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When considering the conceptual space of community input into community based 
organisations, expectations of, accountability, transparency and meaningful engagement 
continue to increase. Currently only four of the eight positions on the W.A. AIDS Council 
(WAAC) Board are elected (Chairperson, Deputy, Treasurer and Secretary) by the members 
of WAAC. The staff representative on the Board is elected by the WAAC staff. The remaining 
three positions including the openly HIV positive representative from the community are 
politically appointed by the incoming Board. The following describes some of the for and 
against perspectives for having WAAC members directly elect the openly HIV positive 
representative from the community. 

For Direct Election 
 

Increases empowerment of people with HIV 
 Greater involvement of people living with HIV/AIDS (GIPA Principles), declared at the Paris 
Declaration in 1994 and adopted formally by UNAIDS in 1999. It affirms "that people living 
with HIV/AIDS (PLWHA) should be fully involved and integrated in the development of 
policies related to and programs providing HIV research, care, prevention, and treatment... 
The empowerment of positive people is essential to facilitate a constructive and enduring 
HIV/AIDS response" (www.iasociety.org 11-8-2013). Direct election of the openly HIV 
positive representative from the community empowers the individual more than seeking 
favour from four Board members to political appoint them. A direct election strengthens 
their voice to act on behalf of WAAC, its members and the community. 
 
Increases accountability and legitimacy 
Direct election, means that aspiring individuals would have to submit their credentials for 
nomination and be scrutinised by WAAC members. Their performance on the Board would 
be accountable to the membership on annual basis. Currently, if an individual was not 
performing or engaging with the community appropriately they could be shielded by the 
board. Direct election would provide an incentive for the Board member to be proactive 
when engaging with WAAC members and the community. Even the staff representative on 
the Board as clear guidelines and expectations of its role, currently the openly HIV positive 
representative from the community does not. What is their specific purpose on the Board? 
Why are they identified separately? 
 
Reduces the potential development of negative perceptions, which could be damaging the 
reputation and credibility of WAAC. 
Politically appointments run the risk of being perceived as blatant cronyism. Potentially 
increasing the risk of corruption, as appointments could be used to stack up the numbers for 
a  political or personal position. Political appointments without election can also be 
perceived as tokenistic. They could falsely provide cover for meaningful engagement when it 
doesn't really exist.     
 
 
 



Against Direct Election 
 
We already have enough community Input 
WAAC already has various forms in which PLHIV can provide input, some of these include; 
community surveys, input from community forums, feedback from various workshops and 
client provision, direct consultation with affected parties, and direct communication with 
the Board. However none of these facilitate direct decision making power and could be 
easily discounted or ignored. This leads to some people in the community having feelings of 
being excluded and perceiving the Board as gate keeping and colluding with other decision 
makers like government and health officials.   
 
The Board is elected that's accountable enough 
 This statement resonates with many. If the WAAC membership is unhappy, they could vote 
the elected Board out, therefore the entire board is accountable. This logic on the face of it 
seems reasonable, however if you took this logic to its natural end consider why WAAC 
doesn't only elect a Chairperson? In theory they could then politically appoint the remaining 
Board positions, if we weren't happy with them we would vote the Chairperson out. 
Effectively this model looks like electing a dictator for a year. Most people would 
acknowledge that it is in the interests of good governance (i.e. less corruption and abuse of 
power) to have decision making power well distributed and shared. WAAC's accountability 
would be strengthened by the openly HIV positive representative from the community 
being directly elected by the membership. 
 

Conclusion and Recommendation 
Any change will have some advantages and disadvantages. Given the perspectives explored 
above, it would appear on balance that  WAAC would gain value from having its openly HIV 
positive representative from the community being elected directly by the WAAC 
membership. The move would be consistent with the agency's core values of excellence, 
community, accountability, commitment, access and equity. Given the absence of a formal 
PLHIV organisation in W.A., power sharing and empowerment of PLHIV maybe even more 
paramount. It is highly recommended that WAAC progress changes to its constitution that 
would facilitate the direct election of openly HIV positive representative from the 
community.  
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