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About CSIS—50th Anniversary Year 

For 50 years, the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) has developed practical 
solutions to the world’s greatest challenges. As we celebrate this milestone, CSIS scholars continue to 
provide strategic insights and bipartisan policy solutions to help decisionmakers chart a course 
toward a better world.  

CSIS is a bipartisan, nonprofit organization headquartered in Washington, D.C. The Center’s more 
than 200 full-time staff and large network of affiliated scholars conduct research and analysis and 
develop policy initiatives that look to the future and anticipate change.  

Since 1962, CSIS has been dedicated to finding ways to sustain American prominence and prosperity 
as a force for good in the world. After 50 years, CSIS has become one of the world’s preeminent 
international policy institutions focused on defense and security; regional stability; and transnational 
challenges ranging from energy and climate to global development and economic integration. 

Former U.S. senator Sam Nunn has chaired the CSIS Board of Trustees since 1999. John J. Hamre 
became the Center’s president and chief executive officer in 2000. CSIS was founded by David M. 
Abshire and Admiral Arleigh Burke. 

CSIS does not take specific policy positions; accordingly, all views expressed herein should be 
understood to be solely those of the author(s). 
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J. Stephen Morrison and Haim Malka1 

 

Introduction 
Palestinians, Israelis, Americans, and others are engaged in high-stakes brinkmanship over 
recognition of a Palestinian state at the United Nations. For the Palestinian leadership, pursuing 
UN statehood and membership in UN bodies holds out the prospect of greater international 
recognition and rare diplomatic leverage over both the United States and Israel. Membership may 
bring a visible political victory at a time when Palestinian victories are scarce. 

Yet, the consequences could reach beyond the Israeli-Palestinian conflict if the Palestinians seek 
membership in UN specialized agencies—including, specifically, the World Health Organization 
(WHO). Under current U.S. laws, such a decision by the Palestinians would trigger an automatic 
disruption to the United States’ assessed and voluntary contributions to WHO, with no waiver 
provisions.2 That would seriously set back global health gains that matter to U.S. national interests, 
Israel, Palestine, the interests of many other UN member states, and millions of vulnerable people 
in low- and lower-middle-income countries. As Secretary of State Hillary Clinton laid out in 
testimony in late February 2012 before both the U.S. House of Representatives and Senate, one 
possible solution is a limited waiver. 

 

                                                           
 
1 J. Stephen Morrison is senior vice president and director of the Global Health Policy Center at the Center 
for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) in Washington, DC. Haim Malka is senior fellow and deputy 
director of the CSIS Middle East Program. 
2 According to P.L. 101-246, Title IV, Sec. 414, “No funds authorized to be appropriated by this Act or any 
other Act shall be available for the United Nations or any specialized agency thereof which accords the 
Palestine Liberation Organization the same standing as member states.” See http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-
bin/query/F?c101:2:./temp/~c101rL0qLC:e171006. P.L. 103-236, Title IV, Sec. 410 states “The United States 
shall not make any voluntary or assessed contribution—(1) to any affiliated organization of the United 
Nations which grants full membership as a state to any organization or group that does not have the 
internationally recognized attributes of statehood.” See http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/BILLS-
103hr2333enr/pdf/BILLS-103hr2333enr.pdf. 
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How We Got Here 
The Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO) first attempted to gain full membership in WHO 
and the UN Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) in May 1989. At the 
time, the PLO had few prospects for advancing its goal of creating an independent Palestinian state. 
The intifada, or violent uprising, which broke out at the end of 1987 was losing steam and carried 
high human costs for the Palestinian population. Israel was led by an ardent nationalist, Yitzhak 
Shamir, who refused to negotiate with the PLO; and the new administration of George H.W. Bush 
initially applied a cautious approach to Middle East peacemaking. Based in Tunis, and isolated 
from the Palestinian territories and people, the PLO struggled to maintain its relevance. 

The United Nations provided a target of opportunity. International sympathy for the Palestinian 
cause had grown in the wake of the first intifada. By the end of 1988, over 90 countries had 
responded to the PLO’s declaration of statehood (Algiers Declaration) by officially recognizing the 
state of Palestine. The PLO sought to capitalize on this goodwill within the international 
community by seeking UN membership. 

Rather than navigate the politics of the UN Security Council where vetoes could be exercised, the 
PLO set its sights on specialized UN agencies—specifically, UNESCO and WHO. In theory, if the 
PLO could gain full membership status in these agencies, it would implicitly upgrade its status 
within the UN system to a nonmember observer state. 

Ultimately, however, the bid failed. The United States exerted substantial pressure on the PLO, and 
the PLO changed course. In 1993, the PLO signed a self-rule agreement with Israel and placed its 
faith in a U.S.-brokered negotiation process intended to culminate in an Israeli-Palestinian final 
status agreement and the creation of an independent Palestinian state. Meanwhile, in 1990 and 
1994, the U.S. Congress passed legislative restrictions that require the U.S. government to eliminate 
its funding to any UN agency that admits the PLO as a member. That was intended to deter the 
Palestinians from pursuing an alternative path to a U.S.-led negotiated Israel-Palestine agreement. 
Unlike other similar legislation, the laws did not include a national security or national interest 
waiver provision that would allow the president or secretary of state to continue funding the UN 
organizations when such a determination was made. 

Two decades later, frustrated with the deadlock in negotiations, Chairman Mahmoud Abbas of the 
PLO resurrected the drive for UN membership in 2011. The 2011 Arab uprisings, which have 
ousted three Arab leaders thus far, created new urgency for Abbas to score a political victory and 
demonstrate his continued relevance to the Palestinian national struggle. Abbas has made few 
tangible gains since becoming chairman of the PLO in 2004 and president of the Palestinian 
Authority in 2005. Instead, he lost control of the Gaza Strip in June 2007 to his Palestinian rival 
Hamas and has presided over a negotiating process with Israel that has lost credibility among 
Palestinians and has low prospects for a breakthrough. 

Moreover, frustration among the Palestinian population with internal political divisions has 
become a sensitive political liability for Abbas, especially as reconciliation talks with Hamas have 
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stalled over key issues. Facing deadlock on all sides, Abbas set his sights in 2011 on winning entry 
to the United Nations, where the Palestinians continue to enjoy widespread sympathy. 

Though the Palestinian application for full membership submitted to the Security Council was 
effectively rebuffed, in October 2011, UNESCO voted overwhelmingly to admit Palestine as a 
member state. That political victory immediately brought into force the U.S. laws of 1990 and 1994, 
forcing the U.S. government to withhold its annual assessed and voluntary UNESCO contributions: 
an immediate loss of $79 million, nearly 22 percent of UNESCO’s total budget. 

Since then, the Palestinian leadership has signaled it may pursue membership in additional UN 
agencies, including WHO. Procedurally, the Palestinians can activate a request for the World 
Health Assembly to hold a vote on membership with almost no prior notice. Given the diplomatic 
positions of WHO member states, the Palestinians could be reasonably confident of winning the 
simple majority vote required for membership. 

Under current U.S. law, WHO would immediately lose over $400 million in annual funding, 
approximately 23 percent of its entire budget.3 This would dramatically compound the agency’s 
current budget crisis, fueled by a $300 million shortfall, which has led to cuts of more than 300 
technical staff in 2011, with even greater cuts anticipated for 2012. Several functions fundamental to 
global health security, which only a multilateral body like WHO can perform, would be severely 
disrupted. These include, for instance, surveillance, detection, and response to major new infectious 
outbreaks, such as a recurrence of H1N1 pandemic flu. 

WHO’s core functions include both continued advance of international efforts to curb tobacco 
consumption, under the Framework Convention on Tobacco Control, and successful completion 
of the Global Program on Polio Eradication, which since 1988 has reduced annual polio cases from 
over 300,000 to fewer than 1,000,4 and narrowed the endgame to three endemic countries.5 In 

                                                           
 
3 In FY2010 the United States provided $386.7 million to WHO, which accounts for nearly 23 percent of the 
organization’s budget. Office of Management and Budget (OMB), “FY2010 US Contributions to the United 
Nations System,” June 6, 2011, p. 4, http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/assets/ 
legislative_reports/us_contributions_to_the_un_06062011.pdf. 
4 The Global Polio Eradication Initiative, “History of Polio,” http://www.polioeradication.org/ 
Polioandprevention/Historyofpolio.aspx. 
5 The Global Polio Eradication Initiative, “Polio This Week—As of 29 February 2012,” 
http://www.polioeradication.org/Dataandmonitoring/Poliothisweek.aspx. See also Jennifer G. Cooke and 
Farha Tahir, Polio in Nigeria: The Race to Eradication (Washington, DC: CSIS, February 2012), 
http://csis.org/files/publication/120210_Cooke_PolioNigeria_Web.pdf; and Teresita C. Schaffer, Polio 
Eradication in India: Getting to the Verge of Victory—and Beyond? (Washington, DC: CSIS, January 2012), 
http://csis.org/files/publication/120117_Schaffer_PolioIndia_Web.pdf. 
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addition, WHO is responsible for setting the norms and standards for essential medicine lists and 
the safety and affordability of medicines and other medical products.6 

In the past decade, the United States has staked out for itself a position of leadership in global 
health. That leadership rests on sustained, high-level engagement and annual investments of nearly 
$10 billion.7 The United States has leveraged the contributions of other partner governments, 
donors and recipients alike, and come to rely on viable multilateral partner institutions such as 
WHO, the GAVI Alliance, and the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria. 

Most importantly, U.S. commitments in partnership with other governments and multilateral 
institutions like WHO have saved and enhanced the lives of millions of people in low- and lower-
middle-income countries. In effect, current U.S. legislative restrictions transfer into Palestinian 
hands the power to set U.S. policy toward WHO and global health security more broadly and 
thereby to limit U.S. leadership in global health policy. 

At a Crossroads 
Whether the Palestinian leadership will act on the WHO option remains an open and murky 
question. It is difficult to predict which factors will ultimately dominate the decisionmaking 
process, who will be in the circle of decisionmakers, whether the prevailing outlook will be short- 
versus long-term, and how pragmatic the deliberations will be. 

Yet, several things are clear: 

 The Palestinian leadership is inclined to continue using the threat of membership in 
specialized UN agencies for the foreseeable future. 

 WHO’s vulnerability to sudden disruption will persist, so long as current U.S. laws are in 
place and do not include a waiver—and so long as Palestinian calculations are cloaked in 
uncertainty and lean toward eventual membership. 

 Statehood will remain the Palestinians’ paramount goal. 
 Ultimately, Palestinians can be expected to become a member of WHO. The question is 

whether that accession to membership comes about in an orderly or highly disruptive 
fashion. 

This situation presents an ever more conspicuous quandary for U.S. foreign policy and interests, 
both as they relate to U.S. strategy to secure the creation of an independent Palestinian state and as 
they relate to U.S. leadership in global health. 

                                                           
 
6 Margaret Reeves and Suzanne Brundage, Leveraging the World Health Organization’s Core Strengths 
(Washington, DC: CSIS, May 2011), http://csis.org/files/publication/110502_Reeves_LeveragingWHO_ 
Web.pdf. 
7 The Kaiser Family Foundation, “The U.S. Global Health Initiative (GHI),” fact sheet, January 2012, Figure 2, 
http://www.kff.org/globalhealth/upload/8116-02.pdf. 
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On the one hand, the restrictive U.S. laws provide a diplomatic tool for deterring the Palestinians 
from seeking membership in UN agencies. Not surprisingly, policymakers turned to this tool in 
2011 as the U.S. administration attempted to dissuade the Palestinian leadership from pursuing 
membership in UNESCO. By this line of reasoning, it would be a mistake to lift U.S. legislative 
restrictions since that would lower barriers to membership in UN agencies and lower the costs of 
pursuing that path. 

Yet, the track record suggests that the current U.S. legislative restrictions and punitive threats are 
far less effective than they may have been in the past. Moreover, the United States has arguably less 
leverage over Palestinian decisionmaking than it once did, especially given the ongoing stalemate in 
the Israeli-Palestinian negotiating process. 

Before the UNESCO vote, the Obama administration pursued a combination of diplomatic 
pressure on member states, including two rounds of demarches and sustained pressure on the 
Palestinian leadership. The administration also attempted to assess what tangible benefits the 
United States could offer the Palestinians in lieu of full UNESCO membership. After a short review, 
it concluded that the Palestinians were not primarily interested in the practical benefits that 
membership conferred, but rather in the political and symbolic advantages. 

More broadly, the United States was either unwilling or unable to deliver the kinds of concessions 
that may have swayed the Palestinians to drop their membership bid, namely, an Israeli settlement 
freeze or Israeli Defense Force (IDF) redeployments in the West Bank. As a result, some Palestinian 
analysts argue that the United States did not try hard enough to shape the UNESCO process or 
provide adequate incentives to the Palestinians. 

Palestinian Considerations 
President Abbas’s present calculations are driven largely by political weakness vis-à-vis his 
Palestinian rival Hamas, as well as Israel and the United States. Abbas, in his late seventies, is 
increasingly thinking about his legacy, and the United Nations is one important vehicle to help him 
create a visible achievement. 

Palestinian leaders in the West Bank have overtly declared that they will resume their statehood 
recognition campaign should Israeli-Palestinian talks remain deadlocked. Abbas’s decisions and 
those of future Palestinian leaders will continue to be shaped significantly by Palestinian domestic 
politics, Israeli-Palestinian dynamics, the U.S.-Palestinian dialogue, and consideration of the 
downstream implications of joining UN agencies. 

Several fluid considerations are at play. 

First, any additional efforts to secure UN membership or membership in specialized agencies risks 
triggering additional U.S. funding cuts to the Palestinian Authority (PA), beyond defunding the 
United Nations. In August 2011, in response to Palestinian efforts to gain UN recognition, 
Congress placed a hold on nearly $400 million in aid to the PA, including approximately $200 
million in security assistance for West Bank security forces. The UNESCO membership vote made 
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it difficult for the administration to convince congressional leaders to lift their hold on some of the 
funds, though aid for security training was released. Further Palestinian moves to secure UN 
membership, however, will jeopardize these funds again. 

Congressional appropriators responded to the UNESCO vote by explicitly tying any future 
Palestinian accession to UN agencies (outside of a negotiated peace agreement) to PA aid and the 
continued operation of the PLO mission in Washington. Recent U.S. appropriations legislation has 
mandated that economic support funds may not be provided to the PA “if the Palestinians 
obtain…the same standing as member states or full membership as a state in the United Nations or 
any specialized agency thereof outside an agreement negotiated between Israel and the 
Palestinians.”8 Unlike previous laws that targeted UN agencies, the new law targets the PA, 
although it provides a waiver provision for the secretary of state. 

Major PA funding disruptions could cut Palestinian government services and threaten Israeli-
Palestinian security cooperation, which has contributed to a dramatic decline in violence over the 
last five years. The PA is already facing funding constraints because of the European economic 
crisis, and thus far it has no guarantees that Gulf Arab governments will make up budget shortfalls. 
PA funding cuts could destabilize and further undermine the West Bank PA, which would be a 
blow to the secular national Palestinian movement’s efforts to negotiate a final agreement with 
Israel and would almost certainly strengthen Hamas. 

Second, a push by the Palestinians on UN membership could significantly strain the U.S.-
Palestinian relationship, which has developed since the United States first engaged in formal 
dialogue with the PLO in 1988. Since then, the United States has presided over a process to secure a 
comprehensive Israeli-Palestinian agreement that would lead to the creation of an independent 
Palestinian state. During that time, the United States has provided nearly $4 billion in bilateral 
assistance to the Palestinians. The Palestinian leadership will have to factor into its considerations 
growing congressional opposition to Palestinian policies and possible shifts in U.S. politics that 
might jeopardize long-term U.S. political and financial support for a Palestinian state. 

Third, acting to secure membership in WHO could strain Palestinian relations with many WHO 
member states, especially in Europe, that are sympathetic to the Palestinian cause but also 
committed to the cause of global health. WHO is also active throughout the Middle East, including 
the Gulf States where it provides a range of important technical and educational benefits.9 The 
Palestinian leadership will have to assess how its actions affect the interests of its allies who benefit 
from WHO operations. 

Fourth, Israel’s actions will shape Palestinian decisions to a degree. Though Israeli-Palestinian 
negotiations are frozen, Israeli policies that alter the status quo in East Jerusalem, including 
additional housing construction, could prompt a Palestinian decision to move forward in one or 

                                                           
 
8 Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2012, Public Law 112-74, Sec. 7086. 
9 See WHO Regional Office for the Eastern Mediterranean, http://www.emro.who.int/index.asp. 
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more specialized agencies as a punitive response to Israeli actions. Ironically, while the United 
States has ceased funding UNESCO, Israel continues to pay on a voluntary basis for certain key 
UNESCO-related programs it views as being in its national interest, such as Holocaust education 
and Middle East regional scientific cooperation efforts.10 Moreover, while further Palestinian 
actions would require the United States to pull back from its UN commitments, Israel recently 
joined the board of the UN Development Program (UNDP), will join the board of UNICEF in 
2012, and is weighing participation in additional UN bodies. 

Israel, for its part, will need to weigh the ramifications of a breakdown in PA services and security 
control in the West Bank. Such deterioration could put pressure on Israel to take responsibility for 
humanitarian needs in the West Bank. Moreover, another outbreak of large-scale violence would 
have human costs for both Israeli and Palestinian civilians—as well as diplomatic costs for Israel, 
which is already facing an international boycott campaign that many Israelis refer to as 
delegitimization and consider a strategic threat. 

On a deeper level, should U.S.-Palestinian relations deteriorate, the U.S. ability to broker a final 
Israeli-Palestinian agreement could diminish to the point where Israel finds itself in a perpetual 
state of conflict and isolation in the Middle East. 

Fifth, Palestinian domestic politics will shape Abbas’s decision to resume applying for membership 
in additional UN organizations. Growing public discontent over the high cost of living and tax 
hikes in the West Bank threaten the stability that Abbas has built over the last several years. Should 
Abbas face a political challenge from popular demonstrations, he could resume the UN 
membership drive both as a diversion and as a bid to deliver something to the Palestinian 
population. 

Palestinian reconciliation talks between Hamas and Fatah could also indirectly shape Abbas’s 
calculations. Hamas has thus far displayed indifference to the UN membership drive. It does not 
embrace the effort, nor does it seek to undermine it. Should reconciliation talks reach an impasse or 
break down, however, Abbas could use UN membership to boost his domestic public standing 
again and attempt to outmaneuver Hamas. He will also have to weigh whether the UN option 
might quickly lose its appeal if it fails to achieve tangible benefits. 

Given the unpredictability of current dynamics, WHO could become a casualty of Palestinian-
Israeli politics and Palestinian-U.S. politics, tipped by any of several fluid factors. The political 
intricacies and uncertainty shaping Palestinian calculations have grown far beyond what they were 
at the time of the PLO’s first UN membership bid in 1989. 

U.S. Options 
The foreign policy predicament before the United States is how to support and protect UN agencies 
that serve U.S. interests while deterring the Palestinians from using the United Nations as a political 

                                                           
 
10 Israel has suspended payments of its assessed dues. 
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tool that ultimately undermines UN institutions. For the foreseeable future, the U.S. administration 
will have to contend with current law as a tool of deterrence, despite the fact that it proved 
ineffective in the case of UNESCO. At the same time, the UNESCO experience highlights the 
importance of fixing the restrictive legislation in advance of a crisis to alleviate the acute 
vulnerability these laws create for WHO and U.S. interests. 

If U.S. interests in global health and U.S. leadership on strategic diplomatic issues are to be 
protected, priority attention needs to be paid to anticipating the situation when deterrence fails: in 
this case an immediate crisis in WHO, with no ready alternative sources of funding to fill the 
sizable hole in budget and operations that the U.S. defunding will create. 

Congressional politics and the presidential election campaign make amending U.S. law highly 
problematic in 2012. The challenge ahead is for Congress and the administration to find a 
legislative vehicle that regulates U.S. relations with the Palestinians while removing WHO from the 
line of fire. 

Despite these challenges, the recent UNESCO experience did raise consciousness, both within the 
administration and Congress, of the threat that current U.S. laws pose to U.S. global engagement. 
Recent appropriations legislation that targets PA funding will likely be more effective in deterring 
Palestinian efforts to seek full membership in UN agencies than the 1990 and 1994 legislation, but it 
does not solve the deeper problem of the legislative restrictions that threaten U.S. funding for UN 
agencies such as WHO. 

The Obama administration is actively working to find a legislative fix that will disentangle UN 
agencies from Palestinian actions. In its FY2013 budget request, the administration requested $79 
million for UNESCO to replace the funds barred under current legislative restrictions. 

On February 27, before a Senate hearing on the FY2013 budget, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton 
engaged in an extended dialogue with Senators Patrick Leahy (D-VT), Lindsey Graham (R-SC), 
and Dan Coats (R-IN) on the U.S. withdrawal from UNESCO and whether the administration 
plans to request a national security/interest waiver that would permit continued U.S. funding of 
UN agencies of high importance to U.S. national interests, like WHO, should Palestine attain 
membership in those agencies. Secretary Clinton expressed the hope that Congress would consider 
a limited waiver authority for cases like WHO. She stated: 

…there are costs to the United States.…Senator Graham asked about the World Health 
Organization. Suppose there’s an outbreak of some kind of new flu and we’re out of 
it.…This is just not as clear-cut as I wish I could say it is.…There are some organizations 
like the International Atomic Energy Agency, the World Health Organization, the Food 
and Agriculture Organization, a long list of them where the United States has very real 
interests. 

…having a waiver that would be exercised under only the most serious consequences might 
be worth looking at. 



j. stephen morrison and haim malka | 9  

Two days later, on February 29, before the House Appropriations Committee hearing on the 
FY2013 budget, Secretary Clinton, in response to a question from Representative Kay Granger (R-
TX), further elaborated: 

…we have concerns about what might happen if the international community were to start 
recognizing and granting membership to the Palestinians despite our best efforts. We have 
a veto, so we can prevent membership in the United Nations, but we can get outvoted in all 
these other organizations. And if, for example, the World Health Organization were to do 
that, or the Atomic Energy Agency were to do that, we would think that was not in the best 
interest of the United States to sort of lose our leverage and our influence. 

…it’s a complicated issue. And I would welcome the tightest possible written waiver, 
because right now we’re in these (sic) anomalous situation. 

As the administration advances its efforts in this area, there are several opportunities for moving 
forward. 

Most obviously, Congress and the administration can actively expand their dialogue, with the aim 
of agreeing to a limited waiver that would allow Congress to maintain its leverage on the broader 
Israeli-Palestinian issues, while allowing the U.S. government to continue supporting critical UN 
agencies, such as UNESCO and WHO, should the World Health Assembly take a decision in the 
future to admit the Palestinians as a full member. An intermediate option might be for the 
Palestinians to receive additional expanded rights with observer status in the governing bodies of 
WHO, similar to what the International Telecommunication Union (ITU) conference decided in 
2010 without a formal objection from either Israel or the United States. That might provide a 
temporary bridging arrangement, while discussions on other options proceed.11 

Second, the United States can engage Israelis and Palestinians in a focused dialogue of how a stable 
and well-functioning WHO is in their mutual interest. That should include a discussion of the 
potential impact of defunding WHO on both Palestinian interests and Israel’s security. On a 
diplomatic level, a U.S. withdrawal from UN specialized agencies would directly undermine Israel’s 
interests. For one, Israel is concerned that, if the Palestinians become members in WHO and U.S. 
defunding of WHO follows, Israel will be blamed. More importantly, Israel supports U.S. 
engagement in UN agencies, since the United States takes a leading position in opposing anti-
Israeli resolutions in these bodies. There are potentially negative consequences for Israel across the 
UN system if U.S. leadership erodes due to withholdings and potential loss of influence and votes in 
these organizations. The United States is at times the only voice opposing Israeli-specific measures 
or pushing to normalize Israel’s status across the UN system. While U.S. law may push the United 

                                                           
 
11 Resolution 99 adopted in 2010 by the plenipotentiary conference of ITU on the status of Palestine provides 
Palestinians with expanded rights that normally pertain only to member states: to raise points of order; 
cosponsor proposals; and participate in debates. See ITU, Final Acts of the Plenipotentiary Conference: 
Guadalajara, 2010 (Geneva: ITU, February 2011), http://www.itu.int/pub/S-CONF-ACTF-2010/en. 
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States away from these organizations, Israel has sought to increase its own participation in UN 
specialized agencies. 

Finally, as part of an expanded dialogue, Director Margaret Chan of WHO can use her voice and 
WHO’s good offices in Washington to emphasize that organization’s contributions to global heath 
security, the ways in which U.S. policy and partnerships can strengthen its performance and 
stability, and future options for better meeting Palestinian and Israeli health interests. Chan is a 
respected manager, skilled strategist, and trusted U.S. partner. Through her first five-year term, 
which ends this spring, she kept WHO to zero nominal budget growth and built a record of 
accomplishment. She is expected to continue to lead WHO for a second five-year term, beginning 
in mid-2012. 

Eyes on the Prize 
The Palestinian leadership will continue to use membership in WHO and other UN specialized 
agencies as political leverage for the foreseeable future. The quandary this poses for WHO and U.S. 
global health leadership is complex, resistant to quick resolution, and politically tricky. But it is far 
from hopeless. Practical courses of action are within reach. Secretary of State Clinton and others in 
the administration have recently opened important discussions on Capitol Hill on the merits of a 
limited waiver. If a limited waiver can be attained, and other related steps are taken patiently, 
steadily, and resolutely in conversations with Congress, WHO, the Palestinians, and Israelis, it will 
be possible to devise a realistic and durable solution. 
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