A/C.2/SRAGLY
~English '
Puge 17
(Mr. Berlis Canuda)

v AJ Lhough chapter 1 of the Cherter velvrred to the fulfilment of international
oblirotions, the application of the!. principle to article 2 in general was seriously
impaired by the unqualified reltrénce in pdrugraph 2 (c) to the domestic law of the
nationalizing State. The new paragruph 3 proposed for article 2 (A/C.2/L.1Lk04) hed

merely sought Lo establish that the rule of law would apply among States in resp°ct

. of rore1gn investment.. That was important hecause, if an equitable distribution of

the world's wealth was to be achieved, an investment flow of private capital from

developed to developing countries would be required, and such movement would take

fplace only in conditions which j'rovided at least a degree of security. His

~delegation therefore felt that article 2 as adopted would conétitute an obstacle to

developing countries seeking to attract the funds required for their development,
and was qulte unable to support the article. '
W1th regerd to article b, he understood the desire of nations to schieve stable
. W
and remunerative export earnings; however, Canada as & major exporter and importer

of mnny"commodities felt that, where internuational ection was required to solve

compodity problems, it should be directly devised end imp;umented by exporters cod.
'importcr‘ '

Artlole 6 npprox1matcly reflected the Canadian p051t10n that exporting natlons

had a responsibility to promote the flow of commercial goods, and importing nations

to focilitete access of goods, including processed and fabricated prciucts.

He had voted for article 12 since Canada had long been a staunch supporter of
disarnument mecsures, though at the present stage of the discussion of a possxble

_link betvsen dissrmement and development financing, his Government continued to

question the validity of the concept that development funds might bYe automatlcally
Goneruted by dicenaanent.

Hie delegetion wvas in sympathy with the aim of art)cle 16 but had abstained in
the vote on it in view of its reservations regardlng the obligations which it
wouit npose on all States to-ekténd assistance to the countries, territories und
peoples mentiocned. Moreover, parugraph 2.of the article was capable of far too
broed an interprctution, particularly when the important question of the soverelgnty
of States which were host countries to forcign investments was considered.

His delugation hud ab“tnjncd on article 19; while it agrecd that generulized
prufergntlul treatment to developing countries mlght be technically fea81ble, the

extension of preferences in some fields wight not be appropriate.
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