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to the inviclability and independenee of the Seeretariat, and that te 
ecompiy with the request of the U.S. Hission would be entirely improper 
for the same reasons that had led the Director-General to refuse to 
distribute these questionnaires and fingerprint charts to staff members 
of U.5. nationality. Cleariy, no Member State has the right to determine 
my qualifications for employment, but any Member State has the righb to 
request information of the Director-General, However, any request for 
information which is rejected by the Director-General as being improper 
cannot, by virtue of being readdressed to a subordinate staff menber, 
become proper, The duty of that staff member would be, clearly, to adopt 
the same position as that taken by the Directos—General, Any claim that 
this request was sent to me not as a member of the staff of WHO but only 
as a citizen of the United Stetes of America would. be insupportable, 
because the letter that I reeeived specifically referred to Presidential — 
Executive Order 10422 as the hasis for the request. That Executive Order 
restricts the avplicability of its provisions to U.5. citizens employed 
or being considered for employment by the United Nations and the Specialized 
Agencies and depermis upon an srrangeuent between the executive heads of the 
international organizations and the U.5. authorities. 

In the Light of these considerations, I reached the conviction that 
the only proper course compatible with my obligations 28 an employee of 
WHO was to refuse to comply with the request, I therefore replied to the 
U5. Mission in a letter dated 16 April 1953, a copy of which is attached 
for your information. I should like to assure you, Dr. Chisholm, that my 
action was motivated entirely by considerations of principle and not in 
the smallest degrea by fear of investigation, 

| i therefore feel that I have acted not only within my rights but in 
aceordance with the obligations of my post. Yet, in the absence of any » 
official directives on this matter, J feel that i should inform you of. my 
action and the considerations upon which it was based, with the hope of 
ebtaining your guidance, If there are factors which I have omitted from 
eonsideration through lack of knowledge, I hope that I may still be 
informed of them and have an eppertunity to take them inte aceount. My 
decision as reflected in my letter of 16 April 1953 was made in good faith, 
out of concern with principle and considerations of tonaciense. It would 
reassure and relieve me greatly to know that you consider that I have acted 
in conformity with the obligations of my post. 

Yours sincerely, 

Sylvia Heagher 
jdaison Officer


