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hmmmumﬁbhwwm
the situation would be aliered. mmtamthum
would be more villing to go ahead in writing those provisions
mmwummmmmmm'
for a limited period of years.

Somo delogates were of the opinion that the question at
stake was whether theve should be & Gharter which (would be not
mepely stable) but might indeed be termed »igid in chavecter
or vhether there should be a move flexible Chevter. It vas
pointed sut thet 1f the veto of the permanent mewbers of the
Security Council were permitted to block any amendment to the
Chartor, it oould mesn that one of the major powers alone could
halt the aetion of overy single other member of the Organisstion;
that even though forty-eight of the forty-nine members of the

Organizetion might agree, cne single mejor power might block &
change vhich might be of extreme interest or importance to many

members and which would in mo way affect seourity matters.
2



Several duiegates expregsed the view that there was o
pressing veed for & method of revising the Charter at some
period af'ter the MmWMtlmﬂmm
mhﬂﬁmwmmh. It wag thought that
nev conditions erising five or ten years after the Charter
came iate force might being forth demends for & number of changes
in the Charter. It vas therefore suggested that the Charter
might be congidered se scmwthing of an energency moasure to
meet the peculisr conditions of the preseut time. An alternetive
suggestion vas that the veto of & permanent member of the Becurity
Couneil to en smendment to the Charter should only apply te
certaln specified sections of the Charter, perticularly those
which did not involve enforcament. The opinion was expressed
that it would be extremely difficult to secure general agresment
on which chapters should be cousidered of secondary importance
and heouee could do exmmpted from the vetc baged on the relation-
ship to eaforcement previsions. It was the consunaus of-opivies
that there wos »o intention to draft provisions of the Charter

which would not require at least the agreemsot of a majority of
o o




the permanent members of the Security Council for emendments
whieh might be submitted. The cbjection wes to the provisien
that & single permenent member of the Seeurity Couneil could
bloek the unenimous or nearly unanimous view of the other mesbers
of the Organisstion.

It wes maintained that one of the basic questions to be
decided was whother or not there should de provision for suto-
mzmm.%nmmmnmu
of & stipulated period of time. A mmber of delegates urged such
& provision. It was pointed out that one of the questions raised
by such & procedure would arouse doubt as to whether, after 5 or
10 years, the Charter was valid only until that convention met,
 or whether it should rexain valid if mo chenges oF no substential
changes were made. Some delegates suggested that at such &
convention, members might wish to yeviev their relationship to
the entive Organization, doth in view of past experience and in
the light of new amendments sccepted by & Conference which might
revise the Charter. One delegate suggested that the proper body
o0 FNOTD: SHIBANINES I00 W SIVN S5 0 Sekenel ANy
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which, after & fev years of opevation, would have & volume of
experience to drew upon and which eould prepare smendments under
the most faverable conditions. The precedent of the revision
of the statutes of the League of Nations vas eited ss one vhieh
T [ ——
Charter.

The Delegate of Norway cbserved that his country could not
utmmm@umqumm
call for o changs in the demestic arrengements of Norvey and
that Borway was opposed to future changes in the Charter unless
thoge changes vere made by an overvhelming majority of all of
the members of the Organisation, imeluding all of the permanent
mesbers of the Seouzity Counedil.

The Committee found that there wes o remavkable degree of
. snenimity in the objectives desived by the vericus members.

It vas agreed that there weve five main points on whieh
decisions must be made.

1. Whether or not there should be & coustitutionsl

conference which should have for its purpose the consideration

N
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The Subcommitted appointed on Mey 29 to consider
Lf—-id‘-u T; ) - %

XI (amendments)
m-o;me—umms the Presideat of Commission I,
mmummm.mm.um
nmuunmma Australla, Belgium, Canada, China,
Beuador, Prance, Mexico, Norvay, Vemssuels, U.X., U.S., and
UeB,.8.R. |

The Committee took sccount of the discussion of Committee
I/2 at its meeting on May 29. It was pointed out that two
main problems had arisen in the course of these discussions.
The first vas a discussion and decision on the amending process
provided for in the Charter, and the second was on desirability
of providing for a special constitutional conference to be
convensd at & fixed time,

Several delegates emphasized the importance of the ques-

tion of the amending procedure, stating that the decision
taken on this might affect the attitude of a mumber of govern-

«l~-



DRAFT REPORT OF THE RAPPORTEUR ON MEETING
——— ~OF SUBCOMMITTEE E MAY 30
/

The Subcommittee appointed on May 29 to consider Chapter
XI (amendments) met at 2:30 and again at 8:30 on May 30. The
W__ )
membersig@® of the Committee ingdwded the President of Commission
I, the Chairman of Committee I/2, the Ra.pporteuz:’ and Delegates
of the following nations: Australia, Belgium, Canada, China,
Veresuelo
Ecuador, France, Mexico, Norway, Syes+e, U.K., U.S., and U.S.S.R.
The Committee took account of the discussion of Comnmittee
I/E at its meeting on May 29. It wes pointed out that two
main problems had arisen in the course of these discussions.
The first was a discussion and decision on the eu&-e-‘ééne-amendt:-\._
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Severel delegates emphasized the importance of the ques-
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years\certa.in provisions which -the-weriews governments were

WAt tde
eseseed t0 see written into the Charter might be liberalized
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or softened, then.those governments would be more willing to
A

go ahead in writing those provisions into the Charter with

MM that procedure was for a limited

period of years.| Some delegates were of the opinlion that the

question at stake was whether there should be a Charter which

pod Rt { et/
[would be mewe=shen-stable aug]might be Emeﬂ)rigid in
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cha.ra.cterA It was pointed out that if the veto of the per-

manent members of the Security Council were permitted to

block any amendment to the Charter, it could mean that one
alevt
of the major powers could halt the action of every single
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other member of the Organization;even though forty-eight of
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the fonty-niner\m might agree, seme single major power
might block a change which might be of extreme interest or

importance to many menﬂmari;/l which would in no way affect

security matters.



Several delegates expressed the view that there was a
pressing need for a method of revising the Charter at some
period after the wartime emergency conditions and viewpoints

have been altered by changlng events. It was thought that

QA
new conditions five or ten years after the Charter came 1into
{Lp/( ol aucle fo
force might a number of changes in the Charter. It

[ers _f-l\..l’.
was suggested that the Charter might be considered as some-
f\

thing of an emergency measure to meet the peculiar conditions

fouasss ‘
of the time& mﬁh alternative 1t-wes auggeatéﬁbo&ﬂ'f

mv/,(uf
wightbe-stipulated.that the veto of a permanent member of

AN
the Security Council to an amendment tp the Charter should
only apply to certain specified sections of the Charter,

particularly those which did not w enforcement , provi=

wlang, The opjz&ion was expressed that as—the—Cherter-wes—being—

-#Tf chapters w&oh;m of 3econa.ry importance and could be
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exempted from the veto based on the relationship to enforce-
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ment provisions. It was the consensus that there was no in-
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tentlon to draft provisions of the Charter which skewld not
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require at least a majority of the permanent members of the
N

Security Council te—agnas—%e—aaziamendmenta which might be
submitted. The objection was to the provision that a single
permanent member of the Security Council could block the
unanimous or nearly unanimous view of the other members of
the Organization.

It was maintained that one of the basic questions to be
decided was whether or not there should be provision for
automatically calling a Conference to revise the Charter

Py

at the end of a stipulated period of timq’ Peevistomr-ror—

such sutomatic convening of a constitutienei-—conventIom—to———

consider-emendatmy the Charter In the TTZRt oF exporiencs
ag w:?,_d wuel a fracecm

as-urgedby & number of delegat sA

TOC the General Assembly and the Security

Councll %

It was pointed out that one of the questions raised by oLy A
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mn&mmwmdﬁn—m as to whether <e%
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t he Charter ¢
was valid only until that convention me?‘l or whether it should
-remain valid if no changes or no substantlial changes were made.
Some delegates suggested that at such a conventj.ox} members might

wish to review their relationship to the entire Organization.:
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had-been accepted by a Conference which might revise the
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Charter. The yiew-was-upged.by-a delegate Atha he proper

body to prepare amendments for the Charter was the General
Assembly which)a.fter a few years of 0pera.tionj would have a
volume of experience to draw upon and which could prepare
amendments under the most favorable conditions feor-ronsrIaera-
tion_sné-worR. The precedent of the revision of the statutes

of the League of Nations

L,:'PLL
wﬁ&d as one which might be of
potlrels r/-a..r»euaff_tg %

value in considering how-be-emend the new Charter.’’ The
\
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. 4., The relation between the amendments of the Charter and

- 1\

withdrawals from the Orgeanlization. |

5. Distinction between those parts of the Charter to

which the veto should apply.



Committee found that there was a remarkable degree of

unanimity in the objectives desired by the various members.
q¥ihe Delegate of Norway observed that his country could not
admit that the Charter could be amended in any way which

would call for a change in the domestic arrangements of

“Thatl i
// Norway when Norway was opposed to changes 1in the Charter
A A
W unless those changes were made by an overwhelming majority

of all of the members of the Organization,including all of

the permanent members of the Security Council,

Bék It was agreed that there were five main points on which
isions must be made.

l. Whether or not there should be a constitutional
conference which should have for its purpose the considera-
tion of amendments that might be necessary in the Charter.

2. If the Committee agreed that a constitutional con-
ference was desirable, then what period of time should elapse
before such a conference should be called?

3« What method of voting should be adopted At the

pro jected conference !



