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DRAFT REPORT OF THE RAPPORTEUR (MEMBERSHIP) OF COMMITTEE I/2 
- -- ON CHAPTER III 

Committee I/2 pe~ommends to Cotnmission I that Chapter III 

read as follows: 

"The initial members of the Organization shall be 
the sjgnatories of the Charter whose ratification has 
become effective in accordance with Chapter , Article 

"Membership of the Organization is open to all ­
peace-loving states which, in the judgment of the Organi­
zation, are able and ready to accept and carry out the 
obligations contained in the Charter/ 

'The Organization may at any time suspend from the 
exercise of the rights or privileges of membership any 
member of the Organization 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 exer­
cise of these rights and privileges may be restored in 
accordance with the procedure laid down in Chapter •.. 
para •.• " 

The terms of reference of Committee I/2 included the follow­

ing subjects: membership . in the Organization of the nations 

participating in the Conference, admission of new members , 

withdrawal, suspension, and expulsion of members . 

Membership and Admission of New Members • 
. 

Chapter III of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals read as follows : 

"l. Membership of the Organization should be open to all peace­

loving states."p !he Sponsoring Powers had offered no amendments 

to Chapter III on membership, while the following governments 

participating in the Conference placed proposals and co~ents 

before the Committee: Australia, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Costa 

Rica , Ecuador , Egypt, France, Guatemala, Honduras , Mexico, 

Netherlands, Norway, Philippine Commonwealth, Uruguay and Venezuela. 
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In preparing its recommendations on Chapter III, the 

Committee had to consider two basic problems: (1) relation­

ship of membership to the principles and obligations stated in 

the Charter; and (2) limitations within which the Organiza­

tion should exercise discretion in the admission of new members. 

The discussion on these problems centered about the adequacy 

and elasticity of the formula for membership. It was the 

unanimous opinion of the Committee that unqualified adherence 

to the Principles and assumption of obligations were essen-

tial to membership in the Organization. 

Exponents of the view that the Charter should not unduly 

restrict the Organization in deciding on applications for 

admission argued that the Organization itself would be best 

qualified to judge the fitness of applicants for membership. 

Those in favor of mentioning in the Charter particular 

standards for membership concerning forms and policies of 

governments stressed the need for the members already par­

ticipating to be assured that new members would be able and 

ready to meet their obligations under the Charter and would 

not pursue policies contrary to the principles of the Organi­

zation. It was the sense of the Committee that the Organiza­

tion should be empowered to admit new members within limits 

indicated by the term "peace-loving" and permitting the 

Organization wide discretion to judge the fitness of applicants 

to carry out their obligations under the Charter. 

In the second paragraph the expression "all the peace­

'-» q_,5 
loving states", generally judged insufficient, ~~ retained') 
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vJ °' ,s 
The expression~ far from being inadequate: it reflected 

ha.-J., J 
very well the ideal which animatea the founders of the Charter 

~ 

and it even indicate! the tendency towards universality. 

But it was not enough· to declare that a State was a peace­

loving State. What nation had.ever proclaimed contrary senti­
Wd1.A.. 1d. 

ments? It was necessary also to prove two things: that one ;i.-8· b~ 

ready to accept and fulfil the obligations of the Charter, and 
wo~•d be... 

furthermore that one~ in a position to accept and fulfil them. 

That is to say clearly that th~ admission of a new member 
d,d ,nor 6-e.­

wou1a be subject to examination. But the Committee~ not be-

lieve/ it necessary to errfumerate what factors would be consi-
w c,.S' 

dered in that examination. Sight~ not~ lost of the dif-

ficulties which must be taken into account in judging the poli­
, --~ ,...~n;-

tical institutio s of states and it was fea~hat½.n examination 
~~ t. ~ ~-, ~ , .. ~ w~il\ f'¥"\,.: 

of this nature~~ ght i:r..uG>lue an BJi!taele E3,gai:nst) the principle of 

non-intervention or, if one prefers to call it, the principle of 
WCI.~ TO 

non-interference. This~ not"'imply, however, that in reaching 

a decision on the possibility ~+-admitting a new member, consi- . 

derations of every kind could be entertained. 

At this point, we would like to refer to a French amendment 

concerning neutrality. The French Delegate declared that neu­

trality was inconsistent with membership. 
~CIA.le/ ,e... J 

This ~what paragraph 2 in question implie«a., since a neu-
~(.~ w QV,.' cL. 

tral state, if it~ consistent,~ not be able to fulfil 

certain of the most important obligations of the Charter, par­

ticularly that of giving aid to repel or punish an aggressor. 
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It was poiuvtld out to t he Committee t lJ.c1. v Chapter III of 

the Dumbarton Oaks Proposal s referred to membership of states. 

This reference, it was explained, might exclude from member­

ship those nations participating in the Conference which had 

not yet achieved full statehood. The Committee felt that all 

nations participating in this Conference should be included 

as initial members of t he Organization. 

Paragraph 1 of the proposed text of Chapter III, it see~ 

to us, should calm the apprehension of certain nations which 

participated in our work b~ which were not precisely States, 
s\\1cJI 

but it~ be noted that in the second paragraph mention of 

the word "State" di d not satisfy t hose which fore~ the future 

incorporation of other communities. 

With respect to the distinction between original and 

subsequent members, the Committee decided to prevent any stigma 

arising out of this unavoidable distinction. However, in order 

to indicate that the nations participating i n the Conference 

would be signatories to t he Charter and that new members would 

subscribe to the principles and obligations of the Organization 

by a different method, it was agreed that paragraph 1 of the 
y., oul<.\ 

proposed Chapter III would include the word initial and~ read 

as follows: "The initial members of the Organization shall be 

~ • th~ signator~es of the Charter whose ratification has become effective 

~ [ in accordance with Chapter , Article 

To conclude our comments on ChapterJlI, we 
its ~&,, 
~ provisions become more flexible. They 

" 

that 

clearly 

t han in the original text of Dumbarton Oaks the desire of the 
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nations here assembled, and they closAhe door to doubtful 

interpretations of the expression "peace-loving nations" which, 

as haLbeen so well stated by the distinguished Delegate from 
~ s~esse.L 

Uruguay, M-B- no juridical sense. 

Withdrawal, Expulsion and Suspension. 

The problems of withdrawal, expulsion and suspension 

led to the examination of the following questions: 

1. Whether a member state can become a non-member, 

either by voluntary or imposed action. 

2. Whether the concept of suspension can be adequately 

applied to serve the purposes intended to result from 

expulsion. 

With regard to provision for withdrawal, it was argued 

that this concept would not only impair eventual universal 

membership but would also give recalcit~a~t members ,the 

opportunity both to menace the Organization and to avoid 

obligations by leaving the Organization. Furthermore, if a 

provision for withdrawal were included in the Charter, the act 

of withdrawal by any state would indicate either that the 

state intended to act in contravention to the principles of the 

Organization, or that the state felt that the Organization was 

not fulfilling the purpose for which it was created . Prohibition 

against withdrawal would make it necessary to provide for 

sanctions against members which attempted to withdraw, and such 

a provision in the Charter would render it difficult for practical 

reasons to secure acceptance of the Charter by national 

parliaments. 
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The omissiv.L.L of any reference to wi thdJ.·t:Lwal in the 

Dumbarton Oaks Proposal was recognized as deliberate on 

the part of the sponsoring governments. Some delegates 

cited the omission as evidence that the sponsoring govern­

ments opposed a provision for withdrawal, while others in­

terpreted the purpose of this omission to be to permit the 

Organization to consider in the light of circumstances then 

existing any case of proposed withdrawal which might arise. 

The subcommittee reported to the Committee on May 23, 

that no reference to withdrawal should be inserted in the 

Charter. The views of the subcommittee, in which the Committee 

concurred, were contained in the following statement: 

That 

"The Commission adopts the opinion of the inviting 
powers that the faculty of withdrawal of the 
members should neither be provided for nor re­
gulated. Should the Organization fulfil its 
functions in the spirit of the Charter, it would 
be inadmissible that its authority could be 
weakened by some members deserting the ideal 
which inspired them when they signed the Charter, 
or even mocked by aggressor or would-be aggressor 
states. 

"It is obvious, however, that withdrawal or some 
other form of dissolution of the Organization 
would become inevitable if, deceiving the hopes 
of humanity, the Organization was revealed to be 
unable to maintain peace or could do so only at 
the expense of law and justice. On account of 
this risk, inherent to all human enterprises, the 
Committee abstains from inserting in the Charter 
a formal clause forbidding withdrawals." 

s question of withdrawal, we should mit ourselves 

our opinion, 1the interpr 'o of 

I 
byte Co ittee did n/ oefin1, e 

dive gent iews which cou1d 
j 

/ 
arise on 

did not have any juridical weig 
I 

point. 

could 

never to support an argument, the question not 
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havin bee:n-ae:tt ~ by the word±rrg of the 01 er 

The question of expulsion and suspension evoked an ex­

tended exchange of views. A special subcommittee first 

studied the question of expulsion and suspension. On May 

25, the subcommittee recommended that reference to expul­

sion be omitted from the Charter. The subcommittee also 

recommended that, if Committee I/2 sustained the view of 

the majority of the subcommittee on expulsion, then the 

Committee should change the draft of paragraph 3, Section B, 

Chapter V concerning suspension along the following lines: 

"The Organization may at any time suspend from the 
exercise of the rights or privileges of membership 
any member of the Organization against which preven­
tive 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 
down in Chapter ••• para ••• " 

This concept of suspension was considered sufficiently 

flexible to achieve the purposes that might be accomplished 

by expulsion. It was explained that suspension, which was 

tantamcut to temporary expulsion, would avoid the undesirable 

features of expulsion. 

When the matter was brought .before the whole Committee, 

those in favor of omitting any reference to expulsion from 

the Charter argued that expulsion would be inconsistent with 

--

the concept of universality, which assumes the eventual member­

ship in the Organization of all states; would release a member 

from its obligations under the Charter; would place the ex­

pelled state beyond law and therefore require member states to 
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,. . .., 
t 
0 

.. 
take acts of war, instead of police action, against that state; 

might endanger the Organization more than the state concerned; 

would provide a nucleus of opposition to the Organization, 

around which other dissatisfied would collect; would cause 

member states to break diplomatic and other relations with 

the expelled state; would obstruct reconciliation between the 

Organization and any expelled state; and might prove less 

drastic in effect than suspension. Among the numerous arguments 

which had been presented in favor of omitting reference in the 

Charter to expulsion the one which appeared to have had the most 

weight was that suspension, as provided in the Charter, could 

produce all the effects of expulsion and would not release the 

" k penalized state from its obligation as expulsion would. --------The supporters of exp~lsion explained that peace and security 

not universality, was the aim of the Organization; expulsion 

would only apply to virtually incorrigible member states which 

persistently or gravely violated the principles of the Charter; 

with regard to such states, it was necessary to make absolutely 

clear what attitude the Organization would assume towards them; 

retention of membership under suspension might inhibit the 

Organization from acting drastically enough against such states; 

absence of the power of expulsion might allow a member state to 

(;, , act in collusion with a non-member sta. te in obstructing the Or-

~ ganiza.tion and its purposes; the Organization would be capable 

of applying expulsion judiciously; expulsion would not release 

the expelled state from the obligations specified for non-members; 

and expelled states might be readmitted to the Organization~ 

The subcommittee, in discussing suspension, had felt that 

a Norwegian amendment providing for the suspension of rights 
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and privileges vi members failing to pay their financial 

contributions was too severe and preferred the Netherlands 

amendment. On this matter the Norwegian delegate stated his 

willingness to withdraw the Norwegian amendment if the 

Netherlands amendment were brought officially to the attention 

of the competent technical committee of the Conference. 
-ti\-(. L...,"~"' +he ~c.,..,e.s+,6"1 

At :MJe meeting on May 25, 0-efflHlittec I / 2 votoe 19 :t.o ---lo, 
I.A,J"G.-s pr~­

iBmf&¥9r of including a provision for expulsion in the Charter; ~e~Ted 
C.om m I tte e. -r-lJ,.. cl, ol ...,..._e. p~o,s lei"> A. 
t,:b,is ~pg~ooi"'tlen W&& not sustain~ because it did not receive ➔ 4~ ~~-

~v l ~ t.d o (• +-. f- cJ -f. s"r,orf" a two-thirds majorit:Lit of <td~ya-~~s. p~se" a., uo ~7 · 
The Committee then voted on the proposed revision of 

paragraph 3, Section B, Chapter V concerning ~uspension, -.! i:h.t • •• • 

This proposal was almost unanimously adopted by the Committee. 
l cf!' .e. p ,vposccl. i:;r w~S 

Paragraph 3 .»rblie bsM cJ:f Chapter.ui.-ld11 cli s:ha.:f ~eeR trans-

posed ~ hapter 3,_. after h~j n~ beea amendl!08,'lTs (o..J ~~e1) 
WCls; 

At the outset, a statement of procedure bl• ~~ avoided: 

the words "the General Assembly shall, upon recommendation of 

the Security Council, have power to suspend 

placed by the words "the Organization shall at any moment have 

power to suspend **" _.., .. t....-),u . .. ,) ,t:,- t-. J ,./- " i,h-, 1 P. • c. 4 ,., 

J '""' "' ,....,. 

Then, it -Mlt bem:i considered useful, to add the words "or 

which have violated the principles of the Charter in a serious 
tO'l. wo~id, -10' t 

-&QQ persistent manner". The above, constitutes a more ~ 
1" \i, I ~ <Nfl.,.,,/cL 

wording of the text and nee~ no further comment . 
i\ 

-Ae foF ~epcnsion, l'he restoration of rights and privileges 

left to the consideration of another Commission. 

Such, Gentlemen, is t he report that we have the honor of 

submitting t o· your consideration. We have done our best to 
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bring out in our report the different arguments presented by 

the distinguished delegates who have expressed the points of 

view of their countries regarding the matters under discussion. 

We are ready to recognize that we may not have been able in 

every case to take into account the views expressed; also we 

beg our colleagues, whose ideas have not been translated with 

the complete accuracy that they would have the right to expect, 

to recall that it is always possible to submit a written memo­

randum which, attached to our report, we will transmit to the 

Commission with the greatest speed. 
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...., , - !+i 
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~«>.T participa t d 1n oui- work ... which veN not p 01 e17 &•t • • 

s tel 
but 1t·--.::11..:a. be noted that in the• oond paa ph mention ot 

ScttAr 
the vOl'd "State" did not tiety those vhioh tore ... be tuture 

1noorpoN.t1on ot othe~ oo.,._ ........... 1t1ea. 

tilth reapeet t th di tinct:lon tween original and 
~ . 

eub1 · uent ltber•, th• Comm1 ttee ,49:Mtlle.dl to pre• nt ant at1gma 

u1•1ng out ot thia une.~oid&bl d1atinct1on. Jlovever, 1n ord ~ 

to indioat 'that the nation• participating in he Contei-ence 

would be ·1 toriee to the Chartrand that nev 

aub cr1be t o the principles and obligations ot the Or~zation 
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I./ ~ ' I 

, µ.o f. NT; in aoool'dance Yi th Oh&pt r , J.l'tticle • ~,:,,~; f ~o oon lude our oo nta on Obapt rm, ve ~i.i.'f aay that 
1ts ha.sl e.J G .. . · Pl'Ovielona'\ become on tlex1bl • fhe7 elCJ)re,, mol"e clearly 

/ tbaJl 1n the original text ot Dtunb rton Oak the deeire ot the .. 
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tr 3. The General Assembly should, upon recommendation 

· 7 of the Security Council, be empowered to suspend from 

the exercise of any rights or privileges of membership any 

member of the Organization against which preventive or 

_ enf0~ement action shall have been taken by the Security ~ 

--Booneil. The exercise of the rights and privileges thus 

suspended may be restored by decision of the Security 

Council. The General A.ss~mbly should be empowered, upo~ 

recommendation of the Security Council, to expel from the 

Organization any member of the Organization which per­

3 sistently violates the prjnciples contained in the Charter. 
l 
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I.SERTION: page 9 (English text) as marked {bottom of page) 

The following countries~~ submitted amendments to 

paragraph 3, ~action B, Chapter Vs Australia, Belgiwn, 

Brazil, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt , Honduras, 
/ 

Mexico, 'Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Uruguay, and 

Venezuela. These amendments were fully considered bucix■ during 

the discussion of expulsion and suspension by our sub-committee 

and Connnittee. 
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DRAFT REPORT OF THE RAPPORTEUR (MEMBERSHIP) OF COMMITTEE 1Lg_ 
ON CHAPTER III 

Committee I/2 recommends to Commission I that Chapter III 

read as follows: 

"The initial members of the Organization shall 
be the signatories of the Charter whose ratification 
has become effective in accordance with Chapter , 
Article • 

"Membership of the Organization is open to all 
peace-loving states which, in the judgment of the 
Organization, are able and ready to accept and carry 
out the obligations contained in the Charter. 

he Organization may at any time suspend from the 
exercise of the rights or privileges of membership 
any member of the Organization 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 down in Chapter ll. 

II para ••• 

The terms of reference of Committee I/2 included the 

following subjects: membership in the Organization of the 

nations participating in the Conference, admission of new 

members, withdrawal, suspension, and expulsion of members. 

Membership and Admission of New Members. 

Chapter III of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals read as 

follows: 

11 1. Membership of the Organization should be 
open to all peace-loving states." 

The Sponsoring Powers had offered no amendments to 

Chapter III on membership, while the following governments 

participating in the Conference placed proposals and comments 

before the Committee: Australia, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, • 
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Costa Rica, Ecuador, Egypt, France, Guatemala, Honduras, 

Mexi co, Netherlands, Norway, Philippine Commonwealth, 

Uruguay and Venezuela. 

In preparing its recommendations on Chapter III, the 

Committee had to consider two basic problems: (1) relation­

ship of membership to the principles and obligations stated 

in the Charter; and (2) limitations within which the 

Organization should exercise discretion in the admission 

of new members. The di scussion on these problems centered about 

the adequacy and elasti city of the formula for membership. It 

was the unanimous opinion of the Committee that unqualified 

adherence to the Principles and assumption of obligations 

were essential to membership in the Organization. 

Exponents of the vi ew that the Charter should not un­

duly restrict the Organization in deciding on applicatiomfor 

admission argued that the Organization itself would be best 

qualified to judge the fitness of applicants for membership. 

Those in favor of mentioning in the Charter particular 

standards for membership concerning forms and policies of 

governments stressed the neea for the members already par­

ticipating to be assured that new members would be able and 

ready to meet their obligations under the Charter and would 

not pursue policies contrary to the principles of the Organi­

sation. It was the sense of the Committee that the 

Organi zation should be empowered to admit new members within 

limits indicated by the term "peace-loving" and permitting 

the Organization wide discretion to judge the fitness of 
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applicants to carry out their obligations under the 

Charter. 

In the second paragraph the expression "all the peace­

loving states", generally judged insufficient, was retained, 

but defined. The expression was far from being inadequate, 

it reflected very well the ideal which had animated the 
I 

founders of the Charter and it even indicated the tendency 

towards universality. 

But it was not enough to declare that a State was a 

peace-loving State. What nation had ever proclaimed contrary 

sentiments? It was necessary also to prove two things: 

that one would be ready to accept and fulfil the obligations 

of the Charter, and furthermore that one would be in a 

position to accept and fulfil them. 

That is to say clearly that the admission of a new 

member would be subject to examination. But the Committee 

did not believe it necessary to enumerate what factors would 

be considered in that examination. Sight was not lost of 

the difficulties which must be taken into account in judging 

the political institutions of states and it was feared that 

the mention of an examination of this nature in the Charter 

might conflict with the principle of non-intervention or, if 

one prefers to call it, the principle of non-interference. 

This was not to imply, however, that 1n reaching a decision 

on the possibility of admitting a new member, considerations 

of every kind could not be entertained. 
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At this point, we would like to refer to a French amend­

ment concerning neutrality. The French Delegate had declared 

that neutrality was inconsistent with membership. 

This would be what paragraph 2 in question implied, 
¼e..,e_ 

since a neutral state, if it~ consistent, would not be able 

to fulfil certain of the most important obligations of the 

Charter , .particularly that of giving aid to repel or punish 
· ~L e.,...,, ....... i.,,i.r-s- ~ 4 , 1, ,,. 11'<!fe;i..,t.. ~{ ... tr &Ji,.,.,._ ..:... c~'-r'" Jr' . ..f .1-,.,...t:" 

an aggressor. « ,..,.,.f, ... ..r "' • - .,1- • , a......r • s.-r k }-" o.u... •• 1 ._._ 
,-,- ~.""' ... ) 

It was pointed out to the Committee that Chapter III of 

the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals referred to membership of states. 

, This reference, it was explained, might exclude from member­

ship those nations participating in the Conference which had 

not yet achieved full statehood. The Committee felt that all 

nations participating in this Conference should be included 

as initial members of the Organization. 

Paragraph 1 of the proposed text of Chapter III, it seemed 

to us, should calm the apprehension of certain nations which 

participated in our work but which were not precisely States , 

but it should be noted that in the second paragraph mention of 

the word "State" did not satisfy those which foresaw ·the 

future incorporation of other communities. 

With respect to the distinction between original and 

subsequent members, the Committee desired to prevent any 

stigma arising out of this unavoidable distinction . However, 

in order to indicate that the nations participating in the 

Conference would be signatories to the Charter and that new 

members would subscribe to the principles and obligations 
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of the Organization by a different method, it was agreed 

that paragraph 1 of the proposed Chapter III would include 

the word "initial" and would read as follows: 

"The initial members of the Organization 
shall be the signatories of the Charter whose 
ratification has become effective in accordance 
with Chapter , Article ." 

To conclude our comments on Chapter III, we should say 

that i ts provisions had become more flexible. They expressed 

more clearly than in the original text of Dumbarton Oaks the 

desire of the nations here assembled, and they closed the 

door to doubtful interpretations of the expression 11 peace­

loving nations" which, as had been so well stated by the 

distinguished Delegate from Uruguay, possessed no juridical 

sense. 

Withdrawal, Expulsion and Suspension. 

The problems of withdrawal, expulsion and suspension 

led to the examination of the following questions: 

1. Whether a member state can become a non-member, 

either by voluntary or imposed action. 

2. Whether the concept of suspension can be adequately 

applied to serve the purposes intended to result 

from expulsion. 

With regard to provision for withdrawal, it was argued 

that this concept would not only impair eventual universal 

membership but would also give recalcitrant members the 

opportunity both to menace the Organization with threats to 
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withdraw and to avoid obligations by leaving the Organization . 

Furthermore, if a provision for withdrawal were included in 

the Charter, the act of withdrawal by any state would in­

dicate either that the state intended to act in contravention 

to the principles of the Organization, or that the state 

felt that the Organization was not fulfilling the purpose 

for which it was created. Prohibition against withdrawal 

would make it necessary to provide for sanctions against 

members which attempted to withdraw, and such a provision in 

the Charter would render it difficult for practical reasons 

to secure acceptance of the Charter by national parliaments. 

The omission of any reference to withdrawal in the 

Dumbarton Oaks Proposal was recognized as deliberate on 

the part of the sponsoring governments . Some delegates 

cited the omission as evidence that the sponsoring govern­

ments opposed a provision for withdrawal, while others in­

terpreted the purpose of this omission to be-to permit the 

Organization to consider in the light of circumstances then 

existing any case of proposed withdrawal which might arise. 

The subcommittee reported to the Committee on May 23, 

that no reference to withdrawal should be inserted in the 

Charter. The views of the subcommittee, in which the Com­

mittee concurred, were cont ained in the following statement: 

"The Commission adopts the opinion of the invit­
ing powers that the faculty of withdrawal of the 
members should neither be provided for nor re­
gulated. Should the Organization fulfil its 
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functions in the spirit of the Charter, it would 
be inadmissible that its authority could be 
weakened by some members deserting the ideal 
which inspired them when they signed the Charter, 
or even mocked by aggressor or would-be aggressor 
states. · 

"It is oov1oue, however, that withdrawal or some 
other form of dissolution of the Organization 
would become inevitable if, deceiving the hopes 
of humanity, the Organization was revealed to be 
unable to maintain peace or could do so only at 
the expense of law and justice. On account of 
this risk, inherent to all human enterprises, the 
Committee abstains from inserting in the Charter 
a formal clause forbidding withdrawals. 11 

The question of expulsion arid suspension evoked and ex­

tended exchange of views. A special subcommittee first 

studied the question of expulsion and suspension. On May 

25, the subcommittee recommended that reference to expul­

sion be omitted from the Charter. The subcommittee also 

recommended that, if Committee I/2 sustained the view of 

the majority of the subcommittee on expulsion, then the 

Committee should change the draft of paragraph 3, Section B, 

Chapter V of the Dwnbarton Oaks Proposals concerning suspen-

sion and expulsion, which read: 

11 3. The General Assembly should, upon 
,recommendation of the Security Council, be em­
powered to suspend from the exercise of any 
rights or privileges of membership any member 
of the Organization against which preventive or 
enforcement action shall have been taken by the 
Security Council. The exercise of the rights 
and privileges thus suspended may be restored by 
decision of the Security Council. The General 
Assembly should be empowered, upon recommendation 
of the Security Council, to expel from the 
Organization any member of the Organization which 
persistently violates the principles contained in 
the Charter. 11 _ 
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to read as f ollows: 

11 The Organization may at any time suspend from 
the exercise of the rights or privileges of 
membership any member of the Organization 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 privi l eges may be restored in accordance 
with the procedure laid down in Chapter ••• para ••• " 

Ttii s concept of suspension was considered sufficiently 

flexible to achieve the purposes that might be accomplished 

by expulsion . It was affirmed that suspension, which was 

tantamount to temporary expulsion, would avoid the undesir­

able features of expuls ion . 

When the matter was brought before the whole Committee , 

the supporters of expulsion maintained that peace and 

security, not universality, was the primary aim of t he Organiza­

tion; expulsion would only apply to virtually incorrigible 

member states which persistently or gravely violated the 

principles of the Charter; with regard to such states,it was 

necessary to make absolutely clear what attitude the Organiza­

tion would assume towards them; retention of membership under 

suspension might inhibit the Organization from acting 

drastically enough against such states; absence of the power 

of expulsion might allow a member state to act in collusion 

with a non-member state in obstructing the Organization and 

its purposes; the 0't'genizat1on would be capable of applying 

expulsion judiciously; expulsion would not release the 

expelled state from the obl igations specified for non-members ; 

and expelled states might be readmitted to the Organization . 
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Those in favor of omitting any reference to expulsion 

from the Charter contended that expulsion would be in­

consistent with the concept of universality, which as sumes 

the eventual membership in the Organization of all states; 

would release a member from its obligations under the Charter; 

would place the expelled state beyond law and therefore 

require member states to take acts of war, instead of police 

action, against that state; might endanger the Organization 

more than the state concerned; would provide a nucleus of 

opposition to the Organization, around which other dissatisfied 

would collect; would cause member states to break diplomatic 

' and other relations with the expelled state; would obstruct 

reconciliation between the Organization and any expelled 

state; and might prove less drastic in effect than suspension • 

.Among the numerous arguments which had been presented in 

favor of omitting reference in the Charter to expulsion the 

o~e which appe~red to have had the most weight was that 

suspension, as provided in the Charter, could produce all the 

effects of expulsion and would not release the penalized state 

from its obligation, as expulsion would . 

The subcommittee, in discussing suspension, had felt 

that a Norwegian amendment providing for the suspension of 

rights and privileges of members failing to pay their 

financial contributions was too severe and preferred the 

Netherlands amendment. On this matter the Norwegian delegate 

stated his willingness to withdraw the Norwegian amendment if 
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the Netherlands amendment were brought officially to the 

attention of the competent technical committee of the 

Conference. 

At the meeting on May 25, when the question of including 

a provision for expulsion in the Charter was presented, 

Committee I/2 did not sustain the provision because it did not 

receive the required support of a two-thirds majority of 

delegates present and voting. 

The Committee then voted on the proposed revision of 

paragraph 3, Section B, Chapter V concerning suspension, as 

cited above, subject to an understanding that if the right 

of expulsion should be reintroduced then . this paragraph would 

be reconsidered. This proposal was almost unanimously adopted 

by the Committee. 

Paragraph 3 of the proposed Chapter III was transposed 

from Chapter V after the amendments had been added. 

At the outset, a statement of procedure has been avoided: 

the words 11 the General Assembly shall, upon recommendation of 

the Security Council, have power to suspend**" were pepU:.aded 

by the words "the Organization shall at any moment have power 

to suspend**" 

Then as said before it was considered useful principally 

because of the cancellation of the expulsion clause to add the 

words "or which have violated the principles of the Charter 

in a serious and persistent manner" . The above would con­

stitute a more forceful wording of the text on suspension and 

would need no further comment. 

-10-



The restoration of rights and privileges was left to 

the consideration of another Commission : 

The following countries had submitted amendments to 

paragraph 3, Section B, Chapter V: Australia, Belgium, 

Brazil, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Honduras, Mexico, 

Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Uruguay, and Venezuela. 

These amendments were fully considered during the discussion 

of expulsion and suspension by our subcommittee and Committee. 

Such, Gentlemen, is the report that we have the honor 

of submitting to your consideration. We have done our best 

to bring out in our report the different arguments presented 

by the distinguished delegates who have expressed the points 

of view of their countries regarding the matters under dis­

cussion. We are ready to recognize that we may not have been 

able in every case to take into full account the views 

expressed; also we beg our colleagues, whose ideas have not 

been translated with the completeness that they might desire, 

to recall that it is always possible to submit a written 

meillDrandum which, attached to our report, we will transmit to 

the Commission with the greatest speed. 

-11-



' 
(1) .. ,".0111• 

"'u.i~~l(lllllt ~ ~ cJ It) 

-I/ 





-4-



~ I 

. l 
I 

l 

I ' 

., 



. 1 



, 

t 



7 :~1 
.._Q,1L.Ull , 



I 

• 





--

I 

• 

. . 





vileges 





• 



.. 

vileges 







iivileges 





f 

In the statement which we have Just read, we have en­

deavored to reveal the different tendencies ~anlf~sted in 

the course of the discussions which have taken place either 

in this Committee or in the Sub-Committee. 

We believe that it would be useful to add several 

words of explanation : 

We consider Chapter III amended. It henceforth 

contains three paragraphs. 

The incorporation or the first paragraph ls a 

result or the tear that participation in the Organization 

by the signatories who have ratified the Charter might be 

recognized as being beyond discussion. 

1. 

Thia provieion, it seems to us, will calm the apprehen­

sion of certain nations which participate in our work and 

which are not precisely States, but it will be neted that 

in the second paragraph mention of the word 11 State 11 does 

not satisfy those which foresee the future incorporation of 

other communities. 

In the second paragraph the expression •all the peace­

loving states", generally Judged insuft1c1ent, has been re­

tained. The expression ls far from being inadequate, it 
very well · 

reflects/\ the ideal which animates W- the founders of the 

Charter and it even i ndicates the tendency towards 

universality. 
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But it 11 not enough to declare that a State 1• a peaee­

loving State. What nation has ever proclaimed contrary sentiment,, 

It is necessary also to prove two things: that one is ready to 

aeeept an4 fulfil the obligations ot the Charter, and furthermore 

that one 11 in a position to accept and fulfil them. 

That 1a to •ar clearly that the adlll1sa1on of a new member 

will be subJeot to examination. But the Committee ha• not 

believed it necessary to ennumerate what tactora will be consi­

dered in that examination. Sight has not been lost of the 

dift1cult1ea which must be taken into account in Judging the 

political institutions ot states and it 1a teared that an 

examination ot this nature might involve an attack against the 

principle of non-intervention or, 1t one prefers to call it, 

the principle ot non-interference. This does not 1mpty, 

however, that in x••tx reaching a decision on the possibility ot 

admitting a new member, eons1derat1ons of every kind can not be 

entertained. 

At this point, we would like to refer to a French amendment 

concerning neutrality. The French Delegate declared that 

neutrality was 1ncons1steziCwith mem~ership. 

Thie is what paragraph 2 in question implie•, since a neutral 

state, it it is consistent, will not be able to fult11 certain 

of the most important obligations ot the Charter, particularly 

that or giving aid to repel or puniah an aggressor. 

To conclude our comments on Chapter II, we shall say that 

these provisions become more flexible. They express more 
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clearly than in the original text ot Dumbarton Oaks the desire 

ot the nations here assembled, and they elose the door to doubt­

ful interpretations ot the expression •peace-loving nations• 

which, as has been ao well stated by the distinguished Delegate 

trom Uruguay, has no Juridical sense. 

On the question ot withdrawal which we have dealt with 

previously, we shall limit ourselves to adding that, in our 

opinion, the interpretation ot the Subcommittee accepted by the 

OollDlittee does not have a det1nite solution to the divergent 

views which can arise on that point. That interpretation does 

not have any Juridical weight and can never serve except to 

support an argument, the queation not havi ng been settled by the 

wording ot the Charter. It will be recalled that in the 

discussions which have taken place in this Committee, two 

entirely contradictory interpretations have been given of the 

failure to mention withdrawal: one interpretation waa that the 

omission implied the possibility ot withdrawal, and the other 

was that the oa1aa1on 1mpl1ed that withdrawal was out ot the 

question. 

Paragraph 3 is the text ot Chapter V which bas been transposed 

to Chapter III after having been amended. 

At the outset, a statement ot procedure has been avoided: 

the words •the General Assembly shall, upon recommendation ot the 

Security Council, have power to suspend* • 1 have been replaced 

by the word• 1 the Organization shall at any moment have power 

to suspend**• 
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Then,1t has been considered useful to add the words •or 

which have violated the principles ot the Oh6lter 1n a serious 

and persistent manner". The above constitutes a more precise 

wording of the text and needs no further comment. 

As for xn suspension,the ~~--~~ of rights and privileges 

has been left to the consideration ot another commission. --
Finally, · one question which has been vigorously debated 

ls that of expuls~on. As has been seen, mention of expulsion 

has been volunlarily om1ttec1,;. and among the numerous arguments 

which have been presented in favor of that omission the ome 

which appea•• to have had the most weight has been that 

suspension, as provided in the CharterJcould produce all the 

effects of expulsion and would not release the penalized 

state from 4ts 6bl1gations, as expulsion would. 

Such, Gentlemen, is the report that we have the honor of 

submitting to your consideration. We have done our best to bring 

out in our report the different arguments presented by the distin­

guished delegates who have expressed the points of view of their 

countries regarding the matters under discussion. We are ready 

to recognize that we may not have been able in every case to take 

into account the views expresse•; also we beg Gur co~leagues, 

whose ideas have not been translated with the complete 

accuracy tka~ they would have the right to expect, to recall 

that it 1s always possible to submit a written memorandum...; which, 

attached to our report, we will transmit to the Commission 

with the greatest speed. 
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REPORT OF RAPPORTEUR OF COMMITTEE I/2 ON CHAPTER III 

In the statement which we have just read, we have endeav­
ored to reveal the different tendencies manifested in the course 
of the discussions which have taken place either in this Com-
mittee or in the Sub-Committee. ' 

We believe that it would be useful to add several words 
of explanation: 

We consider Chapter III amended. It henceforth contains 
three paragraphs. 

The incorporation of the first paragraph is a result of 
the fear that participation in the Organization by the signa­
tories who have ratified the Charter might be recognized as 
being beyond discussion. 

This provision, it seems to us, will calm the apprehension 
of certain nations which participate in our work and which are 
not precisely States, but it will be noted that in the second 
paragraph mention of the word "State" does not satisfy those 
which foresee the future incorporation of other communities. 

In the second paragraph the expression "all the peace­
loving states", generally judged insufficient, has been re­
tained. The expression is far from being inadequate; it re­
flects very well the ideal which animates the founders of the 
Charter and it even indicates the tendency towards universality. 

But it is not enough to declare that a State is a peace­
loving State. 'What nation has ever proclaimed contrary senti­
ments? It is necessary also to prove two things: that one is 
ready -to accept and fulfil the obligations of the Charter, and 
furthermore that one is in a position to accept and fulfil them. 

That is to say clearly that the admission of a new member 
will be subject to examination. But the Committee has not be­
lieved it necessary to ennumerate what factors will be consi­
dered in that examination. Sight has not been lost of the dif­
ficulties which must be taken into account in judging the poli­
tical institutions of states and it is feared that an examination 
of this nature might involve an attack against the principle of 
non-intervention or, if one prefers to call it, the principle of 
non-interference. This does not imply, however, that in reaching 
a decision on the possibility of admitting a new member, consi­
derations of every kind cannot be entertained. 

At this point, we would like to refer to a French amendment 
concerning neutrality. The French Delegate declared that neu­
trality was inconsistent with membership. 
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This is what paragraph 2 in question implies, since a neu­
tral state, it it is consistent, will not be able to fulfil 
certain of the most important obligations ot the Charter, par­
ticularly that of giving aid to repel or puniah an aggressor. 

To conclude our comments on ·chapternI, we shall say that 
these provisions become more flexible. They express more clearly 
than in the original text of Dumbarton Oaks the desire ot the 
nations here assembled, and they close the door to doubtful 
interpretations of the expression npeace-loving nations" which, 
as has been so well stated by the distinguished Delegate from 
Uruguay, has no juridical sense. _ 

~'~" On the question ot withdrawal which we have dealt~ 
previously, we shall limit ourselves to adding that, in our 
opinion, the interpretation ot the Subcommittee accepted by 
the Committee does not have a definite solution to the diver­
gent views which can arise on that point. That interpretation 
does not have any juridical weight and can never serve except 
to support an argument, the question not having been settled 
by the wording of the Charter. It will be recalled that in 
the discussions which have taken place in this Committee, two 
entirely contradictory interpretations have been given ot the 
failure to mention withdrawal: one interpretation was that 
the omission implied the possibility ot withdrawal, and the 
other was that the omission implied· that withdrawal was out 
ot the question. 

Paragraph 3 is the text ot Chapter V which has been trans­
posed to Chapter III after having been amended. 

At the outset, a statement of procedure has been avoided: 
the words "the General Assembly shall, upon recommendation of 
the Security Council have power to suspend**" have been re~ 
placed by the words ~the Organization shall at -any moment have 
power to suspend**" 

Then, it has been considered useful to add the words "or 
which· have violated the principles of the Charter in a serious 
and persistent manner". The above constitutes a more precise 
wording of the text and needs no further comment. 

As for suspension, the restoration of rights and pI?l:vileges 
has been left to the consideration ot another Commission . 

Finally, one question which has been vigorously debated 
is that of expulsion. As has been seen, mention of expulsion 
has been voluntarily omitted, and among the numerous arguments 
which have been presented in favor of that omission the one 
which appears to have had the most weight has been that 
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suspension, as provided in the Charter, could produce all the 
effects of expulsion and would not release the penalized state 
from its obligations, as expulsion would. 

Such, Gentlemen, is the repor~ that we have the honor of 
submitting to your consideration. Ve have done our best to 
bring out in our report the different arguments presented by 
the distinguished delegates who have expressed the points of 
view of their countries regarding the matters under discussion. 
We are ready to recognize that we may not have been able in 
every case to take into account the views expressed; also we 
beg our colleagues, whose ideas have not been translat_ed with 
the complete accuracy that they would have the right to expect, 
to recall that it is always possible to submit a written memor­
andum which, attached to our report, we will transmit to the 
Commission with the greatest speed. 
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IN EPTtO!h page 9 (English text) •• marked (bottom o! pa e) 

Th follow ·g oountriee had au ttt-4 amendme11t1 to 

paragraph 3, aeotion B, Chapter Vs AustrtLlia, Belg1Wll, 

Brasil, 0 1n1oan Republic , Eouador, Egpt, Honduraa, 
/ 

Mex1oo, J therl nda, lew Zee.land, Norway, Urugu~, and 

V ne1uela. Thea• ame11 ent1 nre fully considered~• d~r ing 

the di1ou111 of e:xpul1io and au1p naion by our aub-oo 1tte• 

and Co 1 tt••• 


