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8. .committee B
COMMITTEE 1/2
May 17, 1945

: The Subcommittee was charged with the following
responsibility:! te draft for inclusien in Chapter

IV on Principal Organs a paragraph en the participation
and representation of men and women on an equal basis

in the organs of the proposed international organization.

8 10 scus H

a. Canadian propesal for the participation and
representation of women on an equal
basis with men.

b. United Kingdom proposal for equal treatment
of men and women in the Secretarlat.

Genutustﬁu:1
a. Canadian proposal, meodified by suggestions
from Uruguyan and Australian delegates,
was unanimously adopted by the Sub-

committee and recommended tothe
Committee.

b. United Kingdom propesal not considered,
although the Brazilian and Australian
delegates noted that 1t should be
coneidered in consideration of
Chapter X on the Secretariat.



PROGRESS REPORT
Third Meeting of Subsommittee 1/2/D (The Becretariat)
Veterans Building, Room 314, May 31, 1945, 6300 p.m.

‘*Wﬂ%%hutut«m-
e-uun msmammumm
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1. Papagraph ¥, Chapter X
thteaummuzunmm
DT aeetatens oF e wov Rorians ad hoomeetng’
mummsmulmmm
amendments, Mmmum

2. Paregraph 5, Chapter X




: own state if he red imovledge of for military
E mmuurm ' state and did not
+ reveal to 1 . He also asked vhether a
2 member of the vouid be lisble for military
é servise té6 his own state. %mw-im
- tion in - but & they should be drawn to the
f attention ca-xittuﬂ%. :
fg. 3. Pavegraph 6, Chapter X

# changes were suggested in the wording

be given in the report of the Subcommittee.
_ status of of the Seeretariat would be
m /’muumarmmmwﬂﬂ-

This soncludes the Subsomaittee's eonsideration of
Chapter X.
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PROGRESS REPORT
Third Meeting of Subsommittee I/2/D (The Secretarist)
Veterans Bullding, Room 314, Mey 31, m 6100 p.m.

2. Paregraph 5, Chepter X

The Subcoimittee considered pareagraph 5 of the Canadian
amendment , "




as nlready o
The delegate Greece requested that this
be given in the report of the Subsommittes.

The Subcommittee that the question of the
juridieal status of d“otmma:’muh
-umrﬁll. | |

This econsludes the Subsonmittee's consideration of
Chapter X. :
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mmuwmmm
Veterans Building, Room 314, May 31, 1045, 6300 p.m.

progressed without the least bit of air-
mw%-mmmmmumm. The
Canadian mntm revised draft of the originasl

Canadian tem as they appeared in Docu-
ment 2. '

1. Paragraph 4, Chapter X

The Subcommittee took as the basis of its discussions
hormww.mm
inel provisions o ealand ponsoring Powvers
amendments, There was no discussion,

2. Faregraph 5, Chapter X

mlutnlrwmdm#

the responsibilities of the staff and not
to seek te influence ﬂnl*ntbdm..
of their responsibilities.

Before the decision was reached, mmorm
asked whether this paragraph covered two risks night
be faced by a member of the Seeretariat, namely: loss of




his nationality the of an oath of

to the Organization, and 2) penalties under the of his

mmun knmowledge of plans for military

uua ovcu-mnunmmm:m
He also asked vhether a

m.rm would be liable for

mu“wmmauu. Matters were discussed and there

general agreement
tiaainm but t they should be drawn to the
attention of cm:m Iv/z,

3. [Paragraph 6, Chapter X

Various minor changes were suggested in the wording
of the Canadian text.

!hohlo::to Greece reques
be given in the report of the Subcommities.

The Subcommittee agreed that the guestion of the
Juridical status of members of the Secretariat would be
2;:90(137';@071-10:;- of the Charter adopted by Com-

ee .

This concludes the Subcommittee's consideration of
m X. '
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PROGRESS REPORT
Fourth Meeting of Committes I/2/E (Chapter XI)
Veterens Bullding, Room 316, June 8, 1945, 10:40 s.m.

Representatives of the following delegations were pres-
ent: Belgium (President of Commission I), Costa Rica (Chair-
man of Committee I/2), Seudi Arabia (Repporteur), Australis,
Brazil, Cenada, Chins, Ecuador, France, Mexico, Norway, U. K.,
U. 8. A., U. 8. S. R., Venesuels.

1. FParagreph 3, Chapter XI (Specisl Conference to Revise

Charter)

The delegate of the U. S. (Armstrong) thanked the Sub-
committee for giving his delegeation the opportunity to delib-
erate wvith the other Sponsors and Frence on the matter before
the Subcommittee. He announced amendment of Sponsor's amend-
ment (pare. 3, Ch. XI) by substituting 2/3 for 3/4 vote of
Assembly, to provide greater flexibility in the calling of a
special conference to consider revision of the Charter.

After little discussion, the Subcommittee agreed toc an
order of procedure proposed by the delegate of Ecuador (Lasc)s
1) voting procedure for calling the specisl conference; 2) de-
termination of & time limit for the calling of the conference;
3) voting procedure at the conference; and 4) discussion of
vithdraval from the Organigation in the light of decisions
reached on point 3.
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(a) Yoting Procedure for Calling of Conference
The U, 5. delegate (Stessen) made 2 strong statement

supporting the Spohsor's smendment, Brezil (Imtsz) replied.

Cenada (Pearson) pointed out that original Csnsdian
smendment called for ecslling of Conference by 2/3 vote of
Auwly/, but that he wvas willing tc aceept Sponsor's amend-
ment provision of calling by 2/3 vote of Assembly and vete
of any seven members of the Seeurity Council.

It was agreed that the decision on point 1 did not
prejudice decisions on subsequent points,

Becision: The Subcommittee voted 13-0
Yo the terms of the Sponsor's smendment
any seven members of Security Councll %o
eall spegisl Conference.
(b) Eixing Time for Calling of Speeisl Conference
Canada (Pearson) in reply to earlier suggestion by U. 8.
(Armstrong) sald he could not withdraw Cansdisn motion that
Conference be held between seventh and tenth years. Arguments
for the Canadian motion were given by Canada, Mexicc and Bel-
glum. Brazil defended its proposal for the fifth year, but
subsequently joined with COsnada to move that Conference be
held between fifth and tenth years. Arguments sgainst any
fixed determination of the time were given by U. S., Norway,
V. K., and U. 8. 8. R.



the caliing of the Conference mot sooner

then the fifth nor later than the tenth year.
Adjourned at 1105 p.m. MNext meeting at 3:30 pem. on

same day.



B

Seventh Meeting of Comuittee I/2/E (Ch. XI, Amendments)
Voterens Bldg., Rvem 219, Juns 13, 1940, 11310 a.m.

Representatives of the following delegaticns were present!
Belgium (rn/-m of Commission I), Costa Rica (Chaiymen of
Committee 1/2), Saudi Arabie (Rapporteur), Australis, Braszii,
Canads, Chins, Ecuador, Mexico, Nowway, U.K., U.8.A., U.8.8.R.,
Venezuela. France was absent.

Question of Withdrewel from Membership, as related to Amendments.
The delegate of Eouador repeated the statement which he

has made on numercus occssions in the past, that if the “veto"
is retained in the smending process, the small powers will
demand provision for the right of withdrewal. Belgium (Rolin)
pointed out that the Committee should distinguish between withe
draval in general, and withdrawvel in relation to the amending
process. Bragil stated that in view of the way the Chayter has
developed, there must be provision for withdrawal, in event
desired improvements are not made in the Charter.

The U.S. (Armstrong) stated that the Charter should not
contain provision for withdrawel. He proposed that & ssatence
be added to the report of subcommittee 1/2/C (Ch. IIXI, Member-
ship)(see Doc. 529) to the effect the Committee is of the opinien
that the sbsence of any express right of withdrewel in the
Charter does not preclude the right of any member to withdraw

-1-



if Charter is changed by an smendment in which thet member
has not concurred and which amendment that mesber finds 1t
impossible to secept.

The U.8.8.R. (Tsarapkin) then stated that the Charter
should imelude a generel provision for withdrawal.

Canada asked U.S8. if his suggestion yelated to all amend-
ments, including recommendations of special Mm.ﬂw
merely to amendments by the regulsyr process. U.S. answered
thet his suggestion applied to both. U.K. supported the U.S.
proposal. Belgium worked out & redraft of the proposal with
U.S.

It vas agreed to give further consideration to this mat-
ter at the next meeting, to be held at conclusion of meeting
of Committee I/2 at 10100 p.m. tonight (June 13, 1945).
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PROGRES3 REPORT
| EAghth Neeting of Committee I/Z/E (Amendments)
Veterans Buresu, Room 219, June 13, 1945 10:15 p.m.

The eighth meeting of Committee 1/%/%, the second on
June 13, was held at the conclusion of the meeting of Com-
mittee 1/3.

A% the conclusion of the meeting in *he morning, the
United States had preposed a st-tement giving the Com-
mittea's 1ntorpretat16n of the matter of withdrawal as 1%t
relates to amendments, M. Rolin had suggeetad ocertaln changes
in the drart,

A% the opening of the meeting, the Seoretary read s
new statement which was prepared by the United States,

{8ee attanhed document). Canada (Fearson) suggested that
Committee I/%2/E report So ths full committee on the de-
cisions resched s0 far. The Chalr replied that decisions
in Committee I/% required a recommendation by “he sub-
committee on the mattsr of withdrawal, and, therefore,
suggeoted that the subcommittee proceed to & declision on
withdrawsl. Rolin supported Pesrson but suggerted that
the Committes slso recort on the stotus of 1%s oonsideration
of withdr.wal.

Auatrzalia (Xvatt) then proposed that the ztatement on
the interpretation of withdr-wal might offer a solution to

N
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the veto problem. He suggested that the second paragraph of
the U,38. draft be amended to read somewhat =s followa:

"Nor would i1t ‘be the purpose of the Organizstion

to compel a member to remain in the Organization

Af 1te rights and obligations =e¢ sueh were changed

by charter alondlcit in which it has concurred

and which i1t findes 1tself unable to accept, or

Af an amendment to the Charter duly adopted under

paragraph £, thptar XI or parsgraph 3, Chapter XI,

falls to tuke effect by resson of the refusal of

a permanent member to ratify such amendément.,”

There was further diseuselon of this matter of with-
drawal and of vhether or not the Committee should report
&t this stage. Pearson emphasized that he would aecept
the Evatt supggestion only as = third cholce, the first
and second cholces being provision for revision of the
Charter without the nperation of the veto.

Folin suggeated the following statement for ref-
erence to the Committee:

‘The Subcommittee took ocognizance of the declara-

tion of the delegates of the Sponsoring Powers
and France to the effect that they are not uble
at the present moment to consent to 2 procedure

by which the Speclal Confersnce should be able

-G
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to decide thst mmendments adopted by it should

come into re‘ru without the unanimous consent of the
Sponsoring PJQors.

“The Subcommittee also took eognizance of the
d;elaration of certain other delegations to the
effeot that in viev of these clroumstances they
would favor broader terms than those the Com~

mittee had forseen in 1tes commentary on Chapter III
concerning the conditions under which withdrawal
would be admiseible.

"Finally, the Subcommittee communicated to the
Committee a draft declaration to be inserted in
the report on Chapter XI."

1t was agrecd to hold a short meeting of Committee
1/%/E before the meeting of Committee I/2 on June 14,

On several occasions at this and earlier meetings,
the Del:ygate of PBrazil (Lut:z) has made strong statements
against attempts to rush the work of this Subcommittee.
She has pointed out that several of the =arlier meetings
were cancelled, snd hse contended that in epite of the
anxlety of all delcgates to complete the work of the Con-
ference promptly, full conslderation must be given to all
matters unler discussion. Other delsgates have shown notice-
able impatience with her remarks in this regard.

- S
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ZROGRESS REFORT
Elghth Meeting of Gommittes 1/2/E (imendments)
Yeterans Buresu, Room 219, June 135, 1845 10:15 p.m.

rhf/eighth meeting of Committee I/2/%, the second on
June 13, was held at the conclusion of the meeting of Com-
mittee I/2.

At the conelusion of the meeting in the morning, the
United Ztates had proposed a st tement giving the Com-
mittee's lntorpretntion of the matter of withdrawsl as it
relates to amendments. M. Rolin had suggested certaln changee
in the draft,

At the opening of the meeting, the Secretary resd a
new statement which was prepared by the United States.

(see attached document). Canada (Fearson) suggested that
Committee I/2/E report to the full committee on the de-
ecislons reached co far. The Chair repllied that deeisions
in Committee I/ required a recommendation by *he sub-
committee on the matter of withdrawal, and, therefore,
rpuggeoted that the subcommittee proceed to « decision on
withdrawal. FRolin supported Fesrson but suggested that
the Commlittee also recort on the status of its consideration
of withdr wal.

Australia (%vatt) then proposed that the astatement on
the interpretation of withdruwal might offer a solution to

=, 1



the veto problem, He suggested that the second paragraph of
the U.8, draft be aqquod to read somevhat ss followa:
"Nor would i1t be the purpose of the Organization
to compel a member to remalin in the Organization
17 ‘1te rights =nd obligaticns s such were changed
by charter amendment in which 1% haa conourred
and which 1t finde 1tself unable to acocept, or
if an smendment to the Charter duly adopted under
psragruph £, Chepter XI or paragraph &, Chapter XI,
falle to tuke effect by reason of ths refusal of
a permanent member to ratify such amenément.”
There wns further dliscussion of thia matter of with-
drawal and of vhether or not the Committee should report
st thies stage. Pearson emphaslzed that he would aceept
the “vatt suggestion only as s third cholee, the first
and second cholcee belng provislon for revision of the
Charter without the operation of the veto.
Holin suggeated the following statament for ref-
erence to the Committee:
"The Subcommittes took cognizesnce of the declars-
tion of the delegrtes of the Sponsoring Fowers
and Frapnce to the effect that they are not able
2t the vresent moment to consent to 2 procedure
by which the Hpesecial Conference should be able

-G



to decide that =amendmente adopted by it should

come into force wifhout the unanimous coneent of the

‘e

Sponsoring Povers.,

“The Subcommittee also took cognizance of the
declaration of certsin other delegations to the
effeot that in view of thece clroumstances they
would favor Lrosder terms than thoase the Com-
mittee had forsesn in 1te commantary on Chapter 111
concerning the conditlons under which withdrawal
vould be wdmissible.

“Finally, the Subcommittee communicated to the
Committee s draft declaration to be inserted in
the report on Chapter XI."

It was agrecd to nold a short meeting of Committee
1/%/E before the meeting of Committee I/2 on June 14,

On several occasions at this and earlier meetings,
the Delsgate of Erazil (Lutz) has made strong atatements
against attempts to rush the work of this Subcommittee.
She has pointed out that several of the earlier meetings
vere oancelled, snd haes contended that in epite of the
anxiety of all delegates to complete the work of the Con-
ference promptly, full conelderation wust be given to all
matters under disousalon. Other delegates have shown notiece-
able impatience with her remarks in this regard,

-
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Second Meeting of Committes 1/2/E (Ghapter XI)

Veterans Bullding, Room 318, May 30, 1945, 8:135 p.m.

ident n
0::::1. ( ), Belgium (Pres of Mu.ton).

m. U.S.l.l.. U.K., u.s., Norway, Veneszuela, Chins and

Mmoumtugdetmmum

some disagreement over « At the conclusion of the
first meeting it had been to vote on the gquestion of
vhether a provision should made in the Charter for a
special Constitutional Convention to revise the Charter,
Rolin now stated, howvever, that he was opposed to a special
munmmmmnwuom:a.m
date, Other Delegates offered other suggestions on procedure.
mumﬁmm of & ial Consti-
tutional u—-mu. anendments sponsoring
povers and other sounti®ies to Chapter XI.,

Mr, Armstrong (U.S8.) teok exception with the Chairmen's
statement thn decisions of the subcommittee could be
reaghed & simple majority., He mm":hn ES .rw

vas

decision this subcommittee, composed as
countries hthoponiofﬂ.nd'm
be open to serious question, He the

povers, of
Mtﬁnu'm' m&mm
mmmxmmumm_&tﬂmmuu—

uu,mtn- l?poxno suitable formula of wide
uomnnu ll- U.K.) said that he was not fearful
this subcommittee but relied upon its
uunnlpuam.
In answer to s Mr, Pearson stated that Canadian
WmMa- .Mum.mm
years.,

The suboconmittee voted to 0 in favor of
um_m&ulm tional Conven~
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light of experience,

The Soviet Union (Zarapkin) the U, 8, position,
Horway, also, ) the powers,

During the next half hour there considerable by-play
mmmdmmm%m.

Mr, Bvatt (Australis) made a , declaring
that thé Charter sould be A
by Gaa acceptable X N:rﬂl’

Venesuela supported the sponsoring powers' amendment,
with the addition of & time limit,

- thet in cozm)
. nh:-h.uuuum he was ”ﬁn tting

himself Delegati ted that a seol Lght be
ummroxuuun:%mmmw»a-:ﬂ.
povers' amendmont: A

'Iutnq#ontham'mum
m-pu years after the Charter some

Evatt said real lssue was progedure, He
a strong statement agalnst the the veto in the
amending process

Soviet Union spoke against the solution suggested by \

an opportunity to consult thelr Delegations.
The meeting adjourned at 11:30 p.m,
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Second Meeting of Committee 1/2/E (Chapter XI)

Yeterans Building, Room 314, May 30, 1945, 8:35 p.m.

Costa Rica ( ), Belgium (President of Commission),
8audi Arabis Brazil, Beuador,
mm, !J.l.l.. U.K., 8.3., Norway, Venesuela, Chins and

The second meeting of the subcommittee commenced with
some disagreement over procedure, At the conclusion of the
first meeting it had been to vote on the question of
vhether a provision should made in the Charter for a
special Qonstitutional Convention to revise the Charter,
Rolin now stated, however, mtummuamun
mnuummmmmxuwmm:n.nm

uto. Othu Delegates offered other suggestions on_procedure.
d:lmn the m-m. ot & Consti-
tuuul tlm-m 1-, sponsoring

povers and other counties to mmn.

Nr. Armstrong (U.8.) took exception with the Chairmen's
swumt that decisions of the subcommittee could be

& simple majority., He contended that a ma ty

muu mmsm‘wuumw

ma to the of view of the sponsoring
wm”“ to m&m question, He of the
th as 'm The Chairman and

duluuﬁatmmmo“m-uhmtmmutuw
bate, ntuamh._wm}mumm.rmcuu
uomu“. U.K,) said that he was not fearful
of decision of this subcommittee but relied upon its
visdom and good sense.

The subcommittee voted %0 0 in favor of
in the Charter for a Qg}iM—
L 19 LOarLe.




light of experience,

The Soviet Union (Zarapkin) the U, 8, position,
m,mo,w.q?‘ﬂu powers,

During the next half hour § vas considersdble by-play
over the meaning of publiec and of psyshology.

Mr, Evatt (muu)mnl.tcm.,m
that the Charter could de acceptable Country onl
ummm.u.mummumnmﬂu.
HEe demanded a mandatory provision for salling a specisl

Venesuela supported the sponsoring powers' amendment
vith the addition of & time limit, ’

mhrnut:‘mmuml:zl u-u:u‘:
himself or Delega that w
ummmunun:'-u mmcmm

povers'! amendment:

"But ia any such a Conference shall be held not
later than "X" years after the Charter has come into

force,.”

Evatt sald rveal issue vas procedure, He made
& strong statement against the of the veto in the
amending process.

Soviet Union t the sol
- spoke agains ution suggested by

The Chalirman expressed a wish to vote on this matter but

there was general agresment that a vote should be tponed
mcmumnmmﬂumua’ﬁpm

an opportunity to consult thelr Delegations,
The meeting adjourned at 11130 p.m,
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PROGRESS REPORT?
Ninth Meeting of Committee 1/2/E (Amendments)
Veterans Building, Reem 219, June 14, 1945, 3:15 p.m.

The ninth meeting of Committee I/2/E was convened for the
purpose of considering the Memorandum on Decisions (WD 301),
and the draft declaration ( job 4621) prepared by the U.S.
delegation, prior to reporting these matters to Committee I/2.

With reference to part III of the Memorandum, Canada
(Pearson) suggested that paragraph 2 be changed to read as
follows:

"The subcommittee also took CMO of the
declaration of certain other delegations to the effect

that if the recanmendation of the subcommittes in

Section D asbove, were approved by the full committee,
they would favor broader terms ... "ete.

There was no opposition, although the few informal words
of the U.S. and V.K. seemed to indicate attitude that change
wvas not necessary. |

With reference to the draft declaration, Australia (Evatt)
indicated that he looked with disfavor upon this reference to
vithdrawal. He thought it unfortunate to tell members at the
outset that they are at liberty to withdraw. He suggested,
accordingly that paragraph one of the draft declaration be
deleted. U.8. (Btassen) explained that this pearagraph vas
based upon the discussions of an earlier subcommittee (1/2/C),

-1-




and constituted a rephrasing of the report of that subcommittee
on withdrawal.

With reference to the ratification of amendments proposed
by the Special Conference (I,5) and by the regular process (II),
Belgium (Rolin) pointed out that the subcommittee had recommended
different pl-emim (permanent members plus & majority of other
members in first case, two-thirds of all members in second). He
suggested that the subcommittee reconsider its recommendation in
the first case with view to making it the same as provision in
the second. Mexico supported this position. U.S.8.R. (Tsarapkin)
opposed this suggestion, and sald that if anything is changed, both
provisions should be brought back into agreement with the original
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals. When the Chairman proposed a vote,
Rolin withdrew his proposal in so far as the subcommittee was
concerned.

After some discussion of the proper procedure to be followed
in full conmittee, there appeared to be agreement between Evatt
and Stassen that each item in the memorandum would be discussed
and voted. Stassen emphasized that voting should be on a text in
each case. Evatt and Brazil (Lutz), however, indicated that they
vould reopen consideration of their amendments concerning the
regular amending process, if they were not satisfied with the
results of provisions for Special Conference to revise the
Charter.

The meeting was adjourned after 45 minutes to enable the
participants to attend the meeting of Committee I/2. As the
discussion in the full Committee demonstrated, the subcommittee

2=




did not achieve a common understanding on how to proceed. The
failure to achieve such an understanding, of course, was the
result of fundamental differences of opinion regarding substance.



The subcommittee established by Committee I/2 on May 29
to consider Chapter XI (Amendments) met on May 30 and 31,
June 8, 12, 13 and 14, According to the decision of Com-
mittee I/2, the subcommittee included representatives of
those ddegations which had submitted proposals for the
amendment of Chapter XI, The subcommittee was composed of
the following: Belgium (President of Commission I), Costa
Rica (Chairman of Committee I/2), Saudi Arabia (Rapporteur,
General), Australis, Brasil, Canada, China, Ecuador, France,
Mexico, Korway, Soviet Union, United Kingdom, United States,
and Venezuela,



1. ProvisionSk for specisl Conferenge
The subcommittee first voted unanimously to

recommend a provision in the Charter for a special
oontiormo to revise the Charter,
2. Yoting Procedure for Galling Conferense

The Delegate of the United States stated that the
Sponsoring Powers had agreed to amendment their pro-
posal for paragraph 3, Chapter XI by providing for a
tvo-thirds vote instead of a three-fourth wte by the
General Assembly for calling the Special Conference,

The subcommittee voted unanimously to recommend
the modified proposal that the Speclal Conference be
called by a two-thirds vote of the General Assembly and
of any seven members of the Security Couneil,
3. Zime Limit for Calling Special Conference

The subcommittee voted 9 to 6 in favor of the
joint motion of the Delegates of Canada and Braszil to
recommend that the Special Conference be called not
sooner thah the fifth nor later than the tenth year
after the coming into force of the Charter,
%, Yoting Procedure st the Specisl Conference

The subcommittee rejected by a vote of 8 to § the
motion of the Delegate of Mexico to recommend that no
provision be mede in the Charter for the voting proce-.

wouhrolxm.tmsmmcmowrw
e




II.

III.

the ratification of amendments proposed by the Conference,
The subcommittee then voted unanimously in favor

of the motion of the Delegate of Brazil that the Charter

provide that decisions of the Special Conf'erence be

taken h; & twvo-thirds vote,

k. w of Amendments Proposed by Special

The subcommittee voted 7 to 5 to recommend the
last sentence of paragraph 3 (Amendment of Sponsoring
Povers), providing that:

"Any alterations of the Charter recommended by &
two-thirds vote of the Conference shall take effect
vwhen ratified in accordance with their respective
constitutional processes by the members of the Organi-
sation having permanent membership on the Security
Council and by a majority of the other members of the

Organigzation,”

REQULAR AMENDMENTS TO THE CHARTS

The Delegate of Belgium proposed that paragraph 2,
Chapter XI (the original text of Chapter XI, Dumbarton
Oaks Proposals) be amended to provide that amendments
come into force when ratified by two-thirds of all
members, including all of the permanent members of the
Security Council, The subcommittee voted 6 to 5 to
recommend paragraph 2, Chapter XI, as modified by the
Belgium motion,

FROM THE ORGANIZATION

" /" ¥he Bubcommittee took cognisance of the declaration

B
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of the delegates of the Sponsoring Powers and France
to the effect that they are not able at the present
mtmcwtw;mwmwmsmx
Conference should be able to decide that amendments
adopted by it should come into force without the
unafiimous consent of the Sponsoring Powaers.

The Subcommittee also took cognisance of the
declaration of certain other delegations to the effect
that in view of these circumstances they would favor
broader torms than those the Committee had foreseen
in its commentary on Chapter III concerning the con-
ditions under vhich withdrawal would be admissible.

Finally, the Subcoammittee communicated to the
Committes a draft declaration to be inserted in the

report on Chapter XI.
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ANNOUNCEMENT

' ¥

(Few minutes following the Adjournment of Subcommittee I/2/E

on May 31, 1945)

THE CHAIRMAN: It 1s impossible to hold a meeting of Com-

mittee I/2/D now. This Committee will meet at six o'clock
as scheduled.

Tomorrow at 10:30 there will be a meeting of
the Full Committee to hear a report of Committee I/2/D
on the Secretariat and in the afternoon at 3:30 or 6:00
o'clock, our subcommittee I/Z2/E will meet to continue
the discussion on Chapter XI on the amendment. It 1is
imposesible now to say definitely what time our sub-
committee will meet tomorrow, but delegates will be

informed in due course.
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(Few minutes following the Adjournment of Subcommittee I/2/E

on May 31, 1945)

THE CHA {: It is impossible to hold a meeting of Com-
mittee I/2/D now. This Committee will meet at six o'clock
as scheduled.

Tomorrow at 10:30 there will be a meeting of
the Full Committee to hear a report of Committee I/2/D
on the Secretariat and in the afternoon at 3:30 or 6:00
o'clock, our subcommittee I/%/F will meet to continue
the discussion on Chapter XTI on the =zmendment. It 1is
impoe=ible now to say definitely what time our sub-
committee will meet tomorrow, but delegates will be

informed in due course.




£ROPOSED QUTLANE FOR DLSCUISION OF GHAPTSR XX
_ (AMENDMENTS) BY COMMITTEE I1/2

In order to expedlte the conalderstion by Committee
1/% of Chapter XI, dealing -ith Amendments, it is sug-
gested that the Committee proceed with 1ts discuscion
according to the topical outline given below:

Zopics Related to Amendments

Recommendations

Operation of Prerent Cherter mg%wmﬁ The
presen

Normul Amending Procedure

ol

_ arter comes into
effect after its rotification
in accordance with their re-
gspective constitutional pro-
ce~=es by the membsrs of the
Organization having permanent
aeats on the Security Council
and by a majority of the other
members of the Organization.

Adopted by two-thirds of mem-

bers of General Ascembly and
ratified ....by members of the
Organlz -$ion having permanent
membershipy on the Zecurlty
Counecil and by a mejority of
the other members of the Or-
ganization.

Australia: Adopted by two-
thirds majority of Genersl
Aseembly, and confirmed by
like majority at next ses-ion
of the General Assembly; and
coneurred in on each occssion
by at least three of the perm-
anent members of the Security
Counell,

Brazil: Adopted by two-thirds
of General Asseably, snd rati-
fied by two-thirde of countries
reprerented on the Security

Council and by two-thirds of all
the members of the Organlzatian.

v
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ggggi_a;%;: Suggeste adoption of
amendments by a majority of two-
thirds of members.

e E%BAQQI‘ Adopted, upon inltlative
of any member of of fecurity Coun-
cil, by two-thirds of members of

General As-embly, and ratified by
tvo-thirdes of members.

Mexico: Adopted by two-thirde
of members of General Assembly,
and ratifled by memberz of the
Organization having cemi-permanent
membership on the “ecurity Counecil.

Venezuela: Suggeets that adoption
of amendmente by a majority of
two-thirds of members would be
sreferable.

Speclal Amending Progedure Sponsoring Powers: Genersl Con-
ference to be held st daterand
place %o be fixed by three-fourths
of the Genéral Asrembly with con-
currence of Security Council vot-
ing in aecordance with proviesions
of Chapter VI, 3ection C, 2, for
curpose of revieving Charter Al-
terations of Charter recommended
by a two-thirds vote of the Con-
ference to tike effect when rati-
fied by members of the Organlza-
tion having permanent membership
on Security Counell 2nd by a ma-
Jority of the other members of
the Organization.

Brazil: The General Assembly
shall meet every five yesrs ....
with the object of reviaing the
Charter, decieione being by a
majority of two-thirds of the
votes,

Canada: In the cource of the
tenth yesr.....a special Con-
ference of the United Natlons
shall be convensd to consider
the general revision of the
Charter .... v
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SPECIAL PROVISIONS

H!E!&li If the amendment con-
cerns pter I (Purposes) or
Chapter I1 (Prineiples) or
Chapter VI, Section B, 2 (Rules
of action for the Security Coun-
2il) snd has for effect to in-
eresaze the obligations of a mem-
ber state, such state, having
voted againet the amendment, may
deposit a declaration, accompan-
led by ressones, not to be found
by sueh amendment. -
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1) Instead of "cooperate within the Organization for the
preservation of international peage and
security”

resd

£) Instead of "for good snd sufficient reasons”

read

3) Insert between lest and Znd paragraphes the old charsse!

"It 1s obvious that withdrawsal or some other
form of the dlassolution of the Organization
would beoome lnevitable if, decelving the hopes
of humanity the Organization was revesled %o
be unable to maintain peace or could do so
only at the expense of law and Justice.”



Y

1) Instead of "sooperate within the Organization ror the
preservation of intsernatlonal peace and
security"

2) Instead of "for good :nd safficient reasons”

reod s

3) Insert bDetween let and Znd paragraphe the old pharase!

“It 15 obvicue that withdrawal or some other
form of the dissolution of the Organization
would become inevitable if, decelving the hopes
of humanity the Organization wes revealed to
be unable to maintain peace or could do so
only at the expense of law and Justice."”
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MEETING OF 1/2/E (Amendments)

June 8, 10,30 a&.m.

The U.5. Delegate thanked the Committee for having
mhlod,th. U.8, to consult the other sponsoring powers
and France, He said he was only speaking for the U, l_.
After careful and prolonged study, it had been decided
that it would have unfortunate results to fix the date
nov for a Conference to revise the Ghl.rtu' To take such
action would cast an air of uncertainty and impermanence
upon the Charter, Any date chosen now might prove bad;
it might be a time of high political tension or economic
erisis, To be foreced to undertake revision might be
disastrous, The idea of setting a bracket of dates between
vhich the Conference might be called--might be difficult to
fix by majority of the Assembly, Also, if it were not
decided to call a conference before the end of the period,
the Conference would have to be convened at the end of the
poriod; vhich amounts to fixing a date.

wkis



The U.8. delegate said his Delegation wished to leave the
iuhion about calling the Conference to be made at time in the
light of circumstanceés and by those men who would be grappling
with the problem. He thousht. that the Conference here was not
vise enough to set a date for the future and asked why the judg-
ment today would be any better than of those coming after. He
suggested that the method of calling the Conference should be
as liberal and flexible as possible. The method suggested in
the Four-Power amendment and recommended by Prime Minister
Mackenzie King was already very liberal. It provides that

vhenever three-fourths of the members of the Assembly so
agree, a special Conference should be called, subject to the
approval of seven members of the Security Council. This pro-
vision does not even require all five permanent members to
approve; in fact, it might result in calling a Conference when
only one of the Five Powers approved. He stated that the
Five Powers were willing to lihﬂliu this provision still
further, reducing the vote from three-fourths to two-thirds,



but that his Delegation did not wish to go beyond this. He
said the United States and the other Four Powers had agreed
that it was desirous to do everything within reason so as tﬂ
assure having the General Assembly called whenever needed and
desired. He hoped that Canada would be willing to accept ;hll
amendment with the proposed change. He added that he belleved
that if the general procedure was sufficiently liberal any
further specification would aet as a needless deterent on the
action of the General Assembly.

The Delegate of Ecuador on point of order suggested that
there had been sufficient general discussion and that the
Committee should now proceed to discuss four points; one,the
vote progedure for calling a Constitutional Conference; two,
the determination of the time limit for calling the Conference;
three, the vote procedure in the Conference (which would include
discussion on ratification); four, right of withdrawal based on

the decision taken on point three.
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The Chairman said that the Committee had followed the
plan suggested by Mr. Mabane so far but that it might pro‘ulod
along the lines indicated by Ecuador.

The Delegate of Brazil thought that the proposal of Nr.
Mabane offered some advantage because if the time of tho
Constitutional Convention should be fixed now, the guestion
of how to convene such a donference would not need to be
discussed. She pointed out the necessity for having the point
of the d.iuuuio;?zieuly understood.

The Delegate of Ecuador said that his suggestion was
only a revamp of Mr. Mabane's points and said that the deci-
sion on fixing the date had no affect on the determination of
voting procedure. In case it became necessary to call a
conference before the date limit, & two-thirds vote might be
sufficient but this would need decision.

The Chairman recommended taking a vote on the proposal of

Ecuador.



The Delegate of Brazil said she was not insistent on the
order. She said, however, that the difficulty is the question
of convocation dependent on time and asked for clarification
on all points before trying to reach a decision.

The Delegate of the United States remarked that the
Ecuadoran propcsal was based on & question vhich was 8 general
basic issue and if that were settled the Committee might pro-
geed to discuss the time.

The Committee voted on the Ecuadoran proposal to fix the
order of discussion and it wes approved by a vote of ten.

The Chairman then remarked that the discussion of the
voting procedire for calling a Conference would be opened.

The Delegate of Canada on a point of order said thlt he
wvas willing to vote for two-thirds on the assumption that 1t
would not affect the question of whether there should be periedic
conferences or a specified time.

The Delegate orlm-uil also asked the United States for a

statement concerning conditions. fShe remarked that there had
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been no reference to the Brazilian amendment. In answer to
the United States's remarks at the opening of the meeting she
sald that the argument that a fixed date for a conference may
turn out to be the wrong time, she had the impression that
‘everything in the world is done at the wrong time and it would
be quite possible to have the Conference called at a wrong
time, As far as the remark that there was no reason to think
the judgment of this Committee better tham that of a future
committee, she retorted that there was no reason to think that
this Committee is worse; more important than the date and the
world situation at that time was a condition of, mw. respect
and trust, She asked the United States under what circumstances
the Conference should be called.

The United States -ﬁplonto replied that any action taken by
the Committee on the two-thirds or three-fourths question would
would be without ;préjudice to the next question on the time or
ares within which a Conference niﬂt be called. She also made

¢lear the position ot the United States which is that if &
.



flexible provision is made for the General Assembly to call

a revisionary convention, then no time for such convention
should be specified. He thought that the proposal for a
two«thirds of the General Assembly which meets every year

and vhich could, therefore, act in any year, clearly established
flexibility of action; further, the requirement of only
seven votes of the Security Council is the least number of
votes that the Security Council can take in any important
action. The United States felt that the calling of the
convention was very important but they had put the least
possible vote as far as the Assembly and the Security Counecil
vere concerned. His Delegation felt it important that it be
possible to call such convention at any time by such a vote.
Unless that many want i1t, it is lmportant not to have it. He
spoke of the special interests that the millions of men in the
armed servicds have in this Organization. They have had no
opportunity to participate in public discussion. It was to
be hoped that before Ilong all wars would be ended and these

Te



millions returning to eivil life will study the Organization
while it is gaining experience. He appealed to the Conmittee

to provide for an arrangement which would allow the Organization
to function year after year and have the advantage of experience
and public discussion. He urged that the Committee approve the
nev decision of the Five Powers requiring only two-thirds of

the General Assembly in addition to seven members of the
Security Counecil.

The Delegate of Canada sald that as he understood the
proposal, the United States was liberalizing in one sense the
calling of the Conference; however, from the point of view of
the Canadian proposal, it did not liberalise their proposal
since they had only asked for assembly approval and had not
included approval of the Council. He said he was willing to
acoept the United States proposal of two-thirds of the Assembly
plus seven members of the Security Council for the calling of

a8 Constitutional Convention of any kind.
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The Delegate of Brazil, replying to Mr. Stassen, said
that she entirely agreed that revision of the Charter should
be as liberal as possible but pointed out that the Brasilian
amendment allowed for still more flexibility since it called
for only two-thirds of the General Assembly. She hoped that
the Five Povers would reconsider their propesel and she
emphasized again the need for mutual trust and confidence.
She said that members knev that the main difficulty in the
Conference here is that the Organization is based on an
‘a.rutom.y of the Five Powers and that those Powers had been
respongible for the winning of the war. She reminded them of
the phrase of the Prime Minister of Great Britain that in
victory one had to be magnanimous and she appealed to the
Five for magnanimity. She asked the Big Five to think over
the arguments and make the best offer based on mutual Sruste-
mutual trust and flexibility are needed in the Charter.

The Delente of the United States saild he appreciated

the frankness of Brazil and would like to make a further
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statement vhen the Committee discussed point four.

The Chairman took & vote on whether the Committee approved
providing for two-thirds majority of the Assembly in ecalling
a conference rather than three-fourths. The Committee approved
the two~thirds majority by a unanimous vote. Discussion was
then opened on the time of Gonstitutional conferences.

The Delegate of Canada referred to the Canadian proposal
that a Constitutional Conference be called not earlier than
seven nor later than ten years. The United States had said
that such a proposal would introduce an air of uncertainty
into the life of the Organization. He thought their might
be something in this but not much and that publie opinion would
be in favor of the Canadian proposal; furthermore, if the United
States's argument were valid, it would apply more to the Four-
Power amendment which provided for periodic conferences and
vhich would, therefore, give a greater element of uncertainty.
He thought there would be no feeling of uncertainty since in a
glven period the Charter could be revised in the light .



of experience,vhereas periodic conferences would provide too
fluid s Charter. He also suggested that it would be undesir-
able to have a single date set but 1t would be better to
provide some latitude and the Canadian proposal would allow
for & three-year period (seven to ten years). He thought
that it would be easier to gain acceptance and public approval
of the Charter if the Canadian amendment were accepted, parti-
cularly in view of the fact that the amending process provided
for in the Charter is so rigid.

The Delegate of Norway sald that he was not 1ln favor
of a specific date or even a propenl‘.‘ﬁmt as Canada's. He said
that he was avare that the Charter would not be perfect but
there were other means of lmproving the system. First of all,
there were special amendments provided for. More important,
the Organization will prove tc be of benefit in the world
according to the spirit in which it is precticed. Aceording to
the way the organs function will its worth be proved. Even
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though there might be good clauses in the Charter, if the
spirit were not there and the unanimity of the Big Powers

in there, the clauses would mean little. The greatest

effort would be required in the support of this Charter

and 1t would be necessary to bring the forces of collaboration
and mutual trust in support of the Organigzation's purposes.

He thought it better not to fix a date for a revisionary
convention.

The Delegate of Mexico agreed with the Canadian dele-
gate and remarked that the proposal of the seven to ten-year
period would remove the danger of pressure for revision in the
first or second years.

The Delegate of the United Kingdom said that the appeal
of Brazll for magnanimity deserved attention; however, he
thought it ill-founded since it was based on the assumption
that the Five Powers had interest different from the other

Powers. This is not so since all are anxious to produce an
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mntivo and powerful Organization in order to enable the
peace of the world to be maintained. At Dumbarton Oaks
anxious thought was given to find the means for oreating
an effective Organization which would gain confidence and not
become rigid. The reasons for the United Kingdom approval of
the amendment had been explained by the United States and by
Norvay. He said that the cover-riding consideration,if the
Organigation is to bes of any use, will have to be the
establishing of the Organization at an early date so that
it can acquire confidence. If it made & bad start it would
never recover. He feared that if there were inserted in the
Charter any provision which directed the attention of members
in the early years to questions of alteration and reshaping,
it would divert attention from the important guestion of making
the Organization work and work gquickly.

The Delegate of Brazil said that it would be impossible
to avold providing for revision at a fixed time; that it was
human nature to put off action until the last moment and that

.13-



the finsl date for the Conference would undoubtedly be the
last possible date; in other words, the tenth year. BShe
said that the Charter was being made under difficult cir-
cumstances and no one felt that it was perfect; it would Beither
have to be very good or it would need revision. If there
wvere not provision in the Charter for a fixed time for the
suvention, ‘e fition would Do suised ot every meeting of
the Assembly. Tc the United Kingdom she pointed out that
the interests of the smaller countries were not different
from those of the Five Powers but on the other hand, it was
not & hundred per cent coincidence of interests. In Chapter
II, the Charter recogniges the sovereignty of states but
all members on joining this Organigation will abdicate a
certain amount of their asutonomy.

The Delegate of Brazil continued that if the Charter is
good, revision at the Conflerence would be small, wvhile if
it 1s not good, considerable revision would have to be made.
She pointed out that every living organism must grow and that



the Charter must have opportunity for growth, She referred
to the Brazilian amendment wvhich provided for a five-year
period which she thought was & safe period. By the end of
five years the Organization would be stronger and she thought
the public would be willing to walt that lagg. & time for re~
vision and would not look so carefully for defects; therefore,
the Organization might work better. She added that if nations
must go into an Organization of which they did not entirely
approve, they would be concerned with the possibility of
withdraval.

The Delegate of Belgium pointed out that there were
three proposals before the Committee: The Four-Power amendment
which provided for a conference at an unspecified time, the
date to be fixed by the Assembly, and the Security Council;
two, the lﬂtl#lian amendment which provided for five years,

- and the Canadian providing for five to seven years. He
thought the Committee should now proceed to vote on these
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questions. As far as his own Delegation was concerned, they
preferred the Canadian proposal. He sald that they did not
follow: the reasoning of the Sponsoring Powers( He reminded
m Committee that the United Kingdom delegate had said there
would be no agitation for revision during the early years
but if the question of the Conference were left open, the
Belgium hmt during the first year would suggest revi-
sions since there was considerable hostility to certain pro-
posals which they regarded as dangerous and unjust. If the
Sponsoring Powers wish to give time for his country and others
tqr.cm down, they should give publiec opinion a certainty
that revision will take place at a specified time. He agreed
that they should not impose upon the General Assembly any
one specified year but should allow some latitude. He favored
the Canadian proposal.

The Delegate of the U.8.8.R. thought that the argument
that if no definite term is provided in the Charter there

would be agitation from the first day the Charter goes into effect



for revision as & mere supposition., The Organization can be
Judged only by results. If it is successful, why would public
opinion react against the Charter. It can not now be determined
vhat public opinion will be and it is merely & theoretical
apgument. He said that he thought a definite period was
unnecessary and he shared the views of the United States
delegate. HNe went on to say that it was impossible to predict
vorld events and to determine what the situation would be in
two or three or seven or ten years and he asked that the
Conference not bind the hands of the Organization by specific
revisions--this would be asking them to work within an unjustifi-
ably rigid framework. If the Organization is to be sugeessful,
no change will be necessary at first. If the situation requires
change, there is provision in the Four-Power amendment for
two-thirds of the Assembly and seven members of the Security
Council to decide to call a convention. He said he could not
agree with the Mexican position that unless a definite term is
set for the Conference, there would be agitation for change in



the first or second year. He also added that 1f a definite
term were set and the Assembly voted 50--50 for such convention,
there could not be a conventlon and there would be a contra-
dietion in the Charter itself. In order to maintain flexibility
it wvas necessary to leave the decision to the Organization
itself. He concluded by saying that the VU.S.8.R., supported
the United States's position and insisted that it was unneces-
sary to fix any specific date for the Convention.

The Delegate of Brazil said that she was willing to make
a joint proposal with Canads providing for a five to ten-year
period.

The Canadian delegate replied that he was willing to
smend his proposal to read five to ten years instead of seven
to ten and he thought that this might make & greater appeal
to the Sponsoring Powers since 1t provided a more flexible
procedure.

The United States delegate sald that the proposal of
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Canada and Brazil wvas an undemocratic hfriﬁsmt on the
General Assembly in the Security Couneil sinee 1t would mean
that they could not hold a conference before five years, that
it must be between the fifth and tenth year and none after
the toni?h. He pointed out that in the Sponsoring Powers'
smendment, there was no procedure for periodic review. The
next Conference would be held at any time two-thirds of the
Assembly and any seven of the Council decided; that & that
Conference the conditions of the next ome would be decided,

The Brazilian delegate answvered that this was not an
undemocratic infringement but & guarantee of flexibility.

A vote was taken to recommend to Committee I/2 the
Cenadian-Bragzilian propossl. It was spproved by a vote of

nine to six.
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MEETING OF 1/2/% (Amendments)

June 8, 10,30 a.m,

The U.8. Delegate thanked the Committee for having
enabled the U.3, to consult the other sponsoring powers
and Frence, He said he was only speaking for the U, 8,
After careful and prolonged study, it had been decided
that 1t would have unfortunate results to fix the date
nov for a Conference to revise the Charter., To take such
action would cast an air of uncertainty and impermanence
upon the Charter. Any date chosen now might prove bad;
it might Be a time of high political tension or economic
crisis, To be forced to undertake revision might be
disastrous, The idea of setting a bracket of dates between
vhich the Conferense might be called--might be difficult to
£ix by majority of the Assembly, Also, if it were not
decided to call a conference before the end of the period,
the Conference would have to be convened at the end of the
period, which amownts to fixing a date,
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The U.8. ul.u_mn said his Delegation wished to leave the
decision about calling the Conference to be made at time in the
light of eircumstances and by those men who would be grappling
with the problem. He thought that the Conference here was not
uumushtoutuutororthomtmmmwﬁnm-
ment today would be any better than of those coming after. He
suggested that the method of calling the Conference should be
as liberal and flexible as possible. The method suggested in
the Four-Power amendment and recommended by Prime Minister
Nackenzie King was already very liberal. It provides that
vhenever three-fourths of the members of the Assembly so
~agree; a special Conference should be called, subject to the
approval of seven members of the Security Council. This pro-
vision does not even require all five permanent members to
approvej in fact, it might result in calling a Conference when
only one of the Hive Powers approved. He stated that the
Five Po?rs were unns to liberalize thil provision still
further, Mucing the vote from three-fourths to two-thirds,
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but that his Delegation did not wish to go beyond this. He
mmmmsuusmmomwnurmmwné
that it was desirous to do everything within reason so as to
assure having the General Assembly called whenever needed and
desired. He hoped that Canada would be willing to accept this
amendment with the proposed change. He added that he believed
that if the general procedure was sufficiently liberal any
further specification would act as a needless deterent on the
action of the General Assembly.

The Delegate of Ecuador on point of order suggested that
there had been sufficient general discussion and that the
Committee should now proceed to discuss four points; one,the
vote procedure for calling a Constitutional Conference; two,
the determination of the time limit for calling the Conference;
three, the vote procedure in the Conference (which would include
discussion on ratification); four, right of withdrawal based on

the decision taken on point three.
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The Chairmsn said that the Committee had followed the
plan suggested by Mr. Mabane so far but that it might proceed
along the lines indicated by Ecuador.

The Delegate of Braszil thought that the proposal of Mr.
Mabane offered some advantage because if the time of the
Constitutional Comvention should be fixed now, the question
of how to convene such & conference would not need to be
discussed. She pointed out the necessity for having the point
of the ditmsfg'y/hlmly understood.

The Delegate of Ecuador said that his suggestion was
only & revamp of Mr. Mabane's points and said that the deci-
sion on fixing the date had no affect on the determination of
voting procedure. In case it became necessary to call a
conference before the date limit, a two-thirds vote might be
sufficient but this would need decision.

The Chairman recommended taking a vote on the proposal of

Ecuador.



The Delegate of Brazil said she was not insistent on the
order. She saild, however, that the difficulty is the question
of convocation dependent on time and asked for clarification
on all points before trylng to reach a decision.

The Delegate of the United States remarked that the
Eousdoran proposal was based on & question which was a general
basic issue and if that werc settled the Committee might pro-
ceed to discuss the time.

The Committee voted on the Ecuadoran proposal to fix the
order of discussion and it was approved by a vote of ten.

The Chairman then remarked that the discussion of the
voting procedire for calling a Conference would be opened.

The Delegate of Cansda on a point of order saild that he
was willing to vote for two-thirds on the assumption that it
would not affect the question of whether there should be periocdic
conferences or a specified time,

The Delegate of Braszil also asked the United States for a

statement concerning conditions. She remarked that there had
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been no reference to the Brazilian amendment. In answer to
the United States's remarks at the opm.ng of the meeting she
gald that the argument that a fixed date for a conference may
m,“t to be the vrong time, she had the impression that
mmmthomldilmuthlmngtmmumm
be qui'éo possible to have the Conference called at a wrong
tiu/.‘l’f As far as the remark that there was no reason to think
tll\ :Ildumt of this Committee better than that of a future
oﬁ-;m.uL she retorted that there was no reason to think that
’"‘f“ pmttu is worse; more important than the date and the
1)61-14 situation at that time was a condition of mutual respect

m trust. She asked the United States wnder what circumstances

the /aén:mc should be called.

/ The United States Gelegate replied that any action taken by

/i

gﬁo Conmittee on the two-thirds or three-fourths question would

Jid .
'Mhﬂmeutmtothnmtqmstionmmtm”

‘area within which & Conference might be called. She also made

clear the positiocn ot the United States which 1s that if a
oV .
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flexible provision is made for the General Assembly to call

a revisionary convemtion, then no time for such convention
should be specified. He thought that the proposal for a
two-thirds of the General Assembly which meets every year

and vhich could, therefore, act in any year, clearly established
flexibility of action; further, the requirement of only
seven votes of the Security Council is the least number of
votes that the Security Council can take in any important
action. The United States felt that the calling of the
convention was very important but they had put the least
possible vote &s far as the Assembly and the Security Couneil
were concerned. His Delegation felt it important that it be
possible to call such convention at any time by such a vote.
Unless that many want it, it is important not to have it. He
spoke of the special interests that the millions of men in the
armed serviecés have in this Organization. They have had no
opportunity to participate in public discussion. It was to
be hoped that before long all wars would be ended and these
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millions returning to eivil life will study the Organization
vhile it is gaining experience. He appealed to the Committee
to provide for an arrangement which would albw the Organisation
to function year after year and have the advantage of experience
and public discussion. He urged that the Committee approve the
new decision of the Five Povers nqunm only two-thirds of
the General Assembly in addition to seven members of the
Security Counecil.

The Delegate of Canada sald that as he understood the
proposal, the United States was liberalizing in one sense the
calling of the Conferencej; hovever, from the point of view of
the Canadian proposal, it du not liberalige their proposal
since they had only asked for assembly approval and had not
included approval of the Council. He said he was willing to
accept the United States proposal of two-thirds of the Assembly
plus seven -h.:n of the Security Couneil for the calling of

a8 Constitutional Convention of any kind.
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The Delegate of Braszil, replying to Mr. Stassen, sald
that she entirely sgreed that revision of the Charter should
be as liberal as possible but pointed out that the Brazilian
amendment allowed for still more flexibility since it called
for only two-thirds of the General Assembly. She hoped that
the Five Powers would reconsider their proposal and she
emphasized again the need for mutual trust and confidence.
She sald that members knev that the main difficulty in the
Conference here is that the Organization is based on an
aristocracy of the Five Powers and that those Powers had been
nmmmmmmormm. She reminded them of
thnﬁnuorth?rmmqutMMﬁnm
victory one had to be magnenimous and she appesled to the
Five for magnanimity. She asked the Big Five to think over
tﬁ;‘nrg_:pnt: and mske the best offer based on mutual trust--
miﬁmtmnmbmtymwnmm.

The Delepte of the United States said he appreciated
the frenkness of Brazil and would like to mske & further
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statement when the Committee discussed point four.

The Chairman tock a vote on whether the Committee approved
providing for two-thirds majority of the Munbl; in calling
a conference rather than three-fourths. The Committee approved
the two-thirds majority by a unanimous vote. Discussion was
then opened on the time of Sonstitutional eon.formn.

The Delegate of Canada referred to the Canasdian proposal
mtucmutuumcwummtmlmﬁn
seven nor later than ten years. The United States had said
that such a propossl would introduce an air of uncertainty
inteo the 1life of the Organization. He thought their might
be something in this but not much and that public opinion would
be zﬁrwororthe Canadian proposaly furthermore, if the United
States's argument were valid, it would apply more to the Four-
Power amendment which provided for periodic conferences and
vhich would, therefore, give & greater element of uncertainty.
nwﬁ_mnmmmrmormmwmna
given period the Charter could be revised in the light ¢~
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of experience,vhereas periodic conferences would provide too
fluid a Charter. He also suggested that it would be undesir-
able to have a single date set but it would be better to
provide some latitude and the Canadian proposal would allow
for a three-year period (seven to ten years), He thought
t@titmldhmiortossinumtmmmmmmu
of the Charter if the Canadian amendment were accepted, parti-
cularly in view of the fact that the amending process provided
for in the Charter 1s so rigid.

The Delegate of Norway said that he was not in favor
of a specific date or even & proposal such as Canada's. He said
that he was avare that the Charter would not be perfect but
mnmoomrmmormmvimmmm. First of all,
there were special smendments provided for. More important,
the Organization will prove to be of benefit in the world
according to the spirit in wvhich it is practiced. According to
the wvay the organs function will its worth be proved. Even
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though there might be good clauses in the Charter, if the
spirit were not there and the unanimity of the Big Powers

in there, the clauses would mean little. The greatest

effort would be required in the support of this Charter

and it would be necessary to bring the forces of collaboration
and mutual trust in support of the Organigation's purposes.
He thought it better not to fix a date for a revisionary
convention.

The Delegate of Mexico agreed with the Canadian dele-
gate and remarked that the proposal of the seven to ten-year
period would remove the danger of pressure for revision in the
first or second years.

The Delegate of the United Kingdom sald that the appeal
of Brazil for magnanimity deserved attention; however, he
thought it ill-founded since it was based on the assumption
that the Five Powers had interest different from the other

Powers. This is not so since all are anxious to produce an
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effective and powerful Organiszation in order to emable the
peace of the world to be maintained. At Dumbarton Oaks
anxious thought was given to find the means for creating
nm“tinmtmmmmmqﬂmt
become rigid. The reasons for the United Kingdom approval of
the amendment had been explained by the United States and by
Norvay. He sald that the . over-riding consideration,if the
Organization is to be of any use, will have to be the
establishing of the Organization at an early date so that
it can acquire confidence. If it made & bad start it would
never recover. He feared that if there were ingerted in the
Charter any provision which directed the attention of members
in the early jears to questions of alteration and reshaping,
it would divert attention from the important question of making
the Organization work and work quickly.

The Delegate of Brazil sald that it would be impossible
to avoid providing for revision at a fixed time; that it was

human nature to put off action until the last moment and that
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the final date for the Conference would undoubtedly be the
last possible date; 131 other words, the tenth year. She
said that the Charter was being made under difficult cir-
cumstances and no one felt that it was perfect; it would either
have to be very good or it would need revision. If there
vere not provision in the Charter for a fixed time for the
convention, the gRestion would be raised at every meeting of
the Assembly. To the United Kingdom she pointed out that
ﬂu interests of the smaller countries were not different
m thogse of the Five Powers but on the other hand, it was
#ot & hundred per cent coincidence of interests. In Chapter
II, the Charter recognizes the sovereignty of states but
2ll members on joining this Organigation will abdicate a
urtsin amount of thelr autonomy.

The Delegate of Brasil continued that if the Charter is
good, revision at the Conference would be small, vhile if
it is not good. considerable revision would have to be made.
She pointed out that every living organism must grov and th:t.
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