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1. OPENING OF THE SESSION: Item 1 of the Provisional Agenda 

The ACTING CHAIRMAN said that Professor Kostrzewski, the outgoing Chairman, was no longer 
a member of the Board and, in accordance with Rule 15 of the Rules of Procedure, he had himself 
been designated by lot as the first Vice-Chairman to be requested to serve. It was his 
pleasure, therefore, to welcome the participants and new members of the Board. 

2. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA: Item 2 of the Provisional Agenda (Document EB58/Ï) 

The ACTING CHAIRMAN said that item 15 of the provisional agenda should be deleted. 

Decision: The agenda was adopted, as amended. 

3. ELECTION OF CHAIRMAN, VICE-CHAIRMEN AND RAPPORTEURS: Item 3 of the Agenda 

The ACTING CHAIRMAN invited nominations for the post of Chairman, 

Dr TARIMO proposed Dr Valladares. The proposal was seconded by Dr VENEDIKTOV and 
supported by Dr LÉON, Dr DEL-CID PERALTA, Dr PINTO and Dr LARI CAVAGNARO. 

Decision: Dr Valladares was elected Chairman by acclamation. 

The CHAIRMAN called for nominations for the posts of Vice-Chairmen. 

Dr de VILLIERS proposed Dr Tarimo: Professor NORO proposed Professor Jakovljevid； and 
Dr JAYASUNDARA proposed Dr de Villiers. 

Decision: In the absence of other nominations, Dr de Villiers, Dr Tarimo and 
Professor Jakovljevió were unanimously elected Vice-Chairmen and designated by 
lot to serve in that order, in accordance with Rule 15 of the Rules of Procedure. 

The CHAIRMAN called for nominations for the post of English-speaking Rapporteur. 

Professor REID proposed Dr Cumming. 

Decision: Dr Cumming was elected English-speaking Rapporteur. 

The CHAIRMAN called for nominations for the post of French-speaking Rapporteur. 

Professor AUJALEU proposed Dr Hodonou. 

Decision: Dr Hodonou was elected French-speaking Rapporteur. 

4. HOURS OF WORK 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Board meet from 9.30 a.m. to 12.30 p.m. and from 2.30 p.m. 
to 5.30 p.m. 

It vas so agreed. 



5. REPORT BY THE REPRESENTATIVES OF THE EXECUTIVE BOARD AT THE TWENTY-NINTH WORLD HEALTH 
ASSEMBLY: Item 4 of the Agenda (Resolution EB57.R64; Document EB58/2) 

Dr JAYASUNDARA, introducing the report (document EB58/2) at the request of the CHAIRMAN, 
pointed out that a new procedure had been followed: throughout the Twenty-ninth World Health 
Assembly, Professor Kostrzewski and he had represented the Executive Board at meetings of 
Committees A and B, respectively, and had introduced all the items which had previously been 
discussed at the fifty-sixth and fifty-seventh sessions of the Board, thus providing a 
useful background for the work of the World Health Assembly. 

Dr de VILLIERS welcomed the concise report prepared by Dr Jayasundara and 
Professor Kostrzewski. He emphasized that the Board had played an important role in preparing 
the Sixth General Programme of Work, which had been adopted by the World Health Assembly 
(WHA29.20), and recalled that there had been a discussion in January, at the fifty-seventh 
session of the Board, on the rationalization of the work of the World Health Assembly and the 
Executive Board. The report indicated that progress had been made, but, in his opinion, the 
Board should play a still more effective role regarding the Organization‘s overall programme 
and, in particular, the selection, development, implementation and evaluation of programmes. 
Special attention should be given to the implications of resolution WHA29•48, calling for an 
increase in technical cooperation, and to the effects of such a reorientation on the Sixth 
General Programme of Work. 

He noted that resolution WHA29.20 had requested the Board ". . . to carry out annua1 
reviews of the Sixth Programme . . . to carry out in-depth studies and evaluation of 
particular programmes, as necessary . . . to continue the study of long-term trends . . #". 
This implied that the Board had to be fully conversant with WHO programmes and more deeply 
involved in allocating priorities and in developing and evaluating the projects. In January, 
the Board had envisaged setting up a committee to carry out these tasks but he doubted that 
a single committee would suffice. He said that in-depth studies should be carried out for 
all WHO programmes and not just for particular programmes. A committee with restricted 
membership and limited time could not accomplish the task. Only a more broadly based 
committee, perhaps comprising the whole Executive Board, would be viable. Board members 
were willing to serve but their local commitments and the limited time of their membership 
raised difficulties. In view of the work ahead, it was necessary to take a decision rapidly. 
The options were: (a) a committee of the Board, as suggested in January (the least desirable 
option)； (b) a committee with sub-committees； or (c) separate working groups or groups of 
experts (mainly composed of Board members). The terms of reference could be taken from the 
Sixth General Programme of Work (document А29/б) to ensure that programmes met defined 
criteria and had quantified objectives. Membership of those committees or groups should be 
flexible enough to allow for continuity beyond the limit of Board membership, and for co-opting 
consultants. He felt that the benefits that would result from establishing such groups would 
justify any extra expenditure involved. 

Dr VENEDIKTOV noted the high quality of the report and, in agreement with Dr de Villiers, 
said that the more important role and increased responsibility of the Executive Board was an 
interesting development. The Twenty-ninth World Health Assembly would stand out in the 
history of the Organization； it had produced an immense programme, the implications of which 
were difficult to evaluate. He emphasized the importance of continuity, especially regarding 
the Board1 s Chairman, and regretted that Professor Kostrzewski was not present. The Board 
should take a decision at its present session to ensure that the representatives of the Board 
at the Assembly always personally attended the Board1 s session and presented their reports, 
even if they were no longer actually members. That would be fully in accordance with the 
Rules of Procedure, which allowed for consultants to attend the Board's sessions. The Board 
was responsible for its own efficiency as well as that of WHO, In that connexion, he 
stressed the need to make a thorough review both of the documentation presented to the Assembly 
and the Board, and of the Rules of Procedure. 



It was the representatives of the Executive Board who had opened the discussions at the 
Assembly on the programme budget and various important aspects of the programme, and had 
presented the Board's advice on them. The Board, therefore, had to take the responsibility 
for seeing that the programmes were compatible with the aims of WHO and the Sixth General 
Programme of Work. Board members should visit the regions, become acquainted with WHO 
programmes and take part in the work of various expert committees and groups. He hoped that 
Member States would allow Board members (or their alternates) six months for Executive Board 
work. He did not feel that this would result in too great an increase in expenses. 
Although many Board members sat on committees and otherwise participated in WHO activities, he 
felt that this should be a recognized, regular feature of their work. 

Dr TARIMO agreed that the Executive Board would have to become more involved in the work 
of WHO, not only in relation to the Sixth General Programme of Work but also in relation to 
the implementation of resolution WHA29.48 just adopted by the Health Assembly. The frankness 
of the discussions on that resolution showed that 'the Health Assembly was confident that the 
Secretariat would respond to the aspirations of developing countries. Clearly some mechanism 
was required for involving the Board more in the work of WHO, and before the end of the 
present session the Board should be able to provide the Director-General with means whereby 
that could be done. He would not himself suggest any particular mechanism; there was, of 
course, a danger that there might be too many subcommittees. 

The CHAIRMAN interrupted the proceedings to say that the Health Assembly had adopted 
resolution WHA29.33 requesting the Executive Board to report to the Thirtieth World Health 
Assembly on the organizational study entitled "WHO1 s role at the country level, particularly 
the role of the WHO representatives". He proposed that the following persons should form a 
working group to consider the subject: Dr Cornejo-Ubillús, Professor Jakovljevic, 
Professor Khaleque, Dr Moulaye, Dr Mukhtar, Dr Ramrakha, Dr Tarimo and Dr de Villiers. 
Dr Quenum had been designated by the Director-General to be secretary to the working group, 
which would meet immediately after the present meeting of the Board. 

As there were no objections to the names he had proposed, he declared the working group 
elected. In reply to a question by Dr VENEDIKTOV, he said that other members of the Board 
who were interested could also attend the meetings of the working group if they wished. 

Professor REID agreed with Dr Venediktov that the outgoing Chairman of the Executive 
Board, when he had been present at the Health Assembly, should also attend the following 
meeting of the Executive Board in order to report on the Assembly's proceedings. 

With regard to the suggestions of Dr de Villiers, he considered that the best mechanism 
was to establish groups of members of the Executive Board with a particular interest or 
expertise in the various aspects of the Sixth General Programme of Work. The Executive 
Board had to accept collective responsibility and he hoped that most, if not all, members of 
the Board would be in one or other of the groups. He agreed with Dr Venediktov that it was 
essential that members of the Board should have a deep understanding of the work being 
carried out by WHO from year to year. While the idea of members being involved for as much 
as six months of the year was an attractive one, it might cause considerable difficulties for 
many Member States and reduce their willingness to stand for election as Members entitled to 
designate persons to serve on the Board. In relation to the continuing responsibility of 
the Board, he wondered whether that responsibility could be properly exercised so long as the 
Board met for only two sessions in the year. 

Dr LEPPO supported the idea of creating some mechanism whereby the Board could exercise 
continuing responsibility for the work of WHO, particularly in relation to the Board1 s role 
in the preparation of the programme budget. One point that seemed to him to be relevant, 
however, was that the Health Assembly passed a great number of resolutions requesting the 
Director-General to take some particular action and report to the Assembly; the same 
resolutions recommended that Member States should also take action, but little was known 
about what specific action Member States took. In that connexion, he drew attention to 
Article 62 of the Constitution which required Members to report annually on the action taken 
with respect to recommendations made to it by the Organization. In his view the Board should 
examine Chapter XIV of the Constitution, in which that Article appeared, and study how 
Member States could improve their reporting. Improved reporting would clearly have an effect 



on the methods of work of both the Board and the Health Assembly. Perhaps the ad hoc 
committee that was to be established under item 17 of the Agenda could consider that question. 

Dr DLAMINI also agreed that the Executive Board should become more involved in the work 
of the Organization. Perhaps the solution was to set up a number of committees that would 
benefit from the expert help of the Secretariat. One difficulty was that Board members in 
most cases were appointed for only three years； when their term came to an end they might not 
be reappointed for ten or more years. They therefore had little opportunity to become 
involved in the work of WHO if the Board met for only two sessions in the year. 

If the Executive Board was to have a large number of groups or committees, it was clear 
that considerable additional expense would be involved. Professor Reidf s suggestion that 
there should be more than two sessions of the Board each year was a good one. If that were 
implemented and the meetings of the groups were held in conjunction with the sessions of the 
Board the expense involved might be less. Another method of reducing the expenditure in the 
present time of economic crisis was to pay economy-class fares for members of the Board; 
the Secretariat might be prepared to comment on that. 

Professor AUJALEU thought that the various proposals made for increasing the Boardfs 
involvement were interesting, but he was worried by a feeling of escalation: it had first 
been proposed that there should be an ad hoc committee, then that there should be several 
committees or working groups and, finally, that members of the Board should be available for 
six months a year� In that respect, he noted that only three members of the working group 
on the Sixth General Programme of Work had been present at all the meetings; it seemed doubt-
ful that the attendance would be adequate if there was a large number of groups. Yet another 
point was that large countries with their abundance of health personnel could afford to 
release public health officials for fairly lengthy periods, whereas small countries could not. 
There was also the point that a proliferation of groups would mean increased expense. And 
finally, it seemed to him that the Secretariat and the Executive Board each had its own place, 
and the Board must take care not to substitute itself for the Secretariat. Any action should 
therefore be carried out gradually and moderation should be the watchword. 

Dr HOWELLS agreed in principle with the idea of increased involvement of the Board, but 
he shared Professor Aujaleu1 s misgivings. Moreover, he did not think that visits of members 
of the Board to the regions or to countries other than their own would be productive. The 
Board's work was at Geneva and probably the best time for sessions was in autumn, when the 
programme budget was being prepared, 

Dr DEL-CID PERALTA agreed that the Board1 s representatives at the Assembly should be 
present at the session of the Board following the Assembly. 

With regard to the problem of finding ways of implementing the new budgetary policy 
adopted by the Assembly in a mariner that was compatible with the Sixth General Programme of 
Work, the question was not so much the mechanism that was chosen - whether that consisted of 
an ad hoc committee or several working groups - but the difficulties of establishing 
priorities； that would be an extremely complicated task, since priorities varied so much from 
country to country. He suggested that it might assist the Board in carrying out its increased 
responsibilities and making the necessary decisions if, at the regional meetings preceding 
the Board1 s sessions, regional and area representatives played a more active part in helping 
to define regional priorities. 

He agreed with Dr Dlamini regarding the importance of ensuring continuity of the Boardf s 
membership. Many of the members of the Board did not attend on a continuing basis, and the 
Board's decisions were in effect taken by a minority rather than by a majority. He agreed 
with Professor Aujaleu that members with responsible positions in their own countries could 
not absent themselves for too long. However, it should be possible to find a suitable 
solution. 

Dr VENEDIKTOV said the discussion had shown that there was general agreement that the 
role of the Executive Board should be strengthened and its responsibilities increased; all 
that was needed was to decide on the mechanism whereby that could be achieved. In suggesting 
a period of six months for Executive Board work he had realized that many members might not 
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be able to absent themselves for too long from their duties in their own countries, but if it 
were to be decided that membership of the Board would entail certain additional duties, the 
composition of the Board could be altered to take that into account. No matter how small the 
country, it should be possible to find two or three individuals who could spare time to take 
a more active part in WHO1s work on behalf of the Board; as had been pointed out by Dr Dlamini, 
many countries were represented on the Board only once in every ten or more years, and for 
them it should not be difficult to find officials who could devote time to the task. A closer 
involvement of members of the Board in the work of the Organization would not necessarily mean 
that they would constantly be concerned with matters of detail; they should, however, have 
the right to full participation. 

He could not agree with Dr Howells that no benefit would be derived from Board members 
visiting regions and countries other than their own; he considered, on the contrary, that 
it would be most helpful for them to have the opportunity of finding out at first hand how 
problems were solved in other regions. Such visits need not be obligatory, but members 
should at least have the option of making them. As to how they could be financed, he 
suggested that funds could be found by reducing certain allocations for consultant services. 

In view of the fact that members of the Board bore responsibility for the work of WHO as 
a whole, an interesting ethical question arose concerning the position of a Board member who, 
during his tenure of office, acted as a consultant or expert in any particular sphere.. 

He would agree that, in order to reduce expenditure, members of the Board might travel 
economy class - provided members of the Secretariat of equivalent status did likewise. 

He would be pleased to participate in the preparation of a draft resolution on the 
subject under discussion. 

The DIRECTOR-GENERAL said the views that had been expressed were very much in keeping 
with his own conviction that the Board should participate to an increasing degree in the 
Organization1 s work. In order to fulfil its mandate the Board would need, as a minimum, to 
adopt a resolution on two important questions that were closely linked, first, on ways by 
which the Sixth General Programme of Work could be implemented, and secondly, on the Board1 s 
role in connexion with the implementation of resolutions WHA28.76 and WHA.29.48. He suggested 
that the Board establish a working group to draft such a resolution. 

One means of ensuring continuity in Board membership would be for the Secretariat to 
provide a more intensive and early briefing for newly designated Board members, which would 
enable them to become more fully acquainted with the work involved; there were many other 
ways by which the Secretariat could assist on the matter. The Secretariat could also 
investigate the possibility of having an additional Board session in the autumn which would 
concentrate not on the detail of the Organization1 s programme but on its overall orientation. 

While fuller participation by the Board was essential, it was important for the 
respective participatory roles of the Director-General, the Board and the Assembly to be 
clearly defined so that there should be no confusion between them. He suggested that the 
Secretariat, with the assistance of Board members, should prepare a paper for the January 
session on that question, taking into account the comments made at the present meeting, which 
would serve as a basis for a future decision. 

Sir Harold WALTER did not think that there was in fact any problem with regard to the 
respective roles of the Assembly, the Board, and the Secretariat - which, in fact, formed 
three integral parts of a whole. The Secretariat could be considered as the Civil Service 
of WHO, under the leadership of the Director-General, and as such it belonged to Members of 
the Organization, and should not be considered as something apart from it. 

He had found the frequent use of the term "automatic majority" during the Assembly 
disturbing； it should be realized that the so-called automatic majority was simply a reversal 
of the one that had existed before, but on the other side. The fact was that the old order 
was changing, and Members should accept that fact, and try to find ways of effecting the 
transition to a new order as smoothly as possible. 

With regard to the suggestion that the Board should set up committees to assist it in 
finding ways of implementing decisions, he wondered whether it would not detract from the 



Board1 s authority to delegate powers to such committees. He also wondered whether the 
setting-up of committees would really help to solve problems or would merely lead to their 
being forgotten. 

He noted that there was no item in the budget concerned with staff welfare, and suggested 
that a resolution might be adopted whereby such facilities as gymnasia, tennis courts and 
sauna baths should be provided for the use of WHO personnel• He further suggested that the 
functions, responsibilities and status of the President of the Assembly should be clearly 
defined, in order to ensure that whoever held that position should be treated with due con-
sideration, not only for the period of the Assembly itself but also throughout the year of his 
incumbency. 

Dr BUTERA said that, if the Board1 s work were to be optimized, the cost/benefit factor 
had to be taken into account. A proliferation of expert committees and working groups would 
not necessarily lead to an improvement in the efficiency of the Board. Account should also 
be taken of the need to improve the work of the Secretariat by giving it more time to carry 
out the studies necessary for its programmes, in consultation, where necessary, with members 
of the Board. Since there was not yet sufficient information available on the matter, he 
supported the Director-Generalfs proposal to submit a report to the Board1 s next session. 

The DIRECTOR-GENERAL, in reply to the points raised by Sir Harold Walter, drew attention 
to Rule 16 of the Rules of Procedure of the Executive Board, which provided that the Board 
might establish such committees as it might deem necessary for the study of, and report on, 
any item on its agenda, and also provided that the Board should review from time to time, and 
in any case once a year, the need to maintain any committee established under its authority. 
Regarding the delegation of authority, the Board would need to define clearly the terms of 
reference of any committee it established, in order to ensure that its collective responsibility 
was not usurped. 

In reply to Sir Harold1 s suggestion concerning staff welfare, he would be glad to transfer 
that suggestion, should the Board so instruct him, to the staff associations both at head-
quarters and at the regional offices for their comments. 

Concerning the role of the President of the Assembly, he would endeavour to clarify that 
role, and suggested that Sir Harold might also, in the light of his experience, wish to 
indicate how it might be defined for the future. 

The CHAIRMAN invited all those who wished to participate in the working group that was 
to prepare a draft resolution to meet the following morning at 8.30 a.m. 

The meeting rose at 12.40 p.m. 


