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METHOD OP APPOINTING REGIONAL DIRECTORS 

By resolution EB22.R14
1

 the Board decided to consider further the method 

of appointing Regional Directors at its twenty-third session. At the 
2 

twenty-second session the Director-General had sulwitted a brief report in 

which he summarized the origin of the subject and the ocanments made by regional 

committees at the invitation of the Board. At this session also a representative 

of the Government of New Zealand explained in detail his Government's intentions 

in putting forward the proposal, and the statement is reproduced In the annex to 

this document. 

During the discussion at the twenty-second session various members of the 

Board expressed appreciation to the Government of New Zealand for having called 

attention to the matter, and declared their concern that the procedures for the 

election of Regional Directors continue to ensure the choice of able persons. 

Some members felt that the present procedure had operated satisfactorily and 

there was no need for change. In any case, however, it was the consensus of 

opinion among the speakers that the Board should give further reflection to this 

matter before taking any decision, and consequently It was decided to plaoe the 

item on the agenda of the current session. 

1
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；：i . . Statement made by the representative of the 
Government of New Zealand at 

the twenty-second session of the 
Executive Board 《June 1958) 

(Extract from EB22/Min/2 Rev.l^p. Paragraph 2) 

2 • METHOD OP APPOINTING REGIONAL DIRECTORS ï 

Dr TÜRBOTT said the method of appointing regional directors was a matter of 
, - . - — — • ‘ 

. • • V . . , 1 -J I _ • . . • -

paramount importance to the future of WHO. He wished to make it plain that there 

was no suggestion of any background connexion with the Region of vrtiich his country 

was a member. The New Zealand Government had every confidence in the Regional 

Director for the Western Pacific. " ~ •-
:r : 

The World Health Organization had been fortunate both in its Directors-General 
*' * ‘ • ‘ • *. » / . ., . “ .... ! , ‘ , _ \ i ‘ , • , . •,. 〜 

and in its Regional Directors. The Regional Directors were, however, becoming more 

and more important as decentralization took increasing effect• Accordingly
#
 looking 

to the future, it behoved all Members to make sure that the Organization^ procedures 

would maintain the high standard and excellent results so far achieved» 

One of those procedures that had proved satisfactory during the past period of 

development now needed 'review - the method of election of Regional Directors» Under 

the present procedure, the Executive Board had a passive role, due to an 

administrative arrangement between the Health Assembly, the Board and the Regional 

Coiwnittees, whereby the right of nomination was assigned to the Regional Committees 

and that of rejection of a nomination to the Executive Board, That arrangement had 

been designed to give the Board some measure of control• What happened in practice 

was that one nomination was submitted and was automatically accepted by the Board, 

The Director-General had no part in the choice of a Regional Director, except to 

place the nomination before the Board. Nor had the Health Assembly any powers in 

the matter. The Health Assembly was empowered under Rule 105 of the Rules of 

Procedure to reject the Board's nomination for the post of Director-General but, in 
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so far as the appointment of a Regional Director was concerned^ It had no such powers. 

Indeed, under the present procedure, the Regional Committees
1

 right of appointment 

was unchallenged, the Board
1

s right of rejection being unlikely to be exercised. 

The future of WHO depended on the calibre of the Director-General and the 

Regional Directors• The pattern of its work was formulated by decisions of the 

Regional Committees on the advice of the Regional Directors. Those decisions 

became effective sinoe both the Executive Board and the Health Assembly were tending 

to becane more passive as time went on. Evidence of that was to be found in the, 

lack of any real discussion or evaluation of WHO'S 1959 programme by the Committee 

on Programme and Budget at the Health Assembly just past. The Board should 

therefore make certain that the Regional Committees had the right guidance for their 

work through taking steps to see that the most suitable persons were appointed as 

Regional Directors. The Board should be an active partner with the region In 

achieving that objective. 

Two dangers were inherent In the present system I that a pressure group might 

secure an appointment^ and that a Regional Director unlikely to work In co-operation 

with the Director-General might be appointed. Both those dangers would be 

eliminated if the Board had a share in the choice and the benefit of the Director-

General
 f

s advice in making its decision. 

The Government of New Zealand put forward the following suggestions for 

changing the method of election. Where there were two candidates for the post, the 

Regional Committee should put forward the two names, and where three or more 

candidates were in question, three nominatiens only, listing the nominations In the 

order of preference. The Executive Board should consult the Director-General and, 

taking Into account his advice and the wish of the Regional Conmittee, form its 

ovm. opinion in the light of all the available information. The Board's decision 

would be final. 

Where there was nne candidate only, the present procedure would. In effect, 

hold, except that the Director-General would have the right to offer advice to the 

Board. 
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If that method were adopted^ "the Executive Bo^pd would not bs taking power awsy 

ffom the Regional Committees; it would become a partner in the choice. A majority 

decision of a Regional Committee would not suffer from review if it were soundly 

based. To his mind, to refuse the Executive Board the right of partnership suggested 

apprehension and the possibility of pressure-group action. 

The Regional Directors' position was so vital to the future well-being of WHO 

that the Board should, at its next session, review the present method of selection 

and suggest an administrative change, bringing the Board into active partnership 

with the Regional Committees. In that way, the alternative possibility of suggesting 

a constitutional change to the Health Assembly would be avoided. 
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EXECUTIVE BOAPD EB2)/l6 A d d . l ^ 
8 January 1959 

Twenty-third Session 
—…‘ …一™ . CRIGINAL: ENGLISH 

Provisional agenda item P.12 

METHOD OP APPOINTING REGIONAL DIRECTORS 

To assist the Executive Board in its consideration of the method rî appointing 

Regional Directors, the discussions of the Board at its twenty-sec、,nd session on 

this subject are attached as Annex 1. 
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EXTRACTS PROM THE MINUTES OP THE EXECUTIVE BOARD, TWENTY-SECOND SESSION, 
SECOND MEETING 

Dr METCALFE believed that the Regional Directors were key men in the work of WHO. 

The Board should therefore insist that the best men available were placed in those 

positions. In his opinion, an appointment need' hot necessarily be made fron within 

the region itself. That was a restriction which might lead in some cases tc the 

appointment of inferior candidates. He accordingly supported the plea put forward by 

Dr Turbott. 

Dr HYDE said the Board should be grateful t6 the Government of New Zealand for 

bringing the matter to its attention particularly at a time when the Regional Directors 

in office enjoyed the Organization's fullest confidence, « 

It was true that the Executive Board had in effect abrogated its right, under the 

ConstitutJ.cn, to appoint the Regional Directors, in consultation with the Regional 

Committees. The matter was not one that could be settled Immediately, unless the 

Board merely wished to continue the present automatic acceptance of Regional Ccaimittee 

nominations, If it sincerely desired to carry out its constitutional responsibilities, 

however, alternative methods of selection should be ocnsidered. The Board could 

certainly not escape the respcdisibility^ if at any time in the future ar» incompetent 

Regional Director was appointed. The question was whether the Board, was prepared to 

deal with the matter in time to prevent any such occurrence. 

Prciessor CANAPERIA associated himself with the expression of thanks to the 

Government of New Zealand, He, too, thought it would not be easy to settle the 

question immédiateLy. Many considerations were involved. Following the Board's 
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resolution at its nineteenth session, the question had been referred to the Regional 
1 

Committees for consideration, and the Director-General's report (document ЕВ22Д4) 

described the various cWiclusions. It might be that a future decision of the Board 

might net tv^ve satisfactory to the Regional Committees - the bodies responsible for 

WHO'S work in the regions. He believed that the best course at the present stage 

would be to ask the Director-General to prepare a report covering all the issues 

involved, together with the proposals of the Government of New Zealand, for submission 

to the B&ard. at its twenty-third sessiMi. The Board oculd thus give the matter the 

full examination it merited. 

Dr TEWARI believed that the considerations put forward, by the representative of 

the Government of New Zealand were material and deserving of every consideration, in 

particular the suggestioi that the Executive Board, had no substantial voice in the 

appointing of Regional Directors. At the same time, other pertinent factors should 

n c
t be overlooked. The pelioy of regionalization arid, decentralization of the functions 

of WHO had worked very successfully in the past ten years. The argument that the 

Board must have ал effective voice in the matter might be taken to imply that de-

centralization had not worked well. That in turn might be taken to suggest that the 

Regional Committees had not discharged their responsibilities satisfactorily. 

The Regional Committees should undoubtedly be in a better fositiyn t<9 make ncmina-

tions because the work uf the regional offices depenâed largely on liaison between the 

Regional Director and the governments. Another factor of importance was that the 

consensus among the Regional Comnittees seemed to be that the present system was working 

effectively and that there was "no justification at present for a change. 

1

 Reproduced as Annex 5 to Off. Rec, Wld HIth Org. 88 
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He supported the suggestion that the matter be more fully examined. 
' ' . . ‘ . . . . . . . . . • ‘ . . ./- • . 

Dr TOGBA also supported Professor Canaperia
!

s proposal, although he was still ^f 

the opinion that the present method of selection was sound and henoe needed no change. 

The Members of a region were obviously better placed to know their own wishes than 

outsiders. The Regional Directors acted as liaison cfficers between the Director-

General and the govemnents of the regions and so far the system had been -fentirely 

successful. In the circumstances, after ten years of successful working, he sàw no 

need for choosing a different method.〜f selection. 

Mr BOUCHER, alternate to Sir John Charles, supported the suggestion that the 

matter be examined more closely at a later session of the Board. The rëlevant article 

of the Constitution stipulated that the appointment of Regional Directors should be 

made by the Executive Board in agreement with the Regional Committees and not merely in 

consultation with them. He accordingly felt that the Board should not proceed in the 

matter withtut close examination of the constitutional issues and of the merit of the 

proposals put forward by the New Zealand Government. • 

Dr LE VAN KHAI also welcomed the New Zealand proposals, 
• ‘ • . . 

A comparison between the method of appointing the Director-General and the method 

of appointing Regittial Directors might be helpful. Under Rule 105 of the Health 

Assembly's Rules of Procedure, provision was made for further action in case the Health 

Assembly should reject the Board's nomination for the post of Director-General. No 

suoh provision was made in respect of the appointment of a Regional Director, at any 

rate in the Rules of Procedure of the R e g i w a l Ccemnittee for the Western Pacific, 

The omission might be interpreted as implying that the Board automatically endorsed the 

Regional Ccmmittee's nomination, Indeed/ that might be the motive.underlying the 

New Zealand wroDOsals. 
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The Viet Nam Government intended to propose, at the next session of the Regional 

Committee for the Western Pacific, that the Rules of Procedure relating to the appoint-

ment of the Regional Director should be amended, to make provision for the eventuality 

of the Board's rejecting a nomination made by the Regional Committee. 

It was accordingly possible that there might be further information on the matter 

available by the time of the Board's twenty-third session. 

The CHAIRMAN sutonitted the following draft resolution for the Board
1

 s consideration ； 

The Executive Board, 

Having considered the report of the Director-General relating to the 

method of appointing regional directors; 

Having heard the representative of the Government of New Zealand, which 

had asked the Executive Board to consider the question; 

Considering the provisicm of Article 52 of the Constitution; 

1. EXPRESSES its appreciation to the Government of New Zealand for 
bringing this matter to the attention of the Executive Board； 

2. CONSIDERS that the methods and procedures relating to this important 

matter should be kept under studyí and 

5. DECIDES to consider the matter further at its twenty-third, session. 

Decision> The draft resolution was unanimously adopted (see resolution 

EB22.H14). 


