
UN ARCHIVES 

t 
~~-~IES ~ 
"..-X: a5 
ACC. 



THE UNITED NATIO CONFEP.ENCE 
ON INTERNAT'IONAL ORG NIZATION 

00 rMITTEE 1/~. R .. P?ORTEUR I S R'SPORT 

!MEMBitfiSl 
·• "' 

RESTRICTED 
June 11, 1945 

Chapter III or the Dwnbarton Oaks Propoa ls was worded aa 
follows & 

1M mbersh1p ot the Organ1tat1on should b open to 
all pe t ce-lov1ng States." 

Th1e t xt has been bro dened 1n the cou.rs,, of our d1souae-
1ons, nd Oomm1ttee I/2 w1 hea to pr sent it to Oom:mission I in 
the follo 1ng form: 

•original members ot the Organ1z t1on ar the 
States signatories of the Charter whoa r t1f1oat1on 
hae beoom e teot1ve in accordance with Chapter , 
Article • · 

"Me bership ot the Organization 1s open to all 
peace-loving States wh1oh, in the Ju nt of the 

gan1z tion, are ready to aco p and able to carry 
out the obligations oon1;a1n d 1n the Oharter." 

•The Org n1zat1on may at ny t1m susp nd. rro 
th . exerc11e or the rights or pr1v1leg s or memb r ­
ship ot the Organ1zat1on any me ber ag inst which 
preventive or enforcement aot1on ball have been 
taken by the s eur1ty Oounc11, or wh1oh ehall have 
violat d the pr1no1ple or the Obarter 1n a grave 
or persistent fashion. The exercise or th se r1ghte 
and pr1v1legea ma7 be r stor d 1n accordance w1th 
the :proc dur laid don 1n Ohapter , paragrapll . • 

TbeJ~ re obvious. flaw 1n the dratting of the Fre~ch t xt , 
I ( 

but. the lo/e? s ary adJustments will be de by the Ooord~nation 

Oomm1 tte~~ / 

. 'l~i Q1omm1t~ _I/2 has been oonoerned with the tollo 

quest7'fiJ~ 1 ' \ hich w·e eh.ail oona1der a par tely, without r 
! ! . 

wh n -n~oe ary to establish the natural links between them 
I ' . I , . 

th / oapac ,ty · ot memb r vested 1n nations part1c1p tS:ng 1n tb1a 

Coar r n SJ (b) dm1ee1on of n w members; (o) withd:Mwal; 
I 

su r, nst~~ .- 11.''n. d e~uls1on. 
1 If Jt 
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Bt1bet1 m admissioq at ,w mbers \ 

The Spon or1ng Powers proposed no amend'1ents to Obapter III 

oonoerning e bera, whereas am ndm nts, comme~t and propo la 

were tib 1 tted to the ·•aomm1 tte by t he following Gover ent a 

Australia, Bol1v1a, Bra~11, Chile, Oost Rica, tou_ dor, &gypt , 

Fr noe, Guatem la, Bondura• Mes1oo , the Netherl nds, Norw y , 
/ 

th Ph111pp1nea Oo onwealth, Uruguay and Venezuel. 

Taking the first :~ aragraph of the text we recommend, nd 

oo p 1ng i t with the s econd p ragraph, w ee that a d1at1not1on 

bas ar1 en betw en original members nd future mb rs . As to 

the former, their part1o1pat1on in the Organization is r egard d 

as a r1ght; while that of the others ls eubJect to condition . 

Yet it w clearly understood that this di t1not1on involved no 

d1 cr1 1n t1on against future ember, but was n ces 1tated b7 

oircwnstanoes and woulds rve 1n particular to allay th anxiety 

ot certain n t1on part1o1pat1ng 1n our work whioh are notStatea 

properly so called and wh1oh might ther tore be r fused the right 

to become me bers of the Organization. 

We need onl7 point out that in the seoond paragr ph th use 

of the word "State8 does not satiety tho e 1n favor of future 

1noorpor t1on ot other commun1t1ea. 

P ssing on to the quest i on ot admitting n w embers , we 

would point out that the D l gation of Uruguay took it stand on 

th ubJeot of univ-ersality, aa tollowa : two pr1nc1ple d to 
' 

b reoogniz.e~i t1rst the world- wide natur or the Organ1zat1on--
,. 
I 

that is to~ y, that 11 communities hould be members of the 
~ . 

organ1z tioh-- nd. oondly, oompuleory p rt1o1pation--that 1 t o 
/ 

ay , tha;·· no 
I; I~ 

I i 
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natfon oould choose to beco ea member or tbe 

\ 



orgati1zat1on, or to w1tbdr w trom 1t•-and 1n these oond1t1on the 

question of expulsion would not even arise . 

This standpoint which wae supported by var1oun deleg t1ons, 
·• has been opposed by others which held that th1s concept of un1-

vereality was an ideal to be ai ed at , but that we should not 

cling to 1t }rrevocably. 

In add1t1on, the Committee had to oons1der two othor fund.s.­

ment l problems: (l) the relation between m mbersh1p an1 t?1 

observ nee of tha principles and obligations mentioned in the 

Charter, nd (2) to wh t extent we should determine tbe 11m1te 

w1th1n wh1oh the Organ1iat1on would exercise 1ts discretionary 

r power e regards the dm1ss1on of new members . 

We hasten to s y that 1t was th unan1mou opinion or the 

Oommittee that adherence to the pr1no1ples of the Obarter and 

compl te ,iooeptanoe of the obl1gat1one resulting therefrom were 

ees ntial 1ond1t1o 

t1on. 

of State ' s part1o1pe.t1on in the organ1za-

everth le a, two · 1n trends were evident 1n the d1seu s-

1ons . on the ne h..,~nd, soma declared themselves 1n favor of 1n­

sert1ng in the Charter special rul s concerning the regime nd 

polioy followed by the various governmenta, and tressed the need 

to assure members lready forming part of the organization that 

new members would be ble to carry out the obligations 1mpoaed 

o.n thom by the Charter, that they would be ready to d o so, and 

would not follow a pol1oy contra~y to the pr1no1ples of th 

Orgahiz t1on. on th other hand, there ere oth rs who h ld that 
,. 
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th OhaJ.~t ~ should not n~edles ly 11m1t th Organ1z t1on 1n it 

deo1s1ons reg&rd1ng r que ts t o be dmitt d, and maintain d that 

the organization 1teelt would be the best to Judge ot a o nd1-

d t I e t1. tnea 
·• ~ 

for ad.mi sion. 

The wor ds "all peace-loving State ",g~ne~ally oon 1dered 1n­

uff1c1 nt. )tl8'r ret 1ned but defin d. The expression was tar 

froA in dequate; it well xp~ee~ed the 1d al which 1n pired the 

round rs of the Charter. 

But it was not enough for a Stat to declar 1t elf p J oe-

loving. What nation hae ev r dm1tted different att1tude? It 

was neoes ry al o to prove two things: that a State w 

to coept and oarry out the obligations ot the Charter, 

it w sable to aoeept them and carry them out. 

Thi ele rly m ant that the adm1as1on ot a new 'b r would 

be a tter tor exam1n t1on. but the Oommitt e did not think it 

neces,ary to recommend stabl1eh1ng 1n det 11 the faot~~ to be 
¥ 

oon 1der d 1n suoh an ex m1nation. It had not lost s1g~t or the 
\ 

d1ft1oult1ea that would arise 1n evaluating the pol1t '..o!\ 1ns t1-

tut1ona of Stats, and 1t was teared that any mention 1ri 1the 
, 

Oharter of a on n examination would atr1k a blow t t~ prin-

ciple or non-int rvention or, r ther, non- 1nterrerenoe.'., 1 

Neverthel ea, all sorts of oon 1d rationa might be ~en 
\ 

into account when torm1ng an op1n1on as to the des1r billt'~ ot 

1tting new m mbera . '\ 

We would like t o refer her to a French mendment r~gard1ng 
! I, 

neutr lity., The l"renoh Delegate, in supporting i t , deola\.ed tbat 

n utr l1ty waa 1noomp tlbl with embership. laragraph 2 under 

oonalderat1on here, implies thi, 
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were consistent, would not be able to fulfil oert in of the o t 

1 portant obl1gat1ona ot the Oh&rter, notably that ot lending 

as 1st noe to repel or punish an ggre sor. The Oomm1ttee oon-
·• ... 

eidered that this 1ncompat1b111ty, 1f 1t were to be expres ly 

mention d 1n th Oharter, hould be better placed 1n Obapt r II, 

and 1t has went the French endment to Oo 1ttee 1/l. 

To oonolude our oo mentar1 on Chapter III, we should add 

t t th provisions ot that Chapter hav become mor, flexible . 

B noefortb they will et torth ore ol•arly than 1n th original 

text or the Dumbarton o Pro~osals, the w1abes ot then tion 

as bled t this Oonferenoe, nd they close the door t o doubt• 

fttl in'~ ,, ret t1one or the expression I feace- lov1ng1 , which, a 

ha be ~1ea1d s o well by the Delegat fro Uruguay, do not 
1 

have Jurldio l meaning. 
I w , 

he q,uestions ot wl thdr wal , expul ion and suspension have 
I 

I 

the tollow~ng problem 1n common: 

Whether rnemb r-Btate ay oe ee to be 
it on ini t iative , or aa a result of m 
taken against 1t by th organ1z t1ont 

on 

Th rg ents ainst wlthdr wal w~r (l) that 1t would be oon-

trary to the 1dea of un1v rsality. (But, aa ha been en, unl-

versal1ty has not gen rally b en accept d nyth1ng ore than 

n 1d al towards which, at th pre ent, w are striving. ) (2) 

T t withdraw~l would giver oalc1trant memb r the posa1b1l1ty 

of obta1n1ng ooncess1ona fro the Org n1zat1on by threatening to 

leave 1t . (3) That withdrawal would b a e na ot a St t ea­

oap1ng its obligations on leaving the Organization. 
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everthele a, the decision ot the Oo 1ttee wa neither t o 

ant1c1pat nor expr ssly to prob1b1t a w1thdr w l . In thi oon­

neot1on it va obs rved that while th w1thdr w 1 of a State 
·• ... 

trom th organ1z t1on 1ght 1gn1fy, as w hav id, t he.t th 

Sta t propo e to ct contrary to th pr1no1pl s of t he or n1-

za 1on, 1t 1s equally true that St te 1ght w1 h t o w1thdr w 

1 ply b cau e the nization prov d itself 1ncapabl of 

aoh1ev1ng the nda for wh1oh it w ore ted. On the othe hand, 

to forbid withdraw l would pr uppo e th pplio tion ot anc­

t1on a.g inst memb rs whl.oh decide to w1tbdra.w, and such ct1on 

might 1n cert 1n oases 

ces !.v . 

em difficult to carry out or even ex-

It was reoogn12.ed that the om1as1on ot a r terenc t o 111 th­

dr wal 1n the Dumba rton oaks Propo al was intention l on th 

pert ot the Sponsoring Powers . It may, how ver, b not d t t , 

1n the oour e of the d1sousa1one wh1oh t ook place oono rn1ng 

th1 po~nt , although oert 1n D l ·ate aw 1n t t 1 s1o 

' proof th$.t the Spo or1ng Powers were oppo d to w1thdr w 1, 

oth r 1n·t rpreted th o i s, 1on a s an xp ession of the w1 h 
\ 

to 1ve ~ Organiz t1on an opportunity to study, 1n the light 

of more Al~ent developments , tho e withdrawal ca es •h1oh might 
I . 

ar1 • 

T'J~-.aq.b- Oommitt on the 23rd of K y propoa d 1n it r port to 
/ ( \ . 

the of ;~/ftee that, in cont<>rm1t 7 with th Dumbarton o 

the ~~er did not allow ny ntion~ of withdraw l . Th & 1n1on 
Y I 

ot t~ ,up.Co 1ttee, with which that t th Com 1tte 

:ropos ls• 

1n 
1,1 \ 

ocofdt \f ,. xpr sed 1n the tollow1ng nn r : 
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Th Commission a_greee with the op1n1on ot the Sponsoring 

Jowers tha.tt 1 t 1s out ot plll'.o t o provide for or to regulate the 

r1ght of members to secede. It the Or ,,a.n1r. t1on 1s to tulf1l 

1ts function in the spirit of the Charter, 1t must be beyond all 

question that its authority might be weakened by the aot1on of 

certain members deserting the 1d 1 wh1oh they espoused in sub-
/ 

scribing to the Charter or ~ven flout d by aggressor States or 

others on the verge of becoming aggrea ore . It 1s self- ev1 ent, 

h owever· , that w1 thdra.wals or· other form of dissolution of the 

Org n1iation would become 1nev1.t ble 1r, battering the hopes of 

mankind• it should show itself 1noapable of ma1nt 1n1ng pe ee or 

cap ble 'of maintaining it only at th expense of l w or Justice . 

I t is precls1tly beoa11se of that danger , 1rhioh 1a inseparable from 

a.11 hum.an ~nt erpr1ae , that th Oomm1 ttee declines to in ert 1n 

t he Oharter a formal clause prohibiting withdrawal . 

ExpulR1on .nd suspension gave r1se to a lengthy exchange of 

views, nd a special Sub- Committee w a ntrusted with the study 

ot these 1 portant questions . 

The aubJeot of expulsion 1a treated exclusively in Chapter 

V 1n c nneation with th General Asa mbly . The Committee, 1n 

a coord nee w1th the Presidents of Oomm1as1on I and II, t wo of 

the inver sted Committees and the Organ1z1ng Oommitt ee, was ot 

t he opinion that it w s appropriate to 1naor1be in Obapter III , 

which deals with membership, the pr1nc1ples upon wh10h this 

stat~a would be lost or affected. T~e basic text, which re-
l 

tlec~ed. 1n ith1B respect the Duinba.rton Oak.a provisions , was re-
• I I ' 

' ,. 
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11 The orga.niz t 1cn may at ny time uspend the 
exercise or rights and privileges or e b re of the 
organization in the oa.ee of , ny member ga1nat trllioh 
the Security Oounoil shall have taken preventive or 
enforoem nt measures . or wh1oh h ll have violat d 
s~r1ously or reps$,-tedly the principles or the Charter. 
The exercise of these ri hts and pr1v1legas may be 
reestabl1 hed 1n oontorm1ty With the procedure s-
tabl1shed by Chapter , p agraph , 0 

It w1l). be recalled that par gr ph 3, Section B, Chapter V, 

of the Dumbarton aka Proposal, dealing w1th the questions of 

suspension and expule1on was as follow: 

"The General sttmbly should , upon r commenda­
tion of the Security Oounc1l, be empow red to ue end 
from the exerc1se ot any r1ght or pr1v1leges of 
membersh1 any me oer of the Organ1zat1on ag inst 
whinh preventive or en:forc ment ot1on hall l'lAve 
been taken by the Seour1ty Couno1l. Th ex ro1se 
of . the rights and privil,g s thus au pen~ed may 
be restored by deo1e1on of the Security Council. 
The reneral Assembly should be empowered, upon re­
comm ndat1on or the Seour1ty Cou cil, to expel from 
the Organization any e ber or the Org n1z bion which 
pers1 tently violates the pr1nc1ples oonta1ned 1n the 
Cha.rt ~r . '' 

su. pei:,a1on, e.e conceive(! 1n the text proposed by the Sub-

0-~mmi ttee , was considered sufficient to ch1eve the result 

which could be attained. by expulsion . Furthermore, it has been 

explained that suapen ion--a sort of temporary expuls1on~- would 

remov~ the undesirable elements of n ordinary expult1on. 

When th1a question w s put to the entire Oo im1tte , the 

members 1n favor of exclus1on explained that pe ce nd security, 

and not universality , constitute the lm nd purposes of the 

Org n1zat1on; that exclusion would be appl:ted only to those 

member-itates, recogn1z.ed as incorrigible, which violat the 

pr1nc1plea . of the Obarter in a serious or p re1st nt nn r; 

that in the 1netanee ot suoh States, it was neoeeaary to tat, in 
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an absolutely eleeu, nner,, th attitude hich he Organiz ticn will 

take in their regard; that the retention or m bership while a 

st te 1.s uspended c C11ld prevent the organiz ti on tr taking 

suttiolently strong action against suoh States; th t the laok of 
·• .,.. 

the power ot e:r.puls1 on would per t b r St te to aot 1n con-

oert with non-memb r St te • with a view to 1 pedin the tunot1on-

1ng ot the ~ nizati on; that th Org n1zation wruld be able to 

exercise it · Judgment wi ly in case ot expulsion; th t this would 

not release the expelled m mber rrom t h obligati one impo d on non-

mber States, and the expelled States could b readmitted to the 

Crganizati on. 

Tb os 1n t vor ot omitting from the Charter y t re nee to 

exp la1on, int ined that expultdon would b 1ncom.p tible with the 

oonoept of un1Yer ality which envisa s the eventual admission ot 

all m bers into the Grganization; that 1 t wc,.tld rel ase a member­

state trom th obligations impo e4 on him by the Charter; that it 

wcnld cut law the expelled State and, consequently• woold toroe th 

mber-St tes to take r m asu.re egain t th t St te, instead ot 

polio• measui-.s; that it would place the Organizaticn in greater 

danger then. the state concerned; that it would create a. center ot 

opposition to the 0rgflll1zat1on around which other loontent 

States w culd unite th mselve ; th t 1 t would r oro the Kember-

tes to break all d1plome.t1o and other relations with the 

expelled State; it would prevent any reconoiliation between the 

Ct-gan1zetion and the expelled State; and 1t could prove to be 

le8s severe in its effects than suspen ion. 

4310 
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ong the num-.. .. ·oue arguments which hev .. Jll pre ent d in 

, tevor ot the aniseion ot expul ion tro the Ch r, thet 

s e d to oarry the most weight was th t su pen 1on 1 as envisaged 

in th Charter , would tultil ell th tunotions ot exPUlsion and . ,,,, 
would not release the penaliz 4 St te tran thee oblig t ions, a 

woul d expul ion. 

At the eting ot May 25, or eommlttee 1/2, a propos l 

pro iding tor e:xpul ion, put to the vote, w rejected beceu e it 

hed not reoeived th neoess ry upport or two-thirds 

the delesat s resent and voting. 

jor1t7 d 

Th Oo ittee then J>l:lt to the vot the contemplated revision 

ot par reph 3, Seotion B, Chapter V, oonoernin uspens1on ot 

members, m nt ion d bove, agreeing that this p r graph wc:uld be 

f ' 

reop ned tor e m1nat1on it the ri ht ot expulsion should once gain 

be introduced. This proposal was adopted, almost unanimously, by 

the Com.mi ttee . 

Then, as betore stated, it was oon id.end u etul. prino1 lly 

beoause or tbs annulm nt ot the expulsion claus • to add the words 

"or who have viol ted th princi ple ot the Ch rter in serious or 

persistent manner". This would thus bee more toroetul ording or 

the text on s uspenaion, which culd need no expl nation. 

The restoration ot the rights and privileges w s lett to the 

exa ination ot nother Commieeion. 

The f ollowins nat :i ans had submitted a ndments to p r graph 3, 

Seoti on :s. Chapter V; Aust r lia, Belgium, Brazil• The Dan1nioen 

Hepubl1o, Ecua dor, gypt, Bondura • ~:rloo, The therlands, 
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I .. 
w Zealand, C>r't ., . Uru , a and 

exa in din tail b our Sub-Co 1 te nd ou.r C,..mmittee, during 

d h t• on expulsion nd suspen ion. 

Buoh, Gentlemen, 1 the r port h honor to 
·• . 

ubmit tor or oon id r tion. · h ve done our be t to bring cut, 

in our r ort, the varicu rgu nts or th d le te o hav 

expres 4 on he matters und r di ou ion th points of vi w of th 1r 

n t1on • Ve re re d7 to cognize that it 1 possible bet we hav 

not retleoted in ery e th 1 s xp s d; also, e beg cur 

oolle gue , 'h o th 01 ht may not h ve b n i nter pr ted 1th the 

COillJ)let aocu cy which th y hev be right to expeot, to r member 

th tit 1 alw ys 1thin th ir leg 1 r1 ht to rurni h us 1th a 

writt n m or ndum hioh, ttaohed to our report, ,· ill tr n m1t 

to th Commi sion 11th the g ree.te speed. 
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New Zeeland., or t;.,., Uru ay nd V, nezuela. were 

examined in detail by our Sub-Co itt 

debet•e on expul ion nd uspensioo. 

nd our c~mm.1ttee, during 

SUoh, Gentlemen, 1 the r port which we have the honor to 
·• ~ 

ubm1t tor your oon41der tion. " have don our be t to bring e11t, 

in our report• the "I ricne rgument or the del gates ho have 

expressed on/th m tter und•r disou sion the points of vi wot their 

n t1ons. · e are read7 to co · 1ze that 1t is pcs ible thet w h ve 

no retleot d in every CSase the views expres d; al o, beg cur 

oolleagues, hose thwghts may not have been interpreted 1th the 

complete aoouraoy which they ha e the right to ex. ct, to remember 

that it is alw ys within their 1 gal right to furnish us 1th a 

written 

to the Co 
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.1 THE UNITED NATIOI CONFERENCE 
/ ON INTERNATIONAL vnGANIZATION 

RESTRICTED · 
June 11, 1945 

' 

COMMITTEE I/.&. RAPPORTEUR1 S REPORT .Qli CHAPTER ill 

(MEMBERSl 

Chapter III of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals was worded as 
follows: 

"Membership of the Organization should be open to 
all peace-loving States." 

This text has been broadened in the course of our discuss­
ions, and Committee I/2 wishes to present it to Commission I in 
the following form: · 

"Orig*. l~bersz;Af he Organization are the 
States sig tor s of the harter whose ratification 
has become effe tive 1 a cordance with Chapter , 
Article • 

\ 
"itembe'rsh1p~t he Or 

pea9e-lo\ing Sta: s h ch, 
~ Organization, are ady to 

out the obligations cont 

~n~ation is open to all 
in Judgment of the 
a c p and able to carry 
ed n the Charter." 

"The Organization may at any time suspend from 
the exerciae of the rights or privileges of member­
ship of the Organization any member against which 
preventive or enforcement action shall have been 
taken by the Security Council, or which shall have 
violated the principles of the Charter in a grave 
or persistent fashion. The exercise of these rights 
and privileges may be restored in accordance with 
the procedure laid d9wn in Chapter , paragraph u 

• 
There are obvious flaws in the drafting of the French text, 

but the hecessary adjustments will be made by the Coordination 

Committee. 

The Committee I/2 has been concerned with the following 

questions, which we shall consider separately, without tailing 

when necessary to establish the natural links between them: (a) 

the capacity of member vested 1n nations participating in this 

Conference; (b) ad.mission of new members; (c) withdrawal; (d) 

suspension and expulsion. 
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Members and admission of new members ---=---~ - ------- - - ------
The Sponsoring Powers proposed no amendments to Chapter III 

concerning members, whereas amendments, comments and proposals 

were submitted to the Committee by the following Governments: 

Australi a, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Egypt, 

France, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, the Netherlands, Norway, 

the Philippines Commonwealth, Uruguay and Venezuela. 

Taking the first paragraph of the text we recommend, and 

comparing it with the second paragraph, we see tba.D a distinction 

has arisen between original members and future members. As to 

the former, thei r participation i n the Organization is r egarded 

as a right; wr.1.le that of the others is subject to conditions. 

Yet it was clearly understood that this distinction involved no 

discrimination against future members, but was necessitated by 

circumstances and would serve in particular to allay the anxiety 

of certain nations participating in our work which are notStates 

properly so called and which might therefore be refused the right 

to become members of the Organization. 

We need only point out that in the second paragraph the use 

of the word "State" does not satisfy those 1n favor of future 

incorporation of other communities. 

Passing on to the question of admitting new members, we 

would point out that the Delegation of Uruguay took its stand on 

the subject of universality, as follows: two principles had to 

be recognized, first the world-wide nature of the Organization-­

that is to say, that all communities should be members of the 

Organization8~and, secondly, compulsory participation-that is to 

say, that no nation could choose to become a member of the 
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Organization, or to withdraw from it-and in these conditions the 

question of expulsion would not even arise. 

This standpoint which was supported by various delegations, 

has been opposed by others which held that this concept of uni­

versality was an ideal to be aimed at, but that we should not 

cling to it irrevocably. 

In addition, the Committee had to consider two other funda­

mental problems: (1) the relation between membership and the 

observance of the principles and obligations mentioned in the 

Charter, and (2) to what extent we should determine the limits 

within which the Organization would exercise its discretionary 

power as regards the admission of new members. 

We hasten to say that it was the· unanimous opinion of the 

Committee that adherence to the principles of the Charter and 

complete acceptance of the obligations resulting therefrom were 

essential conditions of a State 1s participation in the Organiza­

tion. 

Nevertheless, two main trends were evident in the discuss­

ions. On the one hand, some declared themselves in favor of in-

serting in the Charter special rules concerning the regime and 

"1, policy followed by the various governments, and stressed the need 

/\ to assure members already forming part of the Organization that 

new members would be able to carry out the obligations imposed 

on them by the Charter, that they would be ready to do so, and 

would not follow a policy contrary to the principles of the 

Organization. On the other hand, there were others who held that 
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the Charter should not needlessly limit the Organization in its 

decisions regarding requests to be admitted, and maintained that 

the Organization itself would be the best to Judge of a candi• 

date's fitness for admission. 

The words nall peace-loving States 11 ,generally considered in­

sufficient, were retained but defined. The expression was far 

from inadequate; it well expressed the ideal which inspired the 

founders of the Charter. 

But it was not enough for a State to declare itself peace­

loving. What nation has ever admitted a different attitude? It 

was necessary also to prove two things: that a State was ready 

to accept and carry out the obligations of the Charter, and that 

it was able to accept them and carry them out. 

This clearly meant that the admission of a new member would 

be a matter for examination, but the Committee did not think it 

necessary to recommend establishing in detail the factors to be 

considered in such an examination. It had not lost sight of the 

difficulties that would arise in evaluating the political insti­

tutions of States, and it was feared that any mention in the 

Charter of such an examination would strike a blow at the prin­

ciples of non-intervention or, rather, non-interference. 

Nevertheless, all sorts of considerations might be taken 

into account when forming an opinion as to the desirability of 

admitting new members. 

We would like to refer here to a French amendment regarding 

neutrality. The French Delegate, in supporting it, declared that 

neutrality was incompatible with membership. Paragraph 2 under 

consideration here, implies this, since a neutral State, if it 
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were consistent, would not be able to fulfil certain of the most 

important obligations of the Charter, notably that of lending 

assistance to repel or punish an aggressor. The Committee con- . 

. s1dered that this incompatibility, if it were to be expressly 

mentioned in the Charter, should be better placed in Chapter II, 

and it has sent the French amendment to Committee I/I. 

To conclude our commentaries on Chapter III, we should add 

that the provisions of that Chapter have become more flexible. 

Henceforth they will set forth more clearly than 1n the original 

text of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, the wishes of the nations 

assembled at this Conference, and they close the door t o doubt@ 

ful interpretations of the expression "Peace"loving", which, as 

has been said so well by the Delegate from Uruguay, does not 

have Juridical meaning. 

Withdrawal, expulsion and suspension Qj; members. 

The questions of withdrawal, expulsion and suspension have 

the following problem in common: 

Whether a member...State may cease to be a member on 
its own initiative, or as a result of m•eures 
taken against it by the Organization? 

The arguments against withdrawal were (1) that it would be con• 

trary to the idea of universality. (But, as has been seen, uni­

versality has not generally been accepted as anything more than 

an ideal towards which, at the present, we are striving.) (2) 

That withdrawal would give recalcitrant members the possibility 

of obtaining concessions from the Organization by threatening to 

leave it. (3) That withdrawal would be a means ot a State es­

caping its obligations on leaving the Organization. 
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