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- SUMMARY REPORT OF THE IWENTY-FIRST MERTING OF COMMITTEE 1/2.
The n@;uu wu%a to order by=SHE Ghstrman at

-

3146,  the Seerstary-Generzl of the Conference introduced

——— =

to Committee I/8 Nr. Oreamume, Uosta Ricz, who had been
geleoted by his delegation %o replace Mr. Sonilla Lare. af

< it

. RLTE : =/ ﬁo/e/tj'-b
Kr, Rolin of Belglum croseeed-tiast paragraph 4 of
the suggested draft on expulsion, which resde as follows:
"The Organization may expel from the Organization
any member which m-uunny_’- violates the prin-
eiples contained in the 'mia?tmr' !.'--.-:
| 'h. ﬂ.;entc from Mexieo seconded the motion and
iho‘-hdeﬁf from Belgium th@ requested that there be _n

roll czll vote.,



In response to inquiries concerning the interpretation
of the vote which would be taken on this question, the Chair-
M—-H&tﬂlﬂ
man expkained that a &/ majority of thoee present and vot-
ing would be required %o support thc motion of Mr. Rolin,
If the motion oarrlu‘ by thia required majority, then the

Lould
U)ou, :
Oomnittee wit: recommend to the Commission that refersnce

to lxpnllibt omitted. If Mr, Rolin's
motion falled to recelve the requisite ;ajoﬂt;, the 0.-
littie then hur. wx at some future meeting would take up
the question of expulsion. A two thirde majority of those
present and voting would be required to sustain the pro-
vision for erpulsion in the Dumbarton m:ﬁmeul. if a
wo-thid §

majority 1; not obtasined, the matter would then go to
Commission I and, zccording to the procedures of the Con-
feronee,. to the Steering Committes which mhtalo recom-
mendations to Commisslon T.

The Delegate from Eoualor pointed out that the

.

Steering Committec w uot lnelude instructions or

-



’h; Cvmm I‘H.CL I/-V
recommendations and, 1% seemed tc him, 43kt the Committee

A
wae being seked to change ite point of view on the matter.
He procesded to explaln the relationship between the question
of erpulsion and that of withdrawsl snd announced that 1T the
right of withdrawal ehould befecognized Feuador would change
on umu?i“%h‘h &

its point of view and might vote to include right of ex-
pulsgion.

He favored postponing the vote on expulsion until
the qioatton of withdrawal had been reported to the Com-
mittee by SubcommittesI/Z/E.

The Delegate of Uruguay suggested that a vote be
taken on & motion to reconsider the previous decision of
the Committee on expulsion, If the majority of the Com-
mittee voted to reconsider the declesion, then the Com-
mittee might proceed to & vote on the proposal.ilse/f

The Chalrman reported to the Committee that the
action of the Steering Committee in referring the mestion

back to Committee I/2 was tantamount to & vote in faver

-



of reconsidering the previous declision in view of the fact
that the Steering Committee eemlﬂlﬁ‘r chiefs of delega=-
tions. The Delegate of Belgium explained that his motion
was to MZQ& Committee's resching a dechmion. With
regard to the question of withdrawal, he felt that Sub-
committee I/2/E wu—ﬂiz dealing with withdrawal as it
related onty to the question of ratification of amendments.
The Norweglen Delecgate to@irWhHesitoor—to explnno-",
why the Norweglan delegation favored the deletion of ref-
erence to expuleion in the Charter, Hies Delegzstion bellieved
that,in the exercise of the right of expulslon, there was

equitatle balance.
no -esseswdmnce between the guilt and samotion. The former

Aested with
Le?oNETa to the government in power, while the latter

fell upon the nation as a whole. [If reference to expulsion

were to be made in the Charter, i1t would have to be based +
hip of Aespousibility To ’:Jumr‘men

an @ fnb(z.dl-ﬂw _
on ncﬁ.-hm aone e. --Wwfen



He stateé thit
_Sysh—though IV though$—1t unwise. Norway would support the

proposasl of Belgium. | The Delegatebf Egypt noted the inter-
mioﬂn of withdrawal, expulsion and amend-
ment. Egypt favored universality, but would have to reconsider
ite position if the right of expulslon were included in the
Charter. ‘It compulsory expulfion wers included, tien the dig-
nity of gt-atod would require the right of voluntary withdrawal.

The nruwmmm ;-

whether tho dceuiou of the Stoaring Committee to ﬂfﬂl‘ this

f 4 o u"QA/
mett baok to. Oo*u'tu 1/£2 was unanimous. m"* dm’”{f" 5¥
de/ec;ab ot The decilen wis Wnanimons . |
The Delegate of the United States supported the in-

terpretation of the voting procedure by the Chairman, as
well as the views of Belglum =nd Greeecs on the procedural
matter. He tock cognizance of the relationship of with-

G '
drawl, expulsion and smendment, He stressed the proposition

that the charascter of the Organization which was bueg‘on the

cooperation of peace-loving etateg nd the unity of the
A\

o~




mmahﬂi (f Wk"’l

major powers, regquired that states vwhieh-detracted from

Qithe”
. the character of the Organizst’'cn muast bvo:alndod or A%~

pelled, He pontimmed that the Ormi ‘atlon depended upon
the Mew beas

the ﬁonlre}\tn mtutun snd to remsin s pert of 1%, He ack-

novledped thot the questions related to expuleion might have

et

tc be gettled one by one. In ceaaluuon, he atatea the aanu

CJ’e.Sw?J’
Bta:lnﬂltm an Organization of the chnrmtar which he had

wrowld heve

[iner
% m'h’j;" the support of as many peacs-loving

stetes ae \tou;d Join.

Africa requested

The Del:gabe of the Unlon of

"the Chelvman to & purposes of the fteer-

ing Committee in wef atter of exrulsion back to

Committes 1/2.
The Chairman expl t the fOtzering Cormittee wished
Gm&ﬂ” I/% to elsFify 1te previous vote on the cuestion,
| The United Kingdom Del=gste sur, orted the procedure
for rnonuam the gquestion. He urged that a vote be -

-6



taken on the mmendment by the delegatebf Belgium.

The Delegate of Canada stated his view that if the

whas
Dumbarton Osks proposal on expulsion 4% not sustalned by o~

Fom-tdS  then wovld
the 7/S majority, kmt no reference %o expulsion ua be in-

eluded in the Charter. On the matter of substance, he ex-

daid
plained that the difference of opin'on in the Committee weuiéd

e o-
not &uou challenge to the prineiple of unity emong the
major powers, but related to the application of the rule of

unanimi ty to every amendment before the sonference. He

sonsuntat ot Cansda m t the provision for ex-

""" — PES

e

-

orrena his opinion that the unity of the N

c/ The :
major povers .guld not rest on-thbe Caeationy ef expy Is10m i

e ey p———— _,__,___.....---

g T ———

The Delegate of the Soviet Union urged that ref-

erence to expuleion be included in the Charter in order
that persistent violatore of the prineciples of the Charter
might be 2xpelled from the Organization. In view of the

Limy politiczl nature of the gquestion, he surported the

-?-



reconsideration of the previocus decision of Committee If2, on
: +h L

the w Delegatifn of Greece reiterated hi= state=
7757#’;:It¢ on expulsion, which he had made in the previous sessions

of this Committee, He stresced the fact that unlimited suspen-

sion was tantemount %o expuleion. In the course of his speech,

he referred to his previous rroposal that a compromise be reach-

ed before the juestlon he submitted to the Committee. He

etated thet none of the nations participating in the Confer-

ence would run the risk of expulseion xkaxha® and that sueh a

provislion was related to the admission of new states which had

records of aggression.

He concluded by asking th:ﬂ’ponsorins Powera %o

elarify thelr position--whether the absence of the right

of expulsion in the Charter would preclude their participa-

tion in the Organization, He felt thaﬁ{if it d4id so, the

Oonference must include the right of expulsion in the

0”'.’0



The Delegate of Eelgium arose to explain that his
fallure to speak on nls motion in the beginning of the
meeting dld not indicate that he was not fully behind 1is.

He believed that the Sponsoring Powers would accept the ma-

Jority view expresced in the Committee., He stated that even
il fin

persiatent aggressors, having reformed cnd being-You=xthe/to

aseume the obligations and asccept the prinoiples of the Or-

ganization, could return to the Organization un er the provision

Fov”
~oT suspenslon.
The Delegate of Egypt requested information concern-
J ylss
ing ' of Subcommittes I/2/E. The Delegate of Bel-

glum informed him that the Subcommittee would meet thie even-
ing and report to the Cormittee tomorrow. The Dalegatebf

' A ec oy
Egypt announced that until he could lecss of the é&ssiwion wndatin

/
on withdrawsl, ris fo-legauoa would abstaln from voting on the
question of expulsion,
At this point of the discussion, the Chalrman ascer-

talned that the Committee was prepared to vote on the motio

-9=
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of ﬂmdolegnto of Belgium. The Delegatebf Uruguay then
suggested that the Committee vote first on the draft paragraph
of May 26; Af that wes not sustained, then on the text of May
23. If the majority in the latter case was insufficient to

< rvr Lo
edrky the text, then e Pubcommittee of the Sponsoring Powers

and fivebther members should be constituted to reconcile the

/\’

different views of the Committee. pointed out/that the

mittee was readky to vote on the nolgi.q motion and that he

could not comply with the suggestion of Uruguay. The Dele-

gate of Ecuador proposed that the vote be postponed until

after the Pubcommittee had reported on withdrawal; Cuba,

Egypt and Chile geconded this proposal. !hoC‘oleanir
Levodev

“P¥Gguny withdrew hisfroposal after he learned that AT the

«10-



Qe

Belgiam motion wo®id not earry, further decleions on ex-
pulesion would have to be taken by the Committee.

The Delegate of New Zealand informed the ﬁha&r—
man that the Delegate of Norway had requested him to vote

for Norway on the motion before the Committee.

“I"is Meeting was adjourned at 6130.



__~  SDORX REPORT OF THE TuENTY-FIRST MERTING OF COMMITTEE 1/8.
Yeterans Bullding, Room 305, June 1%, 1945, 35:45 p.m,

The meeting was called to order by the Chalrman at
3146, The Secretary-Generzl of the Gnrmu introduced
to Committee I/5 My, Oresmunc, Costa Ricx, who had been
seleoted by his delegation $o replace Mr. Bonilla Lara.
i Reconsideration of Chapter ¥, feotion B, peragrsoh
3, gongerning Zxpulsion.
Hr. Rolin of Belgium yroposed that pw 4 of
the suggested draft on expulsion, which reads as follows:
*The Organization may expel from the Organization
any member whioch persistently vioclates the prin-
¢iples contained in the Charter *
be omitted from the Charter,
The Delegate from Mexieo seconded the motion snd
the Delegate from Belgium then requested that there be a
roll esall vote.

-1-



In responee to inquiries ooncerning the interpretation
of the vot_u which would be taken on this queation, the Chalr-
man expkained that s £/3% majority of those present snd vot-
ing would be required %o support the motion of Mr. Relin,

If the motion carries by this required majority, then the
Committees will recommend to the Commiselon that reference
- %o expulsion in the Charter be omitted. If Hr, Rolin's
motion falled to receive the requisite majority, the Come
mittees then later ms at some future meeting would Sske up
the question of expulelon. A two thirde majority of those
present and voting would be required to sustain the pro-
vision for ¢ puleion in the Dumbarton Osks propossl. Xf a
%/8 majority is not obtained, the matter would then go %o
Commisnion I and according %o the procedures of the Con-
rcreﬁn-. to the Steering Committes which would make recom-
mendations to Commission I,

The Delegate from Eousdor pointed out that the

Steering Committee would not inelude instructionsz or

-



reconmendations and, 1%t seemed to him, that the Commlittee
was being ssked to change its point of view on the matter.
He proceeded to explaln the relationship betwesn the question
of expulsion and that of withdruwal snd announced that if the
right of withdrawval should berecognized Touador would change
its point of view and might vote to include right of exe
pulsion.

He favored postponing the vote on sxpulsion until
the question of vithdrawal had been reportsd to the GCome
mittes by Subcommittesl/d/E.

The Delegate of Uruguay suggested that a vote be
taken on a motion te rmrzuldw the previous decloion of
the Committee on expulsion, If the majority of the Com-
mittee voted to reconsider the declslon, then the Come
nittee might proceed to 4 vote on the proposal.

The Chairman reported to the Committes thet the
sotion of the Stesring Committes in referring the question
back %o Oomittee 1/2 was tantamount to a vote in faver

i



of reconsidering the previocus decislon in view of the faect
that the Steering Committee conelsts of chlefs of delegoe
tions. The Delegate of Belgium oxpluacd‘ that his wotion
was to violate the Committee's resching a deobaion., With
regard to the question of withdrawal, he felt that Sub-
conmittee I/2/F was merely dealing with withdrawal as 4%
related only to the question of rstificution of amendmente.
The Norwegisn Delcgate took the floor to sxplaln
why the Norweglan delegation ravored the deletion of ref-
erence to Olpﬂliéﬂ in the Charter. His Delegation bellieved
that in the exercise of the right of expulsion, thers was
no concordance between the gullt and sanction., The former
belonged to the government in pover, while the latter
fell upon the nation sas a whole, If reference to expuleion
vere %0 be maode in the Charter, 1% would have to be based
on such a concordmsnce. Norway would support such a motien

ode



even though 1t thought it unwize. Norway would suppor$ the
propossl of Belgium. The Delegatebf Egypt noted the inter-

relation of the questions of withdrawal, expulsion and zmend-
ment. Egypt favored univerzallity, but would have to reconsider

its position Af the right of expulsion verse uol“od in the
Charter. If compulsory sxpulsion wers included, then the dig-
nity of states would require the right of‘nluntm withdrewal,
The Brazilian Delegate inquired of the Chalrman
mmr the decision of m_ Bteering Committee to refer this
- matter back to Committee I/2 wae umam_s.
The Delegate of the United States supported the ine
terpretation of the voting procsdure by ths Chslrman, as
well as the views of Belgium =nd Ureece on the procsdural
matter, He took cvognizance of the relationeship of withe
lrm'. oxpulaian and amendment, He nﬂuuﬁ the proposition
that the character of ths Organl:ation which was based Im the
gooperation of peace-loving states :nd the unity of the

-E-



major povers, regquired that states which detracted from .
the character of the Orcall.ut’.ou.mt be exoluded or ox-
pelled, He continued thsat the Organl ation depended upon
the desire to maintain and to remain a part of 1%, He asok-
nowledged that the queatione related t_o expulsion might have
to be settled one by one. In conclusion, he atated the United
Btates wanted an Organization of the charzeter which he hed
disouased snd which had the support of as many pesca-loving
states as would Join,
The Delcgate of the Union of South Afrioca regquested
the Chairman to espeii explein the purposes of the Steer-
ing Committee in referring the matter of expulsion back to
Committee 1/2, |
The Chairman explained that the Bteoering Committes wished
Committee I/2 to clarify its previcus vote on the mestion,
The United Xingdom Delegate sup.orted the procedure
for umudorm the question., He urged that a vote be

B



token on the mmendment by the delegatebf lo:l.ﬁu.

The Delegate of Caneda lts‘lﬂ his view that if the
Dumbsrton Osks proposal on sxpulsion is not sustalned hy
the /3 majority, %no raferencs %o expulaion will be ine
cluded in the Charter, On the matter of substance, Re ex-
plained that the difference of opin'on in the Committee nw.tll
not indioste ohnncnc; to the prinoiple of unity ~mong the
mejor powsrs, but related to the application of the rule of
unanimity to every amendment before the conference, He
spnounc#d that Caneda was sguinet the provieion for ex-
pulsion snd offered his opinion that the unity of the
major powers would not rest on this gueation,

! The Delegate of the Soviet Union urged that ref-
erence to expulsion be included in the Charter in order
that persistent violators of the ppinoiples of the Charter
might be expelled from the Organizstion., In view of the

nighly political nature of the gquestion, he su rorted the

-’-



reconsideration of the previous decision of Committee IFf2, on
the matter. The Delegation of Greece reiterated his state-
ments on expulsion, which he had mude in the previous sessions
of this Committee, He stressed the fuzct that unlimited suspen-
slon wue tantamount %o expulsion. In the course of his speech,
he referred to hias previous ;roposal that s compromise be reach-
ed before the juestion be submitted %o the Committee. He
stated that none of the natlons participating in the Confer-
ence uou;d run the risk of expulsion mkexhed and that such a
provision wis related to the admlesion of new states which had
records of aggression.

He eoncluded by asking the Spensoring Poweras to
clarify thelr positione-whether the absence of the right
of expulasion in the Charter would preclude their particlips-
tion in the Orgenization., He felt that Af it did so, the
Conference must include the right of expulsion in the

chm.?a



The Delogiie of Delgium WMse 46 Sxplais thet Nis
fallure to speak on his motion in the beginning of the
- meeting did not indloate that he wae not fully behind 1%,
He bellieved that the Sponsoring Powers would acoept the ma-
Jordity view expressed in the Committee. He ntated that even
persiatent aggreasors, having reformed snd being loathe to
m the obligations and uaq:t the prineciples of the Or-
gantzation, MC return %o th.c Organi:ation un er the provision
of suspension.

The Delegate of Egypt requested information concerne
ing the progrsm of Subcommittes I/2/E, The Delegate of Bele
glum informed him that the Subcommittee would meet thls even-
ing and report to the Committee tomorrow. The Delegatebf
Barob dnsounced that ws¥il he deuld eatn of $hs destotin
on 'utmd\ral, hies Delegation would sbstain from veting el the
queation of expulsion,

At this polnt of the discussion, the Chalrman ascer-
~ talned that the Committee m prepared %o vote on the motio

~O=



of the Delegate of Belgium. The Delcgatebf Urugusy then
suggected that the Committee vote rirst on the draft parsgraph
of May 45; Af that was not custained, then on the text of May
23, If the majority in the latter case wae lﬂnﬂhlui. to
carry the text, then the Subocommittee of the Sponsoring Powers
and fivebther members should be constituted to reconcile the
differ«nt views of the Committee. He pointed out that the
Mexican delegation at a previous meeting, had asked vhether
the right of expuleion could be applied to permanent members
l.f the Seourity Council. The Chafrman stated that the Come
mittee was ready to vote on the Helgium motion and that he
could not comply with the suggestion of Uruguay. The Dele-
gate of Rouador proposed that the vote be postponed until
after the Subcommittee hod reported on withdrawal; Oubas,

Egypt and Chile reconded this propossl. The Delegatebfr
Uruguay withdrew hisfroposal after he lesrned that Af the

=10=
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N
Belgium motion would not earry, rfurther decisions on ex-

puleion would have o be taken by the Committee,

The Delegnte of New Zezland informed the Chaire

man that the Delegate of Norway had recuested him to vote

for Norway on the motion before the Committee,

Heeting was adjourned at 6130,

wlle
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Yetersns Building, Room 303, June 1%, 1945, 3:48 p.n.

The meeting was oalled to order by the Chalrman at
3145, The fecretary-General of the Conference introduced
to Committee I/2 Mr. Oresmuno, CUosta Riea, who hod been

seleoted by his delegation So replace Mr. Honilla Lara.

. Hsconsiderstion of Chapter V, Section B, puragraph
3, goncerning Fxpulsion.

Mr. Rolin of Belgium prnpo?nd that paragraph 4 of
the suggested draft on expuleion, which resds as follows:
 "The Organization may expel from the Organirzation

any neubcr which persietently violates the prine-
eiples oontained in the ﬂhsrt;r L
be omitted from the Charter.
The Delegate from Herico seconded the motion and

the Delecgate from Belgium then requested that there be a

- roll eall vote.



In response to inquiries oconcerning the interpretation
of the vote which would be taken on this question, the Chelr-
man ixytalnod that a 2/3 majority of those prtica§ and vot-
ing would be required %o support the motion of Hr, Relin,

If the motion earries by thie required majority, then the
Committee will recommend to the Commission thng reference
te expulaion in the Charter be omitted. If Nr, Rolin's
motion falled to receive the requisite majority, the Com-
mittee then later xa at some future meeting would take up
the question of expuleion. A two thirds majority of those
present and voting would be required to sustain the pro-
vision for s pulsion in the Dumbarton Oske proposal. Xf a
2/3 ma)ority 1s not obtained, the matter would then go to
Commiesion I and socording to the pro;oﬂurol of the Con-
teg-a‘o. to the Bteering Committees uhlih would make reoom-
mendations to Commission I.

The Delegate from Eousdor pointed out that the

Steering Committees would not ineclude instruetions or

~B=



recommendations and, 1% seemed to him, that the Committee
was being asked to change 1ts point of view on the matter.
He proceeded to explain the relationship between the guestion
of expuleion and that of withdrawal and announced that if the
right of withdrawal should berecognized Ecuador would change
its point of view and might vote to include right of ex-
pulsion.

He favored postponing the vote on expulsion until
the question of withdrawsl had been reported to the Com-
mittee by Subcommittesl/2/E.

The Delegate of Uruguay suggested thot a vote be
taken on a motion to reco:sider the previous deciaion of
the Conmittee on expulsion., If the majority of the Com-
mittee voted to reconsider the decision, then the Come-
mittee might proceed to & vote on the proposal.

The Chairman reported to the Committee that the
action of the Steering Committee in referring the question
back to Committee I/2 was tantamount to a vote in faver

e



of reconsidering the previous decleion in view of the fact
that the Steering Committee consists of chiefs of delegoe
tions. The Delegate of Belgium explained that his motion
was to vioclate the Committee's resching a decbmion., With
regard to the question of withdrawal, he felt that Sube
committee I/2/E was merely dealing with withdrawal as it
related only to the question of ratification of amendments.
The Norweglen Delegate took the floor to explain
wvhy the Norweglan delegation favored the deletion of ref-
erence to expulsion in the Charter. His Delegation believed
that in the exercise of the right of zxpuleion, there was
no coneordance between the gullt and sanetion. The former
belonged to the government in powver, while the latter
fell upon ‘the nation as a whole, If reference %o expulsion
vere to be made in the Charter, 1t would have to be based |
on such a oconcordance. Norvay would support such a motion

-4~



even though 1t thought 1t unwise. Norway would support the
proposal of Belgium. The Delegated? Egypt noted the inter-

relation of the questions of withdraval, expulsion snd -un-'
ment. Egypt favored univerczality, but would have to reconalder

ite position Af the right of expulsion were included in m
Charter., If compulsory expulsion were included, then the dig-
nity of states would require the right of voluntary withdrawal,
The Brazilian Delegate inquired of the Chalrman
vhether the Mllll“j of the HSteering Committee to ref<r this
matter b;oh to Committee If2 was unanimous.
The Delegate of the United S5tates supnorted the h-
terpretation of thnlvotus procedure by m Chalrman, as
well as the views of Belglum and Greece on the procedural
matter., He took cognizance of the relationship of withe
lra_rl.l expulsion and mmendment, He otressed the proposition
that the character of the Organization which was based on the

cooperation of peace-loving atates :nd the unity of the

-5



major povers, required that states which detracted from
the charactsr of the Organirat on must be exoluded or ex-
pelled, He continued that the Organl ation depended upon
the duin to maintain and to remain & part of it, He ack-
nowledged that the questions related to expulsion might have
to be settled one by one. In conclusion, he stated the United
States wanted an Organisation of the character which he had
discussed and which had the support of as many peasce-loving
states as would Join,
The Delcgate of the Union of South Africa requested
the Chalrman to espeli explain the purposes of the Steer-
ing Committee in referring the matter of expulsion back %o
Committes I/2.
The Chairman explained that the Stzering Committee wished
Committee I/2 to clarify its previous vote on the question.
The United Xingdom Delegute suy; orted the procedure
for reconsidering the guestion, He urged that i vote be

6=



taken on the smendment by the d¢legatebf Belgilum.

The Delegate of Canzda stated his view that if the
Dumbarton Cuks proposal on expnulsion i1s not sustalned by
the 2/3 majority, :::auo raference to expulsion will be in-
c¢luded in the Charter, On the matter of substance, Re ex-

did
plained that the difference of opin on in the Conmittee weuid
not indicote challenge to the prineiple of unity among the
major powsrs, but related to the application of the rule of
unanimity to every asmendment before the conference, He
announced that Canads wae against the provision for ex-
pulsion and offered his opininn that the unity of the
major powers would not rest on this question,

The Delegute of the Soviet Uni n urged that ref-
erence to expulsion be included in the Charter in order
that perslstent violators of the ppineciples of the Charter
might be =xpelled from the Organization. In view of the

nighly politicsl nature of the gquestion, he su;ported the

-’-



I:_f_o_op\uidonuu of the previous decision of Committee IF2, on
the matter. The Delegation of Greece reiterated hie state-
nents on expulsion, which he had msde in the preovious u_ut@u
of this Committee, He stressed the fact that unlimited suspen~
sion was tantamount to expulsion. In the course of his speech,
he referred to his previous proposal that a compromise be reach-
ed before the juestion be submitted to the Committee. He
stated that none of the natlons participating in the Confer-
enee would run the risk of expulsion whaxhsad anéd that sueh a
pﬂﬂli@ wag related to the admiesion of new states which had
ﬂuﬂl of aggression.

He concluded by asking the Sponsoring Pamri to
elarify their position--whether the szbsence of the right
of n_puluon in the Charter would preclude thelr participa-
“tion in the Orpganization. He felt that if 1% 414 so, the
Conferaence must include the right of expulalon in the



The Doieuto of Belgium uﬁn to explain that his
fallure to opeak on his motion im the beginning of the
n;tu.g did net indicate ﬁnt he was not fully behind it.

He belleved that the Sponsoring FPowers would sccept the mae-
Jority view expressed in the Committes. He stated that even
persistent asggressors, having reformed snd being luﬁn %o
assume the obligations =nd mocept the principles of the Or-
ganization, could return to the Organi:zation un er the provision
of suspension.

The Delegate of Egypt requested information concern=
ing the program of Subcommittee I/2/E. The Delegate of Bel-
glum informed him that the Subcommittes would meet this even-
ing and report to the Committee tomorrow. The Delegatebf
Egypt snnounced that until he could lesrn of the declision
on withdrawal, hle Delegation would abstain rrom voting on the
question of expulsion.

4t this point of the discussion, the Chairman ascer-
telned thai the Committee was prepared to vote on the motio
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of the Delegate of Belgium., The Delegatebf Uruguay then
suggected that the Committee vote firet on the draft paragrsph
of May 46; Af that was not sustained, then on the text of May
23, 1If the majority in the latter case was insuffiecient to
carry the text, then the Subcommittee of the Sponsoring Powers
and fivebther members should be constituted to reconcile the
differsnt views of the Committee. He pointed out that the
Hexiean delegation at a previous meeting, had ssked vhethep
the right of expulsion could be spplied %o permanent members
of the Becurity Counell. The Chagtrman stated “;'“ the Com-
mittee was ready to vote on the Belgium motion and that he
could not comply with the suggestion of Uruguay. The Dele-
gate of Ecuasdor proposed that the vote be postponed until
after the Subscommittee had reported on withdrawal; Cuba,

Egypt and Chile reconded this proposal, The Delrogatebf
Uruguay withdrew hisfroposal after he lesrned that if the
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Belgium motion would not ecarry, further decisions on ex-
pulsion would have %0 be taken by the Committse,

The Delegate of New Zealand informed the Chalr-
men that the Delegate of Norway had recuested him to vote

for Norway on the motion before the Committee.

Meeting was adjourned at 6330,

wlle



SUMNARY REPORT OF THE TWENTY-FIRST MERTING OF COMMITTRE 1/2.
Vetersns Building, Room 203, June 18, 1948, 3148 p.m.

The meeting m' called to order by the Chailrman at
Ji46. The lluntm—“aord of the Uonference introduced
to Committee 1/2 Mr, Oressmnc; Cesta Rica, who hed been
selectesd by hils delegation %o ﬂplm Nr. Bonilla Lara.
1. Heconsideration of Chapter ¥, Section B, paragraph
3, goncerning Ixpulsion.
Mr. Rolin of Belgium croposed that parsgraph 4 of
the nmstcd draft on expuleaion, which reade as followsi
*The Organirzation mey expel from the Organization
any mender whieh persletently violatea the prine-
¢iples contalned in the Uharén-' $s
be omitted from the Charter.
The Delegate from Mexieo seconded the motion and
the Delognte Mrom Belglum Shen reguested thatl 'Wa be a
roll esll vote.
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In reaponse to ingquiries concerning the interpretation

of the vote which would be teken on thle question, the Chalr-
men erp!ixnod tpat a %/3 majority of those present snd vot-
ing would be regquired %o support the motion of Hr.. Rolin,
If the motion carries by this rnqﬁirod majority, then the
Committee will recommend to the Commizslon that reference
%o expulslon in the Oherter be omitted. If Mr. Rolin'e
motion ratled.ta redeive the requisite majority, the Com-
mittee then later ma at some rntnic meating would take up
tlp question of expulaion. A two thirds majority of those
present and voting would be required to sustain the pro-
vision for e pulaion in the Dumbarton Oske propoesl. Xf a
%/8 majority is not obtalned, the latior would then go to
Commiesion I and secording te the proseduree of the Con-
rofaﬁoa, to the Bteering Conmittee wﬁiah would make recom-
mendations to Coxmlasion I,

The Delegate from Eeusdor pointed out that the

Steering Committee would not inmelude instructions or
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recommendations and, 1t seemed %o him, that the Committee
was iuu asked to change Ats point of view on the matter.
He procecded %o explain the relationship between the question
of expulsion and that of withdrawal and announced that if the
right of withdrawsl should berscognized Eeusdor would change
1ts point of view and might vote to include right of exe
pulsion. |

He favored postponing the vote on expulsion until
the question of vithdrawal had been reported Ito the Com=-
mittee by JuboommittesI/2/R.

The Delegate of Uruguay zuggested that & vote be
taken on & motion to reco sider the previous decision of
the Committee on expulsion. If the majority of the Com-
mittee voted to reconmsider the declsion, then the Com-
mittes might proceed to = voto on the propoasi.

The Chairman reported to ihe Coumittes that the
action of the Steering Committee in referring *he mestion

back to Committee 1/2 was tantamount to & vote im favor ‘
e

/ ‘\
A
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of reconsidering the previcus decislion in view of the fact
that the Steering Committse consista of ehlefa of delegoe
tione. fho Delegate of Belgium explalned that his motion
wvas to violate the Committee's reashing o decimion. \uﬂl
regard to the muestlon of withdrawszl, he falt thst Sub-
committee I/2/T was merely desling wifch withdraval ae 1t
related only to the question of ratiflication of amendments.
The Nervegien Delcgate took the floor $o explain
why the Norweglan delegation favored the deletion of ref-
erence to expulsion in the Charter. His Delegation believed
that in the exerolse of the right of expuleion, ther: was
no concordance between the gullt and sanetion. The former
belongad %o the government in power, wvhile the latter
fell upon the natlon ns & whoele, I¥ reference to omlltan
wevs to be mode in the Chavter, 1t would heva to ba bhased
on suech s concordance, MNorvay would surport such a metion
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even though it thought 1t unwiee. Norway would suppors the
proposal of Belgium. The Delegatef Egypt noted the inter-

relation of the questions of withdrawal, expulsion and amend-
ment. Egypt favored universality, but would have to reconsider

its position Af tya right of -xpululon_waro included in the
Charter. If compulsory axpulsion were included, then the dig-
nity of states would require the right of voluntary withdrawal,

The Brazilian Delegate inquired of the Chairman
vhether the deeision orf the Steering Committee to refer this
matter back to Committee I£2 wae unanimous.

The Delegate of the United BStates supvorted the in-
terpretation of the voting procedure by the Chalrman, as
well a8 the views of Belgium and Grpqto on the procedural
matter. He took cognizance of the relationenip of with-
drawl, expulsion and mmendment. He stressed the proposition
that the character of the Organization which was based on the
gooperation of peace-loving statee and the unity of the
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major povers, reguired that states which detracted from
the charactsr of the Organizat'on must .bo exoluded or ex-
pelled, He continued that the Organl ation a»@«l upon
the dscire to maintaln and to remeln u part of 1t., He ack-
novledged that the Qqueationes relatsd to expuleion might have
to be settled one by one. In conclusion, he atated the United
Btates wanted an Organisation of the charscter ﬁloh he had
diseuszsed =2nd which had the support of as many peasce-loving
states me would Join.
The Delcgate of the Unien of 3outh Africa requested
the Chairman to espeli explain the purposes of the Staer-
ing Committee in referring the matter of expulsion baek %o
Committes I/2.
The Chalrman expleined that the St e=ing Committee wished
Committee I/2 to clarify its previous vote on the juestion,
The United Kingdom Delegute sus orted the procedure
for reconsidering the question. He urged that & vote be
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taken on ‘he smendment by the ,a;x-mm aoisun.

The veélegate of Canaca iiatﬂ his view that Af the
Mb&rfnn Cakg proposal on expulsion f;s not sustained by
the /5 malority, &;ﬁ no refersnce fo eXxpulsion will be in-
¢luded in the Chsrter. On the matler of substance, Re ex-
pleined that the difference of opin'sn in the ca-qitt-o :ﬁ:ac
not indicate challenge to the prineiple of unity among the
njor powers, but related to the appliocation of the rule of
nnantnit: to esvery smendment befox. the conference., He
aﬁm;ﬁ.mﬂ Caneds wee agsinet the provisien for ex-
pu,hlnnh end offered hie cpinion that the unity eof the
aajdr powers would not reet on this guestion.

The Delegate of the Boviet Union urged that ref-
erence to expulsion be included in the Charter in order
that persistent vielatore of the pﬂﬁoipln of the Charter
might be sxpelled from the Orgenization. In view of the

nighly rolitiesl neture of the juestion, he suyoorted the
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reconsideration of the previous decision of Committee 172, on
the matter. The Delsgation of Greece reiterated his state-
ments on expulsion, which he had made in the previous sepsions
of this Committee, He stresced the faet that unlimited suspen-
sion was tantamount teo expuleion. In the courte of I'is speech,
he referred ;o his previous proposal that & compromice be reach-
ed before the juestion be submitied %o the Committee. He
gtated that none of the natlons partlelijating in ths Confer-
ence would run the risk of expulsion mkuxha& and that such a
provision was related te the admission of new states which had
records of aggression.

He oonecluded by smsking the Sponsoring Fovers to
elarify thelr position--~whether the absence of the right
of expuleion in the Charter weuld preclude thelr participa-
tion in the Organirzation., lie felt that if it 41d gzo, the
Conference mupt inclvde the right of expuligion in the

Charter.,



The Delegate of Belgium srose to explaln that Iin
failure to cpest on his notion in the d»eginning of the
meeting 414 not indicate that he was not fully behind is.
He believsd that the Sponsoring Poverz would accept the ma-
Jordty view eipr¢ssed in the Coumitlee. He stated that even
perelstent aggressors, having reformed c«nc being loathe to
assums the obligations =nd aecep? the prinelples of She Or-
ganization, oculd return to the Organiration un'er the provision
of suepansion,

The Delegate of Xgypt requested information coneern-
ing the vrograu of Subcommittass I/%/2. The Delagate of Bel-
glum informed hiz that the B;bconnlttcc would meet thls even
ing and raoort %o the Committee tomorrow., The Delegatebf
Egypt announced that until he oould lestn of the decision
on withdrawal, lie Delegation would abstaln from voting on the
qusation of expulsion.

At thia point of the disoueslon, the Chalrman ascer-
talned that the Committee was prepsred to vote on the motio

-9ﬂ



of the Delegate of Belglum., The Delegatehf Urugusy then
suggeeted that the Committee vote first on the draft paragraph
of May ©56; if that was not sustained, then on the text of May
28, If the majority in the latter case was insufficient %o
carry the text, then the Suboommittee of the Sponsoring Powers
and fivebther members chould be constituted to reconcile the
different viewe of the Committes. He pointed out that the
Mexican delegation at a previous meeting, had asked vhethep
the right of expulsion could be spplied to permanent nubql
of the Security Couneil. The Chatrman stated that the Com-
mittee was ready to vote on the Belgium motion and that he
gould not comply with the suggestion of Uruguay. The Dele-
gate of Eouader proposed ﬁat the vote be postponed until
after the Subcommittee had reported on withdrawal; Cubs,

Egypt and Chile reconded this proposal. The Delegatebf
Uruguay withdrew hisfroposal after he lesrned that if the
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Belgifw otion would not earry, further declsions on ex=
pulsion would have to be taken by the Omlﬂ“.

The Delegate of New Zealand informed the Chalr-
man that the Delegate of Norway had requested him to vote

for Norway on the motion before the Committee,

Meeting was adjourned at 8330,
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PROGRESS REPORT
COMMITTEE 1/2, Jume 12, 1945

Decisions: The Committee rejected by a vote of 16 to 21 a Belgian
proposal to omit from the Charter provision for ex-
pulsion of members from the Organiszation, as stipulated
in paragraph § of the Working Paper of Subcommittee 1/2/A,
May 22 snd 23, 1945

Developments:

Committee 1/2 devoted this meeting soley to the recomsidera~
tion, at the request of the Steering Committee, of its

vote of May 25 to omit from the Charter provision for
expulsion.

As had been agreed in advance, Belgian delegate proposed
that Ccomittee I/2 rejeot the above mentioned paragraph
§ on expulsion (and therely okit provision for

expulsion of members from the Organizatiom).

Chairman ruled that a two-thirds’' vote would be necessary
to carry the Belgiam proposal, If it were rejected,

the Committee would take up at a future meeting a
proposal to provide for expulsiomn. This proposal

would also require a two-thirds' for approval, If

it falled to ocarry, them the question could de

referred to Commission I and to the Steering Committee,
which might make recommendations to Commission X.

Delegates from Eouador and Egypt stressed the interrelationship

between expulsion and withdrawal. Eouadoran delegate

announced that, if right of withdrawll were established

in the Charter, Béuador would abandon its current position

on universality and vote in &@; of pro¥ision for

expulsion., Iz ptian delegate, announced he would abstain
from voting pending report on amendment.

NWorwegian delegate explained that his delegation felt

that, with regard to right of expulsion, there was

no concordance betweem guilt and sanction. Former

was responsibllity of the governmemt, while latter

involved pamalty against the nation as a whole.

Uruguapan delegate argued that the Committee should
first vote to decide whether it wants to reconsider
its previous decision, The Chairman annoumced that
the vote of the Steering Committee to xmmommismex
recommenddreconsideration was sufficient for the
committee to proceed.



Belgium spoke on the substance of the questiom. U, 8,
moat- stressed meking charter scceptable to the U, s,

argued that unlimited suspemsion was tantamount to
expulsion, that initialfmemders of Organization didn't
run risk of expulsiom, that this was:precautionary for
ex-aggressors whioh might be admitted to Organizatiom.
Belgian delegate defended his conopph of suspension as
sufficient o meet problems which might otherwise
involve expulsion.

Urugnayan delegate propossd that the vote bertaken on the
text of May 25; if this ls defeated, them on text of

May 23, If this doesn't carry, them a subsommittee should
be set up to reconcile differemt viewpoints. He proposed
that subcommittee include sponsoring powers and five
other members. Chairman refused to entertain Uruguayan

proposal.

Delegate of Eouader proposed that wete be postponed until
the subsommittes on amendment had reported to the
somnittes on withdrawal, as it is related to smendment.
Ho later withdrew this propesal.

Vote on Belgian motien result im its defeat 16 to 21.

The new Chairman, Oresmunc, conducted the meeting with skill
and had full control during the entire session. He answered
questions on procedurs convinoingly; his dboisions

were not disputed.



