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FIFTH MEETING 

Monday, 10 May 1982, at 9h30 

Chairman: Mr N. N. VOHRA (India) 

1. ORGANIZATIONAL STUDIES BY THE EXECUTIVE BOARD: Item 36 of the Agenda 

Regulations for expert advisory panels and committees (implementation of recommendations of 

the organizational study on the role of WHO expert advisory panels and committees and 

collaborating centres in meeting the needs of WHO regarding expert advice and in carrying out 

technical activities of WHO: Item 36.1 of the Agenda (Resolutions WHА33.20, para. 4(1); 

and EB69.R20; Document А35/15) 

Dr LAW (representative of the Executive Board), introducing the Director- General's report 
submitting a draft text of new regulations for expert advisory panels and committees 
(document АЭ5/15), recalled that in May 1980 the Thirty -third World Health Assembly had 

requested that new regulations be drawn up governing WHO's mechanisms of expert consultation 
and institutional collaboration (resolution WHA33.20). Accordingly, draft new regulations had 

been submitted to the Board at its sixty -ninth session in January 1982. They had been 
presented in two parts, the first set of regulations covering study and scientific groups, 

collaborating institutions and other mechanisms of collaboration, and the second covering 
expert advisory panels and committees. 

Since study groups, scientific groups and collaborating institutions were normally the 
concern of the Board, the draft regulations applying to them had been considered and approved 
by the Board in resolution EB69.R21. However, since expert advisory panels and committees 
normally concerned the Health Assembly as well as the Board, the Board was transmitting the 

text of the draft regulations on them to the Assembly for approval. It recommended to the 

Assembly the adoption of the draft resolution contained in resolution EB69.R20. 

Dr GALAHOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that in general he found the text of 
the new regulations acceptable. However, he had a few drafting amendments to suggest. In 
paragraph 3.2, a reference should be made to equitable geographical representation, as had been 
done in the earlier text. WHO was not only a professional organization but also an 
intergovernmental organization, and thus in the selection of members of panels the principle 
of proper geographical distribution should be respected. Secondly, he proposed that in 

paragraph 4.5, the phrase "as far as possible" should be deleted; since WHO had over 150 
members, and expert committees had only 10 or 12 members, it should not be difficult to select 
consultants and advisers from countries not represented on a committee's membership. Finally, 
he proposed that in paragraph 4.8 the phrase "by the Director -General" in the fourth line 
should be deleted. 

Dr BEAUSOLEIL (Ghana) found the draft text of the new regulations a great improvement on 
the earlier text. However, he would appreciate some clarification on paragraph 4.10. If he 
was correct in assuming that an expert subcommittee could only be established on the directives 
of the Health Assembly or the Executive Board, considerable delays would be likely to arise. 
If an expert committee were to decide in June that it needed to set up a subcommittee to examine 
certain problems, it could be prevented from doing so under the proposed regulation until the 
Board had met in January of the following year, or even until the Health Assembly had met in 
May. 

The DEPUTY DIRECTOR- GENERAL, replying to the questions raised, said that the point made by 
the USSR delegate was already covered implicitly by paragraph 4.2, which stated that selection 
should take into account "the need for adequate representation of different trains of thought, 
approaches and practical experience in various parts of the world, as well as for an appropriate 
interdisciplinary balance". There would be no objection, however, to the inclusion of a 

reference to equitable geographical representation in paragraph 3.2. 
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On the point raised by the delegate of Ghana, what happened in practice was that expert 
committees did take the initiative in setting -up subcommittees on a temporary basis to deal 
with particular problems. However, for a subcommittee with a longer life -span, the decision 
would need to be taken by the Board. A great deal of flexibility was normally given to expert 
committees in setting up the machinery they needed to carry out their work. With regard to 
the USSR delegate's question on paragraph 4.8, here too the aim was to allow for the greatest 
possible flexibility and room for manoeuvre. 

Dr BROYELLE (France) had no special comment to make on the draft text of the new 
regulations, which reflected the discussions that had taken place in the Health Assembly. 
However, she asked why the regulations for study and scientific groups, collaborating 

institutions and other mechanisms of collaboration were not also being considered, since in 

fact, a resolution on those regulations had also been adopted by the Board 
(resolution EB69.R21). 

The DEPUTY DIRECTOR- GENERAL said that study and scientific groups were usually fairly 
informal in character and had for a long time been the concern of the Executive Board, which 
had therefore itself approved their regulations. 

Dr BROYELLE (France) realized that such groups were informal, and that their conclusions 
were not mandatory; nevertheless, the regulations concerning them had also been the subject 
of an Executive Board resolution. Her question had been whether the Health Assembly ought not 
to ratify that resolution at the same time as resolution ЕВ69.R20 covering the regulations for 
expert advisory panels and committees. 

The DEPUTY DIRECTOR- GENERAL said that that question was for the Committee itself to decide. 

He again stressed the need for allowing the expert committees the maximum flexibility. 

The DIRECTOR- GENERAL said that all were aware how those mechanisms had arisen during the 
course of WHO's history. For the establishment of study groups and, especially, the frequently 
urgent need to find people able to handle a subject which could not await the establishment of 

an expert committee or one which was not ripe for such a committee, special flexibility had 
been granted to the Director- General. Scientific groups called for even greater flexibility 
as, for instance, in the case of the recent WHO Scientific Group on Interferon Therapy 
(March 1982). In dealing with such a subject it was essential to obtain people with the most 

recent knowledge available. The Executive Board had included the different types of groups 
in the same resolution. 

He assured the Committee that he would apply the fundamental rules applicable to expert 

committees to those other expert groups. He hoped the Health Assembly would also endorse 

resolution EВ69.R21 of the Executive Board. 

Mr BOYER (United States of America), pointing out that the process of developing the new 
regulations had continued for some five years and that the Executive Board had frequently 

revised them, assured the Soviet Union delegate that the question of geographical representation 
had been fully debated. The Committee should not now try to amend the regulations, but should 

either reject them and refer them to the Executive Board for further revision or should adopt 

them as they stood. 

The DEPUTY DIRECTOR- GENERAL re- emphasized that view. The Executive Board had 

scrutinized every issue raised and had done everything possible to satisfy all exigencies with 
the aim of increasing speed and efficiency. Nevertheless, the Director -General and the 

Secretariat would continue to reappraise the regulations. 

He appealed to the Committee to give them a trial. 

Dr GALAHOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that the Executive Board, which had 
30 members, had done its work well. However, all 157 Member States were represented in the 

Committee. At what stage were States that had not designated members of the Board supposed to 
contribute to the drafting process, especially when their proposals did not reduce flexibility, 
but on the contrary strengthen it? 
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The DIRECTOR -GENERAL, referring to the USSR delegate's first proposed amendment, said 

that the phrase "to ensure that the panels have the broadest possible international 

representation in terms of diversity of knowledge, experience and approaches ", in paragraph 3.2 

of the draft text, seemed to him to express the notion of geographical distribution. As 

regards the USSR delegate's concern with the expression "as far as possible ", in paragraph 4.5, 

WHO's experience over the years had shown that it would not always be possible to appoint 

consultants and temporary advisers from countries not represented on the committee's membership. 

In order to have the full impact of contemporary knowledge and expertise, it was sometimes 

indispensable to draw those persons from countries that were represented in the Committee's 
membership. He assured the Committee that any freedom afforded him would not be abused. 

As regards the USSR delegate's third proposal, he could agree to the deletion of the 
phrase "by the Director- General" in the fourth line of paragraph 4.8. With that small 

amendment, he hoped the Committee could adopt the regulations as they stood. 

The CHAIRMAN, summing up the debate, proposed that the assurances provided by the 

Director -General and the Deputy Director -General should be accepted and that the new regulations 
should be given a fair trial. If experience proved that the new regulations failed to meet 
countries' needs - especially those of developing countries - they could always be referred 
back to the Executive Board at a later date. 

He drew attention to resolution EВ69.R20, whereby the Health Assembly was formally invited • 
to adopt a draft resolution approving the regulations. To take account of the suggestion of 
the French representative, he proposed that, at the end of the second paragraph of that draft 

resolution, a new operative paragraph should be added to read: "Endorses resolution EВ69.R21 

concerning regulations for study and scientific groups, collaborating institutions and other 
mechanisms of collaboration ". The Director -General and Deputy Director -General had assured 

him that they saw no difficulty in that procedure. 

The draft resolution proposed by the Executive Board in resolution ЕВ69.R20, as amended, 

was approved. 

Future organizational studies: Item 36.2 of the Agenda (Document ЕВ69/1982/ REC/1, 

resolution ЕВ69.R11 and Annex 3) 

Dr LAW (representative of the Executive Board) recalled that, during the sixty -fifth 

session of the Executive Board (January 1980), a number of questions had been raised regarding 

organizational studies carried out by the Board. It had consequently been decided to set up 

a working group of members of the Board to study the issues raised and to provide the Board 

with recommendations on which it could base its decisions on its future organizational studies. 

The Working Group had been asked to consider: whether the selection of a subject for, and the 

initiation of, a new organizational study should proceed as a routine matter; the desirable 
periodicity of such studies; the impact of such studies in the past and the number of 

relevant recommendations that had been implemented; and the costs, including expenditure of 

time and effort, incurred in the performance of such studies. 

The results and recommendations of the study by the Working. Group had been submitted to 
the Executive Board at its sixty -ninth session; the report was reproduced in document 
ЕВ69/1982/ REC/1, Annex 3. 

The Working Group had concluded that there was sufficient evidence to show that the 

Board's organizational studies had been a useful tool in assisting the Board to increase 

its involvement and understanding of the day -to -day functioning of the Organization, and that 
a large number of ideas, options and recommendations from past studies had found their way 

into WHO's policies. On the other hand, the Group had felt that, in past organizational 
studies, the involvement of regions and countries had not always been optimal, and that studies 

had sometimes largely been limited to Secretariat activities, with insufficient participation 
by Board members. 

In the light of those conclusions, the Working Group had recommended that organizational 
studies should continue to be carried out by the Executive Board, but only as and when the 
Board faced important problems which could not be properly analysed by any other means; that 
they should not become a routine matter, and there was therefore no need for the subject to be 

placed on the Board's agenda on every occasion; and that, before deciding on a new 

• 
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organizational study, it should be considered whether there was an alternative way to deal 

with the problems. 

Three criteria had been considered helpful in deciding on the need for a new 

organizational study: first, the relevance to the "Health for All" goal of the subject 

proposed for study; secondly, the importance of the proposed study for the structure and 

functioning of the Organization; and thirdly, the presence of new trends or phenomena on the 

world health scene, requiring a well - prepared response and action by WHO. 

After thorough discussion of those conclusions and recommendations, the Executive Board 

had decided to recommend to the Health Assembly the adoption of the draft resolution contained 

in resolution EB69.R11. 

Mr SUGANO (Japan) expressed appreciation of the working groups efforts and support for 

the draft resolution. 

As WHO had to make every effort to cater for new public health trends and demands and to 

improve its administrative efficiency, it was essential, as indicated in the report, for 

further organizational studies to be undertaken immediately when deemed necessary. He hoped 

the Secretariat would take careful note of the point and would remind the Executive Board of 

the various aspects of the problems WHO would be facing. 

Dr GALAHOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) raised three questions. First, had 

there been any cases in which working groups responsible for making organizational studies had 

not always proceeded rationally, and had wasted time? Secondly, had any cases been observed 

in which, as a result of organizational studies, the topic had become much more important for 

WHO's activities than had been assumed at the time it was selected for study, and had it 

always been possible to predict the results? Thirdly, by whom, and in what manner, would it 

be decided what was the most economical way of solving a particular problem that might give 

rise to an organizational study or other measure, and what alternative courses might there be? 

The DIRECTOR- GENERAL, replying to the first question raised by the Soviet Union delegate, 
said that the manner in which an organizational study was dealt with managerially was not a 

matter for decision by the Secretariat, which had always brought to the attention of the 

Executive Board, and discussed with that body, the kind of framework desired in order to carry 

out the organizational study in question in a democratic way. Earlier, the studies had been 

Secretariat studies, aid had been submitted to the Board for its endorsement or otherwise. 
As part of the process of democratization, it had been urged that Board members should identify 
themselves with their own organizational studies, with the Secretariat's support. There 
would be variations from subject to subject: in the case, for example, of WHO's role at the 
country level, including the role of the WHO programme coordinator, there would be a different 
set -up than there would be when dealing with such topics as headquarters structures. Each • case should be discussed openly with the Executive Board, which should decide on the 

managerial structure it wished to have. 

The USSR delegate's second question was not entirely clear. As he interpreted it, it 

concerned the results of individual organizational studies. There had been some 

organizational studies, such as the one leading up to the Alma -Ata Declaration on Primary 
Health Care, that had had the most fundamental significance for WHO, while others had been 
more of an internal administrative nature. The studies would obviously, therefore, have 
different impacts. 

He understood that, by his third question, the USSR delegate wished to know who was to 

decide whether or not a particular organizational study should be carried out, what its 
subject should be and how it should be dealt with managerially. Those decisions rested with 
the Executive Board. 

Dr GALAHOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that his delegation greatly 
appreciated the efforts of the Working Group, and welcomed the recognition that previous 
organizational studies had been a useful analytical tool in the work of WHO. The Executive 
Board should continue to carry out such studies. However, the resources used in carrying out 
organizational studies were somewhat excessive. In recent years, the Board had frequently 
begun a new study before the previous one had been completed. That practice should be 
avoided in the future, since it could lead to wastage. 

Reverting to the first question he had raised, he asked whether any past studies had 
proved unnecessary and unproductive. If not, the words "only when it considers that such a 
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study is desirable ", in operative paragraph 1 of the draft resolution before the Board, should 
be deleted, as they appeared to imply that unnecessary studies had been conducted in the past. 
Secondly, the examination referred to in operative paragraph 2 should take place in the course 
of consideration of a particular subject, and not before its selection. Lastly, a further 

paragraph should be inserted, requesting the Executive Board to approve topics for new 
organizational studies only after previous studies had been completed, so that no two studies 

were carried out simultaneously. 

Dr SEBINA (Botswana) observed that the phrase "only when it considers that such a study 

is desirable ", in operative paragraph 1 of the draft resolution, took into consideration the 
desirability or otherwise of following a particular study by a further study, the relevance of 

any proposed further study, and whether or not alternative methods could be found. The aim 

of the paragraph was to avoid the situation that had previously existed, in which studies had 
been carried out as a matter of routine and the item had appeared annually on the Board's 
agenda. There was also merit in trying to involve the regions and to bring more democracy 

into the studies. 

Dr LAW (representative of the Executive Board) said that the delegate of Botswana had 
helped to clarify the Board's intention in recommending the draft resolution for adoption. 
The Working Group set up to examine the question of organizational studies had been 

established precisely because the preparation of such studies had become a routine item on the 

Executive Board's agenda; because of the tendency to feel that some action had to be taken 

under the item, one organizational study almost inevitably followed upon another. The 

Executive Board had felt that although the studies had definitely been useful, they were also 

expensive in terms of the time spent on them by the Secretariat and members of the Board and 

that they should therefore be undertaken only when they appeared to be justified on the basis 

of the sort of criteria she had mentioned earlier. In any case, alternative methods of 

dealing with subjects should be used if they were found to be more cost -effective. 

The proposal that no organizational study should be undertaken until the previous one 
had been completed was a little disturbing, since it was possible to envisage circumstances 

in which one study was nearing completion and another might appropriately be started; such 

circumstances would, however, be rare. 

The DIRECTOR- GENERAL suggested that operative paragraph 1 should be deleted, since 

operative paragraph 2 contained all the necessary points concerning future organizational 

studies. Thus all delegations' misgivings would be satisfied and no criticism of past 

organizational studies would be implied. Nevertheless it was clear, as Dr Law had pointed 

out, that the work done under some organizational studies in the past could have been 

performed more economically by using other procedures available to the Organization. 

Dr GALAHOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that, if operative paragraph 1 

were deleted, the main conclusion reached by the Board's Working Group would disappear. He 

therefore suggested that the paragraph should be retained, but with the deletion of the words 

"by the Board only when it considers that such a study is desirable "; that would avoid any 

indirect criticism of the Executive Board. 

Furthermore, in the past the Executive Board had, on a number of occasions, been engaged 

in two organizational studies simultaneously, thereby creating difficulties for both the Board 

and the Secretariat; such situations ought not to occur. 

The CHAIRMAN thought that if operative paragraph 1 were to be retained only as far as 

the word "conducted ", it would be rendered more or less meaningless and should therefore be 

deleted altogether. 

The DIRECTOR- GENERAL agreed with the Chairman: to proceed in the manner suggested by 

the USSR delegate might have the effect of removing the very substance of operative 

paragraph 1 - namely, that organizational studies should be conducted only when desirable. 

The USSR delegate's second point concerning the need to avoid imposing undue stress on the 

Executive Board and the Secretariat by ensuring that not more than one organizational study 

was carried out at the same time would probably be covered by a judicious application of 

subparagraphs (1) and (2) of operative paragraph 2. 

• 
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Dr GALAHOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that he had no objection to the 

deletion of operative paragraph 1 and had wanted to retain part of it only out of a desire 
that the Committee should express its appreciation of the work done by the Working Group and 
the Executive Board. The text of operative paragraph 2, which would then become operative 
paragraph 1, would be improved if in the first line the word "before" were replaced by the 
words "in the course of "; that change would represent a more accurate reflexion of the 
process intended. 

The DIRECTOR -GENERAL said that the words "on the understanding that in principle not more 
than one study should be conducted at a time" could, if necessary, be added at the end of 
operative paragraph 2(1), bearing in mind that, as Dr Law had pointed out, a situation might 
arise in which two organizational studies needed to be carried out simultaneously. 

Dr SEBINA (Botswana) said that it was not clear to him what precise amendments were being 
proposed. 

Dr GALAHOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) confirmed that he had agreed to the 

Director -General's suggestion that operative paragraph 1 should be deleted and that he had 

also proposed that the word "before" should be replaced by the words "in the course of" in the 

first line of operative paragraph 2. Since his proposal that not more than one organizational 

study should be conducted at the same time would unduly restrict the Secretariat, he withdrew 
his amendment to that effect. 

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the text of the draft resolution should be adopted as it 

stood without any formal amendment. 

Dr GALAHOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) enquired whether operative paragraph 1 

was to be retained or deleted and whether the word "before" in operative paragraph 2 was to 

be replaced by the words "in the course of ". 

The DIRECTOR- GENERAL said that he had suggested the deletion of operative paragraph 1 

in order to meet the wishes of the USSR delegate. He now suggested that in the first line of 

operative paragraph 2 the word "before" should be replaced by the word "when ". 

Dr GALAHOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) agreed to that suggestion. 

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the Committee should approve the draft resolution as it 

stood, with the proviso that in operative paragraph 2 the word "before" would be replaced by 
the word "when "; operative paragraph 1 would be retained in its entirety. 

The draft resolution, in the form finally suggested by the Chairman, was approved. 

The meeting rose at 11h05. 


