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1. PROCEDURE FOR THE NOMINATION OF A SUCCESSOR TO ® E DIRECTOR-GENERAL: 
Item 34 of the Agenda (continuation from twenty-first meeting, section 3) 

The CHAIRMAN recalled that at the end of the previous meeting it had been the 

general feeling that since the entire day had been devoted to the question of the 

procedure for nominations for the post of Dire сtor-General and no conlcusions had been 

reached some hours of serious thought might result in a compromise of views. He would 

ask the Board to remember that it must find some solution to the problem of procedure 

confronting itj it could not report to the Health Assembly that it had been unable 

to work out any system. 

Dr. KARUNARATNE recalled 

that there was nothing in the 

the Direсtor-General but that 

that at the twentieth meeting the Board had been informed 

existing Rules of Procedure governing the nomination of 

he had pointed to Rule 31 and to Rule 33 and suggested 

that the one qualified the other. It had also been said that the Board should 

differentiate clearly between elections and nominations on the ground that in matters 

of election Rule 33 applied and in questions of nomination it did not. Dr. van den Berg, 

however, had stated that arguments could be put forward for or against the applicability 

of Rule 33 and had therefore proposed that it should be suspended. That had been done. 

The Board had then proceeded to examine other possible procedures, including direct 

voting and the preferential system. The latter had been rejected as unsatisfactory. 

It seemed abundantly clear that one could not differentiate between elections 

• 

and nominations in the case at hand. Moreover, the straight electoral system had 

been used for the nomination and election of its Executive Secretary, and also by 

the Executive Board in 1948 for the nomination of the Director-General. The system 



had worked well and he saw no reason for rejecting it, a l thou � it might be necessary 

tft make a slight modification. He therefore proposed that the Board revert to the 

procedure it had rejected the previous day, applying Hales 31 and 33, possibly s u s � ， 

pending the last sentence of the latter, and Rules 90 and 91 of the Rules of 

Procedure of the Health Assembly. 

The DIRECTOR-GENERAL felt that the proposal of Dr. Karunaratne was not in 

fact applicable to the situation. There was no precedent for the action he proposed 

in the records of either the Executive Board or the Interim Commission. The Interim 

Commission had taken a simple vote between two candidates, and the Executive Board 

in 1948 had voted on a single candidate « Moreover, under Rule 48 of the Rules of 

Procedure of the Executive Board, a two-thirds majority would be required to carry 

Dr. Karunaratne1 s proposal. • 

As to Rules 90 and 91 of the Rules of Procedure of the Health Assembly, those 

provided for the election of Members to be entitled to designate persons to serve 

on the Executive Boardj and by that token they provided for a multiple election. 

That situation was quite different, and he t h o u � t it clear that those rules could 

not be applied to the question under discussion. 

Professor FERREIRA. recalled that the Board was considering a procedure nidiich 

would be taken as a precedent in future nominations for the post of Director-

General; it must therefore maintain its tradition of being a body composed of 

independent experts in the health field. If it failed to do so, the choice *f 

the Director-General in future years would become a political matter to be 

decided by departments of State and foreign ministries. 



At ttie two previous meetings, the Board had been operating in accordance mth 

the proposal made by Dr. Mackenzie that it discuss its procedure for nomination 

in open meeting. That had unfortunately led to no results. It was now quite 

patent that the Board needed to discuss the question with the greatest frankness, 

and. he would therefore propose that its previous decision be reversed and that it 

reconsider the entire problem in a secret meeting. 

Dr. TOGBA. seconded the proposal made by Dr. Karunaratne. He felt that if 

a two-thirds majority was needed to reverse the Board's previous decision then it 

should proceed to the vote without delay. 

The post of Executive Secretary of the Interim Commission might be considered 

to have been a more important one than that of the Director-General of WHO, since 

the Executive Secretary's tenure of office had been practically unlimited and his 

responsibilities had been greater. And yet thé simplest system had been used in 

the nomination for the election of the Executive Secretary. That had been possible 

because of the confidence of the electors in one another. Elections to every-

important post since that time had been made on the same system. The Health Assembly, 

for instance, elected its president by a simple method not because it thought the 

position unimportant but rather because it desired to follow the traditional and the 

simplest method of election. 

He had heard it said at the previous meeting that there were no rules of 

procedure for the nomination of the Director-General. Yet he recalled that when the 

Rules of Procedure of the Health Assembly and of the Executive Board had been drawn 

up account had been taken of the fact that a Director-General would have to be 

nominated and Rule 31 had been inserted. The only possible error in the Rules of 



Procedure was perhaps in the last sentence of Rule 33 � indeed he had never known that 

sentence to be applied. If that were so, however, the Board cpuld decide to suspend 

that particular sentence• 

Finally, he saw no reason for abandoning an effective and time-honoured system 

of election, and he thought that if it were abandoned questions would certainly be 

asked in the Health Assembly, 

i 

Dr% van den BERG fully agreed with Professor Ferre ira that the Board was paying 

do-m an important precedent, but for that very reason, and because in its two 

previous open meetings it had not arrived at a solution, he felt that it should again 

try in open meeting to prove that it could adopt a procedure that would meat with the 

approval of all. He was therefore against Professor Ferreira1 s proposal to discuss 

procedure in private. 

As to Dr# Karunaratnef s proposal, he still felt that the Board had been wise to 

suspend Rule 33 in view of the doubt and disagreement as to its applicability• 

There remained^ howeverf the problem that at its previous meetings the Board had 

considered almost all the possibilities, so that it would consequently be difficult 

to arrive at a solution without reverting to one or another of the proposals 

previously rejected. If that should prove true, or indeed if any solution were 

proposed which、vas close in substance to one of the rejected proposals, then Rule 48, 

requiring a two-thirds majority vote, would have to be applied• bi that case a 

minority of a little over one-third could prevent the Board from taking any decision 

and thus put it in a ridiculous situation^ To obviate that difficulty yand to 

facilitate the work of the Board in general, he proposed that for the purpose of 



establishing a procedure for the nomination of 1áie Dire сtor- General Rule 48 of the 

Rules of Procedure be suspended. 

The CHAIRMAN said it was clear that there were still too many difficulties. He 

therefore proposed that the meeting be adjourned briefly to enable the lœmbers to 

discuss their difficulties privately in the hope that an unofficial exchange of 

views would alleviate the situation. 

The meeting adjourned at 10.10 a.m» and resumed at 10.45 a.m. 

The CHAIRMAN reported that in the light of the informal discussion just held 

he would seek the view of the Board on т/vhether the decisions taken tho p i « � . 

vious dtxy вЬаМЪе declared null and void. 

Decision： The Board declared, by a unanimous vote, that its decisions token 

the previous day ттеге null suiô vnid# 

The CHAIRMâN invited proposals on the procedure to be adopted for the nomination 

of Director-General. 

Dr. van den BERG introduced the following draft resolution proposed by himself, 

Dr. Hayek and Dr. Mackenzie: 



The Executive Board, 

Considering that its ^ules of Procedure contain no precise directive 

for voting on the nomination of the Director-General, 

DECIDES that the Executive Board shall vote on those nominations in 

the following manner j 

1. A list of candidates shall be established by secret ballot and the 

names presented in alphabetical order. 

2. A series of secret ballots ivill be taken» Each member of the Board 

will write down the name Of a. single candidate which he chooses from the list 

of candidates � i c h has toen established. The name of the candidate who 

receives the least number of votes shall be eliminated at each ballots 

When the number of candidates has been reduced to two there will be as 

many ballots as are necessary in order to secure the desired result. 

Professor PARISOT supported the above draft resolution» 

Dr. BRAVO said he was prepared to support the draft resolution but would first 

like some clarification of the procedure outlined in the third paragraph. In view 

of the importance of the subject, a firm decision must be taken to avoid any possibility 

of reaching a deadlock in voting on the last two remaining candidates• Vilhat procedure 

would be adopted if continued ballots failed to secure a majority vote for either of the 

last two remaining candidates? 

Иг. HURTADO believed that the possibility referred to by Dr# Bravo was very 

remote • He asked if the authors of the amendment would be prepared to add a final 

sentence to their joint resolution on the following lines: "If successive ballots 

on the last two remaining candidates should result in a deadlock, the -whole voting 



procedure shall be restarted". His proposal envisaged the possibility of the Board 

submitting additional names, without the establishment of new lists. 

He repeated that his proposal was only intended to apply to a hypothetical 

situation, iràiich, in his viewj was not likely to arise. . 

Dr. ALLWOOD-PAREDES saw no objection to the joint draft proposal. He believed 

however that it was important, in order to strengthen the position of the nominee, 

for the person designated to be selected by a decisive majority vote. He therefore 

wished to propose two amendments. First, that paragraph 3 should be amended to read, 

"1/iihen the number of candidates has been reduced to two there will be as many ballots 

as are necessary in order to secure a two-thirds mjority vote for either candidate". 

Secondly, in order to take account of Dr. Hurtado's proposal, some wording should be 

introduced to indicate that in the event of a.tie after several ballots had been 

taken on the last two remaining candidates, a new list of candidates would be 

introduced. 

Dr. HAYEK said it was to be hoped that in the event of a tá© on the two last remaining 

candidates, one or other member of the Board might change his mind in the casting of 

his vote. In that case there would be no need to continue voting for a long time. 

He advocated the adoption of the joint resolution, and hoped that farther 

discussion on the problem of deciding between the two last remaining candidates would 

be dealt with if and when it arose. 

Dr. BRAVO was not altogether satisfied-with Dr. Hayek's suggestion, -whidh he 

felt offered no permanent solution to the problem. 



Dr. van den BERG thought it would be -wise to determine the procedure in 

advance, and was prepared to support Dr» Hurtado1s proposal. He was, however, opposed 

to Dr. Allwood-Paredes1 suggestion that the decision on the last two regaining 

candidates should be taken by a two-thirds majority vote. 

Dr. AmroOD-PAREDES maintained that the viords, "the desired result", in the 

third paragraph must be clearly understood. 

In reply to a question by Dr. van den Berg, Dr. HURTADO explained that his 

amendent was intended to cover the hypothetical case of the final voting leading to 

a deadlock. In that event the whole procedure should be reopened and new names 

included on the list of candidates. , 

Dr, BRAVO proposed that a vote should first bo taken on Dr. Allwood-Paredes' 

proposal for a two-thirds majority vote on the last two remaining candidates, and 

then on the procedure proposed by Dr. Hurtado. 

• . 

Replying to a question by Dr. Allwood-Paredes, Dr. HAYEK explained that the words, 

"the desired result", meant that the nominee would be selected by a simple majority 

vote by as many ballots as might be necessary. 

Dr. MACKENZIE and Dr. van den BERG confirmed that interpretation of paragraph 3. 

It was accordingly agreed that the words "the desired result" should be amended 

to read "a majority for either candidate". 



The CHAIRMAN put to the vote Dr. Allwood-Paredes• proposal that the choice of 

a nominee from the last two remaining candidates be made by a two-thirds majority 

vote. 

Decision: Dr. Allwood-Paredes' proposal was rejected,•there being four 
votes in favour, eleven against and two abstentions. 

Replying to a request by Dr. Mackenzie for clarification of Dr. • Hiirtado's 

proposal, the CHAIRMAN explained that it involved only one amendment to the joint 

draft resolution, namely that in the event of a tie between the last two remaining 

candidates, the original procedure should be re-initiated and new names might be 

added to the earlier list of candidates. 

Dr. BRAVO asked Aether Dr. Hurtado would agree to his proposal being put in 

similar terms to that he himself had made at the previous meeting, viz. : 

"In the event of a tie after three ballots between the two 

remaining candidates, the procedure set forth in paragraphs 2 and 3 of 

this resolution shall be re-initiated." 

That would mean that the procedure of voting would start again on the original 

list of candidates, without the addition of rtew names. 

Dr. HURTADO emphasized that his proposal was merely to cover a hypothetical 

case, and that the possibility of such a procedure being resorted to was remote.. 

His proposal was that if, after three ballots, a tie still remained, then the voting 

procedure should be re-opened on the original list completed by the addition of 

new names. 



Dr# BRAVO said he was prepared to support Dr. Hurtado1s proposal. 

Dr. MACKENZIE said the Board should be sure that all nominees were willing to 

accept nomination. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote Dr. Hurtado1s proposal to add the following 

sentence to paragraph 3i "In the event of a tie between the remaining candidates 

after three votes, the whole procedure will start again#
M 

Decisions i (1) Dre Hurtado * s proposal was adopted by 14 votes to none, with 

two abstentions• 

(2) The joint draft proposal submitted by Dr. Mackenzie, Dr* Hayek 

and Dr# van den Berg, as amended, was adopted by 15 votes to none with two 

abstentions, (Sea resolution EB11#E47«) 

The CHAIRMAN asked whether members wished to raise any further matters in 

open meeting. 

Dr. ALLWOOD-PAREDES referred to the suggestion he had previously madej that 

the Board should agree that, during the secret meeting, notwithstanding Rule 40 of 

the Rules of Procedure, the meeting should be temporarily suspended on the request 

of a single member. He believed his proposal 7/ould make it easier for the Board 

to recess and reconsider should a point of disagreement arise. 

Decision: The Board agreed to Dr. Allwood-Paredes1 proposal# 

The CHAIRMAN sought the views of members on whether alternates and advisers 

should attend the secret meeting# 

Dr. BRAVO was of the opinion that alternates should attend, but not advisers. 
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Dr. MACKENZIE said the Board should consider the question not simply in relation 

to the for-üicoming secret session, but as a matter of principle with regard to all 

secret sessions. He was inclined to think that, under the Constitution, alternates 

and advisers had the right to attend the secret meeting. 

The DIRECTOR-GENERAL said that advisers had been provided for so that they 

might assist in technical discussions and alternates in order to replace members 

should the need arise. He did not see what technical advice would be required 

during the secret meeting. The matter was however for the Board to decide. 

Dr. van den BERG agreed with Dr. Bravo that there was no reason why advisers 

should attend the secret meeting. Alternates, however, were in a different category 

since they could take over from а тепйэег at any moment. In addition to the matter 

of principle raised by Dr. Mackenzie, he would point out that should a member fall 

sick then his alternate would surely be expected to sit in his stead. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the proposal that alternates be.admitted to the 

secret meeting. 

Decisionî The proposal that alternates be admitted to the secret meeting 

was adopted by 14 votes to Z, 

The CHAIRMAN announced that the Board would sit forthwith in secret session. 

The meeting rose at 11.35 a,m. 
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1, PROCEDURE FOR THE NOMINATION OF A SUCCESSOR TO ÏHE DIRECTOR-GENERAL: 
Item 34 of the agenda (continuation) 

The CHAIRMAN recalled that at the end of the previous meeting it had been the 

general feeling that since the entire day had been devoted to the question of the 

procedure for nominations for the post of Director-General and no conlcusions had been 

reached some hours of serious thought might result in a compromise of views. He would 

ask the Board to remember that it must find some solution to the problem of procedure 

confronting itj it could not report to the Health Assembly that it had been unable 

to work out any system. 

Dr. KARUNARATNE recalled that at the twentieth meeting the Board had been informed 

that there was nothing in the existing Rules of Procedure governing the nomination of 

the Director-General but that he had pointed to Rule 31 and to Rule Щ and suggested 

that the one qualified the other. It had also been said that the Board should 

differentiate clearly between elections and nominations on the ground that in matters 

of election Rule 33 applied and in questions of nomination it did not. Dr. van den Berg, 

however, had stated that arguments could be put forward for or against the applicability 

of Rule 33 and had therefore proposed that it should be suspended. That had been done. 
* 

The Board had then proceeded to examine other possible procedures, including direct 

voting and the preferential system. The latter had been rejected as unsatisfactory. 

It seemed abundantly clear that one could not differentiate between elections 

and nominations in the case at hand. Moreover, the straight electoral system had 

been used for the nomination and election of its Executive Secretary, and also by 

the Executive Board in 1948 for the nomination of the Director-General. The system 



had worked well and he saw no reason for rejecting it, although it might be necessary 

to make a s l i � t modification. He therefore proposed that the Board revert to the 

procedure it had rejected the previous day, applying Rules 31 and 33, possibly sus-

pending the last sentence of the latter, and Rules 90 and 91 of the Rules of 

Procedure of the Health Assembly. 

The DIREGTOR-GENERAX felt that the proposal of Dr. Karunaratne was not in 

fact applicable to the situation. There was no precedent for the action he proposed 

in the records of either the Executive Board or the Interim Commission. The Interim 

Commission had taken a simple vote between two candidates, and the Executive Board 

in 1948 had voted on a single candidate. Moreover, under Rule 48 of the Rules of 

Procedure of the Executive Board, a two-thirds majority would be required to carry 

Dr. Karunaratne's proposal. 

As to Rules 90 and 91 of the Rules of Procedure of the Health Assembly, those 
i 

provided for the election of Members to be entitle^ to designate persons to serve 

on the Executive Boardj and by that token they provided for a multiple election. 

That situation was quite different, and he t h o u � t it clear that those rules could 

not be applied to the question under discussion. 

Professor FERREIRA recalled that the Board was considering a procedure vdiich 

would be taken as a precedent in future nominations for the post of Director-

Generalj it must therefore maintain its tradition of being a body composed of 

independent experts in the health field. If it failed to do so, the choice of 

the Director-General in future years would become a political matter to be 

decided by departments of State and foreign ministries. 



At the two previous meetings, the Board had been operating in accordance with 

、 the proposal made by Dr» Mackenzie that it discuss its procedure for nomination 

in open meeting. That had unfortunately led to no results. It vras now quite 

patent that the Board needed to discuss the question with the greatest frankness, 

and he would therefore propose that its previous decision be reversed and that it 

reconsider the entire problem in a secret meeting. 

Dr# TOGBâ seconded the proposal made by Dr. Karunaratne• He felt that if 

a two-thirds majority was needed to reverse the Board1s previous decision then it 

should proceed to the vote without delay. 

The post of Executive Secretary of the biterim Commission might be considered 

to have been a more important eyrie than that of the Director-General of WHO, since 

the Executive Secretary's tenure of office had been practically unlimited and his 

responsibilities had been greater. And yet the simplest system had been used in 

the nomination for the election of the Executive Secretary. That had been possible 

because of the confidence of the electors in one another. Elections to every 

important post since that time had been made on the same system. The Health Assembly, 

for instance, elected its president by a simple method not because it thought the 

position unimportant but rather because it desired to follow the traditional and the 

simplest method of election. 

He had heard it said at the previous meeting that there were no rules of 

procedure for the nomination of the Dire сtor- Qsneral. Yet he recalled that when the 

Rules of Procedure of the Health Assembly and of the Executive Board had been drawn 

up account had been taken of the fact that a Dire ctor-General would have to be 

nominated and Rule 31 had been inserted. The only possible error in the Rules of 



Procedure was perhaps in the last sentence of Rule 33; indeed he had never known that 

» . 

sentence to be applied» If that were so, however，the Board could decide to suspend 

that particular sentence. 

Finally, he saw no reason for abandoning an effective and time-honoured system 

of election，and he thought that if it were abandoned questions would certainly be 

asked in the Health Assembly. 

Dr. van den BERG fully agreed with Professor Ferre ira that the Board was laying 

dowi an important precedent, but for that very reason, and because in its two 

previous open meetings it had not arrived at a solution^ he felt that it should again 

try in open meeting to prove that it could adopt a procedure that would meet with the 

approval of all. He was therefore against Professor Ferreira1 s proposal to discuss 

procedure in private• 

As to Dr. Karunaratne?s proposal, he still felt that the Board had been wise to 

suspend Rule 33 in view of the doubt and disagreement as to its applicability. 

There remained^ however， the problem that at its previous meetings the Board had 

considered almost all the possibilities, so that it would consequently be difficult 

to arrive at a solution without reverting to one or another of the proposals 

previously rejected. If that should prove true, or indeed if any solution were 

proposed "which iras close in substance to one of the rejected proposals, then Rule 48, 

requiring a two-thirds majority vote, would have to be applied. In that case a 

minority of a little over one-third could prevent the Board from taking any decision 

and thus put it in a ridiculous situation» To obviate that difficulty and to 

facilitate the work of the Board in general, he proposed that for the purpose of 



establishing a procedure for the nomination of the Director-General Rule 48 of the 

Rules of Procedure be suspended. 

The CHAIRMAN said it was clear that there were still too many difficulties» He 

therefore proposed that the meeting be adjourned briefly to enable the members to 

discuss their difficulties privately in the hope that an unofficial exchange of 

views would alleviate the situation* 

The meeting adjourned at 10.10 and resumed at 10>4$ a^nu 

The CHAIRMAN reported that in the li^ht of the informal discussion just held 

he would seek the view of the Board on whether the decisions taken at the previous 

meeting should be declared null and void. 

Decision： The Board declared, by a iinanimous vote, that its decisions at 
the previous meeting were null and void» 

t -л 

The CHAIRMAN invited proposals on the procedure to be adopted for the nomination 

of Director-General• 

Dr. van den BERG introduced the following draft resolution proposed by himself, 

Dr. Hayek and Dr» Mackenzie� 



The Executive Board> 

Considering that its Rules of Procedure contain no precise directive 

for voting on the nomination of the Director^General, 

DECIDES that the Executive Board shall vote on those nominations in 

the following mannert 

1. A list of candidates shall be established by secret ballot and the 

names presented in alphabetical orderj 

2» A series of secret ballots will be taken. Each member of the Board 

will write down the name of a single candidate which he chooses from the list 

of candidates � i c h has been established. The name of the candidate who 

receives the least number of votes shall be eliminated at each ballots 

3» "When the number of candidates has been reduced to two there will be as 

many ballots as are necessary in order to secure the desired result. 

Professor PARISOT supported the above draft resolution. 

Dr. BRAVO said he was prepared to support the draft resolution but would fiMt 

like some clarification of the procedure outlined in the third paragraph. In view 

of the importance of the subject, a firm decision must be taken to avoid any possibility 

of reaching a deadlock in voting on the last two remaining candidates• What procedure 

would be adopted if continued ballots failed to secure a majority vote for either of the 

last two remaining candidates? 

Dr# HURTADO believed that the possibility referred to by Dr# Bravo was very 

remote • He asked if the authors of the amendment would be prepared to add a final 

sentence to their joint resolution on the following lines: "If successive ballots 

on the last two remaining candidates should result in a deadlock, the whole voting 



procedure shall Ъа restarted". His proposal envisaged the possibility of the Board 

submitting additional names, without the establishment of new lists. 

He repeated that his proposal was only intended to apply to a hypothetical 

situation, "which, in his view, was not likely to arise• 

Dr. ALLWOOD-PAREDES saw no objection to the joint draft proposal. He believed 

however that it -was important, in order to strengthen the position of the nominee, 

for the person designated to be selected by a decisive majority vote* He therefore 

wished to propose two amendments». First, that paragraph 3 should be amended to reedr 

"When the number of candidates has been reduced to two there will be as many ballots 

as are necessary in order to secure a two-thirds majority vote for either candidate". 

Secondly, in. order to take account of Dr# Hurtado1 s proposal, some wording should be 

introduced to indicate that in the event of a tie after several ballots had been 

taken on the last two remaining candidates^ a new list of candidates would be-

introduced.' 

ВГФ HAYEK said it was to be hoped that in the event of a tte ш the two last refiiaining 

candidate s ̂  one or other member of the Board might change his mind in the casting of 

his vote# In that case there would be no need to continue voting for a long time» 

He advocated the adoption of the joint resolution, and hoped that further 

discussion on the problem of deciding between the two last remaining candidates would 

be dealt with if and when it arose « 

Dr# BRAVO was not altogether satisfied with Dr# Hayek's suggestion, "which he 

felt offered no permanent solution to the problem• 



Dr. -van den BERG thought it would be -wise to determine the procedure in 

advance, and was prepared to support Dr» Hurtado's proposal. He was, however, opposed 

to Dr. Allwood-Paredea* suggestion that the decision on toe last two remaining 

candidates should be taken by a two-thirds majority vote. 

Dr. АШТООБ-РАКЕБЕБ maintained that the words, "the desired result", in the 
* 

third paragraph must be clearly understood. 

In reply to a question by Dr« van den Berg, Dr». HURTADO explained that his 

resolution was intended to cover the hypothetical case of the final voting leading to 

a deadlock. In that event the whole procedure should be reopened and new names 

included on the list of candidates• 

Dr. BRAVO proposed that a vote should first be taken on Drt Allwood一Paredes� 

proposal for a two-thirds majority vote on the last two remaining candidates, and 

then on the procedure proposed by Dr• Hurtado. 

Replying to a question by Dr. Allwood-Paredes, Dr. HAYEK explained that the words, 

"the desired result", meant that the nominee would be selected by a simple majority 

vote by as many ballots as might be necessary• 

Dr. MACKENZIE and Dr. van den BERG confirmed that interpretation of paragraph 3. 

It was accordingly agreed that the words "the desired result11 should be Amended 

to read "a majority for either candidate"• 



The CHAIRMAN put to the vote Dr# Allwood-Paredes1 proposal that the choice of 

a nominee from the last two remaining candidates be made by a two-thirds majority 

vote. 

Decision} Dr# Allwood-Paredes1 proposal was rejected, there being four 
votes in favour, eleven against and two abstentions. 

Replying to a request by Dr, Mackenzie for clarification of Dr. Hurtado's 

proposal, the CHAIRMAN explained that it involved only one amendment to the joint 

draft resolution, namely that in the event of a tie between the last two remaining 

candidates, the original procedure should be re-initiated and new names might be 

added to the earlier list of candidates. 

Dr# BRAVO asked � e t h e r Dr. Hurtado would agree to his proposal being put in 

similar terms to that he himself had made at the previous meeting, viz. : 

"In the event of a tie after three ballots between the two 

remaining candidates, the procedure set forth in paragraphs 2 and 3 of 

this resolution shall be re-initiated. 

That would mean that the procedure of voting would start again on the original 

list of candidates, without the addition of new names. 

Dr. HURTADO emphasized that his proposal was merely to cover a hypothetical 

case, and that the possibility of such a procedure being resorted to was remote. 

His proposal was that if, after three ballots, a tie still remained, then the voting 

procedure should be re-opened on the original list completed by the addition of 

new names. 



Dr. BRAVO said he was prepared to support Dr. Hurtado1 s proposal. 

Dr. MACKENZIE said the Board should be sure that all nominees were willing to 

accept nomination• 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote Dr. Hurtado‘s proposal to add the following 

sentence to paragraph 3: "In the event of a tie between the remaining candidates 

after three votes, the whole procedure will start again*” 

Decisions� (1) Dr. Hurtado‘s proposal was adopted by 14 votes to none, with 

two abstentions• 

(2) The joint draft proposal submitted by Dr. Mackenzie, Dr# Hayek 

and Dr* van den Berg, as amended, was adopted by 15 votes to none with two 

abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN asked whether members wished to raise any further matters in 

open meeting. 

Dr. ALLITOOD-PAKEDES referred to the suggestion he had previously made: that 

the Board should agree that, during the secret meeting, notwithstanding Rule 40 of 

the Rules of Procedure, the meeting should be temporarily suspended on the request 

of a single member. He believed his proposal would make it easier for the Board 

to recess and reconsider should a point of disagreement arise. 

Decision; The Board agreed to Dr. Allwood-Paredes1 proposal. 

The СНАШШШ sought the views of members on whether alternates and advisers 

should attend the secret meeting. 

Dr. BRAVO was of the opinion that alternates should attend, but not advisers. 



Dr. MACKENZIE said the Board should consider the question not simply in relation 

to the forthcoming secret session, but as a matter of principle with regard to all 

secret sessions. He was inclined to think that, under the Constitution, alternates 

and advisers had the right to attend the secret meeting. 

The DШЕСТОЙ-GENERAL said that advisers had been provided for so that they 

might assist in technical discussions and alternates in order to replace members 

should the need arise. He did not see what technical advice would be required 

during the secret meeting. The matter was however for the Board to decide. 

Dr. van den BERG agreed with Dr. Bravo that there was no reason why advisers 

should attend the secret meeting. Alternates, however, were in a different category 

since they could take over from a member at any moment. In addition to the matter 

of principle raised by Dr. Mackenzie, he would point out that should a member fall 

sick then his alternate would surely be ejected to sit in his stead. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the proposal that alternates be admitted to the 

secret meeting. 

Decision� The proposal that alternates be admitted to the secret meeting 

was adopted by fourteen votes to two. 

The CHAIRMAN announced that the Board would sit forthwith in secret session. 

The meeting rose at 11.35 a.m. 


