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1ng_gyn1yygﬂ anidd that, if he heurd no uhlegt1on, he would take it that

the Committee ugreed to the proccedure he had sugpesto
It wus 50 decided.
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Mr. BERLIS (Canada) jaid & tribute to the initiative of the President of
Mexico in proposing the Charter of Econoumie Rights and Duties of States, and to

the efforts of the Mexican representatives. The fact that the Working Group had

__been sble to achieve agrcement on so many of the issues facing it was a great

accomplishinent, and the fact thut it had unot reached complete agreement was an
indication of the sensitivity of certain issues.

The Canadian Government fnrmly supported the basic obJectlve of the Charter,
numoly tha formulation of pr1ng1p1es to ¢nuble the international communlty to
eatcblluh and meintain an equitable distribution of the world's wealth.

.Cenuda approuched article 2 of the Charter from the v1ewp01nt of a country
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‘which had investments abroad but itself received a far larger amount of investment

fraa ovsreen .' Hovever, the text of the article raised several difficulties.

The United Naotions had for a number of years asserted the permanent

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

cuserteG the parmunent sovereignty uf_every'State not only over its natural
resourcs3d but over its wealth and economic‘activities, without re:triction of the
territoriel evplication of those éoncepts. The paragraph was thus open to the
interprciation that if a State chose to transfer a portion of its wealth abroad,

- for exaiple by investing in other countries, it retained full permanent
: coveveivnty ovsr that wealth. He doubted whether many countrlus, 1nc1ud1ng his

own, would accept investmnent on such terms. Moreover, the unqualified references

hée had cited contredicted later provisions of article 2 which asserted the
prinary jurisdiction of the host State in matters of foreign investment,

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

,ﬂhould deiwand privileged treatment for its nationals who invested in & foreign

country; the problem waB what constituted pr1v11eged treatment. His Government

'did not think. that Canad1an investors should occupy a privileged position in the

economies of the countries in which they xnvested but it did maintain that when a
host Stute applied measures nguxnst forcimn investment it should not discriminate

aguinst Canadiun foreipn investment, und tie measures which it applied should be in
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