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Veterans Building, Room 314, May 29, 1945, 2:456 P.M.

DELEGATE OF THE UNITED STATES: Gentlemen, we have no chair-
man, no vice-chairman. We have no one else who can take
the chair at thls moment, the officers of the Secretariat
and other members of the Commlttee are very, very occupled.
We have a problem here to get through with if we can., We
are wasting time. Might I informally suggest then that
if Zke 1t meets with your concurrence, we ask someone of
ourselves to sit in the Chair and keep order among us while
we are discussing this matter. We need perhaps take no
decisions. That isn't the point anyway. We can proceed
as well as we can in the hope that the Chalrman will arrive;
for that purpose, I will pass Mr. Plerson, because in my
opinion, he will have to speak a lot from the floor, the
Greek delegate is between, and then we will have the ad-
vantage of two moderators and suggest, therefore, that
Mr. of Norway take the Chair as a matter of con-
venience to the rest of us so we can proceed to take the
matter in hand.
DELEGATE OF NORWAY: (ACTING AS CHATRMAN) I thenk you very
much and I think we should start right away. We have a
new document from our Chairman, which the Secretary willl
give a little explanation on.
SECRETARY : I just want to explain that the Chalrman kindly
got this up for us and sent it down to us thils morning and
i



we had it typed up in French, wery quickly, and there might
be a number of mistakes as there was no time to check on 1t.

ACTING CHAIRMAN: Fellow delegates, we have, as far as I can
understand here, two ways to go., One way to start with the
amendment by the four Sponsoring Powers, and the other thing,
which might possibly save time, would be to start by dis-
cussing the Canadian Amendment, point by point, and if the
Canadian smendments do not meet withour approvel, we can go
back to that of the four Sponsoring Powers' amendment. If
that meets with your approvael, we will start with that right
away. (None)

If no objedtion, we will start on the Canadian pro-
posal and I recognize Ambascsador Plerson who will explain the
Canadian proposal.

DELEGATE FROM CANADA (MR. PIERSON): I will try, Mr. Chair-
man, to explain. I think the only advantage as you say in
starting with our draft 1s it does include those of the New
Zealand delegate and of the four Sponsoring Powers, plus one
or two of our own, If you like, I can go through 1t sentence
by sentence.

Paragraph 4. First sentence--merely reproduces it
in slightly different form. The second sentence 1s based
on the New Zealand amendment--the last two lines of their
paragraph 4. Changed sliphtly to include detalls such as

any public rules or regulations and not to be subjeot to
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thelr own country or anyone else. In including & sentence on
the New Zealand amendment, we put it in there because we thought
that a statement of this kind was important enough to include
in the charter. I quite realize that in many organizations,
statements of this kind would be left to rules and regulations.
In fact, this sentence of ours was taken almost verbatim from
the o0ld League Staff regulation, but with our experience and
with this experience of the League, it was resolved and our
Judgment that it would be useful for them for for us to have
these staff regulations included in the Charter,

It would strengthen the hand of the Secretary we
thought in the future if they could refer to a sentence of
this kind,

Then the third sentence 1s really taken from the
Four Powers' amendment, plus the New Zealand amendment, but
there is one slight difference. It 1s not so slight. You
will notice in the Sponsoring Powers' amendment the last
sentence reads:

"The members should undertake fully to respect the
international character of the responsibilities of
Xthe Secretariat and not to seek to influence any
of their nationals in the discharge of such respon-
gibilities,"
We go a little further than that--we shall say to
take thls responsibility and not to seek to influence them



whether thelr own nationals or not. The obligation 1s a little
wider. Not to interfere with his own nationals--we thought
that widening might be helpful.
ACTING CHATRMAN: We will take four first and discuss that.

Mr., Chairman is here now, so I think we can leave
the Chair for him and I hope he will stick to my rules.
CHATRMAN: Recognized the Delegate from the United States.
DELEGATE FROM THE UNITED STATES: Mr. Chairman, on the whole,
I wish to meke two comments first. Let us try, and this would
be my thought, to make it as brief and inclusive as to what

shortest
we agree should be in there. It would mean use the EimpXExx
wording. A simple drafting problem. On the second, let us
not load it with detalls which are entirely diseriminatory,etec.,
Let us put the main factors forward, the main restrictions.
Consequently, on the first sentence of the three of the para-
graph we are discussing. We have a simple drafting problem--
whether the "other personnel of the United Nations" is what
we wanf to say or "gecretariat staff". No issue of policy
is involved there.
On the second eentence--that was in the

League and think even without discussing should be in there
with reference to the staff and this much is not all that
should be sald. I would leave that to staff regulations.

It is fundamentally of spelling out what comes later in the
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whole of this thing. In the imk undertaking of the inter-
national secretarlat, we, of course, have the broadening which

le conveyed in the amendment. If there is any risk that a nation.
willl seek to influence those on the staff, then I think we should
accept this amendment,

That would mean the first sentence leaves no prob-
lem. It 1s a drafting detall. The second left to starf regu-
lation an&/zgrjilt‘gnce should be accepted,

¢} : ‘I would like to explain that this document
which was dlistributed to members of the Committee was pre-
pared by me this morning in order to facilitate the work of
the Committee. I have retained in it the complete text of
all the proposals made by the delegation.

I see we have taken up the @anadlan discussion of
four and not that of the Sponsoring Powers.
THE DELEGATE FROM CANADA: I might say i1f we have done that,
it 18 merely that our amendment 1s a little wider than the
others and includes the 1deas of the New Zealand amendment,
and, therefore, thought it might be more inclusive. The Dele-
gate of the United States has accepted the text with modifi-
cations., I think the difference 1s now --the difference 1ln
the text between the United States and ours 1ls reduced to
the second sentence. The first sentence might be a matter
of drafting and possibly that of the Sponsoring Powersls the
better wording. As to the third sentence, the United States
s



delegation accepts our modification and, therefore, as far
as those two delegations are concerned, the difference is
only on the second sentence.

THE CHAIRMAN: Could the delegate of the United States hand
to the Chalrman the amendments which he suggests in written
form?

THE DELFGATE FROM THE UNITED STATES: There 1s no motion.
We were simply dlscussing this paragraph 4. The American
position would be merely that the second sentence be left
out. That the first sentence should be adjusted through
drafting to make it more conclse. That's all,

MR, CHAIRMAN: Do we accept the suggestion of the delegate
of the United States?

THE DELEGATE FROM CANADA: I didn't mention why we put in
the second sentence. That seems to be one point of dif-
ference. I don't want to be a member of the delegation who
insists on cluttering up. I am the last person to want
detalls which cannot be Justified. It was put in for two
reasons. First, do not think that the Chapter devoted to
the Secretariat 1s even more detalled with our amendments
or out of line in volume with the importance of thls sec-
tion of the Secretariat, but we don't feel that even with
these paragraphs as they are would be overloading the Bec-
retariat which is one of the principal egents; secondly,

- thie ie quite true--it i1s normally a subject that would be
B



dealt with in great detall and sepond 1t would be of assist-
ance to the Assembly to have this statement of principle and
we are confirmed in that view by the experience of those who
have worked in international organization in the past, so we
would rather like to have left that in. I think i1t might be
shortened of its present wording. I think 1t better to take
out the words "include any pronouncement" and tske out the
wordse, "in their own countrjes or elsewhere" and merely state,
(quoted with those changes). That is the idea imposed in the
New Zesland amendment and with all respect, we feel that the
inclueion of a few words of that kind may be of help to the
organlzation and to the secretary in the future and not result
in the inclusion of detalls in the charter which should be left to
regulations entirely.

D ATE M TED STATES: I am going to tske a step
which Mr. Pezrson will enjoy, but I am going to make 1t con-
tingent upon the very full feeling of other members of the
Committee that 1t would be & good thing to do., I think
Mr, Pearson has helpfully made the point of trying to cut out
what 18 not pertinent and to favor and leave it in the broad
and the principle i1es one which anyone can accept. Reading,
then 1t would go: (read text) No objection in prineciple.
Consequently, in order to speed matters up, if agreeable to
the others, it will be agreesble to me,

e



C 3 At present, I think we have a right to keep
the text from the universal point of view as it is with only
one amendment. The text now reads: (read text) Are you all
agreed to this new text? ---Universally adopted.
INTERPRETER (FRENCH): The Chairman says that the amendment
of the American delegation is very similar to the one from the
New Zealand delegation. The amendment of the Canadian dele-
gation sticks to the question, but since it has already been
discussed, we could proceed to a vote. BShall we read each
sefitence and gpprove it without discussion? Do you want to
study any question?
GATE FROM C A: Mr, Chairman, I will be glad to approve
or disapprove as quilckly as possible, but I feel in reading
over this paragraph we can or could shorten it., There is a
repetition in the first sentence and in the last sentence., The
first and last could be mede into one and shorten the para-
graph and in that case the first sentence would or mighg reed:
"Appointment and conditions of service of the personnel
of the Organization shall be such as to permit in the
selection of it, due regard shall be pald to the im-
portance of" , etec.,

that would be one sentence if desired to retain thet idea.

CHAIRMAN: It ie only a question of drafting and this
ecan be taken care of by the Drafting Committee. I would
like the delegates to approve the principles of the amendment.
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DELEGATE FROM THE UNITED STATES: I have no bbjection to the

principle we are consldering and the words read by the delegate
of Canada. I do feel the aaooﬁd sentence should not be there,
We are mislead into 1t by the thing reserved in what we have
s0 far approved. I fear we are discussing the Secretariat,
which may mean the same thing and in faet can be, but we should
further remember I feel that the court will require it....
the military starff will have to be geared to a different kind
of basis of eelection perhaps; at least, have speclalist quali-
fications which are not typlcal of the whole staff and for
that reason we are binding ourselves too highly by being too
broad, paradoxically; consequently, the thing we reserve in
the second sentence of paragraph 4 is here, too.

This applies particularly now in a substantive way.
There 1s nothing particularly gained by it. We are merely
running the risk of throwing rigidity into the system that
none of us want and may hamper the results of the Secretary-
General through having his personnel under rules established
for the Genersl Assembly. I think we can rely upon the BSec-
retariat and the General Assembly to take care of that. The
third sentence of open EEmaXXy equality I mention with great
hesitation. I don't want any argument on this. If we have
this thing anywhere, it is in a broader sense than here. Here
is where it belongs. At Dumbarton Oaks, we thought 1t self-
evident, that it was so well established 1t did not have %o
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be mentioned at all, Consequently, it was a greater distinc-
tion to the ladies than to mention it at all, but since they
wanted it mentioned, we went along, but wfdon't want it in two
places.

DELECATE FROM MEXICO: Mr. Chairman, only want to say that
the delegation of Mexico concurs with the views on Chapter

4 of women in our work; we weed no second reference here in
this charter.

DELEGATE FROM GREECE: Mr. Chalrman, I believe,--I don't find
the text now, but when we dealt with Chapter IV or III on the
equality of men and women, it was only in respect to their

position as organs--not the staff,

THE CHATRMAN: I am sorry we cannot finish the dlscussion,
It 18 now 3:30 and the committee 1lg walting for us. Meeting

ad Journed.
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OF SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING, May 22, 1945,

Gy

URUGUAY: (Translation) The Uruguayan Delegation 1is of the opinion,
in order to carry out a rapld and methodical work that a special
commigsion should give 1ts opinion on these following two questions
in a general way: First, can the organization exclude any member
persistently violating the principles of the Charter, or can it
simply suspend the exercise of privileges? Secondly, could 1t

be poseible to the members to denounce or leave the organization?
If the right of expulsion is used, 1t loglcally follows that
abandonment or denunciation become permiselble because 1t should
be admitted that a state threatened with expulsion will withdraw
from the Organization without waiting for such a measure to be
taken, The Uruguayan government 1s entirely opposed to the right
of abandomment or denunciatlion or withdrawal for the reasons stated
before the Committee which are as follows: a) Necessity of organi=-
zing the community Juridically on a basis of permanent and com-
pulsory universality; b) the experience acquired at the League

of Natlons; c) As soon as a great power is outside the organiza-
tion, either by expulsion or by withdrawal, all nations not satle-
fied with the organization will group around that great power and
it wbn't be, will not be, possible to dull this fact since the
withdrawal will be Juridically permissible., As soon as the com-
munity will have to face a great power and its satellites, a govern-
ment will arise and the world will again enter a perliod of war,
ﬁl-thil-reepootfawithdrawal and expulsion will create very diffi-

cult and strange situatione in the field of international law,

Logically speaking, diplomatic, consular relations, etc. should not
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only exist, should only exist as between members of the organiza-
tion, If the clause is omitted the organism will be weakened up
to the point of suicide; f) to claim that the organism can inter-
fere in the activities of countries which are not members of the
organization is neither Juridical nor logical nor political.
Paragraph 6 of Chapter 2 of the Dumbarton Oaks Plan only has a
meaning if it is based on the universality of the organism and
this universallty would not exist if the abandonment or withdrawal
were omitted and if regulatione were adopted regarding expulsion,
Any organization is only competent as regards those who share part
of 1t; g) It is the opinion of United States lawyers, which we ap-
preclate very much, and 1s to be found in Proposal 1, Page 314,
International Concilliation, April 1944, Number 399, Carneglie En-
dowment for International Peace, that for these reasons we are of
the opinion that neither expulsion, nor right to withdraw should be
established, These two questions are being settled; now it would
be necessary to examine suspension., In the opinion of our dele-
gation, this has a double scope: a) suspension of rights and
privileges of active members, those forming the assembly, with
legislative participation, forming a part of the Security Economie
Council, etc., until they are admitted to activity, and until
they are granted speclal perogatives, being consldered as peace-
loving,or in the judgment of the organization, able to accept
and carry out the obligation contained in the Charter, With a
state fulfilling such legal requirements, except in the case where

the Organization should decide otherwige, it should be possible to

maintain diplomatic, consular and cultural relations, although 1t
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doesn't participate in the government of the organization; b) Sus-

pension of the same kind ordered by the Organization as essentlal

againet a member violating the Charter seriously, after the appli-
cation to such member of preventive coercive measures. Suspension
might be double, first simply from participation; two, suspension
or interruption of diplomatic relations, three, suspension or total
interruption of relations, three, suspension, the time-limit in-
definite, until the reasons which gave rise to such matters, disap-
pear, filve, suspension and even effective interference of the
community with actual coercive measures, Such are the essential
linee of the doctrine or system of our organization, which is sup-
ported by the Government of Uruguay, and now we recommend a draft
resolution which might be submitted to Commission I, Committee 2.
First, delete from the Charter "the right of expulsion"; Second,
deny explicitly the right of withdrewel or abandonment; three,
gettle the question of guspension - °

CHAIRMAN: The Delegate from the United Kingdom,

UNITED KINGDOM: I hope the Committee will belleve me when I say

I approach this problem very objectively. My Delegation doesn't
hold strong views, therefore perhaps I can put an impartial point
of view, As 1t seems to me, the questions with which}:re faced
are these. Do we contemplate withdrawal - do we contemplate with-
drawal, or in any case, do we wish to put in the Charter any
mention of withdrawal? Now this, to me, appears to be a severely
prectical question, If we are to put in the Charter any prohibi-
tion of withdrawal, we do not, in practice, agé the years pass,

prevent any nation saying that 1t 1s going to withdraw. I have
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no suggestion that the full sanctions provided in the Charter
could operate against any power, great or smasll, that says, as
the years pass, that it proposes no longer to take part in the
activities of the organization. If any prohibition of withdrawal
is to be effective, there must be sanctions attached thereto.
I can not believe that the organization and the individual states
compoging the organization would, in the circumstances that are
likely to exist five, ten, fifteen hears hence, be ready to apply
the full sanction of the organization in the extent of applylng
force to the state that proposes to withdraw. Clearly, if any
state, great or semall, proposed withdrawal from the organization,
1t would indicate one, or probably one of two things. It might
be a warning to the other members of the organization that that
state lntended to act in contravention of the principles of the
orgenization. It might be a preliminary for that state under-
taking eggressive action, and I think the rest of the world would
thereby be warned and woukd know from the circumstances of the
moment whether the trend of policy in that state was towards ag-
greeslive action. But on the other hand, i1t might be that the
state, not entirely without Jjustification, declared this organi-
zation 1e not in the least fulfilling the intention for which it
was founded, mm the other members, the remaining members are not
fulrfilling thelr obligations so we don't feel we are getting full
value with this club - we're going out, And, indeed, when we
~ look back over the past, we are bound to agree that in many

directions, the League of Nations did not fulfill the intentions

of 1t's founders, and, although no one did withdraw on the ground
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that the League had failed to fulfill the intention for which
it was founded, 1t might, on occasion, be a good ground for
withdrawal. So far as I can see, 1t would be for one of those
two thingse.ee..for an evil reason or because the organization

was ineffective. That is why any such intention would have to

be considered in the circumstances of the moment., Now, 1if no
mention 1s made in the Charter of withdrawal, the implication 1is,
I think, that withdrawal is not contemplated, and I think that

all of us around this table would agree that we are all assembled
endeavoring to devise the charter of an organization, which as

the government of Uruguay says, shall be universal, although I

was a little frightened by his phrase "compulsory universality",
and shall be permsnent, but while I think everyone whom I have
heard speak have recognized, 1f there is to be a world organization
that 1s to be effective, states must be prepared to surrender a
degree of sovereignty - a definite declaration that there shall

be no withdrawal. Demand a degree of surrender of sovereignty,
but speaking for myself, speaking for the United Kingdom, demand-
ing a degree of gurrender might b#frightening, and this charter,
gd far as my country 1s concerned, must be ratified by Parliament,
and 1f I may say to my colleagues here, ratification would be a
great desl easler if, while we in our hearts contemplated no with-
drawal, there were no mention of 1t, than 1f there were specifilec
mention in the Charter that withdrawal was to beprohibited, I
don't want to delay the Committee, but I can imagine the debate in

our own British Parliament. The first question would be: "What

are the sanctions that are to be applied to us if we desire to
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withdraw?" "What are the sanctions?" "What 1s going to happen
to us?" I can see that the members of Parliament might be a little
frightened. That is why, asI say, I have no strong feeling about
this at all; I do feel, nevertheless, from a purely practical point
of view, not from the Jjuridical point of view, casting our minds
forward ten or fifteen years when these circumstances might arise,
we shall be wiser to leave the charter free of any mention of
withdrawal, leaving it, by 1mplication, to be understood that
withdrawal 1s not contemplated, but not create a difficult situa-
tion for this organization if, for any of the reasons I have stated,
any power, great or small, would propose to withdraw, In point
of fact, I think no power would propose to withdraw unless 1t had
some evil intent or unless the organization was so ineffective
that other members were so falling to fulfill the obligations,
they would say "we do not want to have anything to do with this
any longer", Let us leave mattere as they are. Let us under-
stand in our hearts we do not contemplate withdrawal, but let's
make no mention of 1t in the Charter 1itself,
CHAIRMAN: The Delegate from Belgium, ‘
BELGIUM: (translation) Mr. Chairman, the Delegate of the United
Kingdom has examined the matter from a practical, and not a legal,
point of view, but in my oplinion there is also another, third,
motive for withdrawal - there might be, in fact, a number of
motives for withdrawal which should be avoided in the future,
The withdrawel of states which grow gradually disinterested in

the organization, who consglder that the risks to be taken are

greater than the advantages, and they use that threat in order
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to obtaln advantages, literally poisoning the whole life of the
organization by the use of thlis perpetual menace, but for my part
I am not favorable to the mention of 1t in the Charter itself, this
for various reasons - first because the question of sanction is a
very delicate and difficult ohe. It 18 not possible (inaudible)
and ask 1ts membere in their commercial and diplomatic relations
ﬁith that setate to act as if they considered that such act wae
null and veld, and naturally if the withdrawal 1is not authorized
by the Charter, such an act is null and void. BSecondly, what we
are doing 1s something which 1s very bold, especially if we do not
contemplate the withdrawal. We might give the impresesion to the
public opinion that we are doing something for eternity - that our
sl tuation will laset indefinitely - and this must be confessed, 1s
Bather childish and I admit that various Parliaments might feel
anxious about it., What should we do? I am of the opinion that
we should state with the minimum of words possible, and 1f not
in the Charter 1itself, at least what we have in mind, making
reference to specilal circumstances, but special circumstances
ghould be better defined. The Commission supports the opinion
of the sponsoring powers that the fact of withdrawal of the
members should not be provided, or indicated in the Charter. If
the organization fulfilled 1ts functions in the spirit of the
charter 1t would be inadmisskble that 1ts authority could be
weakened by certain members deserting which they have (?) by
subscribing to the Charter. It is obvious, however, that with-

drawals and other forms of dissolution of the organization would

become ineffective for frustrating the hopes of mankind. The
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organization should provide to maintailn peace, and would not
gsucceed, only succéeed in doing so to the detriment of right and
Justice., It 1s especlally on account of this risk, inseparable
from every human enterprise, undertaking, that the Committee
considers thatla formal clause should not be inserted in the
Charter,
CHAIRMAN: The Delegate from Ecuador.,
ECUADOR: Mr, Chairman, in the report on the Committee meeting
of May 11, the interpretation was "The subcommittee has ex&mined
the question of the possible withdrawal of members of the organi-
zatlon, a question to which certain delegates had referred.
It took note of the fact that, if no mention of this subject is
made in the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, this 1s not due to an
omigsion but rather to the decided desire of the four sponsoring
governments to dm eliminate that possibility. It was the unanimous
opinion of the subcommittee that the members of the Organization
should not have the right to withdraw,--"
UNITED KINGDOM: May I interrupt? My colleasge was present at
the meeting last night when the question of expulsion was raised
and it was agreed that deliberate omission was, on the whole, a
good thing.
ECUADOR: I understand that the general understanding, the unanimous
understgnding was that the very nature of the organization gives
it a character of universality -
UNITED KINGDOM: Do you mean in the subcommittee?

ECUADOR: No, I mean in general. The orgesnization was universal

and as that 1s the basic principle underlining the organization
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itself, I hope that it is probably unnecessary to mention the
problem of withdrawal and expulsion because if it is universal

it is logically resolved that withdrawal and expulsion were not
possible and I agree with Mr. -- 's point of view regarding
the matter of practicability. It is better not to say so or

to mention it. It might not sound so well. We all agree with it
but it might not sound well to our respective congresses and
parliaments so 1f there is an understanding that the organiza-
tion is universal that consolidates this very thought.

UNITED STATES: In order to bring this very interesting
discussion to some practical end, I move that we accept the
proposal of the distinguished representative of Belgium.

UNITED KINGDOM: I second the motion,

NETHERLANDS: Mr. Chairman, my Delegation is approaching
this problem with a good déeal of concern. Last night I had
the opportunity to indicate the reasons for which we do not
like-- had the opportunity for stating reasons we do not
like the clause. There are a great number of arguments which
very much run parallel to my own prediction. They might lead
to the Charter without any mention of withdrawal and I fully
agree that 1t is neither clear nor perfectly logical. Last
night I listened to the text read by the delegate of the
United States. At first hearing I had a fear that this text
might create more confusion than by giving no text at all in
the report. Today we have heard a text suggested by M. Rolin,

which is almost an optical illusion. I would very much like
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to see both texts in writing before us before we take a
decision. It 1is perfectly clear the way we explain this
matter might play a big part when it comes to parliament.

The exact wording is very important. In principle, therefore,
I agree with the proposal of the delegate from the United
States that a text as suggested by M. Rolin is inserted in

our proposal but I would like to see the text in its exact
wording.

SYRIA: I have had an opportunity to consult my delegation

as well as the delegations of the other Arab states represented
here and I think that the text which M. Rolin has submitted to
us conveys their point of view-- therefore, I second the motlon
submitted by the delegate of the United States.

CHAIRMAN: Does any one wish to speak?

BELGIUM: Mr. Chairman, I think that the meeting should be
suspended for a few minutes to have M. Rolin's text typed

and then we can resume our meeting and have the text which

we can discuss,

UNITED KINGDOM: I would like to suggest that I think that a
number of the delegates might want to give this text more
time--not just a minute or two. It would be better if we
studied the principle subject to the right of each to reserve
in their capacity as delegates of the full committee, XHs In
principle the adoption is continued with this committee before
the full committee but after thinking it over overnight, we
may have some valuable comments to make in the full committee.
BELGIUM: The subcommittee might accept as a principle a

text along the lines submitted by M. Rolin.
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SYRTIA: We are not a drafting committee here-- we are not a
drafting coomittee, We vote with every reservation to the
text.
UNITED KINGDOM: We are getting ourselves into a muddle, It
is very evident that we can accept here in principle the
proposal of M. Rolin. We have an officer here whose job it is
to make a report--it is not our job to make a report. We can
do with it or he can say what he likes and I propose we accept
in principle M. Rolin's proposal and leave it to the Rapporteur
to report to the committee in such terms as he would like,
CONVERSATION IN FRENCH BETWEEN VARIOUS DELEGATES
INTERPRETER: We have had an exchange of views bmong the
delegates and the committee will now examine the question of
suspension.
UNITED KINGDOM: I have no objectlion. Chapter III was referred
to the special drafting committee. I am a member of both
committees and can't be offended but I would like to put in
a word for the drafting committee who was charged with this
duty.
BELGIUM: Chapter III would contain provision on suspension
and possibly expulsion. So far such matters are referred to
Chapter V Section 3 but in agreement with the Chairman of
the first and second commissions, i1t has been decided by the
Coordinating Committee that the principles of withdrawal and
expulsion should be mentioned in Chapter III. It remains
now to determine how we can deal with these matters or without

trespassing on the field of action of the second commission, and
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mm in agreement with my British colleague, we have wholly
reached the conclusion that we should take from the Dumbarton
Oaks text conditions of suspension, leaving the question of
voting on the suspension elther by the Assembly or the
Security Council to the second commission and I have, there-
fore drawn up a text which might appear in Chapter III if we
change nothing in the text of Dumbarton Oaks and this text

1s as follows: "The Organization may at any time suspend

from the exercise of the rights and prmxXx privileges of members
any member of the Organization ageinst which preventive and
enforcement action shall have been taken by the Security
Council, The exercise of these rights and privileges may be
restored in accordance with proposal laid down in Chapter --
paragraph --, the Organization might expell from the Organiza-
tion any member which consistently violates the principles
contained in the Charter.” In my opinion we shall have to
settle two different questions as regards suspension; first,
would be the nature of suspension. Do we agree that suspension
should bear on the rights and privileges and without effecting
the obligations of a state suspended and more particularly, the
obligation to contlinue to pay its contribution to the future
Organization, and we might perhaps take into consideration the
suggestion made by the delegate of Urguay thst suspension might
be decided. The second question would be the question of
continuous;é&cts or actions for which suspension might be
decided and in the Charter there is no mention of the violation

of the principles of the Charteryin connection with suspension
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while some mention of 1t is made in connection with expulsion.
There are various amendments by different countries which
suggest withholding of reasons for which suspension might be
ordered, These are the two questions which we have to examine.
(Translation)

NETHERLANDS: MIs delegation is decidedly interested in this
matter on which it has submitted an amendment but at 5:30 there
i1s a meeting of the Coordinating Committee whibh he must
attend., He would like to reserve his right to deal with this
matter at a latter stage or should this discussion be closed in
this meeting here, he would like to participate in the general
discussion in the Committee.
BELGIUM: The proposal of the delegate from Ecuador is that
the @eneral Assembly, composed of two-thirds of its members,
or upon recommendation of the Security Council, may suspend
the exercise of any right or privilege inherent to membership
by any state. The maln idea 1s the idea in various circumstances
such suspension be enforced. The same idea 1s exXpressed by
New Zealand in Chapter V, the words, "of which in any way
shall have violated the obligations of menbers" should be added.
UNITED KINGDOM: I would like to suggest that we rule out the
New Zealand idea.
BELGIUM: The Norwegian amendment is any member, or whose
government, consistently violates the principle contained in
the Charter or fails to meet its financial obligations.

I think we all agree to say that this suspension should be
limited to serious cases only. As already explalined, the ides

of a repetition of acts deserving expulsion had been omitted.
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They inserted that they referred only to consistent action.

In such a way we might also insert here that suspension will
only apply in serious cases because independently if a state

for instance refuses to act or share in any action of mutual

aid or solidarity when there is a threat of conflict, then

ve REEX might resort to suspension against that state; other-
wise, it would seem paradoxical. The wording would be con-
tained in the Charter. That is the spirit of the three
amendments we have before us.

UNITED KINGDOM: Where do you propose that.

BELGIUM: After the first phrase, "had been taken by any

member of the Organization against which preventive or enforce-
ment action shall have been taken by the Becurity'COuncil and
which violates the principle contained in the Charter."

UNITED KINGDOM: Suspension is a very powerful sanction to apply
and I gather that the--I don't know but I should think that
what is in the minds of the framers of this paragraph is a complebe
preventive -- you can see it--whereas,"gravely violates the
principles of the Charter" 1s in the abstract and,clearely,

any state with a grudge against another state might exaggerate
some action in order to show it fell within those words, I can
see the problem of the drafting committee but the reason for
whichagzlgg taken oug to be capable of obvious proof. While

it might be difficult to recognize elearly & violation of the
principles of the Charter., once, it ought not to be so difficult

to recognize a persistent, continuous violation., That is the

best we can do.
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BELGIUM: We might perhaps say what we are meaning to do with
expulsion. If we agree to delete expulsion then I think we
shall also all agree that the words which refer to expulsion
might be added; that is, a member which persistently violates
the principles contained in the Charter. This mmkkEr might
apply to suspension.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA: I think that is the thing we should
do.

URGOUAY: In principle the delegation from Uruguay is (inaudible)
settle the question of violation of principles as cause for

- suspension which have been proposed by the Norweglan delega-
tion. They want to have the guarantee of the individual
rights included as one of the forces for suspension of members.
CHAIRMAN: The delegate from Belgium.

BELGIUM: (Translation) Mr. Chairmen, Belgium is one of the
eight countries which in thelr amendments, ask the deletion

of expulsion from the Charter. Those eight countries are
Belgium, Brazil, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Mexico,
Uruguay and Venezuela. I should like first of all to draw
your attention to a rather curious aspect of the present
situ@#ion as results from the text of xkE Dumbarton Osks.
Caution has been provided for for cases less serious and

cases for which suspension has been provided for E®E and it
has eonsequences less grave; it also has different kinds of
consequences in that it deprives a country not only of its
rights and privileges, but also of its obligations and,

therefore, a state against which a measure of expulsion has
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in
been teken is/much better condition if it has been expelled than

if 1t has been suspended. There 1s also another difficulty that
in order to be able to take a measure of suspension we ask that
there must be some serious case of aggression Iin measures agalinst
the state concerned. Thirdly, with expulsion we reintroduce in
fact the right of suspension or withdrawal. A member desiring
to withdraw will do something to be expelled from the Organiza-
tion and manage to be expelled from the Organization exactly

as a pupil at school who wants to go out of the classroom for
some reason or other will act in such a way that a teacher will
expell him from the classroom. There is, apart from these
various considerations, there is another one much more serious
and which covers our question. We all wish that this Orgﬁniza—
tion should one day become universal and we consider that
expulsion necessarily creates a final obstacle to that end,

that goal, that universality of organization. By means of
suspension, the Security Council mey restore its rights to a
member .,By means of (insaudible) rights expulsion in an individual
case is provided and in any case (inaudible) a state should come
back. While suspension affects a government, not a state, this
is different., I may here mention xk® a fact which I wouldn't
mention in a full committee and I should like to refer to the
expulsion in the League of Nations. There has been only one
case and that was Soviet Russia; in fact, it must be admitted
that the League of Nations created an Iimpossible situation. I
think that this should not be done again. There should be no

repetition of this. We, therefore, hope that we shall all be
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unanimous to eliminate expulsion from the Charter and to gkte

its full value to the concept of suspension which is a new idea --
& flexible plan and I think that we should give up tho idea of
expulsion which might be very harmful indeed.

ECUADOR: I have I think used up all my arguments. I might only
add now that of course the i1dea of expulsion destroys the
principal of universality and the same arguments that were used
for not specifically mentioning the impossibility of withdrawal
should be used in this case too and we should do away with
paragraph 4 of the suggested draft before we continue the
discussion of pearagraph 3 on suspension.

CHAIRMAN: Is there any further discussion on the proposal of

the Ecuadoran delegate to delete paragraph 4 of the proposed
draf't?

BELGIUM: I should like to make a point. If there is a country
which might and should be excluded forever from the organization
that country would be Germany which, in four years, has committed
more crimes than history has ever seen., Nevertheless, myself, I
would refuse to mention a clause to that sense, saying, for in-
stance, that the organization will never be open to Germany, or
that Germany will be permanently excluded from the International
Organization because even as regards Germany, we must wish that
some day, perhaps in fifty years, normal relations will be estab-
lished with Germany under the control of the Security Council and
the Assembly and that the Organization may some day be in position

to admit Germany.
UNITED KINGDOM: It seems to me that the question has been fully
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*i discussed. The question of the deletion of Paragraph 4 should go
forward.
CHAIRMAN: Those for the deletion of Paragraph 4 please raise their
hands,

(Translation:)
DELEGATE OF U'S!S'R':/ The Delegate of the U.S.S.R. would like to
inform the Chairman that the question about expulsion in Paragraph 4
seems to him was not discussed in gll its sides, and he wishes to
discuss it further at the next meeting and the more so that the
delegate of the United States reserves the right to discuss the ques-
tion further, and the delegate of U.S.S5.R. reserves the right too.
BELGIUM: What was the mention about M. Rolin?
U.8.S5.R.: (Translation) That the proposal of M. Rolin to exclude
Paragraph 4 from this text should not be right now put to vote.
UNITED KINGDOM: In that case, Mr. Chairman, I think that there is no
point in going on with the drafting committee at all., There is no
purpose in drafting if the important delegates desire to reopen the
question. I move that we adjourn the whole thing.
CHINA: (Translation) The Delegate of China is opposed to the Delegate
of the United Kingdom.
INITED STATES OF AMERICA: My obgction was that no arguments have
been presented on the other side of the question. I believe 1t would
be desirable to have a further discussion. In this committee, if
possible, if not, then the only mopportunity would be in the main
committee,
UNITED KINGDOM: I should like to make it plain I made my motion

with the greatest regret. I see no reason why we should not have a

full discussion here, but if we cantt--
BELGIUM: We can*t really charge people to produce arguments for
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the other side and we can not wait until such actions come forth.

It 1s the suggestion of Professor - that the question of not only
withdrawal, but expulsion and suspension - that the whole question be
sent to a subcommittee where we can discuss it entirely. We have
discussed for more than an hour - I don*t know why we can't go on,

we certainly would be quite happy to sit for a half an hour more -

to hear the Russian Delegate*s other views - as it is we are losing
time.

UNITED KINGDbM: If there are any arguments we might have got to the
arguments sooner and saved us a lot of time -

URUGUAY: The Uruguayan Delegate agrees that if there are two im-
portant delegations like those of the United States and the U.S.S.R.
which reserse their right to vote, it is preferable to adjourn the
meeting and have a vote taken at a later date. It might be preferable
to adjourn.

UNITED KINGDOM: Will both the Delegations that wanted time be ready
then to guide us with thelr views?

CHAIRMAN (Interpreted) The Chairmen stated, summairizing the nkmmi
mmmmtmmxr discussion, the question of withdrawal had been settled in
principle in this meeting in accordance with M. Rolin¥*s suggestion,
and will be submitted tomorrow to the committee with the unanimous
approval of the subcommittee. There remains the question of expul-
siong, and we might therefore meet at 9:30 tomorpow, before the meet-
ing of the committee.

INITED STATES OF AMERICA: I should like just to say a word or two.

I am prepared to discuss the question., It is my belief that not all

of us are prepared to discuss this question and a&s an act of courtesy
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I feel we should (inaudible)

CHATRMAN: The meeting is adjourned until tomorrow morning at 9:30.



