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PEOCEDUEE FOB THE NOMINATION OF A SUCCESSOR TO THE DIEECTOE-GENEEAL 
Item 3 � of the Agenda ( oontb̂ iaiation from nineteenth meeting, seotio» 1) 

The CHAIRMAN recalled that the Board had agreed that the discussion on procedure 

for the nomination of a successor to the Director-General should be held in open 

session. 

The DIÉECTOE-GENERAL said that two questions on which the Board would wish to take 

a decision were: first, whether attendance at the secret meeting, to consider actual 

names of candidates, would be confined to members ç>f the Board or include their 

alternates and advisers� secondly, what method of voting should be adopted. It 

would appear that Eule 33 of the Rules of Procedure of the Executive Board applied 

only to elections, not to nominations, for which no provision was made in the Eules 

of Procedure. He suggested that M. Zarb, legal adviser, Ъе permitted to explain 

various alternative procedures for voting. 

M. ZAEB, Chief, Legal Office, said the Board was aware that it was not called 

upon to proceed to an actual election but only to the nomination of a candidate, whose 

name would be submitted to the Health Assembly for approval or rejection. The task 

of the Board was to recommend the name of the person most technically competent to 

fill the post. 

There was nothing in the existing Bules of Procedure of the Board or other 

rules about the procedure to be adopted in the selection of a candidate. The Board 

was, therefore, free to adopt whatever system it considered best adapted to the 

circumstances, and that procedure would in any case entail a secret ballot. 



He proceeded to outline various alternative procedures as follows : 

(1) The procedure provided under Rule 33 appeared to be unsatisfactory since it 

might result in lonfair elimination of candidates owing to the necessarily speedy-

nature of the vote. 

( 2) T h G Board might wish to consider using the preferential ballot system. üííjer 

this system a series of votes would be taken, each member listing the various 

candidates on his voting paper according to the order of preference he wished to 

give them. The naaes thus listed would then be allotted points on a graded system, 

and after each vote, the name of the candidate with the fewest points would be 

eliminated. When only two candidates remained the final choice would be made by 

a simple majority vote. 

� Another alternative would be to take a simple ballot on the names of a given 

number of candidates, eliminating those who had received the smallest number of 

votes. 

The procedure outlined in Rule 33 to cover the case of an equal division of 

votes， namely the drawing of lots, was open to criticism and would not seem to be 

satisfactory. He suggested that, should votes be equally divided, the Board 

should adjourn and continue voting only on the resumption. 

Whatever system might be adopted, it was clear that should the list of 

candidates include the names of members of the Board, it would be proper for those 

members to withdraw during the discussion on the merits of the respective candidates, 

in order to respect the secret nature of the ballot. 

Dr. HURTADO said there were, of course, other possible methods of voting than 

those indicated by the Legal Adviser. He regretted that no mention was made in the 

Constitution and Rules of Procedure of the procedure to be followed. 



In his view, although, the Board was concerned vith a nomination, the factor 

of election vas also involved since the Health Assembly vas able only to accept 

or reject the candidate selected by the Board. 

He suggested that the first stage in the procedure should be the establishment 

of the list of candidates, followed by the preferential system for the selection 

of the Board's ndminee. 

Dr. van den BERG said that he was not convinced that Bule 33 of the Bules 

of Procedure of the Executive Board might not be construed as applying to the 

procedure for the nomination at present under discussion. The point was admittedly 

doubtful, but he believed it would be prudent for the Board not to lay itself open 

to criticism by the World Health Assembly on the ground that it had failed to 

apply the Bules of Procedure. The Board might, therefore, wish to have recourse 

to Bule 50, which provided for suspension of any of the rules� and a proposal for 

such suspension could be adopted immediately if the Board, on the advice of the 

Chairman, was unanimously in favour of it. 

He felt that the preferential system explained by M. Zarb was too complex 

and had something of the element of a lottery� he himself favoured a simpler 

system vhich could be readily understood. 

He agreed with Dr. Hurtado's remarks on the need to establish a firm list of 

candidates. 

Dr. MACKENZIE agreed with Dr. van den Berg that the preferential system might 

introduce an element of chance. He personally preferred the voting procedure 

outlined in Rule 33. He suggested, as an alternative procedure, that a series 



of straight ballots be taken on the list of candidates, the name receiving the 

least riumber of votes being eliminated after each ballot. That procedure would 

be followed until only two candidates remained, and a final vote would be taken 

on those names. 

He agreed with previous speakers about the need for a comprehensive list of 

candidates. Information should also be available about the-»r qualifications and 

abilities. 

The DIEECTOE-GENERAL deprecated the use of the term "lottery" in relation to 

the preferential system, which was designed precisely to eliminate any element of 

chance. He believed that the system advocated by Dr. Mackenzie would achieve 

eBeeTiuially the same result as a preferential vote. 

While the procedure under Eule 33 vas adeçua/fce in many cases，the result 

might not always correspond vith the true intention of those voting. In his 

view some system providing for the progressive elimination of candidates would be 

the best one to adopt. 

Dr. TURBOTT and Professor ANDERSEN were in favour of the method of preferential 

voting. 

Dr. BEAVO believed that the first stage should be the submission of a list of 

candidates, and if possible some information about their background, to enable 

members of the Board to vote for the most technically qualified person. 

In his view the system of voting subject to the least element of chance was that 

suggested by M. Zarb. The system should provide, however, for a renewal of the 

voting procedure iu the event of a tie vote between the last two remaining candidates: 

otherwise ap impasse would result. 



Dr. KAEUNAEATNE supported the suggestion made by Dr. Mackenzie. In his view, 4 

the Board should consider whether Rule 33 could not be resorted to. He believed 

that Eule 31, referring to ” All elections and the nomination of the Director-General … ” 

qualified Eule 33, which therefore might be held to be applicable. For that reason 

he submitted that the present Eules of Procedure were adequate, and there was no 

need to adopt any particular procedure in the present case. 

He strongly believed that existing procedure should be followed with as little 

modification as possible. The nomination in question was very much in the nature of 

an election, since the Health Assembly was competent only to accept or reject the 

candidate recommended by the Board. 

The DIBECTOB-GENERAL believed that the actual wording of Bule 31 ruled out 

the interpretation given by Dr. Karunaratne. To be susceptible of such an 

interpretation, Eule 31 should read, !,A11 elections, Including the nomination 

of the Director-General". The present wording in Bule 31 made a clear distinction 

between elections and the nomination of the Director-General: the latter was not 

in fact an election since even when the Board had completed its task the future 

Director-General was not yet elected. 

He believed that Eule 33 did not apply to the question at issue, although 

the Board could of course adopt wh^t procedure it chose. 



Dr. TOGBA saw no essential difference between the procedure suggested by 

Dr. Mackenzie and that set forth under Rule 33. He supported Dr. Mackenzie's 

preference for Rule 33. 

Dr. van den BERG, ivhile not altogether convinced that Rule 33 could not be 

applied in the present case, proposed that the Board should suspend Rule 33 and 

decide on an alternative procedure. 

Professor FERREIRA felt that the Rules of Procedure placed a heavy responsibility 

o n the Executive Board. He himself was not too much concerned about difficulties in 

voting because of his conviction that only well-considered names would be submitted. 

He was strongly opposed to the procedure under Rule 33 for the present 

nomination, and thought that the Board should decide on a particular procedure to 

meet the special circumstances. 
Wiat was essential was first to agree on the list of names and then decide од 

a nomination procedure which would avoid possible criticism by the Health Assembly. 

He suggested that it might be possible first to proceed to a random selection 

o f names based on the individual reactions of the Board without resorting to a specific 

vote, and afterwards select a final list of candidates. 

Dr. ALDTOOD-PAREDES asked whether Rule 49 had any bearing on the procedure for 

the submission of names. Its application would mean that all proposals of candidates 

would have to be seconded. Sach a procedure would be unsuitable because the name of 

the candidate must be kept secret, but he would like a precise decision on the 

matter to avoid a.ny possible misinterpretation. 



The DIRECTOR-GENERA.L said that Rule 49 left it to the discretion of the Chairman 

as to \whether any proposal required to . be seconded. 

He mentioned another factor in connexion with Rule 33, If the procedure under 

that rule were adopted, it would mean that no more than two votes could be taken, 

and afterwards the choice might have to be made between tvro candidates ty the 

drawing of lots. That would be an extremely unfortunate procedure, and one 

certainly not intended to apply to the nomination of the future Director-General. 

The CHAIRMAN called for specific proposals as to the procedure to be adopted. 

V 

Dr. TURBOTT formally proposed that the procedure of nomination by a 

preferential ballot should be adopted. 

Dr. HURTADO proposed a draft resolution which was submitted later in the meeting 

in writing (see page 14). 

Dr. van den BERG reiterated that the Board should be very careful to adopt 

no procedure which might be open to criticism by the Health Assembly. He therefore 

proposed that the Board decide unanimouslly not to apply certain Rules of Procedure -

Rule 33 in the particular case in point - and then decide on what procedure it 

should adopt» 

Dr. MCKMZIE agreed with the previous speaker. The f^rst question to be 

decided was Aether certain rules needed amendment. 

Professor ANDERSEN thought that if the Board decided not to apply Rule 33, that 

would be sufficientj there vrould be no necessity for amending any Rules of Procedure. 



Dre ALLWOOD-PAREDES pointed out that Rule 40 of the Rules of Procedure stated 

that member might move suspension or adjournment of debate and that any such 

motion, if seconded, should be put to the vote inmiedip.tely and without discussion. 

He proposed that the Board agree that, in the secret meeting, it should be 

sufficient for one member to propose suspension or adjournment for that proposal 

to be adopted. He made that proposal in order to make it easier for the Board to 

recess and reconsider should a point of disagreement arise. 

The CHAIRMAN asked Dr, Allv;ood-Paredes to raise his point again аГЬег the 

Board had considered the proposals on voting that were already before itt He then 

proposed that the Board adjourn briefly so that the various proposals might be 

presented in writing. 

The meeting adjourned at 11#30 and resumed at 12Д0 ptm. 

The CHAIRMAN drew the attention of the Board to the four draft resolutions 

before it, submitted by Dr# van den Berg, Dr. Mackenzie, Dr# Turbott and Dr. Hurtado 

respectively# He suggested that they be considered in that order • 

Dr# van den Bergts proposal read as follows!: 

The Executive Board 

DECIDES, in making the nomination of the Dire с tor-Gener al, to suspend 
Rule 33 of the Rules of Procedure of the Executive Board. 

Decision: Dr. van den Berg*s draft resolution was adopted unanimously. 
(See resolution ED11.R47, paragraph 1.) 

Dr. ̂ LLWOOD-P-iVREDES inquired whether the adoption of that resolution meant 

that Rule 33 had previously been considered applicable. 



The DIRECTOR-GENERAL answered that the legal advice he had received had been 

to the effect that the rule did not apply� but Dr# van den Berg had pointed out 

that arguments might be adduced to the contrary. Because of.that fact, and in view 
• • 

of any possible criticism by the Health Assembly, Dr. van den Berg had formally 

proposed its suspension. He himself felt that to have been a wise, cautionary 

measure which allowed the Board to adopt such other procedure as it saw fit. 
* ‘ 

The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the following draft resolution proposed by 

Dr. Mackenzie � 

The Executive Board, 

Considering that its present Rules of Procedure contain no clear direction 
for the holding of ballots on the nomination of the Director-General, 

DECIDES that the Board shall proceed to vote on such nomination in the 
foilowing manneri 

(1) A simple ballot shall be taken on the names of candidates, each member 
having one vote. The candidate receiving the least number of votes is 
eliminated» 

(2) A second ballot will then be taken on the remaining candidates, and again 
tíie candidate receiving the least number of votes is eliminated. This procedure 
will be followed until only two candidates remain, 

(3) The final vote will then be taken on these two candidates# 

Decision} Dr. Mackenzie‘s draft resolution was rejected by 8 votes to 6, with 
5 abstentions• 

• « » » • The CHAIRMAN then called attention to Dr. Turbott*s draft resolution,' uriiich 

read i 



The Executive Board 

1. DECIDES not to apply Rule 33 of the Rules of Procedure of the Executive 
Board; 

2. DECIDES to adopt the system of preferential voting,, as outlined by the 
Legal Adviser to the Director-General, 

He pointed out that paragraph 1 had already been adopted in Br. van den Berg1s 

resolution. 

Dr. TOGBA stated that during the adjournment he had heard different interpretations 

of the system of preferential voting. He would therefore ask Dr* Turbott to explain 

the precise implications of paragraph 2 of his proposal. 

Dr. TURBOTT answered that he had nothing to add to the full explanation given 

earlier by M« Zarb but that he himself was not quite certain whether, under the system 

of preferential voting, if five names were put forward a member had to record his . 

preference on all five or whether he could merely state it with regard to, say, three 

name s • 

Dr. KARÜNARATNE, supported by Dr. van den BERG, proposed that, in view of 

Dr. Turbottfs own doubts and since it was extremely difficult to vote on the basis of 

a mere oral explanation, M. Zarb1 s statement on the system of preferential voting 

should be submitted to the Board in writing before a vote was taken. 

The CHAIRMAN requested the Secretariat to submit M. Zarb! s e^lanation of the 

system of preferential voting in writing for the afternoon meeting. 



Professor FERREIRA called attention to the draft resolution presented by 

Dr. Hurtado which read as follows: 

The Executive Board, 

Observing that in the present Rules of Procedure of the Executive 

Board no particular rule for the election of the Director-General exists, 

REGOMMENDS the adoption of the following special procedure : 

(1) presentation of a list of candidates formed by the names obtained 
by secret ballotj 

(2) application of the preferential system, for selection of the name 
for presentation to the Assembly. 

The second paragraph of that resolution was substantially the same as the second 

paragraph of Dr. Turbott's, and he wondered whether their respective authors might 

submit a joint draft resolution. Dr. Hurtado1s draft did of course have an extra 

paragraph concerning a list of candidates, which was not covered by Dr. Turbott's. 

Dr. HURTADO felt that there was some confusion, because the Board had not con-

sidered a specific method of selecting candidates before passing to the method of 

voting. He felt.that once a list of candidates had been drawn up the preferential 

system of voting could be quite simply applied. 

In connexion with Professor Ferreira's question, he suggested that he and 

Dr. Turbott might submit a joint draft once a decision had been reached on the method 

of nominating candidates. 

The DIRECTOR-GENERAL saw no very important reason why the Board should decide 

first how to draw up a list of candidates. It was true that that would have to be done 

before a vote was taken, but surely the method of voting could be discussed either 

before or after. 



Dr. HURTADO disagreed with the Director-General. The Board was concerned with 

drawing up of "what amounted to an electoral lav/, the first part of which concerned can-

didatures and the method of putting them forward. The me�hod of choosing one from 

among several candidates would depend on how the candidatures had been presented. 

Professor PARISOT asked Dr. Hurtado if he would agree to the addition of the words 

"in alphabetical order" after the word "candidates" in paragraph (L) of his draft 

resolution. 

Dr. HURTADO signified assent. 

Dr. TOGBA proposed that, in view of the importance of the subject and of the probable 

length of the discussions, the afternoon ruecting should begin at 2 

instead of at 2.30 p.m. 

It was so agreed• 

Dr. HAYEK proposed that the Board vote immediately on paragraph(1,of Dr. Hurtado1s 

draft resolution as amended by Professor Parisot. If* it could reach agreement on that 

point, then it could ask Dr, Turbott and Dr. Hurtado to submit a joint draft covering 

the remainder of the proposal» 

Dr. KARUNARATNE moved the adjournment of the meeting. 

Dr. BRkVOy supported by Professor AHDKRSEN, considered that^ in. view aflhe tremseendeirfeiT 

importance of the subject under discussion and in view of the close attention the world 

was paying to the Board's debates, the subject should not be closed to discussion before 

all the views had been fully expressed. 



Dr. van den BERG, speaking on a point of order, said that Dr. Karunaratne's 

motion had been for adjournment, not closure of the debate. 

The CHAIRMAN said that as the Board had sat beyond its normal time of rising 

he would adjourn the meeting. 

(For continuation, see twenty -first meeting, section 1.) 

The meeting rose at 12»40 p.m. 
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PROCEDURE FOE THE NOMINATION OF A SOCCESSOE TO THE DIEECTOB-GENERAL 
Item 3I+ of the Agenda (Documents EBll/30 and EBll/71) (continuation) 

The CHAIRMAN recalled that the Board had agreed that the discussion on procedure 

for the nomination of a successor to the Director-General should be held in open 

session. 

The DIBECTOB-GENERAL said that two questions on vhich the Board would wish to take 

a decision were: first, whether attendance at the secret meeting, to consider actual 

names of candidates, would be confined to members of the Board or include their 

alternates and advisers; secondly, what method of voting should be adopted. It 

•would appear that Bule 55 of the Bules of Procedure of the Executive Board applied 

only to elections, not to nominations, for which no provision was made in the Bules 

of Procedure. He suggested that M. Zarb, legal adviser, Ъе permitted to explain 

various alternative procedures for voting. 

M. ZAEB; Chief, Legal Office, said the Board was aware that it was not called 

upon to proceed to an actual election but only to the nomination of a candidate, whose 

name would be submitted to the Health Assembly for approval or rejection. The task 

of the Board was to recommend the name of the person most technically competent to 

fill the post. 

There vas nothing in the existing Pules of Procedure of the Board or other 

rules about the procedure to be adopted in the selection of a candidate. The Board 

vas, therefore, free to adopt whatever system it considered best adapted to the 

circumstances, and that procedure vould in any case entail a secret ballet. 



� He proceeded to outliné: various alternative procedures as follows : 

(1) The procedure provided under Rule 33 appeared to be unsatisfactory since it 
ч 

might result in unfair elimination of candidates owing to the necessarily speedy 

nature of the vote. 

(2) The Board might wish to consider using the preferential ballot system. Under 

this system a series of votes would be taken, each member listing the various 

candidates on his voting paper according to the order of preference he wished to 

give them. The names thus listed would then be allotted points on a graded system, 

and after each vote, the name of the candidate with the fewest points would be 

eliminated. When only two candidates remained the final choice would be made by 

a simple majority vote. 

(3) Another alternative, would be to take a simple ballot on the names of a given 

number of candidates, eliminating those wh® fcad received, the smallest ntimber of 

votes. 

The procedure outlined in Rule 33 to cover the. case of an equal division of 

votes, namely the drawing of lots, was open to criticism and would not seem to be 

satisfactory. He suggested that, should votes be equally divided, the Board 

should adjourn and continue voting only on the resumption. 

Whatever system might be adopted, it was clear that should the list of 

candidates include the names of members of the Board, it would be proper for those 

members to withdraw during the discussion on the merits of the respective candidates, 

in order to respect the secret nature of the ballot. 

Dr. HURTADO said there were, of course, other possible methods, óf voting than . 

those indicated by the Legal Adviser. He regretted that no mention was made in the 

Constitution and Rules of Procedure of the procedure to be followed. 



In his view, although the Board was concerned vlth a nomination, the factor 

of election vas also involved since the Health Assembly was able only to accept 

or reject the candidate selected by the Board. 

He suggested that the first stage in the procedure should be the establishment 

of the list of candidates, followed by the preferential system for the selection 

of the Board�s tíbminee. 

Dr. van den BERG said that he was not convinced that Bule 33 of the Bules 

of Procedure of the Executive Board might not be construed as applying to the 

procedure for the nomination at present under discussion. The point was admittedly 

doubtful, but he believed it would be prudent for the Board not to lay itself open 

to criticism by the World Health Assembly on the ground that it had failed to 

apply the Bules of Procedure. The Board mighty therefore, wish to have recourse 

to Bule 50/ which provided for suspension of any of the rules� and a proposal for 

such suspension could be adopted immediately if the Board, on the advice of the 

Chairman， was unanimously in favour of it. 

He felt that the preferential system explained by M. Zarb was too complex 

and had something of the element of a lottery� he himself favoured a simpler 

system which could be readily understood. 

He agreed with Dr# Hurtado? s remarks on the need to establish a firm list of 

candidates. 

Dr. MACKENZIE agreed vith Dr. van den Berg that the preferential system might 

introduce an element of chance. He personally preferred the voting procedure 

outlined in Bule 33. He suggested, as an alternative procedure, that a series 



of straight ballots Ъе taken on the list of candidates, the name receiving the 

least number of votes being eliminated after each ballot. That procedure would 

Ъе followed until only two candidates remained, and a final vote would be taken 

on those names. 

He agreed with previous speakers about the need for a comprehensive list of 

candidates. Information should also be available about their qualifications and 

abilities. 

The DIEECTOE-GENERAL deprecated the use of the term "lottery" in relation to 

the preferential system, which was designed precisely to eliminate any element of 

chance. He believed that the system advocated by Dr. Mackenzie would achieve 

eeeantiially the same result as a preferential vote. 

While the procedure under Bule 33 was adequate in many cases, the result 

might not always correspond with the true intention of those voting. In his 

view some system providing for the progressive elimination of candidates would be 

the best one to adopt. 

Dr. TURBOTT and Professor ANDERSEN were in favour of the method of preferential 

voting. 

Dr. BRAVO believed that the first stage should be the submission of a list of 

candidates, and if possible some information about their background, to enable 

members Of the Board to vote for the most technically qualified person. 

In his view the system of voting subject to the least element of chance was that 

suggested by M. Zarb. The system should provide, however, for a renewal of the 

voting procedure in the event of a tie vote between the last two remaining candidates: 

otherwise ад impasse would result. 



Dr. KAEÜIÍARATNE supported the suggestion made Ъу Dr. Mackenzie. In his view， 

the Board should consider whether Eule 33 could not be resorted to. He believed 

that Eule 51, referring to "All elections and the nomination of the Director-General.,. 

qualified Eule 35, which therefore might be held to be applicable. For that reason 

he submitted that the present Bules of Procedure were adequate, and there was no 

need to adopt any particular procedure in the present case. 

He strongly believed that existing procedure should be followed with as little 

modification âs possible. The nomination in question was very much in the nature of 

an election, since the Health Assembly was competent only to accept or reject the 

candidate recommended by the Board. 

The DIKECTOE-GENERAL believed that the actual wording of Bule 51 ruled out 

the interpretation given by Dr. Karunaratne. To be susceptible of such an 

interpretation, Eule 51 should read, "All elections, including the nomination 

of the Director-General". The present wording in Eule 51 made a clear distinction 

between elections and the nomination of the Director-Generals the latter was not 

in fact an election since even when the Board had completed its task the future 

Director-General was not yet elected. 

He believed that Eule 53 did not apply to the question at issue, although 

the Board could of course adopt what procedure it chose. 



Dr. TOGBA saw no essential difference between the procedure suggested by 

Dr. Mackenzie and that set forth under Rule 33. He supported Dr. Mackenzie's 

preference for Rule 33. 

Dr, van den BERG, "while not altogether convinced that Rule 33 could not be 

applied in the present case, proposed that the Board should suspend Rule 33 and 

decide on an alternative procedure. 

Professor FERREIRA felt that the Rules of Procedure placed a heavy responsibility 

on the Executive Board. He himself was not too much concerned about difficulties in 

voting because of his conviction that only well-considered names would be submitted. 

He was strongly opposed to the procedure under Rule 33 for the present 

nomination, and thought that the Board should decide on a particular procedure to 

meet the special circumstances. 

lhat was essential was first to agree on the list of names and then decide on 

a nomination procedure which would avoid possible criticism by the Health Assembly. 

He suggested that it might be possible first to proceed to a random selection 

of names based on the individual reactions of the Board without resorting to a specific 

vote, and afterwards select a final list of candidates. 

Dr. ALLWOOD-PAREDES asked whether Rule 49 had any bearing on the procedure for 

the submission of names. Its application would mean that all proposals of candidates 

would have to be seconded. Such a procedure would be unsuitable because the name of 

the candidate must be kept secret, but he would like a precise decision on the 

matter to avoid any possible misinterpretation. 



The DIRECTOR-GENERAL said that Rule 49 left it to the discretion of the Chairman 

as to whether any proposal required to be seconded. 

He mentioned another factor in connexion with Rule 33• If the procedure under 

that rule were adopted, it would mean that no more than two votes could be taken, 

and afterwards the choice might have to be made between two candidates by the 

drawing of lots. That would be an extremely unfortunate procedure, and one 

certainly not intended to apply to the nomination of the future Dir^ctor-General. 

The CHAIRMAN called for specific proposals as to the procedure to be adopted. 

Dr# TURBOTT formally proposed that the procedure of nomination by a 

preferential ballot should be adopted, 

Dr. HURTADO proposed a draft resolution "which was submitted later in the 

meeting in writing. 

Dr# van den BERG reiterated that the Board should be very careful to adopt 

no procedure which might be open to criticism by the Health Assembly# He therefore 

proposed that the Board decide unanimously not to apply certain Rules of Procedure • 

Rule 33 in the particular case in point - arid then decide on what procedure it 

should adopt. 

Dr. MACKENZIE agreed т/vith the previous speaker# The first question to be 

decided was "whether certain rules needed amendment. 

Dr# ANDERSEN thought that if the ' Board decided not to apply Rule 33, that would 

be sufficient� there would be no necessity for amending any Rules of Procedure. 



Dr. ALLWOOD-PAREDES pointed out that Rule 40 of the Rules of Procedure stated 

that a member might move suspension or adjournment of debate and that any such 

motion, if seconded，should be put to the vote immediately and without discussion» 

He proposed that the Board agree that, in the secret meeting, it should be 

sufficient for one member to propose suspension or adjournment for that proposal 

to be adopted. He made that proposal in order to make it easier for the Board to 

recess and reconsider should a point of disagreement arise. 

The CHAIRMAN asked Dr. Allwood-Paredes to raise his point again after the 

Board had considered the proposals on voting that were already before it# He then 

proposed that the Board adjourn briefly so that the various proposals might be 

presented in writing. 

The meeting adjourned at 11,30�m* and resumed at 12.10 p.mm 

The CHAIRMAN drew the attention of the Board to the four draft resolutions 

before it, submitted by Dr. van den Berg, Dr# Mackenzie, Dr# Turbott and Dr. Hurtado 

respectively^ He siaggested that they be considered in that order. 
： • 

Dr. van den Berg's proposal read as follows� 

The Executive Board 

DECIDES^ in making the nomination of the Dir e с tor-Ge ne ral, to suspend 
Rule 33 of the RxlIb s of Procedure of the Executive Board. 

Decision： Dr. van den BergTs draft resolution was adopted unanimously# - « 

Dr» ALLTOOD-PAREDES inquired itíiether the adoption of that resolution meant 

that Rule 33 had previously been considered applicable. 



The DIRECTOR-GENERAL answered that the legal advice he had received had been 

to the effect that the rule did not apply； but Dr# van den Berg had pointed out 

that arguments might be adduced to the contrary. Because of that fact, and in view 

of агцг possible criticism by the Health Assembly, Dr. van den Berg had formally 

proposed its suspension. He himself felt that to have been a wise, cautionary 

measure which allowed the Board to adopt such other procedure as it saw fit# 

The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the following draft resolution proposed by 

Dr, Mackenzie t 

The Executive Board, 

Considering that its present Rules of Procedure contain no clear direction 
for the holding of ballots on the nomination of the Director-General, 

DECIDES that the Board shall proceed to vote on such nomination in the 
following manner : 

(1) A simple ballot shall be taken on the names of candidates, each member 
having one vote. The candidate receiving the least number of votes is 
eliminated. 

(2) A second ballot will then be taken on the remaining candidates, and again 
the candidate receiving the least number of votes is eliminated. This procedure 
will be followed until only two candidates remain# 

(3) The final vote will then be taken on these two candidates. 

Decisiont Dr# Mackenzie1 s draft resolution was rejected by 8 votes to b, ivlth 
5 abstentions• 

The CHAIRMAN then called attention to Dr. Turbott's draft resolution, which 

read i 



The Executive Board 

1. DECIDES not to apply Rule 33 of the Rules of Procedure of the Executive 
Boards 

2. DECIDES to adopt the system of preferential voting, as outlined by the 
Legal Adviser to the Director-General. 

He pointed out that paragraph 1 had already been adopted in Dr. van den Bergts 

resolution. . 

Dr. TOGBA stated that during the adjournment he had heard different interpretations 

of the system of preferential voting. He would therefore ask Dr. Turbott to explain 

the precise implications of paragraph 2 of his proposal. 

Dr. TURBOTT answered that he had nothing to add to thë full explanation given 

earlier by M. Zaxb but that he himself was not quite certain whether, under the system 

of preferential voting, if five names were put forward a member had to record his 

preference on all five or whether he could merely state it with regard to, say, three 

names. 

Dr. KARUNARATNE, supported by Dr. van den BERG, proposed that, in view of 

Dr, Turbott's own doubts and since it was extremely difficult to vote on the basis of 

a mere oral explanation, M. Zarb's statement on the system of preferential voting 

should be submitted to the Board in writing before a vote was taken. 

The CHAIRMAN requested the Secretariat to submit M. Zarb's explanation of the 

system of preferential voting in writing for the afternoon meeting. 
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Professor FERREIRA called attention to the draft resolution presented by 

Dr. Hurtado which read as follows: 

The Executive Board, 

Observing that in the present Rules of Procedure of the Executive 
Board no particular rule for the election of the Director-General exists, 

RECOÏÛMENDS the adoption of the following special procedure : 

(1) presentation of a list of candidates formed by the names obtained 
by secret ballot; 

(2) application of the preferential system for selection of the name 
for presentation to the Assembly. 

The second paragraph of that resolution was substantially the same as the second 

paragraph of Dr. Turbott's, and he wondered whether their respective authors might 

submit a joint draft resolution. Dr. Hurtado's draft did of course have an extra 

paragraph concerning a list of candidates, which was not covered by Dr. Turbott's. 

Dr. HURTADO felt that there was some confusion, because the Board had not con-

sidered a specific method of selecting candidates before passing to the method of 

voting. He felt that once a list of candidates had been drawn up the preferential 

system of voting could be quite simply applied. 

In connexion with Professor Ferreira's question, he suggested that he and 

Dr. Turbott might submit a joint draft once a decision had been reached on the method 

of nominating candidates. 

The DIRECTOR-GENERAL saw no very important reason why the Board should decide 

first how to draw up a list of candidates. It was true that that would have to be done 

before a vote was taken, but surely the method of voting could be discussed either 

before or after. 



Dr. HURTADO disagreed with the Director-General. The Board was concerned with 

drawing up of "what amounted to an electoral law, the first part of which concerned can— 

didatures and the method of putting them forward. The method of choosing one from 

among several candidates would depend on how the candidatures had been presented. 

Professor PARISOT asked Dr. Hurtado if he would agree to the addition of the words 

"in alphabetical order"• after the word "candidates" in paragraph 1 of his draft 

resolution. 

Dr. HURTADO signified assent. 

Dr. TOGBA proposed that, in view of the importance of the subject and of the 

length the discussions were likely to go to, the afternoon meeting begin at 2 p.m. 

instead of at 2.30 p.m. 

It was so agreed. 

Dr. HAYEK proposed that the Board vote immediately on paragraph 1 of Dr. Hurtado1 s 

draft resolution as amended by Professor Parisot. If it could reach agreement on that 

point, then it could ask Dr. Turbott and Dr. Hurtado to subnit a joint draft covering 

the remainder of the proposal. 

Dr. KâRUNARATNE moved the adjournment of the meeting. 

Br. BRAVO, supported by Dr. ANDERSEN, considered that, in view of the transcendental 

importance of the subject under discussion and in view of the close attention the world 

was paying to the Board's debates, the subject should not be closed to discussion before 

all the views had been fully expressed. 



Dr. van den BERG, speaking on a point of order, said that Dr. Karunaratne's 

motion had been for adjournment, not closure of the debate• 

The CHâlRMN said that as the Board had sat beyond its normal time of rising 

he would adjourn the meeting. 

The meeting rose at 12.40 p.m. 
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