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1. cЕVI: °w 0 . 
I'ROGR'4и!',íE АNТ) BUDG Т тЅТIмАтЅ FOR 1958 RELATING TO: (a) ADEС�UACY 

OF THE ESТIиAтEs FGR O RGA I АTIONAL M' EТINGS, AND (b) АDEгQUACY OF THE ESTIi1ATE3 

FOR ADiamisТRAТIVE S ?VICES, ESTINíмТE8 FOR Ю10ТHER PURPOSES" (R.ЕIмвURSЕEENT OF 

THE WORKING CAPITAL FUND): Item 7.4 of the Agenda (Official Records No. 74, 

page 12; Official Records No. 77, Chapter IV, Part II, Sеctions.2 and 3, 9 and 

Mr BOUCHER, Representative of the Executive Board, said he had nothing of note 

to report on the Executive Boardts discussion of the 1958 estimates for Organizational 

Meetings and Administrative Services. 

it SIsGEL (Assistant Director -General, Department of Administration and 

Finance), Secretary, said that, in connexion with item 7.4 of the agenda, it was the 

Committees task to recommend to the Committee on Programme and Budget the figures 

which should be inserted in the Appropriation Resolution (Official Records No. 74, 

page 12), with which the Committee had dealt at its twelfth meeting. The parts for 

which the Committee had to propose figures were Part I: Organizational Meetings, 

Appropriation Sections 1, 2 and 3; Part III: Administrative Services, Appropriation 

Section 8; and Part IV: .Other Purposes, Appropriation Section 9, which had also 

been considered at the twelfth meeting.. The Executive Board, at its nineteenth 

session, had considered the 1958 estimates and made the alterations required to take 

account of.the amendments to the Staff Rules. The proposed figures were to be found 

in its report on the Proposed Programme and Budget Estimates for 1958 (Official 

Records No. 77, page 71 et seq.). 

The proposed figure for Appropriation Section 1, "World Health Assembly", was 

198 740, to which should be added the cost of interpretation into Russian, in 

accordance with the decision taken at the present Health Assembly. Members of the 

Committee would recall that the 1948 figure for interpretation into Russian was 

" 4 50o. Thus the tdtal for Appropriation Section 1 would be 203 240. 



А10/AFL/Мiп/1.3 

page 3 

The proposed figure for Appropriation Section 2, "Executive Board and its 

Committees ", was $ 115 260, and the proposed figure for Appropriation Section 3, 

"Regional Committees ", was $ 86 300, bringing the total for Part I to $ 404 800. 

Decision: The Committee approved the above proposed figures without comment. 

The SECRETARY said that the proposed figure for insertion in Part III, 

"Administrative Services ", Appropriation Section 8, was to be found in the Official 

Records No. 77, page 78, the figure being $ 1 177 168. 

Decision: The Committee approved the above proposed figure without comment. 

The SECRETARY said that the proposed figure for Part IV, "Other Purposes ", 

Appropriation Section 9, was $ 100 000. The Committee had discussed the matter at 

its twelfth meeting and that was the figure which the Director -General had re- 

commended for inclusion in the 1958 estimates. 

Decision: The Committee approved the above proposed figure without comment. 

The SECRETARY said that, as the Committee was aware, Part V "Reserve" was a 

calculated figure amounting to the assessments of inactive Members and China, That 

figure was $ 1 203 300, bringing the total for all parts to the calculated figure of 

14 769 160, which should be inserted in the first line of the resolution. That 

figure corresponded to the total appropriations for 1958. 

Decision: The Committee approved the above proposed figures without comment. 

The SECRETARY drew the attention of members to paragraph III of the Appropriation 

Resolution, in which there was a blank for the insertion of the amount of casual in- 

come to be deducted before the calculation of assessments against Members. As the 

Committee knew, the figure involved was 358 000. After deduction of that sum, 

the amount remaining to be financed by assessments against Members was 14 411 160, 

as noted in decumant А10 /Р&В /18. 
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The CHkIRMAN recalled that the figure of $ 358 000 had previously been re- 

commended by the Committee and hoped that the Committee would agree to the inclusion 

of that figure in the appropriate place. 

It was so agreed. 

Не asked the Rapporteur to include the above figures in the text of the proposed 

Appropriation Resolution in the 'Committee's second report to the Committee on Programme 

and Budget. 

2. EXTENSION OF THE APPOINTMENT OF THE DIя.ECТOR- GENERAL: Supplementary Agenda Item 
• proposed by the Delegation of Costa Rica (Documents A10 /14, A10 /АFL /22 and 
A10 /1.FL /27 ) 

Mr КыАиАС Т (�audi Arabia) proposed that the subject be discussed at a private 

mc.eting in accordance with Rule 104 of the Rules of Procedure of the Health Assembly. 

The С1LIRМAN drew the attention of the Committee to Rule 37, which stated that 

"Meetings of the main committees and their sub -committees shall be held in public un- 

less the committee or sub -committee concerned decides otherwise ". He would there- 

fore proceed to take a vote. 

Mr КНАNАСH ̂Т (Saudi Arabia) regretted that he was unable to share the opinion of 

the Chair on the applicability of Rule 37, because Rule 104 specifically mentioned the 

subject which the Committee was about to discuss. He therefore considered that a 

tote was not necessary unless there was a motion before the meeting. 

The CНAIRMAN pointed out that the subject about to be discussed was not the 

nomination of the Director -General and that Rule 104 did not apply. Нe would 

therefore apply Rule 37 until there was a definite motion before the meeting. 
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Dr EVANG (Norway) supported the interpretation of the Chair. As there was no 

motion before the Committee, it should proceed according to Rule Э7. 

Mr JOCKEL (Australia) moved that the discussions be held in a private meeting. 

Decision: The motion was adopted by 26 votes to 18, with 12 abstentions. 

The proceedings were аd '1оurпed at 3 p.m. and resumed at 3.10 p.т. in a 

Private meeting, at which the following resolution was adopted: 

Whereas the Sixth World Health Assembly elected and appointed Dr Marcolino 

Gomes Candau as Director -General of the World Health Organization,1 

Whereas, in the Agreement on the terms of employment of the Director - 

General, the Sixth World Health Assembly provided for his appointment to be for 

a five -year period as from 21 July 1953;2 

Whereas paragraph I (1) of the Agreement between the World Health Organiza- 

tion and Dr Candau provides that "This Agreement may be renewed by decision of 

the Health Assembly on such terms as the Health Assembly may decide "; and, 

Whereas, under Article 31 of the Constitution of the World Health Organiza- 

tion, "the Director -General shall be appointed by the Health Assembly on the 

nomination of the (Executive) Board on such terms as the Health Assembly may 

determine ", 

The Tenth World Health Assembly 

1. RECOGNIZES that the services performed by Dr Candau have contributed 

immeasurably to the successful operation of the World Health Organization; 

2. BELIEVES 'it desirable that Dr Candau continue as Director - General for a 

period beyon.#�the expiration date of the present five-year period; 

З. DECIDES ...hat the Agreement on the terms of employment of Dr Candau shall be 

renewed for a period not to exceed five years from 21 July 1958; 

4. RECOGNIZES that Dr Candau will wish to give consideration to this decision to 

renew his contract before deciding whether he is willing to accept it; and thЕ е о 
1 Off. Rec, Wld 11th OгF. 48, 17 

2 Off. Rec. W1d 11th Org, 46, Anneх 13, 246 
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5. REQUESTS Dr Candau to communicate his decision to the President of the Tenth 

World Health Assembly on or before 1 November 1957, indicating whether he will 

accept the renewal of his contract, and, if so, the length of the period which he 

is willing to accept to a maximum of five years; 

6. АUТНОRIZЅ the President of the Tenth World Health Assembly to sign the re- 

newal of the Agreement on the terms of employment of the Director- General on 

behalf of the Organization; and. 

7. . 
REQUESTS the President of the Tenth World Health Assembly to communicate the 

decision of Dr landau immediately to the Member Governments and to the members of 

the Executive, Board so that the Board will know whether it will be necessary to 

consider at its twenty -first session, in accordance with Article 31 of the 

Constitution, a new nomination for submission to the Eleventh World Health 

Assembly. 

The Committee resumed its public meeting at 6.5 p.m. 

3. AMENDMENT. To RU1 67 on тјп RUUЅ OF РZОСD1лU OF Н .LTII. 5 А L?' : 
supplementary Agenda Item proposed by the Delegation of the United States of 

America (Document Al0 /13) 

Mr WARING (United States of America) said that the United States delegation was 

proposing that discussions on the WHO budget should be subject to a two -thirds 

majority of the Members present and voting. The proposal was based on Article 60 

of the Constitution, which provided in paragraph (a.) that decisions of the Health 

Assembly on important questions should be made by a two-thirds majority of the 

Members present and voting, and in paragraph (b) that decisions on other questions, 

including the determination of questions to be decided by a two -thirds majority, 

should be made by a majority of the Members present and voting. The intention of 

those constitutional provisions had been embodied in Rules 67 and 68 of the Health 

Аssemb y 1 s Rules of Procedure 
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The United States delegation believed that certain advantages would accrue to 

the Organization through the application of those constitutional provisions to the 

Organization's budget. In the first place, such a procedure would be consonant 

with sound and accepted administrative practice. Secondly, it would be similar to 

the procedure already adopted in the United Nations and ILO, and would thus bring 

about a further degree of uniformity in the usages of international organizations. 

In that connexion, he recalled that the significance of uniformity of usages 

had been given particular emphasis by the Director -General himself, in requesting 

that steps be taken to eliminate an existing difference, between WHO on the one hand 

and ILO, FAO and UNESCO on the other, in regard to privileges and immunities extended . 

to the Deputy Director -General. In approving the Director -General's request, the 

Committee had in fact approved the grounds upon which it was based. 

A third advantage would be that a budget which had the support of a broad seg- 

ment of the Organization's membership would be one that would best tend to conciliate 

extremes and to eliminate a situation in which two opposing camps of almost equal 

strength would be continually contending. With the achievement of a broad area of • agreement, the chances of harmony and co- operation would be much better assured. 

The fourth advantage was that a budget decision by a two -thirds majority vote 

would enhance considerably many governments' chances of success in obtaining through 

constitutional processes the funds required to pay their contributions, since that 

vote would be clear evidence that the proposed budget enjoyed the support of the 

larger part of the Organization's membership. 
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No doubt certain disadvantages to the procedure proposed might also be mentioned. 

It might be maintained that it might load to a deadlock on the budget. That .possi- 

bility could not be denied. On the other hand, however, it might equally well 

result in achieving a .compromise nd in avoiding almost equally balanced factions. 

It might also be argued that complications would ensue because the Constitution 

provided that the procedures in its main committees should be the same as those in 

the plenary sessions. The United States delegation did not believe a serious 

difficulty would be created since there was little difference between a committee of 

the whole and a plenary meeting, It was not the intention of the United States 

delegation to request an exception to the established procedures in that respect at 

the present time; the intent of its proposal was merely to seek fuller implementation 

of the pro visions of the Constitution and not to seek their amendment. 

It might further be maintained that application of the United States proposal 

would result in reduced budgets for the Organization. That was a matter of opinion. 

The United States delegation did not believe that that was an automatic concomitant, 

especially under the current voting procedure. Irrespective of the size of the 

budget, it would ensure that the budget adopted did in fact have the support of a 

bread segment of the membership. 

In fact, however, the advantages and possible disadvantages that would result 

from the application of the procedure proposed were secondary to the major issue, 

which could be reduced to the simple question: was or was not the budget of the 

World Health Organization an important question? Once that issue was decided in the 

affirmative, there would seem to be no choice but to apply the provisions of the 

Constitution and the Rules of Procedure, 
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The United States delegation believed there could be no real doubt that the 

budget of the Organization was an important question. There was accordingly no 

need to labour the point; the delegate of Egypt in the Committee on Programme and 

Budget at its tenth meeting and the delegate of the Argentine in the Committee on 

Administration, Finance and Legal I`atters, had both strongly stressed the importance 

of the budget. 

In conclusion, he again described the scope of the United States proposal and 

affirmed his belief that the advantages he had mentioned would far outweigh any 

possible disadvantages. 

Dr ТОGBA (Liberia) failed to see any advantage that would accrue to the 

Organization from acceptance of the United States proposal. The Organization had 

been in existence for almost ten years and its affairs in the Health Assembly had 

been conducted with little difficulty and with little misunderstanding among its 

members in voting. The Health Assembly was a democratic institution and accordingly 

its members had been governed by the WHO Constitution and the Rules of Procedure in • existence, To require a twO- thirds majority in favour of the budget would, to his 

mind, imply that the members were not interested in having the Organization's work 

proceed as rapidly and smoothly as posl�ible. Indeed, such a provision would hamper 

the 0rganizationls progress. 

All were aware of the length of time it had taken to settle the Organizationts 

budget for 1958. Three different proposals had been before the Assembly, one of 

which had been put forward by the United States delegation. If a similar position 

arose in future years and the United States proposal were put into force, he feared 

no proposal on the budget would rally the requisite support. The result would be 

deadlock. 
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In his opinion, every question considered by the Health Assembly was important. 

Malaria eradication and the peaceful uses of atomic energy were cases in point. 

It might just as well be proposed that the same measure be applied to any item of the 

programme. Unless he could be convinced, therefore, that the proposed procedure 

would bring real advantages in its train, he would maintain there was no reason for 

changing the existing procedure. 

Dr CAYLA (France) stated that the French delegation supported the United States 

proposal for three reasons. First, it would be implementing the spirit of the 

Constitution to have a question as important as the budget voted by a two -thirds 

majority. It would be applying Article 60 of the Constitution, and there w-ѕ no 

doubt that the budget was an important question; indeed it was the most important 

question of all that came before the Health Assembly, since the decision upon it 

conditioned all the Organization's activities. 

Secondly, in deciding the budget by a two -thirds majority vote, the Organization 

would be doing no more than implementing its Agreement with the United Nations, which 

in Article XV, paragraph 3(f), stated that WHO agreed to conform, so far as might be 

practicable, to standard practices and forms recommended by the United Nations. The 

United Nations had recommended that the specialized agencies should adopt uniform rules 

in regard to the budget and there were no grounds for not doing so in WHO. Indeed, 

unless the measure could be proved impracticable, it ought to be applied in accordance 

with that Agreement. 

The third reason was of a practical order. He believed that application of 

the provision would invariably lead to a compromise budget, supported by at least 

two -thirds of the Health Assembly and, consequently, representative of what the 

members desired. 
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Dr ЕVЁNG (Norway) stated that the Norwegian Government was opposed to the 

United States propbsal. He did not share the view of the United States delegate on 

the advantages 'that would accrue to the Organization from its application. With 

regard to the supposed sound administrative practice of the measure, he would recall 

that in most countries the decision on the budget was reached by a simple parliament- 

ary majority. Nor could he see that it would be bringing about more uniformity in 

usages among the United Nations family of organizations, since the United Nations and 

the ILA were the only two of those bodies which applied that rule. As for its being • a conciliating factor, it was his opinion that it might work both ways . На presumed 

the United Stat'es delegate had been speaking of his own Government when he mentioned 

as an advantage that his proposed procedure would make it easier to obtain govern- 

mental support for the Organization's work. So far as the Norwegian Government was 

concerned, it would make no difference at all. 

He accordingly agreed with the delegate of Liberia that the Health Assembly 

should maintain the existing procedure, which had proved its worth. 

Dr MOORE (Canada) said the Canadian delegation would support the United States 

proposal. The budget of WHO was undoubtedly an important question and accordingly 

his delegation felt that the two -thirds majority rule should apply to it, 

Dr EL-'CHATTI (Syria) explained his understanding of the two -thirds majority 

rule as applying to important matters of a constitutional or legal nature. Certainly 

the budget of the Organization was important but it was neither a legal nor a 

constitutional question. Moreover, the budget applied for the duration of one year 

only and was a matter that had to be decided year after year, He was accordingly 

unable to support the United States proposal 

The meeting rose at 6,30 р,m. 



Note: The attached minutes of the private meeting of the Committee en Administration, 

Finance and Legal Matters held on 21 May are given а restricted circulation to 

Member States and Associate Members (one copy per country) and to Executive 

Board representatives. 
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EXTENSION OF THE APPOINTMENT OF THE .DIRECTOR- GENERAL: Supplementary Agenda Item 
proposed by the delegation of Costa Rice (Documents A10/14, Al0 /AFL /22 and 

A1о /AFL /27) 

Mr KIANACHET (Saudi Arabia) proposed that the subject be discussed at a 

private meeting in accordance with Rule 104 of the Rules of Procedure of the 

Health Assembly. 

The CHAIRMAN drew the attention of the Committee to Rule 37, which stateii 

that "Meetings of the main committees and their sub -committees shall be held in 

public unless the committee or sub -committee concerned decides otherwise ". He 

would therefore proceed to take a vote. 

Mr KIANACHET (Saudi Arabia) regretted that he was unable to share the opinion 

of the Chair on the applicability of Rule 37, because Rule 104 specifically 

mentioned the subject which the Committee was about to discuss. He therefore 

considered that a vote was not necessary unless there was a motion before the meeting. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the subject about to be discussed was not the 

nomination of the Director- General and that Rule 104 did not apply. He would 

therefore apply Rule 37 until there was a definite motion before the meeting. 

Dr EVANG (Norway) supported the interpretation of the Chair. As there was no 

motion before the Committee, it should proceed according to Rule 37. 

Mr JOCKEL (Australia) moved that the discussions be held in a private meeting. 

Decision: The motion was adopted by 26 votes to 18, with 12 abstentions. 

The proceedings were adjourned at 3 p.m. and resumed at 3.10 p.m. in a private 
meeting. 
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The CHAIRМAN announced that persons entitled to be present were: delegations 

of Member States and representatives of Associate Members of WHO, representatives 

of the United Nations, representatives of the WHO Executive Board and the necessary 

servicing staff of the Secretariat. Unless there was an objection, the latter would 

include minute - writers, and a Soundscriber record would be taken as usual. 

It was so agreed. 

• Dr VARGAS- ENDEZ (Costa Rica) said that before introducing the item he had tried 

to contact each delegation separately. Unfortunately, he had been unable to meet 

every one and some delegations had been taken by surprise when he raised the point. 

He apologized to those delegations and assured them that the omission was accidental 

and by no means to be attributed to any ulterior motive on his part. 

He could have submitted the proposal to the Committee in the form of a proposal 

with signatures in support, but, in view of the danger of omitting a delegation which 

might wish to be included and therebз- giving offence, he had preferred to submit the 

proposal as emanating from his delegation alone. 

In conclusion, he assured members that there were no unstated motives behind the 

proposal, which should be taken at its face value. It was a matter of courtesy and 

justice to offer a high official, whose services had been deeply appreciated, an 

extension of his period of office. 

The post of Director -General was outside any consideration of geographical 

distribution and capable persons should be appointed to that post without regard to 

the part of the world from which they came. The authors of the Constitution had been 

wise not to stipulate for what period the Director -General should be appointed. 
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Five years was too shart a time for the completion of such important health work. 

The Organization had everything to gain from the added stability which a further five 

year period would give. 

Dr EVANG (Norway) said that all agreed that WHO had been extremely fortunate in 

its choice of Director -General. Both holders of that post had combined expert 

knowledge and experience of public health with personal integrity and the physical • 
and mental stamina necessary to bear the burden of that high office. He therefore 

supported the proposal to offer the Director -General an extension of his contract. 

He had however three amendments to suggest to the draft resolution contained in 

document A10 /AFL /22.. In view of the strain to which he had referred, an additional 

five years might well be too much to expect. He therefore suggested that the 

agreement should be extended for a period not to exceed two years. His second 

amendment dealt with the possibility of the Director -General being unwilling to 

accept the proposed extension. If on 31 December 1957 the Director -General were to 

inform the President of the Health Assembly that he could not accept the extension 

offered, governments would have very little time to put forward other candidates as 

the Executive Board at its twenty -first session in January 1958 was due to select 

a candidate for recommendation to the Eleventh World Health Assembly. His third 

amendment was to the effect that the President of the Tenth World Assembly should 

inform Member States of Dr Candau�s decision without delay. The effect of his 

proposals would be to amend paragraphs Э and 5 of the draft resolution to road: 
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3. DECIDES that the agreement on the terms of employment of Dr Candau 

shall be ren ̂wed for a period not to exceed two years from 21 July 1958; ... 
5. REWESTS Dr Candau to communicate his decision to the President of the 

Tenth World Health Assembly on or before 1 August 1957, indicating whether he will 

accept the renewal of his contract and if so, the length of the period which he is 

willing to accept to a maximum of two years; 

and to insert an additional paragraph 7 requesting the President of the Tenth World • Health Assembly to communicate the decision of Dr Candau immediately to Member government: 
He would wholeheartedly support the proposal thus amended. 

Dr ВURNEУ (United States of America) said that, with experien'e•of two Health 

Assemblies, he had been impressed by the good relations prevailing between the Director- 

General and the Secretariat and between them and the representatives of Member States. 

Hе had also been impressed by the high reputation of WHO among the specialized agencies 

of the United Nations. In both cases, the good reputation of the Organization was due to 

the type of personnel employed in its permanent Secretariat. Representatives of Mетber: 

States, as chief health officers of their countries, were aware that the excellence of 

staff depended on the leadership given, If a staff was to show loyalty, integrity, 

leadership and vision, those qualities had to be evident in their superior officers. The 

Director- General had not only exhibited those qualities but also an equanimity which was 

the admiration of all in his dealings with so many different countries and their requests. 

His delegation therefore warmly supported the proposal before the meeting. 
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He could not support the first two amendments proposed by the delegate of 

Norway. The dignity of the office and of the individual required that a longer 

period pe offered. All were proud of the dignity of WHO and the way in which the 

Director -General had maintained and extended that dignity beyond the membership of the. 

Organization. Independently of all question of whether the Director »General was 

willing or not to accept another five -year period of office, the Committee should 

leave the five -year period, Even if the Director -General were to serve the 

Organization for another full five years that period of office would not be without • 
precedent in national health administrations. 

For the same reasons, he thought that the Director -General should not be 

required to give his answer by 1 August 1957. He would suggest the compromise date 

of 1 November 1957. With that modification, his delegation would support the 

proposal before the meeting. 

Dr EVANG (Norway) withdrew his first two amendments but maintained his suggestion 

that the resolution should mention in paragraph 7 the necessity of the President of the 

Tenth World Health Assembly informing Member States immediately of the Director- 

General's decision, 

Dr ВUЮIЕУ (United States of America) agreed to the proposed addition in 

paragraph 7. 

Dr VАRGAS- %FENDEZ (Costa Rica) said that his reasons for submitting the proposal 

were those stated by the delegate of the United States of America. He agreed to the 

insertion of the date 1 November 1957 for the Director- Generalas decision and the 

addition in paragraph 7 of words to the eff.>ct that the President should inform 

Member States without delay of the Director -General's decision. 
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Dr Т ASSOS (Portugal) supported the proposal before the meeting. 

Dr TOCнA (Liberia) recalled that on the occasion of the discussion of the 

present Director- General's candidature for the post at the Eleventh Session of the 

Executive Board certain members had voiced some misgivings about appointing a young 

man to the post owing to the fact that if he were to serve until retiring age, he 

would have to serve the Organization for up to twenty years. However qualified the • person, that might not be in the interests of the Organization. The Executive Board 

had then received the assurance that the Director -General would not seek an extension 

of his term of office. The Executive Board had agreed to the insertion of the 

extension clause because it was usual to have such a clause in a contract. He now 

heard it argued that two years' extension was not enough for so important a post. 

He regretted that the delegate of Norway had withdrawn his first two amendments as the 

Director -General might wish to withdraw after two years in view of the stress and 

strain of bearing that office. However, if the Committee thought fit to offer an 

extension of five years and the Director- General was ready to accept that offer, his 

delegation would be pleased to see the present Director -General continue in office for 

that time. If, however, the Director -General did not wish to remain in office for 

an additional period, it might save the Executive Board some inconvenience and 

embarrassment if the fact were known before the twenty -first session. He wondered 

whether the delegate of Costa Rica had approached the Director -General on the subject. 

His delegation warmly supported the adoption of 1 November 1957 as the date for 

the Director -General's reply. 
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Dr V1,RGILS- NENDEZ (Costa Rica) said that respect for the high position of the 

Director -General and for his personal dignity,, had prevented him, as it would have 

prevented any other delegate, from putting that question to the Director- General. 

. Dr ТОGЮ. (Liberia) said that it did not seem at all impossible to him for an y 

delegate to approach so highly respected and. wel1•liked a person as the Director- 

General, as a friend, and sound him on the subject. He thought that the 

Direct огОеnегаlt s attitude should be known. 

Dr VлRGЛS- МENDЕZ protested against the inference that he was concealing 

anything from the Committee when, in his introductory statements, he had stated in so 

many words that that was not so. He regretted the lack of confidence shown by the 

delegate of Liberia in the word of a fellow delegate and friend. • 

Dr SIRI (Argentina) fully supported the proposal of Costa Rica, which he said 

was the logical consequence of the outstanding service rendered by the 

Director- General. Delegates whо practised medicine well knew the fatigue cаusед 

by that work; on the other hand, the qualities of the practitioner were only fully 

developed by age and experience. Dr Candau +s years had büt strengthened and matured 

his personality and abilities. This was precisely the moment at which he should be 

asked to remain in his office: the five years past guaranteed the value of the five 

years to come. His contract should therefore be extended for five years, assuming 

that his physical condition was adequate and that he himself consented. 

Nr МЦLLНЛUPТ (Nicaragua) said that his delegation supported the proposal of the 

delegate ' of Costa Rica as amended by the delegate of the United States, and 

associated itself with the statement made by the delegate of Argentina. 
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Dr ТОGВ( (Liberia) disclaimed any desire ti impugn the integrity of the delegate 

of Costa Rica. 

The meeting was suspended at 4.0 NV: and resumed at 4.27 p.m. 

Mr ЮHАNАС1ЕТ (Saudi Arabia) depreoated.the suggestion that his delegations's 

proposal to hold the meeting in private introduoed drama into the discussion of such 

an important and intimate matter, which called for complete freedom of expression in 

tranquil conditions. He regretted that the Costa Rican proposal should have the 

nature of a motion of confidence in the Director -General, and that the joint draft 

resolution (dooument А10 /AFL /27) of which his delegation was a sponsor should appear 

to be a motion of eritioism. The sponsor% of the joint draft resolution had no 

intention to refer in any way to the personality of the lireetor- General. He endorsed 

all the tributes paid to the Dlrector.4eneral by the various delegations. The joint 

draft resolution was presented in pursuance of the general duty, to observe the spirit 

of the Constitution, which emphasized the great importance of the Director - General's 

post and entrusted his nomination to the Executive Poard. 

way impugn the prerogatives of the Assembly. 

To do so, did not in any 

The oho.ce of the Director -General 

vitally concerned the governments of Member States., and it was therefore reasonable 

that they should be consulted before a decision was taken. His delegation had been 

surprised that the delegation of Costa Rica should propose that the Tenth World Health 

Assembly should discuss the nomination of the Director -General. It had been said that 

the question before the Committee was not a nomination but an extension. The 

Director-General's contract itself provided for extension by the Health Assembly; the 

Committee was discussing a reappointment which would make that extension possible. The 
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Costa Rican draft resolution contained no valid reason why the contract should be 

extended as an act of gratitude to Dr Candau. The occasion was in no way exceptional, 

but the Committee was asked to create a precedent. The co- sponsors of the joint draft 

resolution desired that the Director-General's appointment should be renewed in the 

regular way by the Executive Board, the competent authority of the Assembly for the 

particular purpose. The question of the date by which the Director-General should 

indicate his acceptance or rejection of the offer should be left in abeyance so that 

the Executive Board could discuss the matter in January and refer their decision to 

the next Health Assembly. The joint draft resolution would maintain the Assembly's 

tradition of dignity and allow it to exercise the prerogative clearly given it by 

the Constitution, 

Professor HURTAT)0 (Cuba) 4said he would speak only of the legal aspect of the 

issue. He was a staunch defender of the Assembly's prerogatives, but for reasons 

different from those given by some previous speakers. The text of the Director - 

General's contract (Official Records No. 46, Annex 13) showed that he was appointed 

by the Health Assembly and not by the Executive Board. The Board had by secret vote 

nominated a person to be Director- General; • that nomination, however, was merely a 

proposal and could not take effect withiut the approval of the Assembly. Moreover, 

the contract was signed on behalf of the Organization by the President of the Assembly, 

its legal representative for that purpose. The contract laid down the dates of 

commencement and termination of the appointment. The legal texts governing the 

rrganization made no provision regarding +.r appointment and 

conditions of eligibility. There was no provision of internal law regulating the 
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Director-General's, term of office; this rented pиrеlÿ on a decision of the Assembly 

embodied in the contract. 

Clause 1(1) of the dontract permitted its renewal by decision of the Health 

Assembly on such terms as the Assembly might decide. Those words were clearly 

permissive;, consequently the Assembly was the body legally empowered to decide on 

prolongation. Clause I (5) allowed the Director -General at any time to give six 

months' notice of resignation in writing to the Board, which was authorized to 

accept his resignation on behalf of the Assembly. Every lawyer would agree that 

the Assembly had power under the 'contract to prolong or extend it. That power 

should be exercised by the present Assembly, for the next Assembly would not have 

time to perform that duty. If nothing were done before the Board met next 

January, the five -year period would have concluded and the Hoard would be faced 

with the urgent need to set up a college of electors to find a candidate fo 

recommendation to the next AssemЫy, That would happen if the Committee or the 

Assembly did not adopt a definite decision on extension of the contract. The 

resolution gave a timely warning without which the Committee might have overlooked 

altogether the need to renew the Director - General's contract, 

When in January the Executive Board discussed the question, Dr Candau might 

stand for re- election and. States Members might propose other candidates, Its 

procedure was not governed.by detailed rule, but it would vote freely and secretly 

on the suggestions before it, -Its members were not countries but, by a legal 

paradox of the Organization, individuals - though ultimately they might be influenced 
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by their governеents. This tact justified the United States Amendment ,shortening 

the time given to the Director -General by the Costa Rican proposal to notify his 

acceptance of extension. The contract allowed the lireotor- General's term of 

office to be extended after five years by consent of the Assembly. The proposal 

did not seek to• induce the Director-General to ask for an extension, but to ask 

the Assembly, after consulting him, to offer him an extension; His choice a44 

the deciding factor, and therefore the proposal set out a time- limit, in keeping 

with the procedure enabling the Assembly to review the candidates and especially 

the candidate recommended by the Executive Board. The amendment shortening the 

time was therefore acceptable, for a simple notice to governments would suffice 

to obtain their nominations. 

Five years of office, or even ten, could not be considered a long time in a 

complex organization like WHO for any man however gifted, The Organization tacitly 

recognized that its Director could be re..elected indefinitely. Any delegation 

disapproving of the re- election could put forward a proposal to regulate the 

election of the Director -General and limit his term of office. 

The Costa Rican proposal was perfectly in accordance with the Constitution 

and other legal texts of,the Organization; it resulted moreover from the terms 

of the contract. It was important that the Assembly should deal with the 

proposed extension of the Director -General's contract. If it decided to offer 

an extension, the electoral procedure would not take place. 
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Dr ALCERRO (Honduras) supported the proposal of Costa Rica as amended by the 

delegates of the United States of America and Norway. In addition to all the 

attributes for which the Director-General had been praised by previous speakers, he 

was a fine linguist and thus able to understand the views of many persons. 

Dr KHOMOUTOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that his delegation 

had had comparatively little contact with Dr landau but was impressed by his great 

practical experience and by the tributes paid to him by all delegates, and believed 

that it would be forwarding the interests of the Organization by supporting the 

proposal to renew his contract. A change would mean loss of time while the new 

Director- General accustomed himself to the post. The arguments in favour of 

obtaining the previous consent of Dr landau wore not convincing, He was not 

obliged to notify his decision, and the Committee should therefore take a decision 

first and then discuss it with him. 

Sir Arcot MUDALIAR (India) supported the Costa Rican proposal as amended. 

His delegation was able, from its observation of the present Director- General since • his appointment, to endorse fully the high praise expressed by the delegate of the 

United States of America and other speakers. It had sponsored, when Dr Chisholmis 

term of office was nearing its conclusion, a similar resolution containing a pro- 

vision requesting Dr Chisholm to inform the President of the Assembly by a certain 

date whether he could continue in office or not. The aim had been to give 

Dr Chisholm an opportunity to consult his Government if necessary and to study his 

own requirements. The Indian delegation would therefore readily agree to a similar 

suggestion in the case of Dr landau. The present Director- General could not, 
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however, consult his Government until the Health Assembly had so authorized him. 

His interest in the welfare of the Organization was so great that he would 

assuredly give a suitable reply. 

Mr LAFIF (Tunisia) said that the joint draft resolution, which his delegation 

sponsored, had no negative intent towards the Director -General personally. It was 

constructive, and intended to respect the Organization's Constitution and preserve 

the rights of all its organs from prejudice by a motion which was presented as a 

short cut but would really short -circuit the Assembly. The Executive Board was 

purely a subsidiary body of the Assembly, designed by the Constitution to safeguard 

the AsscmblyIs powers. When the Assembly had proposed to extend Dr Chisholm's 

contract and had asked him to state before the end of the year whether he wished to 

accept, Dr Chisholm had felt bound to decline the offer. The breach of continuity 

had done the Organization no harm but much good, because the Executive Board had 

been able to present to the Assembly a candidate whom because of his personality it 

was bound to accept, The Board would probably, at its coming session, consider the 

offer of an extension to Dr Candau, and doubtless also review the claims of other 

candidates, informing the delegations concerned in good time for the next Health 

Assembly to form an opinion with the care that such an important choice deserved. 

Dr IBRAHIM (Sudan), after a warm eulogy of Dr Candau, repudiated any suggestion 

of opposition to the Costa Rican proposal to extend the Director -Generals appoint- 

ment. In such an important matter, however, every candidate should be considered. 

The Committee was now aware of a precedeг.t which fully assured the legality of an 

extension of the appointment. The situation, however, hardly needed a precedent, 
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but rather a normal procedure in accordance with constitutional requirements. His 

delegation supported the joint draft resolution on principle, hoping that it would 

not only be in harmony with the law of the Organization but also give the Assembly 

time to inform and consult the governments of Members, Moreover, it would do 

justice to other possible candidates, . 

Mr OLIVERO (Guatemala) stated that his delegation would support the draft 

resolution submitted by the delegation of Costa Rica, as amended by the delegates 

of the United States and Norway. . 

The CHAIRMAN announced that he had no more speakers on his list. He 

accordingly proposed that the Committee should proceed to vote on the two proposals 

before it: the draft resolution submitted by the delegation of Cost Rica 

(document A10 /АFL /22), as amended, in agreement with the spónsor, by the delegates 

of the United States and Norway; the joint draft resolution submitted by the 

delegations of Ethiopia, the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan, Libya, Saudi Arabia, 

Sudan, Syria, Tunisia and Yemen (document A10 /AFL /27). 

According to Rule 63 of the Rules of Procedure, he was required to put to the 

vote, first, the proposal that was furthest removed in substance from the proposal 

first presented and that, in his opinion, was the joint draft resolution (document 

A1о /АFL /27). He would accordingly put the joint draft resolution to the vote first. 

Again, according to Rule 63, he was required thereafter to put to the vote any 

proposal still outstanding unless the result of the earlier vote made that un- 

necessary. He had given considerable thought to the substance of the two draft 

resolutions in question and had come to the conclusion that, even if the joint draft 
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resolution was adopted, the Costa Rican draft resolution still had the right to be 

put to the vote. In other words, the two proposals were not mutually exclusive. 

Accordingly, irrespective of the Committee's decision on the joint draft resolution, 

he proposed to put the Costa Rican draft resolution to the ?ante. 

Professor HURTADO (Cuba), speaking on a point of order, took the liberty of 

calling attention to what he termed the irregularity of the voting procedure 

suggested by the Chairman. He was unable to understand the starting point for the 

Chairman's conclusion regarding the proposal furthest removed in substance and would 

like enlightenment on that point, since it seemed to him that the Costa Rican draft 

resolution was the one furthest removed from the existing regulations. Moreover, 

what would be the position, he wondered, if both draft resolutions were adopted? 

In his opinion, the two draft resolutions could not be other than mutually exclusive, 

The CHAIRMAN explained that his decision was based on Rule 63 of the Rules of 

Procedure which expressly stated that the Health Assembly should first vote on the 

proposal deemed by the President to be furthest removed in substance from the pro- 

posal first presented. Since the Costa Rican draft resolution had been submitted 

three days before the joint draft resolution, there could be no doubt that it was 

the original proposal. On the question of substance, the joint draft resolution 

was designed to maintain the existing Rules of Procedure in regard to the appointment 

of a Director -General, whereas the Costa Rican draft resolution proposed that, 

irrespective of the Rules of Procedure, the provision for renewal in the present 

Director -General's contract should be taken into account. He accordingly considered 

the joint draft resolution to be furthest removed in substance from the original 

proposal. 
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In the event of the Director -General declining any offer of extension of his 

contract that might be made, the office of Director -General would become vacant on 

the termination of his present term of office. Rule 103 of the Rules of Procedure 

would govern that situation and the joint draft resolution, which laid emphasis on 

that rule, would automatically draw the BoardIs attention to the matter. It was 

for that reason that he held the two draft resolutions to be not mutually exclusive. 

Mr КHANлСНЕТ (Saudi ,rabia) asked for clarification on what the Chairman 

regarded as the starting point for judging which proposal was furthest removed in 

substance from the original proposal. From the chronological standpoint, it was 

undeniable that the Costa Rican draft resolution had been submitted first. But the 

Chairman had given to understand that the joint draft resolution was in conformity 

with the Rules of Procedure whereas that of Costa Rica constituted a departure from 

those Rules. He would be glad to have the pointed cleared up. 

Dr EVANG (Norway) said he would strongly support the Chairman's ruling on the 

first vote to be taken, which was upheld by the words "first presented" in Rule 63 

of the Rules of Procedure. 

Не regretted, however, that he could not support the remainder of the Chairman's 

proposal. He felt that the two draft resolutions were mutually exclusive and, if 

the joint draft resolution were adopted, the Costa Rican draft resolution would fall. 

If there was any doubt on the matter, he would suggest that the Chairman consult the 

sponsors of the draft resolutions. 



10/'.FL/Mi.n/13 Add .1 
page 18 

Mr BCTКΡ!1 (Union of South 'frica) said he too found some difficulty in accepting 

the Chairman's second suggestion, which would open the way to adoption of both the 

draft resolutions. But, the Costa Rican draft resolution envisaged a renewal of the 

Agreement on the terms of employment of Dr landau. Once the Agreement on renewal 

had been s± г �d by the President of the Health Assembly, in terms of operative 

paragraph 6, there could be no further question of a nomination. The provisions 

of operative paragraph 7 confirmed that view. In other words, if the Director- 

General accepted an offer of renewal, there wо"лd be no further need for the 

Executive Board to consider the question of nominating a successor. It was 

therefore obvious that the two draft resolutions clashed. 

Mr LIVERAN (Israel) suggested, in an effort to speed up the proceedings, that 

if there were no objection to the first part of the Chairman's proposals on the 

voting, the Committee should proceed to the vote on the joint draft resolution. 

If the joint draft resolution were adopted, the question would arise of how to 

proceed in regard to the Costa Rican draft resolution. Under the Rules of 

Procedure, the Committee would have to consider whether any further voting was 

necessary and, as a first step, he would suggest that the Eponsor of the draft 

resolution be asked for his view on the matter. On the other hand, should the joint 

draft resolution be rejected, no further question would arise. He accordingly 

proposed the adoption of the first part of the Chairman's proposal on voting. 

The CКΡ.IВ1 N asked whether the Committee was willing to proceed on the lines 

suggested by the dêlegate of Israel and noted that there were no objections to doing sk 
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Mr КН.' ': СККТ (Saudi - :rab±а) proposed that the vote on the joint draft 

resolution should be taken by secret ballot. 

The. СН stated that, in accordance with Rule 71 of the Rules of Procedure, 

it would be necessary to take a prior vote on the motion for a secret ballot. 

Mr BHлгΡ'СНЕТ (Saudi 4rabia) believed that Rule 104 of the Rules of Procedure 

was applicable in the present instance. That rule provided that the Heal th • assembly should consider the Board's nomination for the office of Director -General 

at a private meeting and should come to a decision by secret ballot..lthough the 

question under consideration was the renewal of the present Director -General's 

contract, that was, in fact, equivalent to a nomination. 

The CHAIRМAN ruled that rule 104 was not applicable to the voting in question. 

He accordingly invited the Committee to vote on whether or not to hold a secret 

ballot on the joint draft resolution. 

Decision: The motion to hold a secret ballot on the joint draft resolution 
. was rejected by 30 votes to lg, with 11 abstentions. 

The СНí1SR.M:1N next out to the vote the joint draft resolution contdhed in 

document :110 / ЕL /27. 

Decisions The joint draft resolution was rejected by 34 votes to 9, 
with 16 abstentions. 
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The CтHAIRHAцV stated that, since the jóint draft resolution had been rejected, 

it would seem logical to proceed to a vote on the Costa Rican draft resolution 

(document A10 /%L /22). The Costa Rican delegation had accepted two amendments to 

that proposal, affecting operative paragraphs 5 and 7 respectively. 

7'he SECRETARY, at the Chairman's request, read out the texts of operative 

paragraphs 5 and 7, as amended. 

Decision: The Costa Rican draft resolution; as amended, was adopted by 

44 votes to 5, with 10 abstentions. 

The C1АIRМAN said that, the Committee having disposed of its private business, 

he would declare the private meeting closed and would suggest a short recess before 

resuming in public meeting. 

The proceedings were adjourned at 5.55 p.m. 
and resumed in pub is meeting, at 6.5 у.m. 


