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Jamuary 12th, 1959 COCOM Document No, 2869,76
COORDINATING COMMITTEE File Copy
RECORD OF _DISCUSSION J‘:’ é enera /
ON

REVISION OF THE STRATEGIC EXPORT CONTROLS e ADMINISTRATIVE PRINGIPLES.

Decombor 17th, 1958 and January 8th, 1959

Presont: Bolgium(Luxombourg), Canade, Denmark, Franco, Germany, Itely,
Japan, Notherlands, United Kingdom, United States.

Roferoncos: COCOM 2408, 2869.5, 2869.55, 2869,57, 2869,61, 2869,64, 2869.72,
2869.73, Scerctariat Paper No. 102,

Administrative Principle No. 3

1. Tho CHAIRMAN recelled that at the provious discussion on Docember 5th
(cocom 2869.73), four Delegations - thesc of Bolgium, Fraonce, Italy and the
Nethorlaonds - had beoen unable to accept the Unitod Kingdom propogal for a
Memorandum of Understanding concerning unique technological know-how. He
invited these four Dologations to give the further viows of their authoritics.

2, The BELGIAN Delegate said that he had informed his Government fully
of the discussions which had taken place but he had roceived no instructions
to modify his position,

3. The FRENCH Delegate statod that he had not failed to report tho
discussions to his authoritios but, like his Bolgian colleague, he had
received no instructions to modify his position.

Ly Tho NETHERLANDS Dologate said that aftor vory careful comsideraticn his
authorities rcemained of the samc opinion as beforec.

5e The ITALIAN Delegato said that his authoritios had made a very careful
study of the proposals which had been put forward but he had beon instructed
to roaffirm the prineiple of national respongibility for granting oxport
liconcos in casos whon unique tochnologieal know-how was concornod, His
awthoritios wore nevertheless grateful to the United Kingdom for raiging

the quostion which they considored to be worthy of study. They attached .
great importence to the items which were contained in the list proposcd by
the United Kingdom and they would not fail to bear this in mind vhen studying
a request for an export licenece under the torms of Administrative Principle
No. 3. In case of doubt thoy wore preparod the raise tho question in tho
Comnittee,.

6. The Delegate continued that in order to facilitate the secarch for a
compronise his authorities had allowed kin a certain amount of latitude and
spoaking personally ho wished to put forward tho following proposal in the
hopo that it might mect with goneral acceptance, Each Delegaticn should
notify the Committec of the fact that thoir authoritics had granted an oxport
liconco for an item mentioned on the United Kingdom list as soon as possible
after the licence had been issued. The Delegate said that he hopod that this
proposal would scrve as the basis for a compromise agrooment. If it proved
accoptable to the Committee ho was sure that his authoritics would be willing
to confirm it as an official proposal.
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7. The CANADIAN Delegate stated that he had not so far taken up a

position with regard to Administrative Principle No. 3; ho now wished Cancnda
to be added to the list of Delegations which supported the United Kingdom
propogal for a system of prior gonsultation.

8, The GERMLN Delegate said that he had listened to the Itglian Delegate's
bersonal compromise proposel with great interest. He took it that there were
two points involved:
(a) The principle of the discretion of national authorities but readiness
to submit the case to the Committee if some doubt existed.
(b) When there was no doubt in the minds of national authorities and
an export licence had been granted, the Committee should nevertheless
be informed immediately afterwards.
In his personal opinion this scemed to be a »00d suggestion, Ho would be
intorested o hear the vicws of tho French and Unitod Kingdom Delogatces on the
compromise proposal before expressing further views.

9. Tho UNITED KINGDOM Dclegatc said that his authoritios continued to think
that thelr original proposals were the essontial ninimum to £ill the gap in the
Committoe's rules and they could not sce how anything less would bo satisfactory.
Tho United Kingdom Delegate undertook to roport the Italian compromisc proposal
but his prosont instructions did not allow him to modify his position that day.

10, The FRENCH Delegate said that he would report the Italian Doelegate's
suggeation to his authoritics but since the latter had alrcady steted firmly
that they wore ppposed to the notion of a specicl list and the Itialian Delegate
reforred to such a list, he porsonally doubtcd very much that it would prove
acceptable,

1l1. The DANISH Delogato said that his first recaction to the Italion
Dolcgate's proposal was not very favourable since the appraisal of the strategic
significance of an export varicd from country to country.

12, The UNITED STATES Delegate said that his authoritics had made a carcful
cxamination of the problem and continued to fecl that thore was no adequate
substitute for the United Kingdom proposal and that the spceial list of itoms
proposed by the United Kingdom was justified. He understood the Italian Dolegate
as saying that all Members of the Committee rocogniscd that one of the objcctives
of 4dministrative Prineiple No. 3 was to guard against the oxport of vital
tochnological know-how. Govornments would submit cases of doubt to the Comnmittee
before licensing; whore no doubt coxisted in the Membor Governmment but an itom
appearcd on the United Kingdom list, the Committec would be notificd immediately
after the issuc of a licence. The Delegate commentod that in trying to protect
vital technology, post notification might not be very effective unless the
Government were proparcd to stop licenscd s hipmonts on the basis of Committeoo
disctlssion. Technology had to be sent only onee to defeat the Cormittec's
purposc. Onge a picce of equipment had beon shippod it was obvicus that little
morc could be done,

13, He then referred ta the mechanics of the Italian Delegate's proposal,
Prineiple No. 3 referred to embargoed components of non-cmbargoed itcms: it
vias opon %o question whether such itoms were overywhe re subject to licensing
control. If a svstem of prior consultation were ostabliscd, such &s tho United
Kingdom proposed, Governments would take steps to ensurc that such items were
Kibject to licensing control, He wondercd whether the Italian Dolepate's
proposal also contemplated this; scemingly 1t would kave to do eo.

14. The ITLLIAN Dclepgate, in answer to tho statoment of the United States
Delegate, strossed that he had put forward his proposal in an offort to reach
a compromisc agrocment. He invited his United Statos colloaguc to rccognise
that by accepting his proposal the Committee could at least be informed of
oxports of these items and express what comments they thought fit on the -
situation created by such transactiomswith the Sovict Bloc.
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15, The GELIMAN Delegate said that all Members of the Committec agroed

“that vital know-how should not be exported to tho Bloe: the only point at

issue was whother tho nccessary checking was done on a national basis or bofore
the Committece.. He agreed with the United States Delegate that post notification
could only registor the fact that certain know-how had been cxported, bubl he
thought that no Member Country would authorise the export if it considercd

that the know-how was vital. Although he suprorted the original United Kingdom
propogal, tho Italian Delegate!s proposal consiituted a real concession wrich

he wag willing to recommend to his Governmont if it were gonerally accepted by
tho Committee.

16, The FRENCH Dolegatc pointed out thet the Committee was concerncd with
preventing the oxport of new and esscntial techniques to the Soviot Bloe, The
French authoritics werc ready to consider suggestions for stopping the cxport
of special know-how but the point was what wore these new vital teohniques?
French experts had gone fully into this problem and their arguments had already
been stated in the Committee. They felt that there was no need for any special
treatment of the items contained in the United Kingdom list. The remarks made
by the German Dolegate did not touch this fundamental aspect of the problem and
in this respect the Fronch position remained the same,

17. The Belgian Delegate said that as in the past his authorities would
consult the Committee if theoy felt that thore was some particular danger
attachoed to the export of a particular item. Referring to the Italian
Dolegate's proposal he did not think that his authorities would be oppposed
to the principle of post notification but the use of a special list would
create a number of difficultics.

18, The GERMAN Lelegate; in reply to the statement of the Belgian Delegate,
gald that he thought that there must be a list of some sort if a systom of post
notification were accepted, Hc did not think that his authoritics would agreo
to prior or post notification in general.

l9. The UNITED STATES Delegate observed that althourh he did not think
that thore was an adequatc substitute for the United Kingdom proposals, it
did not moan that no substitute at all was possible. The Italian Delcgatoe!s
initiative wag appreclated and his proposal would certainly bo considercd
very scriously by the United Statos authorities. Some Delegates had said that
the preaont Principle had worked satisfactorily so far: it would be hard to
domonstrate that this was in fact so. He was sure that all Member Countrics
had applied the Prineiple in good faith, but there nevertheless remained some
differences of opinion as to the objcctives of Administrative Principle No. 3.
New that the embargo list had been reduced it was goncrally agreed that
enforcement should be stricter. The samo was truc as far as technology was
concerned, that is, the Committee should be in a position to improve the control
of the export of technology to the Bloe,

20. Tho BELGIAN, FRENCH and NETHERLANDS Delcegates considered that the prosent
positions of certain Dolegativns were too far rcomoved from their own positio:ns
for a continuaticn of the discussion to lead to concrete results, They futthor
considered that the present toxt should continue to be applied as in the past.

21, The UNITED KINGDOM and UNITED ST4TES Delegetes said that they fclt thad
it would be useful to give careful considcration to the Italkan Dologate's
proposal since it might still form the basgls of a compromise agrecment.

22, Tho CHAIRMAN &aid that although 1t was obvious that the United e
Bingdom propogal for a Memorandum of Understanding was not acceptable to all
the Members of the Committee it was still worth while to take the discussions
a stage further, There was no unanimity in recognising that a gap existed in
the control system but such a state of affairs might occur in the fubure if
technical developments made certain items dangerous. He asked all Delcgations
to report back the state of the digcussions fully to their authoritios.
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23. The COMMITTEE agreed to rosumc discussion on Administrative Principle

No. 3 on January 26th, 1959,

Administrative Principle No. 4

24, The COMMITTEE agrced that the following text of Administrative
Principle No. 4 would come into forco on Jamuary 15th, 1959:

"The object of the embargo should not be dofeated by the export
of component parts, Each country will take such action as it
can to achiove this aim, and will continue to seck a workablo
definition for componcnt parts which could be used by all the
participating countries.

Administrative Prineciple No, 5

25, The COMMITTEE agrcod that the following toxt of Administrative
Principle No. 5 would come into force on January 15th, 1959:

"So far as precticable, the object of strateglc controls should
be maintaincd by rcstrictions on the export of technical data,
tochnical agsistance, and any other technology applicable to
tho design, production and use of ombargood items,!

Administrative Principlc No., 3

26, On January 8th 1959, the ITALIAN Delegate informed the Committoc that
his authoritics had endorsed the proposal he had made in a personal capacity;
1t was therefore an officianl proposal of the Italian Government.
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