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GC(XI I I ) /COM.2 /OR.50 

REVIEW O F ARTICLE VI O F THE STATUTE 
( G C ( X I I I ) / 4 0 8 , 4 1 5 ; G C ( X I I I ) / C O M . 2 / 4 3 , 4 5 ) 
(continued) 

1. Mr. ASANTE (Ghana) , having noted that 
several delegates had not been sure that they had 
clearly understood the position adopted by Ghana 
with respect to the draft resolution submitted by the 
United States ( G C ( X I I I ) / C O M . 2 / 4 3 ) , stated that 
his delegation supported that draft resolution. 

2. Mr. HILL (Jamaica) said that the revision 
of Article VI was essentially a political question. 
The aim of that revision was clear: it was to enable 
the developing countries to participate more actively 
in die work of the Board of Governors. Reviewing 
the various documents before the Committee, he 
pointed out that none of the three operative para
graphs of the United States draft resolution indicated 
explicidy that the Ad Hoc Committee of the Whole 
to Review Article VI of the Statute would continue 
its work, but he thought that that was perhaps 
implicit in paragraph 1,which commended theBoard's 
intention to continue die study of the matter. The 
United States draft resolution had been the subject 
of four amendments. 

3. The amendment proposed by Nigeria 
( G C ( X I I I ) / C O M . 2 / 4 5 ) provided that the draft 
amendment to be presented to the General Conference 
at its fourteenth regular session would also be 
adopted by it at that session, but the Conference 
would by no means be obliged to do so. The 
amendment presented by the Congo1) proposed the 
deletion of the words "to make every effort" in 
paragraph 3 of the United States draft resolution. 
That proposal was not very important, however, 
since it was obvious that the Board would in any 
case act along the lines proposed in the United 
States draft resolution. The amendment proposed 
by the Philippines2 ' added nothing of substance to 
the United States draft resolution. The amendment 
proposed by Spain}) ( G C ( X I I I ) / C O M . 2 / 4 8 ) did 
nothing to make the United States text binding 
from the legal point of view; as to substance, there 
was no difference between that amendment and 
the United States draft resolution. 

4. Accordingly, the only amendment which added 
anything constructive was that proposed by Nigeria. 
The indication of the fact that a draft amendment 
of the Statute could be adopted by the Conference 
at its fourteenth regular session would emphasize 
the urgency of the question. His delegation would 
see no objection to the Committee adopting the 
United States draft resolution as amended by Nigeria. 

1) Subsequently issued asdocumentGC(XIII)/COM.2/46. 

2) Subsequently issued asdocuraentGC(XIII)/COM.2/47. 

3) Subsequently issued asdocumentGC(XIII)/COM.2/48. 

5. He wished to point out that, since it was 
sometimes difficult for certain countries to be re
presented in Vienna, it would be desirable for the 
Ad Hoc Committee of the Whole to meet in Geneva. 

6. Mr. PRADO (Brazil) said that the Brazilian 
Government, which was concerned that a draft amend
ment supported by a large majority should be 
adopted, was studying with interest the text recendy 
submitted to the Ad Hoc Committee by the Italian 
Government4). His delegation was not in favour 
of the amendment proposed by the Congolese de
legation. It was obvious that the question should 
be settled as quickly as possible, but the fact that 
it had been under review since 1965 was sufficient 
to prove its complexity. There was every reason to 
hope that the Board would succeed in preparing 
a draft amendment within the next few months, 
but it would be unwise to set a date at present 
for ending the study that had been undertaken. 
For those reasons, his delegation supported the 
United States draft resolution, which had the ad
vantage of enabling detailed study of the question 
to be continued. 

7. Mr. TACHIBANA (Japan) expressed the 
opinion that, as far as substance was concerned, the 
amendments proposed hardly differed from the United 
States draft resolution. The great majority of Member 
States recognized the need to amend Article VI 
and to submit a draft amendment for that purpose 
to die General Conference at its next session. That 
was, for all practical purposes, a matter of tacit 
agreement which it should not even be necessary 
to include in a resolution. In any event, his delega
tion supported the United States draft resolution. 

8. Mr. SMYTH (United States of America) in
formed the delegate of Jamaica that it was, in fact, 
implied in operative paragraph 1 of the United 
States draft resolution that the Ad Hoc Committee 
would resume its work as soon as possible. It was 
clear from the present discussion that the vast ma
jority of Member States wanted a draft amendment of 
the Statute to be considered and adopted by the 
General Conference at its fourteenth session. The 
purpose of all the amendments which had been 
proposed to the United States draft resolution had 
been to emphasize the note of urgency already 
implicit in it. It was therefore a question of drafting. 
His delegation believed diat its own text was the one 
which most satisfactorily reflected general opinion. 
I t therefore urged Member States which had submitted 
amendments to consent to withdraw them, on the 
understanding that they would be reported in the 
records of the Committee. 

9. Mr. SIAZON (Philippines) withdrew the 
amendment proposed by his delegation. 

4) GOV/COM.20/10. 
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10. Mr. PEIRIS (Ceylon) said he had intended to 
speak but would abstain since the delegates of the 
United States and the Philippines had already ex
pressed views which accorded perfectly with his own. 

11 . Mr. McADAM CLARK (United Kingdom) 
said he fully agreed with the statement made by 
the delegate of the United States. His delegation 
found the United States draft resolution entirely 
satisfactory as it very clearly pointed out the need 
to make every effort to prepare a draft amendment 
in time for the fourteenth session of the Conference. 

12. Mr. ARKADIEV (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said he had been very favourably impressed 
by the analysis of the amendments to the United 
States draft resolution made by the delegate 
of Jamaica. To prejudge at present the decisions 
to be taken at the next General Conference would 
be quite illogical and, moreover, from the legal 
point of view, would amount to an infringement 
of the freedom of action of the Conference. The 
United States draft resolution had the merit of in
dicating the course which should be followed, and 
it was supported by his delegation. 

13. Mr. BEATTIE (Canada) pointed out that all 
delegations were in agreement that the Ad Hoc 
Committee and the Board should complete their 
work before the next General Conference. There 
were really no significant differences between the 
various texts submitted, and the best procedure 
would undoubtedly be to accept that of the United 
States as it very satisfactorily reflected the wishes 
of all delegatios. 

14. Mr. MAJCHER (Poland) said that his delega
tion, in a spirit of conciliation, would comply with 
the request of the United States delegation. He 
hoped that the various amendments would be with
drawn and that their sponsors would support the 
United States draft resolution. 

15. Mr. NEJEDLY (Czechoslovakia) said he was 
in favour of the original text of the United States 
draft resolution. His delegation hoped that resolu
tion would be adopted widiout a vote having to 
be taken. 

16. Mr. U N GERER (Federal Republic of Germany) 
expressed the view that the essential point was that 
the text adopted should accurately reflect the general 
opinion of the Committee, irrespective of the wording 
employed. From that point of view the United 
States draft resolution was wholly satisfactory. 

17. Mr. BEECROFT (Nigeria) said that his delega
tion's intention in proposing its amendment had been 
to meet the wishes of delegations which had con
sidered that paragraph 3 of the United States draft 
resolution was not precise enough. It seemed pre

ferable to indicate clearly that die final decision 
should be taken at the next session of the General 
Conference. However, if the Committee was really 
in agreement on that matter it would be sufficient 
if that were noted in the report, and on that under
standing his delegation would agree to withdraw 
its amendment. 

18. Mr. D U M O N T (France) said he sympathized 
with die concern shown by some delegations. 
However, as it had already stated during the general 
debate, his delegation hoped that the matter of the 
Board's composition could be resolved during the 
months to come5). It would support the United 
States text which, in its view, contained nothing 
counter to the wishes of the majority of delegations 
present. 

19. Mr. DUCCI (Italy) said his delegation would 
go along with the appeal made by the United 
States delegation for approval of the original text 
of the United States draft resolution, aldiough some
what unenthusiastically, since it would have preferred 
a text which spelt out more clearly die ideas ex
pressed by the majority of delegations during die 
discussions of the Committee. The Italian delegation 
did not want to adopt a rigid position but it should 
not be forgotten, however, that the majority of 
delegations had urged that the Ad Hoc Committee 
and the Board should submit a draft amendment in 
time for it to be considered and adopted by the 
General Conference at its fourteenth regular session. 
He noted with interest that all delegations had said 
they would do dieir utmost to attain diat objective. 

20. Mr. BUXO-DULCE (Spain) said he under
stood that the Ad Hoc Committee was still 
in existence and would continue its work on the 
review of Article VI of the Statute. He was not 
wholly convinced by the arguments presented to die 
Committee: it seemed to him that there was a contra
diction between saying, on the one hand, that a 
decision would be taken in 1970 and, on the other, 
that it would be difficult to predict exactly in advance 
what the Conference would do the following year. 
Nevertheless, and as a conciliatory gesture, his delega
tion would withdraw its amendment and accept the 
United States proposal, which seemed to reflect 
the wishes of the majority of delegations. 

21 . Mr. ALEGRIA (Argentina) said that while 
it was necessary to amend Article VI of the Statute, 
it was difficult to take a swift decision; it would 
dierefore be advisable to consider what procedure 
should be adopted to obtain the desired result. His 
delegation supported the United States draft resolu
tion as it indicated in a reasonable form how the 
study of the matter should be continued. 

5) GC(XIII)/OR.129, para.67. 
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22. Mr. MALU( Democratic Republic of the Congo) 
noted that all delegations had indicated their agree
ment with the essential point, namely, the necessity 
of placing before the General Conference at its four
teenth session a concrete draft amendment of 
Article VI. The Congolese delegation had submitted 
an amendment solely in order to do something 
constructive and to give expression to that point, 
which, in its opinion, was not made sufficiendy 
clear in the United States draft resolution. It had 
been stated that the point in question would be 
noted in the Committee's records: that was true 
but the effect would not be the same as if it had 
been expressed in a resolution. His delegation was 
not yet convinced that at its fourteenth session the 
General Conference would have on its agenda a 
draft amendment to Article VI but, as it did not 
wish to prolong the discussion, it would withdraw 
its amendment. 

23. Mr. DUCCI (Italy) said he though that not 
only the views expressed at the thirteenth regular 
session of the General Conference but also the 
records of the Committee's proceedings and the 
various draft resolutions and amendments submitted 
should be communicated to the Board. He wondered 
whether operative paragraph 2 of the United States 
draft resolution adequately conveyed that idea. 

24. Mr. SMYTH (United States of America) pointed 
out that the proceedings of the Committee fell within 
the broad framework of the thirteenth regular session 
of the General Conference and that the Board should 
therefore have before it all the documents referring 
to the amendment of Article VI of the Statute. 

25. The CHAIRMAN suggested that the Committee 
should approve the United States draft resolution 
without a vote being taken. 

26. It was so decided. 

27. Mr. HILL (Jamaica) requested that his sugges
tion that the Ad Hoc Committee of the Whole might 
meet in Geneva rather than Vienna should be in
cluded in the record in the hope that that might 
lead the Board of Governors to make a suggestion 
to that effect to the Ad Hoc Committee. 

28. The CHAIRMAN assured the Jamaican delegate 
that his suggestion would be included in the record 
and thus come to the attention of the Board. 

F U N D OF SPECIAL FISSIONABLE MATERIALS 
( G C ( X I I I ) / 4 0 9 , 419 , 419 /Add .1 ) 

29. Mr. SANDOVAL VALLARTA (Mexico) re
called that during the general debate his delegation 
had already stated its intention of negotiating a 
contract with the Agency for the supply of fissionable 

materials for a 600-MW(e) power reactor6). All that 
needed to be added at present was that negotiations 
would begin as soon as the Mexican authorities 
had decided on the kind of power reactor to be 
installed and on the quality and quantity of fuel 
required for its operation. 

30. Mr. SIAZON (Philippines) said that his delega
tion had always viewed very favourably the role 
which the Agency could play as a supplier of fission
able materials under appropriate safeguards. That 
role could not fail to increase in scope as the 
developing areas of the world became aware of the 
economic possibilities of nuclear energy. The fact 
that they could receive regular supplies of fissionable 
materials through the Agency would allow the de
veloping countries to choose a system of utilizing 
nuclear energy on the basis of purely economic and 
technological considerations. 

31 . His delegation hoped that the Great Powers 
would very soon find means of placing larger 
amounts of fissionable materials at the disposal 
of the Agency so that it might carry out to the full 
the function contemplated by its founders. 

32. Mr. DUCCI (Italy) said he was aware of the 
efforts which the Agency had been making for many 
years to supply its Member States with fissionable 
materials. The Italian delegation was in favour of 
setting up a fund of special fissionable materials 
along the lines suggested in a resolution adopted 
by the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States 
(CNNWS)7), but on a larger scale. In that respect 
it was relevant to recall the proposal made 
by Mr. Fanfani, then Italian Minister for Foreign 
Affairs, at the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee on Disarmament in 1967. He had urged 
the Great Nuclear Powers to pledge themselves 
to supply fissionable materials made available as 
a result of disarmament to countries which were 
without them. 

33. The establishment of a fund of special fission
able materials presupposed, however, the co-opera
tion of countries possessing facilities for enriching 
uranium, a domain in which) progress had hitherto 
been non-existent or unsatisfactory. His delegation, 
which endorsed the action taken in that matter by 
the Board, wished to inform the Committee that 
his Government intended to re-open the question 
at the General Assembly of the United Nations 
when the Secretary-General submitted a report on 
the implementation of the recommendations made 
by CNNWS. 

34. Mr. ALEGRIA (Argentina) said that his country 
favoured any action to strengthen the role of the 

6) GC(XIII)/OR.129,para.l. 
7) United Nations document A/7277, Resolution J.II.l. 
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Agency in regard to the supply of fissionable 
materials on an international basis, the importance 
of which had again been stressed by CNNWS. It 
was, however, clear from the Board's memorandum 
( G C ( X I I I ) / 4 0 9 ) that very little progress had been 
made along those lines and more drastic action 
was urgently required. 

35. Mr. LEWIS (United States of America) said 
that the United States policy on the supply 
of fissionable materials to the Agency had already 
been stated in detail in the reply by the Resident 
Representative of the United States to the Agency 
reproduced in the Director General's note 
( G C ( X I I I ) / 4 1 9 ) . He would therefore merely suggest 
that the Committee invite the Director General to 
communicate to the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations, and through him to the General Assembly, 
the Board's memorandum, the four replies received 
thus far by the Director General to his inquiries 
( G C ( X I I I ) / 4 1 9 and Add.1), and the records of 
the discussions on that item at the thirteenth session 
of the General Conference. 

The meeting 

36. Mr. SOLE (South Africa) said he endorsed 
the suggestion of the United States representative, 
the more so since CNNWS had brought to light 
some misunderstandings concerning the exact situa
tion as regards available supplies of special fission
able materials. 

37. The CHAIRMAN suggested that the General 
Conference be informed that the Committee, after 
an exchange of views, had noted the memorandum 
by the Board of Governors and the replies of some 
Governments to the Director General 's inquiries 
on the subject. The Committee might also decide 
to request the Director General to transmit to the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations, for 
communication to the General Assembly, theBoard 's 
memorandum, the replies received by the Director 
General from the major suppliers of special fission
able material, and the records of the relevant pro
ceedings of the Conference. If that were the wish 
of the Committee, a proposal on those lines could 
be included in its report to the Conference. 

38. It was so decided. 

rose at 5p.m. 
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