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The ChAIPMAM 	Chnt, if he heard no objection, he would take it that 

the Committee ugreed to the 1rog7ednre he had suggested. 
It was so decided. 

Mr •  BERMS (Canada) paid a tribute to the initiative of the President of _ 
Mexico in proposing the Charter or Economic Rights and Duties of States, and to 
the efforts of the Mexican representatives. The fact that the Working Group had 
been able to achieve agreement on so many of the issues facing it was a great 
accopipl.ishment, and the fact that it had not reached complete agreement was an 
indication of the sensitivity of certain issues. 

The Canadian Government firmly supported the basic objective of the Charter, 

,neusly th à formulation of principles to enable the international community to 

eatablieh and maintain an equitable distribution Of the worles wealth. 

,Ccnada approached article 2 of the Charter from the viewpoint of a country 

which had investm2nts abroad but itself received a far larger amuit'of investment 

frcr4 ovarec,as.› However, the text of the article raised several difficulties. 

The United Nations had for a number of yeare asserted the permanent 

uovorciGaty of States over their natural resources, but paragraph 1 of article 2 

asserted the parm=ent sovereignty of every State not only over its natural 

reaourcca but over its wealth and economic activities, without re::triction of the 

territorial Lpplication of those concepts. The paragraph  vas  thus open to the 

interprc.tation that if a State chose to transfer a portion of its wealth abroad, 

ûor excle by investing in other countries, it retained full permanent 

covorcicnty ovz)r that wealth. He doubted whether many countries, including his 

own, would accept investment on such terMs. Mbreover, the unqualified references 

he had cited contradicted later provisions of article 2 which asserted the 

priLz.ry jurisdiction of the hoet State in matters of foreign investment. 

Paragraph 2 (a) of article 2 asserted in its original version that no State 

should dawand privileged treatment for its nationals who invested in a foreign 

country; the problem wa8 what constituted privileged treatment. His Government 

did not think.that Canadian investors should occupy' a privileged position in the 

economies of the countries in which they invested, but it did maintain that when a 

host State applied measure:, mainst fortin investment it should not discriminate 

aguinst, Canadian foreign investment, und the measures which it applied should be in 
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