noted in the record of the World Health Assembly. 
I understand we have a proposal for an amendment from the New Zealand delegation and I understand 

that the content of that amendment should be that: operative paragraph 2 should read as follows: "CALLS on 
all parties to armed conflicts to fully adhere to and implement the rules of international humanitarian law 
protecting wounded, sick and shipwrecked persons, as well as medical and nursing personnel, and to and 
operative paragraph 4 should read "APPEALS to all medical and nursing associations to actively safeguard 
Did I understand that correctly, may I ask you, delegate of New Zealand? I give the floor to the delegate of 
New Zealand. 

Mrs GREW (New Zealand): 

Yes, that would meet our requirements. 
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The PRESIDENT: 

I would then accept that as a formal proposal of amendment to the resolution in document A46/53, 
"Health and medical services in times of armed conflict." And I will first take up the question of whether such 
an amendment could be made. It could be made by a vote, or by a unanimous amendment to the resolution. I 
give the floor to the representative of Jamaica. 

Ms ALLEN (Jamaica): 

Mr President, I thought I understood New Zealand's intervention to indicate that health personnel 
should be reflected there. They said "including nurses", but I think since this is now going to be amended we 
should probably say "health personnel". 

The PRESIDENT: 

I think that we may run into a constitutional problem here, because the wording of the resolution and the 
humanitarian laws is quite exact and we should not go beyond that. I give the floor to the distinguished 
delegate of Morocco. 

Le Dr AKHMISSE (Maroc): 

Je suis navré, mais je crois que nous avons abordé un problème sémiologique; je pense que 
"paramédical" conviendrait mieux parce que, outre le personnel infirmier, il existe aussi d'autres agents de 
santé tels les techniciens d'hygiène, d'assainissement, les techniciens de laboratoire, les ingénieurs sanitaires et 
autres. Par conséquent, je crois que le mot consacré dans ces conditions est "paramédical". 

The PRESIDENT: 

The problem that I would like to indicate in relation to this is that the Geneva Conventions that we are 
dealing with here have a fairly precise wording as to what kind of health care and medical personnel are 
covered. I do not recall exactly the wording, just now, of these Conventions but I think that if we do the 
amendments the way that has been proposed by New Zealand it would not be in conflict with the Geneva 
Conventions but if we expand it beyond that, as had been proposed by the distinguished delegate of Morocco, 
we could perhaps run into trouble. May I ask you, Morocco, whether you will stand on this change in the 
amendment? I give the floor to the distinguished representative of Sweden. 

Le Dr AKHMISSE (Maroc): 

Je demanderais l'avis du Conseiller juridique, ne serait-ce que parce que le Président hésite, n'est pas 

sûr de sa mémoire; il serait peut-être utile de faire appel aux juristes pour trancher de manière définitive et 

plus raisonnable. 

The PRESIDENT: 

I have given the floor to the distinguished delegate of Sweden and I will then give the Legal Counsel the 
possibility to reflect on this. Sweden, please. 

Mr KASTBERG (Sweden): 

Under international humanitarian law, actually "medical personnel" in the documents we have from the 
International Committee of the Red Cross includes doctors, nurses, stretcher-bearers, and so on. So I think, in 
the way the term is utilized consistently in the proposed resolution, we are using language that is defined 
within international humanitarian law and that would cover what New Zealand has proposed. Therefore, we 
may record that our interpretation is accordingly, and therefore we would not need an amendment to the text. 
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The PRESIDENT: 

We then have a proposal for an amendment from New Zealand, and I understand that if we find it in 
good relation to the situation in international humanitarian law, we might take that up as a proposal to be 
added unanimously to the draft resolution. But I will give first the floor to the Legal Counsel to reflect on this. 

Dr PIEL (Legal Counsel): 

I regret that I do not have the specific text of these Rules and Conventions in front of me now. I think 
the President is correct when he draws attention to the fact that some of these Conventions are restrictive in 
the language that they use, speaking of medical personnel. Nevertheless, if it is the intention of the Assembly 
to be more general in its purpose than necessarily just the specific Rules or Conventions, then I think you 
could entertain the proposal of Jamaica. There are several ways to do this: one you could use the New 
Zealand solution of "medical and nursing personnel", or you could use the Jamaica solution of "health 
personnel", or you could say "medical and nursing and other health personnel". If your intention is, in effect, 
to call on all parties in armed conflict to protect all health personnel under general principles of law as well as 
the specific language of certain Conventions, then I think widening the resolution could be acceptable. And in 
that case, in a way, the Jamaica solution is the broadest and simplest approach. 

The PRESIDENT: 

I thank the distinguished Legal Counsel and I give the floor to the delegate of New Zealand. 

Mrs GREW (New Zealand): 

Our delegation believes that if the term "medical personnel" in the Geneva Conventions includes nurses, 
we would be happy with that wording. 

The PRESIDENT: 

I understand that that means that the delegation of New Zealand has withdrawn its proposal of an 
amendment. I give the floor to the distinguished delegate of Barbados. 

Mr TAITT (Barbados): 

I regret that New Zealand is in the process of withdrawing the amendment, because I believe that 
amendment embracing the Jamaica proposal would make the resolution much more efficacious. Therefore, if 
New Zealand withdraws the amendment, I would offer the amendment to use the exact language used by the 
Legal Counsel. That language, as I heard it, was - embracing the Jamaica proposal - "medical, nursing and 
other health personnel". I believe that would make the issue beyond doubt, and that is what we should do, sir. 
Therefore, if New Zealand withdraws, I propose it formally. If New Zealand does not withdraw, I support 
New Zealand. 

The PRESIDENT: 

Then we have a statement from New Zealand on that. Please, New Zealand. 

Mrs GREW (New Zealand): 

New Zealand withdraws its request for an amendment. 

The PRESIDENT: 

We have one of the biggest drafting groups here that I have ever seen. I give the floor to the delegate of 

Sweden. 
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Mr KASTBERG (Sweden): 

When using "medical personnel", we are using the broad categorization of "protected personnel". So I 
would like to ask the Legal Counsel who provided the alternative language whether actually that language 
would not be more restrictive than using the term "medical personnel" which we would generally utilize in the 
sense of "protected personnel" as described in the international agreements literature. 

The PRESIDENT: 

I give the floor now to the Legal Counsel. 

Dr PIEL (Legal Counsel): 

Essentially you have two ways of going about this now. You can read into the record that, when the 
governing body took this decision, it understood the term "medical personnel" in its broader sense. That would 
be part of the record, and from then on historians who wish to interpret this resolution would go to read your 
intention in the language that you used. Now the other alternative you have -1 do not speak English, I speak 
American - is to consider "medical personnel" as possibly having different meanings, not only in different 
Conventions but even in different cultures. In that case, to cover the points made (I think perhaps Barbados 
now has really taken over the proposed amendment) you can make it clear even in the language within this 
resolution, that what is intended is medical personnel, nursing personnel, but that you also mean to protect 
other health personnel like -1 do not know - it could be ambulance drivers, stretcher bearers, primary health 
care workers. The meaning is quite broad and it goes beyond what was perhaps intended in some of the 
specific Conventions. But this Health Assembly, I think, does have the power, if it wishes, to urge all parties in 
armed conflicts to protect medical, nursing and other health personnel. In other words, I think from a legal 
point view I can support Barbados' proposal and I would just check back with Barbados whether it is their 
intention in fact to take over the New Zealand position and to make this a proposed amendment to the 
resolution. 

The PRESIDENT: 

I give the floor to the United Kingdom. 

Dr METTERS (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland): 

For the reasons the Legal Counsel has just given, that there can be ambiguity about the meaning of the 
words "medical personnel", whether or not they include "others", we would support the proposal made by 
Barbados that the intention should be quite clear in the resolution and should include the words "medical» 
nursing and other personnel". 

The PRESIDENT: 

I thank the distinguished delegate of the United Kingdom. I think we are now slowly coming down to a 
proposal for operative paragraph 2 to read "CALLS on all parties to armed conflicts to fully adhere to and 
implement the rules of international humanitarian law protecting wounded, sick and shipwrecked persons, as 
well as medical, nursing and other health personnel We have then to consider also the question of 
operative paragraph 4, for which there was a suggestion I understood as "APPEALS to all medical and nursing 
associations to actively safeguard ..•". Is that also a part of the amendment as suggested by the distinguished 
delegate of Barbados? I give the floor to the distinguished delegate of Barbados. 

Mr ТАГГГ (Barbados): 

It would be my intention to have the consequential amendment, to use the exact language, so that 
operative paragraph 4 would read "APPEALS to all medical, nursing and other health personnel 
associations … A n d while I have the floor, Mr President, might I point out that mine is not a simple or 
specious adjoining to this amendment but, in fact, in the West Indies, precisely because of the change which 
has occurred in the interpretation of "health personnel" we changed the "Faculty of Medicine" to the "Faculty 
of Medical Sciences" in order to embrace the other health personnel. So, it is in keeping with our very strong 
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beliefs that Jamaica would have advanced the first semblance of this amendment and I embrace and endorse it 
fully. So, to repeat, "APPEALS to all medical, nursing and health associations". 

The PRESIDENT: 

I thank the distinguished delegate of Barbados and I give the floor to the delegate of Germany. 

Mr SCHEMEL (Germany): 

On behalf of my delegation I would like first to endorse the amendments proposed now. Secondly, I 
would like to suggest that we insert another subparagraph under operative paragraph 5. After "(4) to report to 
the Forty-eighth World Health Assembly in 1995 through the Executive Board on developments and on action 
taken by WHO to remedy the situations referred to in this resolution" there should be inserted "(5) to transmit 
this resolution to the General Assembly and the Security Council for further consideration". In explanation of 
this amendment, I would like to stress that my Government attaches particular importance to this resolution 
and we think that the General Assembly and the Security Council should also consider this resolution and, if 
they would so wish, adopt it. 

The PRESIDENT: 

I thank the distinguished delegate of Germany. We now have a proposal for the amendment of 
operative paragraph 2, as stated by the distinguished delegate of Barbados. We have a proposal for the 
amendment of operative paragraph 4, as proposed also by Barbados. Finally, we also have a proposal for 
operative paragraph 5，to add a subparagraph (5) saying "to submit this resolution to the General Assembly 
and the Security C o u n c i l H a v e I now understood the amendment proposals? The Legal Counsel would 
like the floor. 

Dr PIEL (Legal Counsel): 

I do not want to be too legalistic about this but if I could perhaps suggest a wording that captures the 
intent of the German proposal, Mr President, it would be "to request the Director-General to transmit this 
resolution to the Secretary-General of the United Nations with a view to its consideration by the United 
Nations General Assembly" and if you wish you could say "and Security Council". That is just to keep our 
channels of communication correct, if you agree. I hope I have captured the intent, using the language that we 
usually do use in these referral situations. 

The PRESIDENT: 

I thank the Legal Counsel. I will now just check with Germany whether that would be in accordance 
with what you have just suggested. May I have the opinion of the delegate of Germany? 

Mr SCHEMEL (Germany): 

Thank you, Mr President. Indeed it reflects our wish. 

The PRESIDENT: 

We have, then, three different amendment proposals. I would like to take them as one amendment, if 
that could be agreed upon by the World Health Assembly. And I propose, since I understand that there is no 
real conflict of interest here, that we regard this as an amendment that we might take unanimously. Is that 
something that could be considered by the World Health Assembly? I see no objections. That means that the 
three amendments that have been considered are now added to the draft resolution, and that this proposal is 
now carried. We shall then go over to the resolution as such, as amended. Can I see anyone asking for the 
floor in relation to that? Is, then, the World Health Assembly willing to adopt the resolution as it is now 
amended? I see no objection. The resolution is adopted. 

Is then this Assembly willing to adopt the third resolution, entitled "Health and environmental effects of 
nuclear weapons"? I give the floor to the United States of America. 
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Mr BOYER (United States of America): 

The delegation of the United States is opposed to the adoption of this resolution. This is a very serious 
issue, and we regret that others have forced the Assembly to take up an issue that lies beyond the competence 
of the World Health Organization. As we have said in Committee B, we are opposed to the resolution 
because of the operative paragraphs that relate to the International Court of Justice. 

No one doubts the terrible health effects that would result from nuclear war. The United States 
sympathizes with and supports many of the comments made by delegates at this Assembly about the evils of 
nuclear war, but a question of whether the use of nuclear weapons is legal being sent to the International 
Court of Justice is an arms control question, and it does not belong in this Organization. This resolution 
would inject the World Health Organization into debates about arms control and disarmament that are the 
responsibility of other organizations in the United Nations system, including the First Committee of the 
General Assembly, as well as other multilateral bodies such as the Conference on Disarmament. The WHO 
Legal Counsel has told Committee В that his opinion is that this resolution is not within the competence of the 
World Health Organization, and my delegation is dismayed that many speakers would choose to disregard the 
advice of the Legal Counsel. We believe that this plenary session should overrule the decision of 
Committee B. 

As Committee В has been told, this resolution would also place a heavy and expensive burden on the 
World Health Organization, which would be responsible for preparing the case for the International Court of 
Justice even though this Organization has no expertise in this area of the law. The World Health Organization 
can ill afford to devote staff time and precious resources to questions - no matter how relevant they are to 
humanity - if they are far outside WHO's competence and mandate. For these reasons, the United States 
delegation calls for a vote on this resolution, and will vote no. 

The PRESIDENT: 

I thank the distinguished delegate of the United States of America. I now have a short list of speakers: 
the United Kingdom, Mexico, Vanuatu, Zambia and Tonga. If anyone else would like the floor, please raise 
your placards now, and please consider the fact that we are drawing to the end of this Assembly and that we 
might run into a situation of problems for many delegates if the discussion draws out too far, so please make 
short interventions. I now give the floor to the United Kingdom. 

Mr CHAPLIN (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland): 

The views of the United Kingdom delegation are similar to those just expressed by my distinguished 
United States colleague. I think it is important to be clear that the question which we have been debating in 
Committee B, and unfortunately have to come back to now, is not one about the effects of the use of nuclear 
weapons on health and the environment. I believe everyone in this hall could probably agree on that. The 
question is what the World Health Organization can and cannot do about this issue. 

We share the belief of WHO's own Legal Counsel, as expressed in Committee B, that this matter is not 
within the competence of WHO. Under Article 76 of its Constitution, WHO can only seek advisory opinions 
of the International Court of Justice on legal questions arising within the competence of WHO. Similarly, 
under Article 96 of the United Nations Charter, United Nations specialized agencies can only request advisory 
opinions of the International Court of Justice on legal questions arising within the scope of their activities. 
The question of the legality of the use of nuclear weapons, which is the central issue raised in the proposed , 
question to the International Court of Justice, is not one for WHO. It is, rather, a question for the First 
Committee of the United Nations General Assembly and the Conference on Disarmament, which even now is 
discussing such questions in this city. I would therefore think it useful, for the benefit of delegations here who 
may not have heard the debate in Committee B, if the Legal Counsel could repeat his view of whether or not 
this question is within the competence of WHO. 

My delegation's view is that a reference to the International Court of Justice is, in any case, a pointless 
and expensive, and a disruptive exercise. It is pointless because it would do nothing to help reduce the health 
or environmental effects of any possible future use of nuclear weapons. It is expensive in the resources which 
would be diverted from more directly relevant health activities, and I think it would be useful to have also from 
the Secretariat a clarification of where the financial resources for this activity are going to come from. It 
would be disruptive in that it will continue to be a divisive issue in this Organization at a time when we should 
all be uniting to tackle the health problems of the world. My delegation therefore supports the United States 
request for a vote on this resolution. It regrets very much that a resolution dealing with a matter outside 
WHO's competence should have taken up so much of the time of the World Health Assembly, and we shall be 
voting against the resolution. 
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The PRESIDENT: 

I thank the distinguished delegate of the United Kingdom, and I give the floor to the delegate of Mexico. 

El Dr. CHAVEZ PEON (México): 

Señor Presidente, distinguidos delegados: Soy consciente del largo trabajo que como integrantes de esta 
Asamblea hemos venido realizando. Por ello, no voy a prolongar mi intervención sobre un tema que ya se 
abordó y que ya obtuvo la aprobación ampliamente mayoritaria de las delegaciones aquí presentes. Sin 
embargo, creo que es importante resaltar el valor de algunos puntos. Distinguidos delegados: La Asamblea 
Mundial no debe perder esta oportunidad histórica ni quedarse a la zaga de los demás foros internacionales en 
los que se está luchando por la paz, por un medio ambiente sano, por una vida humana digna y completa. Por 
el contrario, éste debe ser uno de los foros principales en los que se persigue el bienestar humano, y ese 
bienestar comienza con la salud. 

La Organización Mundial de la Salud fue creada con uno de los fines más nobles que en ese momento 
pudieron haber concebido los Miembros fundadores，y eso precisamente ha hecho que el número de Miembros 
de la Organización Mundial de la Salud haya crecido hasta las cifras que ahora alcanza. No creo necesario 
hacer una extensa argumentación a favor de la salud; ella se defiende por sí sola; asimismo la paz y la 
necesidad de un ambiente sano. Sin embargo, hay juicios cuya evidencia es tan rotunda que accidentalmente 
los dejamos ir. A veces sucede también que creemos que el futuro está más lejos de lo que realmente está. 

Es ahora y no mañana cuando nuestros bosques y mares se están destruyendo; es ahora y no mañana 
cuando nuestros hijos y nietos están naciendo a pedazos; es ahora y no mañana cuando tenemos que detener 
esto y cualquier momento de dilación es una oportunidad perdida para siempre. 

Desde cualquier punto de vista nuestra Organización es uno de los foros más fuertes y respetables 
dentro de la comunidad internacional. Mantengamos su línea y fortalezcámosla en todo momento. Démosle 
vanguardia, no nos prestemos a juegos de intereses ni a presiones de pequeños grupos de dudosa neutralidad y 
con un dudoso amor a la paz o un dudoso deseo de bienestar. Toda la humanidad, toda, debe luchar en favor 
de su propio bienestar. Aquí sólo hay un juego: el de la razón. Debemos ser razonables. Aquí no urgen las 
llamadas a la soberanía ni independencia de cada Estado; aquí urge un llamamiento a la razón. Señores 
delegados: No provoquemos que la deformidad de nuestros hijos y nietos sea el reclamo mudo de nuestra 
actuación el día de hoy. 

Desde el punto de vista técnico y jurídico se han mencionado ya los Artículos correspondientes de 
nuestros documentos básicos y la Comisión В de esta Asamblea decidió por amplia mayoría aprobar la 
competencia de la Organización Mundial de la Salud para solicitar a la Corte Internacional de Justicia una 
opinión consultiva, por lo que no tiene caso repetir este punto que ya ha sido decidido. Asimismo la 
resolución sobre el efecto de las armas nucleares sobre la salud y el medio ambiente fue aprobada con una 
mayoría sobresaliente de 73 votos contra 31, por lo que considero innecesario prolongar más un tema ya 
decidido. Sólo quisiera recordar e insistir en que la opinión consultiva que se solicita a la Corte Internacional 
no implicaría gastos adicionales a la Organización Mundial de la Salud, puesto que, como organismo 
especializado de las Naciones Unidas, tiene derecho a consultar a la Corte sin costos, y porque la consulta que 
hacemos no es sobre la legalidad o ilegalidad del uso de las armas nucleares en sí, sino sobre los efectos que 
ello tiene en la salud y el medio ambiente. Gracias, señor Presidente. 

The PRESIDENT: 

I thank the distinguished delegate of Mexico and I give the floor to the delegate of Vanuatu. 

Mrs LINI (Vanuatu): 

Vanuatu, Ecuador, Panama and Mexico proposed this item on the agenda of this Forty-sixth World 
Health Assembly. If it is not under the mandate of the World Health Assembly to discuss it, as had been 
raised by some delegates, then why is it that the WHO Executive Board agreed to include it in the agenda? 
Vanuatu cosponsored this resolution as its commitment to the health of the international community and its 
contribution to the survival of our human race. Vanuatu has followed the development of nuclear activities 
that have begun and is documented on the devastating effects on environment and the public health, most of 
which has been summarized in document A46/30. The resolution now being questioned is to seek the opinion 
of the International Court of Justice on the use of nuclear weapons in the case of a war. Vanuatu cosponsored 
this resolution because of the following. It is one of the many thousands of small island States that are 
scattered in the Pacific. Nuclear activities in the Pacific began in the early 1950s: uranium mining, 
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manufacture, testing both in the atmosphere and underground, deployment, storage, and now the dumping of 
nuclear waste. After the dismantling of the USSR, there are countries that say there is no longer a danger of 
nuclear war. This resolution would go to complement that view so that a nuclear war is prevented. Why? 
Because as a result of other nuclear activities, the Pacific island States are now already suffering and facing 
complicated health issues which they do not have the expertise to diagnose, the resources to make studies and 
the money for treatment overseas. I refer here to the genetic effects on the people of Bikini and Enewetak. 
Miscarriage is common; women get pregnant for nine months and they give birth to a substance that breathes 
but does not have a face, legs or arms. The increase in leukaemia in the Pacific, the increase in cancer, the 
increase in fish poisoning, the increase in skin diseases, the increase in effects on the food-chain and on the 
ecosystem, and the contaminated water! Radiation physicists point out that the AIDS pandemic first emerged 
during the 1980s in Africa, 20 years after Africa registered the highest level in the world of strontium-90 in 
human bone after they had received heavy fall-out from atmospheric nuclear bomb tests. Speaking as a small 
island State, where our daily food comes from the sea or ocean, our fruits, meat, vegetables and water enjoy no 
protection at all from any environmental disaster, it is a question of survival for us. Already our governments 
are not able to finance the cost of general diseases. These new complicated diseases - WHO, our international 
health organization, also is not able to fund the existing cost. So how can we in the Pacific cope with new 
complicated diseases? How do we hope to achieve the WHO vision of health for all by the year 2000? 

We have heard that it is not a legal issue. Then may I quote the answer to the question on the issue 
when it came up in the House of Commons in December 1992, "The Government sees no need for an advisory 
opinion from the International Court of Justice on the legal status of nuclear weapons". There is no treaty 
which outlaws nuclear weapons. On the contrary, the Non-Proliferation Treaty explicitly recognizes the 
possession of nuclear weapons by nuclear weapon States. I will remind the Health Assembly that atmospheric 
testing in the Pacific only stopped when two countries took the case to the International Court of Justice and 
the International Court of Justice gave the legal opinion positively. Why is it we have also heard that it should 
be taken up in a political forum? Why is it that the United Nations General Assembly resolution of 1987 is 
not respected, which endorses that nuclear weapons are a threat to humanity? As a Minister concerned with 
health, water, population activities and children in Vanuatu and as a Minister from the Pacific, I feel that if 
certain delegates think that this is a political issue and it should not be brought up here, then as a Minister I 
should not be here because I am a politician and I feel that everything has its political, economic and social 
aspect. As a Member of the Non-Aligned Movement, Vanuatu stands by paragraph 9 of the statement of the 
Tenth Conference of Heads of Governments of the Non-Aligned Countries on health and development and 
related issues, adopted in Jakarta, Indonesia, in September 1992, which again reiterates the vision of the 
Movement of Non-Aligned Countries for a nuclear weapon-free world. I speak as an indigenous Pacific 
woman who lives and already is affected by past nuclear activities. I also speak as a Government Minister. 
The experiences that we are facing in the Pacific -1 am saying let us be the last people to experience this. We 
are appealing to everyone else at this World Health Assembly, in Africa, in Asia, in Latin America, in the 
United States, in Europe. We get all our information from you people. We do not have the expertise to give 
us the information. The information I am talking about is coming from Europe, from America, from Latin 
America, from Africa and from everywhere else, and it is coming from scientists, from doctors who feel that 
enough is enough. I am appealing to you. I come from the Pacific and I say, enough is enough. 

The PRESIDENT: 

I thank the distinguished delegate of Vanuatu and I give the floor now to the delegate of Zambia. 

Dr PHIRI (Zambia): 

This resolution was considered and debated for more than a full day by Committee B, and more than 
100 delegates took part in this consideration and debate. All the relevant information was shared and relevant 
issues fully discussed. Committee В in four votes, including two secret ballots, decided that this Assembly has 
the competence to refer the question, in the draft resolution, to the International Court of Justice. The final 
vote in favour of the resolution was quite overwhelming, with a majority of more than two to one. Therefore 
Mr President, we feel that it should not be necessary to prolong these proceedings further by further 
considering and debating this same issue. If, however, a vote is called for, we would ask that this vote be taken 
by secret ballot，according to Rule 78，and be taken immediately. We will be voting for the resolution. 

The PRESIDENT: 

I thank the distinguished delegate of Zambia. We will consider his request for a secret ballot after the 
discussion has been finalized. I give the floor now to the delegate of Tonga. 
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Dr TAPA (Tonga): 

My delegation fully supports the resolution now before this august Assembly, in the firm and definitive 
belief that the health and environmental effects of nuclear weapons are appropriate to be considered and 
decided on by the Health Assembly as falling within the constitutional objective of WHO, in accordance with 
Article 1 of the Constitution, which reads, "The objective of the World Health Organization ... shall be the 
attainment by all peoples of the highest possible level of health". The draft resolution also falls within the 
constitutional functions of WHO, as listed in Article 2 of its Constitution, under (a), (k), (p) and (v). This is 
borne out by the fact that the Health Assembly in previous resolutions (WHA34.38, WHA36.28 and 
WHA40.24) approved the studies to be carried out on the effects of nuclear war on health and health services. 
The findings of these studies are to be found in the WHO publication titled "Effects of Nuclear Wàr on Health 
and Health Services", second edition, 1987. I want to reaffirm, Mr President and distinguished delegates, that 
there is no political motivation but only health motivation in my delegation for supporting this resolution, even 
though the term "nuclear weapons" appears in it. In fact, in operative paragraph 3 of resolution WHA36.28 the 
term "nuclear weapons" is used, and I quote the second half of its operative paragraph 3:"…and that nuclear 
weapons constitute the greatest immediate threat to the health and welfare of mankind". 

The principle of health is enunciated in the preamble of the WHO Constitution, and I quote: "Health is 
a state of complete physical, mental and social well-being and not merely the absence of disease or infirmity". 
It is one of several principles which are basic to the happiness, harmonious relations and the security of all 
peoples, which are also stated in the preamble of the WHO Constitution. Human health cannot be present in 
a vacuum. It is a fundamental human right of every human being alive on our only planet Earth. It is a right 
and a state that should be enjoyed by all humankind. Our human survival is at stake and it must be preserved 
for the sake of future generations of your children and your grandchildren. My delegation is of the opinion 
that the Health Assembly has the competence, the wisdom and the mandate to consider the resolution, and 
this was decided on by Committee B. This resolution is basically a simple and a straightforward procedural 
resolution, as stated in operative paragraph 2, which requests the Director-General to transmit the resolution 
to the International Court of Justice, to give an advisory opinion on the question raised in operative 
paragraph 1 of the resolution. This advisory opinion, in my humble opinion, could be equivalent to 
information resources much needed by WHO for the carrying out of its constitutional work. 

Finally, as proposed by the distinguished delegate of Zambia, I support the proposal that if this 
resolution is put to a vote, then it be carried out by a secret ballot. 

The PRESIDENT: 

I thank the distinguished delegate of Tonga and I now give the floor to the delegate of France. 

M. BONNEVILLE (France): 

Monsieur le Président, la délégation française votera contre l'adoption de la résolution sur les effets des 
armes nucléaires sur la santé et l'environnement. II ne s'agit pas, pour la délégation française, de contester que 
l'utilisation de telles armes pose un grave danger potentiel pour la santé des populations. Ces dangers et les 
conséquences sur l'environnement sont bien connus et doivent faire l'objet d'études encore plus approfondies. 
A cet égard, nous encourageons l'OMS à poursuivre ses travaux, qui font autorité, sur les conséquences en 
termes de santé publique de l,utilisation potentielle des armes nucléaires. Nous comprenons également 
l'émotion et les craintes que de nombreux pays éprouvent à l'égard d'une possible utilisation des armes 
nucléaires. Nous respectons d'autant plus ce sentiment qu'en cas improbable de déclenchement d'un conflit 
nucléaire mon pays et sa Région figureraient parmi les premières victimes d'un tel conflit; aussi le 
Gouvernement français a-t-il tout entrepris pour qu'il ne survienne pas. Cela étant, le Gouvernement français 
estime que l'Assemblée mondiale de la Santé n'est pas Penceinte appropriée pour traiter d'un tel sujet aux 
connotations purement politiques. Ma délégation déplore que les travaux de l'Assemblée, aux implications si 
importantes pour la santé des peuples du monde, aient été perturbés et retardés par des considérations 
politiques qui n'avaient pas lieu d'être. A cet égard, ma délégation souhaiterait que le Directeur général nous 
donne son opinion quant à la compétence de notre Organisation pour se saisir de ce sujet, ainsi que son avis 
sur le coût important de la procédure envisagée. 

The PRESIDENT: 

I thank the distinguished delegate of France and I now give the floor to the delegate of Colombia. 
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Sr. SALAZAR (Colombia): 

Gracias, señor Presidente. Sólo quiero asociarme a lo ya expresado por los delegados de México, 
Vanuatu, Zambia y Tonga. El debate ya fue bastante amplio en la Comisión В y considero innecesario 
continuarlo. El resultado de la votación fue muy claro y por lo tanto no me parece necesario que ésta deba 
repetirse; pero si hubiera de votarse de nuevo, entonces apoyo lo expresado por Zambia, en el sentido de que 
se proceda a una votación secreta. 

The PRESIDENT: 

I thank the distinguished delegate of Colombia. We have now come to the end of the list of speakers, 
and we will proceed by having informative interventions from the Legal Counsel, from the Assistant Director-
General, Mr Aitken, and from the Director-General. Sorry, we have come to the end of the list of speakers, 
but I see someone, but I cannot distinguish from here who it is. Can someone inform me who wants the floor? 

Dr JANSON (International Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War): 

Distinguished President, I ask for the floor, and I am a representative of International Physicians for the 

Prevention of Nuclear War. 

The PRESIDENT: 

Dr Janson, I would like to advise you that the debate has come to a close now. Your organization has 
had every chance of advising the World Health Assembly and Committee В on your valuable work. I think it 
would not be in accordance with the fact that we are now having a discussion between delegations to give you 
a further chance of taking part in that debate, so I will not give you floor. We have come to the end of the list 
of speakers. I now give the floor to the Legal Counsel for an informative statement. 

Dr PIEL (Legal Counsel): 

The Legal Counsel has been asked to give an advisory opinion on the mandate of WHO with respect to 
nuclear weapons, and the referral of this question to the International Court of Justice. 

The question of health and health-related environmental effects of nuclear weapons falls squarely within 
the mandate of WHO as a technical agency. The question of whether the use of nuclear weapons by a State 
would be contrary to the spirit and objective of WHO and, as such, a violation of the Constitution of WHO, is 
also within the mandate and competence of this World Health Assembly. It is not within the normal 
competence or mandate of WHO to deal with the lawfulness or illegality of the use of nuclear weapons. In 
consequence, it is also not within the normal competence or mandate of WHO to refer the lawfulness or 
illegality question to the International Court of Justice. 

The question of illegality of nuclear weapons falls squarely within the mandate of the United Nations and 
is being dealt with by it, and in consequence it is clearly within the mandate of the United Nations General 
Assembly, should it wish, to refer the question of illegality to the International Court of Justice for an advisory 
opinion. I have suggested, in Committee B, two things. First, that the Health Assembly might consider 
declaring on the question of violation of the Constitution, for nobody on earth stands higher or in a better 
position to decide that question, and were I to refer that aspect of the question to the International Court of 
Justice I think that they would refer back to WHO and say how come the Health Assembly has not ruled on 
it? But the question of whether the use of nuclear weapons is illegal under laws and conventions other than 
the WHO Constitution, that is the business of the United Nations. This is why, I suggested, in Committee B, 
that you might consider, if you did adopt a resolution, perhaps condemning the use of nuclear weapons, 
perhaps declaring that you consider it in violation of the WHO Constitution, but that you would then transmit 
this resolution to the Secretary-General of the United Nations. You would request the Director-General to do 
that with a view to its consideration and possible referral, as appropriate, by the United Nations to the 
International Court of Justice. In that case, WHO would have respected its technical mandate, and would have 
transferred the legal question to the United Nations to seek an advisory opinion from the International Court 
of Justice. 

Therefore, the ultimate fundamental issue is one of mandate and competence. And I said in 
Committee B, it is ultimately for the World Health Assembly to decide on the range of its competence, 
including its competence to refer. The Health Assembly, as a whole, has to take responsibility for its 
judgement and its interpretation of its competence under the Constitution of WHO. I hope I have been clear. 
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I consider it not the legal mandate of WHO to deal with the lawfulness issue or refer it to the International 
Court of Justice. That is my considered opinion. But it is for you, the delegates to the World Health 
Assembly, to make the ultimate and final judgement on the range and the competence of this World Health 
Assembly. 

The PRESIDENT: 

I thank the Legal Counsel. I now give the floor to the delegate of Mexico. 

El Dr. CHAVEZ PEON (México): 

Muchas gracias, señor Presidente. Para completar la información que nos acaba de ofrecer el señor 
Asesor Jurídico, quisiera simplemente recordar que este aspecto de la competencia fue discutido y votado en 
la Comisión В, y que el voto fue favorable a que se reconociera la competencia de la Organización Mundial de 
la Salud para votar sobre ese aspecto. Creo que ello ya fue también reconocido, votado y aceptado en la 
Comisión В por la Asamblea. Muchas gracias, señor Presidente. 

The PRESIDENT: 

I thank the distinguished delegate of Mexico. I now give the floor to the Assistant Director-General, 
Mr Aitken, to answer questions relating to the financial consequences of the draft proposal. 

Mr AITKEN (Assistant Director-General): 

Further to the questions raised on the cost, we took steps yesterday to speak to the Chief of Finance of 
the Court, and there are five points I would wish to make in that respect. The first is our own WHO legal and 
technical costs incurred in the preparation of the submissions to the Court. These will arise in the legal office 
and in the environmental health division. It is still not definitive how much time that will take, but our 
estimate is US$ 100 000 or more for this preparatory work done in WHO. Secondly, we have to bear the 
translation costs for all documentation submitted, since all documents submitted to the Court must be in 
English and French. Thirdly, the submitting party is required to bear the cost of duplicating all of its 
documentation. This varies considerably depending on the complexity of the case and，in particular, the 
number of parties involved. Fourthly, there will be our costs incurred in actually presenting the case to the 
Court, as well as in responding to questions posed by the Court in response to WHO's submission or to the 
submissions of other parties having intervened in the case. Depending on the number of parties, this could 
involve several visits to The Hague, for which travel costs and attorneys' fees will be incurred. The amount 
involved in the second, third and fourth aspects is extremely difficult to estimate at this stage. Our estimate is 
approximately US$ 100 000 at the least. Fifthly, and as stated by the delegate of Mexico, there are no direct 
Court fees charged by the International Court of Justice as such. 

The PRESIDENT: 

I now give the floor to the Director-General, Dr Hiroshi Nakajima. 

The DIRECTOR-GENERAL: 

Mr President, honourable delegates, ladies and gentlemen, in replying to the question addressed to me, I 
would like to make a rather general statement on the WHO position and on the process in WHO if this 
resolution is adopted. 

For many years, I have been personally involved in the worldwide movement for the promotion of peace 
through the prevention of nuclear war. At this Health Assembly, you have discussed the terrible potential 
effects on human health and the environment of the use of nuclear weapons in times of conflict, as well as the 
risks of their production, storage and disposal, even in times of peace. These risks will continue as long as 
nuclear weapons exist. The only solution is primary prevention, that is, the elimination of nuclear weapons 
from the face of the earth. I give you my assurance that WHO will continue its efforts to monitor the global 
situation, and to disseminate analytical information on the health and health-related environmental risks of 
nuclear weapons, as WHO's contribution to the "agenda for peace" of the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations. The responsibility for that agenda is shared by all functional elements of the United Nations, 
including WHO within its technical mandate and competence. 
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The resolution recommended by Committee В for adoption draws attention to the health and 
environmental risks, and requests me to transmit to the International Court of Justice a request for an advisory 
opinion on the following question: "In view of the health and environmental effects, would the use of nuclear 
weapons by a State in war or other armed conflict be a breach of its obligations under international law 
including the WHO Constitution?". 

As the executive head of a specialized technical agency in the United Nations system, I am committed to 
coordinated action on the "agenda for peace". We must recognize the primary mandate of the United Nations 
to deal with nuclear weapons, disarmament, and related issues of law and diplomacy. For all of these reasons, 
I would be personally obliged to consult the Secretary-General of the United Nations before acting on this 
resolution. WHO would also be required by Article X of the Agreement between the United Nations and 
WHO to inform the Economic and Social Council of this request. Furthermore, in view of the difficult 
budgetary and financial position of WHO and the need for prioritized use of resources, and bearing in mind 
Financial Regulation 13.2,1 would not be able to incur expenditures from within existing appropriations, and 
would have to rely on receipt of sufficient additional voluntary contributions in order to take the actions 
requested by this resolution. 

Let me assure the Health Assembly of WHO's continuing concern and action for the health, peace and 
security of all mankind. These are principles embodied in the Constitution of WHO. We shall continue to 
operate within our mandate as a technical agency and a cooperative of Member States, mandated to act as the 
directing and coordinating authority on international health work. The health of all peoples is fundamental to 
the promotion, attainment and preservation of peace. It is dependent upon the fullest cooperation of 
individuals, Member States, and the United Nations system. 

Mr President, excellencies, delegates, I give you my pledge to work for peace, and I thank you for your 
attention. 

The PRESIDENT: 

I thank the Director-General. I understand the Russian Federation has asked for the floor for a 
question or a statement in the realm of the information just given. I give the floor to the Russian Federation. 

Г-н МАЛЬЦЕВ (РОССИЙСКАЯ ФЕДЕРАЦИЯ) 

Mr MALTSEV (RUSSIAN FEDERATION) 

Уважаемая Ассамблея , уважаемый г-н Председатель, уважаемый Генеральный директор！ 

Если резолюция о воздействии ядерного оружия на здоровье и окружающую среду будет пос-

тавлена на голосование на этом пленарном заседании , то наша делегация будет голосовать против 

нее , поскольку содержащееся в ней решение, с нашей точки зрения , выходит з а круг ведения 

Всемирной организации здравоохранения , и проект резолюции ведет к дальнейшей политизации и 

втягиванию нас в бесперспективное обсуждение в ней проблем разоружения . 

Наряду с этим мы выступаем з а продолжение в рамках нашей Организации изучения вопроса о 

воздействии ядерного оружия на здоровье населения, окружающую среду и деятельность служб здра-

воохранения , которые представляют интерес для большинства государств 一 членов нашей Организа-

ции, как это показала дискуссия в Комитете В . 

Кроме э т о г о , мы разделяем аргументацию, изложенную в выступлении уважаемого Генерального 

директора , а также во мнении специалистов Секретариата• 

Благодарю В а с . 

The PRESIDENT: 

I thank the distinguished delegate of the Russian Federation. We shall now conclude the discussion on 
this item and we shall proceed first to take a decision as to whether we should have a secret ballot or not. 
That is done under the Rule 78 of the Rules of Procedure of the World Health Assembly, which states that a 
decision on whether or not to vote by secret ballot can only be taken by a show of hands. The voting thus is 
like this. A point of order from Mexico? Mexico, please, you have the floor on a point of order. 

El Dr. CHAVEZ PEON (México): 

La moción de orden que formulamos es que se vote antes que nada si se acepta la moción para revisar 
la propuesta de los Estados Unidos y del Reino Unido de Gran Bretaña e Irlanda del Norte de que se 
modifique la resolución. 
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The PRESIDENT: 

I am sorry but we have received no proposals for an amendment to the resolution, neither from the 
United States of America nor from the United Kingdom. So we will now proceed to take a vote on the matter 
of whether we should have a secret ballot. I would like those who are in favour of having a secret ballot please 
to raise their name shields now. Thank you. Those against a secret ballot, please raise your country's shields 
now. Thank you. Those who want to abstain, please raise their name shields now. Thank you. 

We have had a request from a delegate to make a declaration of why he voted in one direction or the 
other in the vote about a secret ballot. I would regard that as contrary to the idea of a secret ballot, therefore 
I would not allow a statement in this part of the voting procedure, in this matter. 

We now have the results of the vote: number of Members present and voting, 108; votes for, 75; votes 
against, 33; abstentions, 5. The motion for a secret ballot is therefore adopted. 

We shall now proceed to arrange for the secret ballot and I would like to ask the delegate of Tunisia and 
the delegate of Chile, please, to act as tellers and come forward to the rostrum. 

The two tellers took their place on the rostrum. 

Les deux scrutateurs prennent place à la tribune. 

The PRESIDENT: 

I now give the floor to the Legal Counsel to explain the procedures of the secret ballot. 

Dr PIEL (Legal Counsel): 

I will briefly outline the procedures for a secret ballot and draw your attention to the guiding principles 
for the conduct of secret ballots which are contained in your basic documents. We are now operating under 
Rule 79 and Rule 80 of the Rules of Procedure of the Health Assembly. In accordance with Rule 80, the 
President has just appointed two delegates, those of Tunisia and Chile, to serve as tellers for the running and 
the counting of the votes. In a few minutes the Secretariat will distribute to each delegation entitled to vote, a 
ballot paper - it is called a "voting ticket" in English or a "bulletin de vote" in French - and you are requested 
to indicate on the ballot paper whether you are in favour or against the proposed draft resolution which has 
been submitted from Committee B. The ballot paper contains only two possibilities: yes, meaning you 
approve the resolution; no, meaning you are against the resolution. When you fill in your voting ticket, please 
indicate by a check mark or any other suitable mark, for example, the letter X，in one or the other sides of the 
voting ticket, left and right, yes or no. On the ticket these are called columns. I think we are going to have to 
redesign our ticket for future years and put a check box to make it simpler. "Yes" means to adopt the 
resolution, "no" means not to adopt the resolution. 

Any ballot paper which is unmarked or which bears the word "abstention" shall be considered as 
signifying an abstention. Note that abstentions do not count one way or the other in the vote count. They are 
not included in the definition of number of Members present and voting, which consists only of Members 
casting a valid affirmative or negative vote. Also, please be careful not to sign or write words on your ballot 
paper in any way that would disfigure it or would reveal your identity or that of your country. Such improperly 
marked ballot papers will be considered null and void by the tellers. The tellers have the complete discretion 
and judgement in deciding what ballot papers are valid and what ballots are considered null and void. 

As we proceed to the vote, the President will ask the two tellers to satisfy themselves that the ballot box 
up here at the front of the room is empty, and then to lock the ballot box and hand the President the key. 
After the President has announced the beginning of the voting, then in accordance with Rule 76, no delegate 
may interrupt the voting, except on a point of order in connection with the actual conduct of voting. The 
delegations will be called by the Secretariat (we have an interpreter who will call delegations in turn to vote) by 
name of Member State in alphabetical order - this year it is in the English language - beginning with the name 
of a Member based on a letter which the President will draw by lot. Each voter will proceed to the rostrum to 
deposit the voting ticket in the ballot box. To save time, the caller may call the next delegation to stand by to 
vote next. When each Member casts its ballot, the Secretariat in support of the tellers will record the fact of 
voting on the list of Members entitled to vote. Members who are not present or who do not respond to the 
call will be considered absent. Usually the caller will call a second time for all absences as a double check 
whether we have marked someone absent who is in fact now in the room and wishes to vote. 

At the conclusion of the calling of Members, the President will check with the Secretariat and with the 
tellers to ensure that all Members present and entitled to vote have，in fact，been called. The President shall 
then declare the voting closed and announce that the total number of votes should be counted as a validity 
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check. The President will hand the key to the tellers to open the ballot box and the tellers will count the total 
number of ballot papers it contains. If the number of ballot papers does not equal that of the voters recorded, 
I regret to say that the President will have to declare the vote invalid and another ballot will have to be held all 
over again. Now if the overall number of ballot papers appears to be valid, then the President will temporarily 
suspend the plenary meeting and ask the tellers to count the vote. Strictly speaking, Rule 79 says that unless 
the Health Assembly determines otherwise, the counting of votes shall take place in a separate room to which 
delegations have access. However, the Rule allows an exception to that and the President may put that to you 
if, in his opinion, it would seem to interfere less with the work of the Assembly and the counting, to do the 
counting here in this room. This is in the judgement of the President; he can put that question to you. The 
count itself could take some time, we have found, because of the need for careful checking and counting and 
consistency in the voting. Our experience is that it does take about 15 or 20 minutes. After the votes have 
been counted, the tellers will record it on a voting form which they submit to the President for the 
announcement of the results. As I say, the result can essentially be one of two things: either adoption of the 
resolution or non-adoption of the resolution. Do recall that voting "yes" on your "bulletin de vote" means you 
are in favour of the resolution, voting or marking "no" means you are against the resolution. 

The PRESIDENT: 

I thank the Legal Counsel. We shall now start the procedure by distributing voting tickets to delegations, 
and I would like to tell you that it would be much easier during that procedure if you stayed in your seats. We 
shall then proceed with the actual vote and I will first ask the tellers to please come forward and inspect the 
ballot box. Would you then lock it and give me the key. We shall then decide in which order the voting shall 
proceed by drawing a lot, and we will proceed with the countries starting with the letter "U". Uganda will be 
the first country to vote. I now ask the interpreter to come forward and announce who is going to vote and 
who has voted and who would please stay in line. I have understood that one of the tellers is the only delegate 
of his country present; I will allow him to vote for his country, although that is not traditionally done during 
secret ballots. 

A vote was taken by secret ballot, the names of Member States being called in the English alphabetical 
order, beginning with Uganda, the letter U having been determined by lot. 

II est procédé à un vote au scrutin secret，les noms des Etats Membres étant appelés dans l'ordre 
alphabétique anglais, la lettre U ayant été tirée au sort. 

The PRESIDENT: 

This then concludes the voting in the secret ballot. We shall now ensure that the voting is valid by 
counting the number of votes and checking that number against the number of Members who have voted. The 
counting of the votes shall take place in the Assembly hall and I give the key, here, to the tellers. When we 
have made sure that the voting is valid, we will suspend the meeting for 15 minutes for the counting of the 
votes. 

The tellers counted the ballot papers. 
Les scrutateurs comptent les bulletins de vote. 

The PRESIDENT: 

The results of the vote are as follows: Members entitled to vote, 164; absent, 41; abstentions, 10; 
papers null and void, 0; number of Members present and voting, 113; number required for a simple majority, 
57; number of votes in favour, 73; number of votes against, 40. The draft resolution is therefore adopted. 

Before this debate I have been asked whether I would grant countries a chance of explaining the vote 
and I declared that I will not do so in relation to a secret ballot, on principle. Four countries, though, have 
declared beforehand that they wished to have a chance to say something afterwards, in relation to the voting 
procedure, as an alternative to taking the floor and declaring their position. Therefore, I will give the floor to 
four countries, Australia, New Zealand, Canada and the Netherlands, for each of them to make a short 
statement declaring the principles that they adhere to, although not being allowed to mention how they voted. 
I first give the floor to the delegate of Australia. 
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Mr OKELY (Australia): 

Mr President, Australia strongly supports and participates actively in multilateral efforts designed to 
achieve global disarmament and arms control. Australia also supports the work of WHO on the health and 
environmental effects of the use of nuclear weapons. My delegation made an explanation of its vote in 
Committee B. Australia does not see the World Health Assembly as the appropriate forum to consider these 
issues, but sympathizes strongly with the intent behind the resolution and shares the same commitment to 
building a more truly peaceful world. We look forward to working with the other members of the world 
community on measures which hold potential for significant progress towards this goal. As a final and 
important point, Australia wishes to register its concern at the practical burden that a reference to the 
International Court of Justice would impose on the resources of WHO, particularly given other pressing 
priorities which face Member States of this Organization. 

The PRESIDENT: 

I thank the distinguished delegate of Australia. I now give the floor to the delegate of New Zealand. 

Ms FEARNLEY (New Zealand): 

New Zealand also made an explanation of its vote in Committee В when this resolution was considered. 
We fully support the pursuit by WHO of its core objective, the promotion of health for all. Given the mandate 
of WHO as a United Nations technical body working in the area of health promotion, the New Zealand 
delegation has some concern about the procedure which has been proposed and the resolution considered this 
morning. Issues such as those raised in that draft resolution would best fall within the mandate of other 
forums. 

The PRESIDENT: 

I thank the distinguished delegate of New Zealand and I give the floor to the delegate of Canada. 

Mr AUSMAN (Canada): 

The Canadian delegation, respecting your wishes that we not reveal how we voted, wishes simply to 
observe that the decision we have just taken will cause WHO to involve itself in arms control and disarmament 
issues that are the responsibility of other organizations in the United Nations system. We want to reassure all 
present that this view is not a signal of a lack of enthusiasm for nuclear disarmament which is, and remains, a 
shared global objective. We are also concerned that the decision we have just taken imposes a heavy and 
expensive burden on WHO. With reference to the Director-General's statement this morning, we recall that 
during the debate in Committee B, offers of financial support were made on behalf of the Government of 
Libya and the International Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War, and we therefore urge the WHO 
Secretariat to proceed only as rapidly as the necessary funding materializes from these or other extrabudgetary 
sources. 

The PRESIDENT: 

I thank the distinguished delegate of Canada and I give the floor to the delegate of the Netherlands. 

Ms WOLTERS (Netherlands): 

In the view of the Netherlands delegation, it is the mandate of WHO to deal with the health effects of 
increasing radioactivity. The question of the legality of the use of nuclear weapons and of the referral of this 
question to the International Court of Justice is, in our opinion, clearly outside the mandate of this 
Organization. This question should be discussed in other forums. My delegation is also concerned by the costs 
involved in the implementation of the provisions of this resolution. TTie Netherlands is of the opinion that the 
personnel and money involved in the implementation of this resolution could better be used for other activities. 

The PRESIDENT: 

I thank the distinguished delegate of the Netherlands. That ends the list of extra speakers to make a 
short statement. We have now, therefore, as I see it, approved the fourth report of Committee B. 
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5. REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF THE REPORTS OF THE EXECUTIVE BOARD ON ITS NINETIETH 

AND NINETY-FIRST SESSIONS (continued) 

EXAMEN ET APPROBATION DES RAPPORTS DU CONSEIL EXECUTIF SUR SES QUATRE-

VINGT-DIXIEME ET QUATRE-VINGT-ONZIEME SESSIONS (suite) 

The PRESIDENT: 

We now come to the conclusion of item 9, review and approval of the reports of the Executive Board on 
its ninetieth and ninety-first sessions. Now that the main committees have finished their consideration of the 
Executive Board's reports, we are in a position to formally take note of these reports. From the comments 
which have been made, I take it that the Assembly wishes to commend the Board on the work performed and 
express its appreciation of the dedication with which the Board has carried out the tasks entrusted to it. 

6. SELECTION OF THE COUNTRY OR REGION IN WHICH THE FORTY-SEVENTH WORLD 

HEALTH ASSEMBLY WILL BE HELD 

CHOIX DU PAYS OU DE LA REGION OU SE TIENDRA LA QUARANTE-SEPTIEME ASSEMBLEE 

MONDIALE DE LA SANTE 

The PRESIDENT: 

We shall now go on to the selection of the country or region in which the Forty-seventh World Health 
Assembly shall be held. I should like to draw the Assembly's attention to the fact that, under the provisions of 
Article 14 of the Constitution, the Health Assembly, at each annual session, shall select the country or region 
in which the next annual session shall be held，the Executive Board subsequently fixing the place. I should also 
recall that the Thirty-eighth World Health Assembly concluded that it was in the interest of all Member States 
to maintain the practice of holding Health Assemblies at the site of the headquarters of the Organization. I 
therefore take it that the Assembly decides that the Forty-seventh World Health Assembly will be held in 
Switzerland. I see no objections, it is therefore so decided. 

I shall now adjourn the meeting for a few minutes. I ask you please to remain in your seats, the closing 
plenary will be held in a few minutes. 

The meeting rose at 13Ы5. 

La séance est levée à 13hl5. 


