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SCHEDULING OF TARIFF NEGOTIATIONS

The CHaIRMAN stated that the purpose of the tariff
negotiations in gquestion was to secure the accession of
other countries to the General Agreement, that the negotlations
would be conducted in accordance with'the principles of
Article 17 of the Havana Chartér, and that the technique
developed at Geneva in 1947 might be followed. ILists of
requests would be exchanged in advance of the negotiations;
commencing when offers were exchanged, the negdtiations
would be carried out bilaterally, the multilaterai character
being p#&serv:d by the supply of information by each country
as to what concessions had been offered by 1t, so that
indirect benefits to be gained by each country might be
Judged. 4s Tor the time and place of the negotiations,
the present meeting would have to decide.

Mr. LEDDY (United States) said that the Contracting
Parties should press forward with new aegotiationss their
scope should be limited to negbtiations between the Con-
tracting Parties and other countries. Owing to the pending
expiration of the Reciprocal Trade Lct of the United States,
he hoped that the negotiations would reach the final stages
by April, 1949.

Mr. SPEEKENBRINK (Netherlands) thought that in view of
the limited time awvailable for negotiations it would be wise

to procéed as 80on as possible and te limit the negotiations
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to not more than 10 countries.

In answer to a question by Mr. AUGENTHALER (Czechoslovakia),
the Chairman stated that in reply to a letter sent out in his
name on July 8, 1948, to those signatories of the Havana Charter
which were not Contracting Parties and other governments which
had shown an interest in thce Havana Conference, the Governments
of Denmark, Finland, Greece and Haiti had expressed a desire
to enter into tariff negotiations. The Italian Government
had said that i1t would reply to the invitation shortly, and
the Swedish Government had accepted the invitation in principle
and was studying the matter.

Sir Oliver GOONETILLEKE (Ceylon) asked whether by saying
that the technique and the methods develcped at Geneva last
year should be followed, the Chairman meant that the rule
of multilateral negotiations should be stric:ly adhered %o
so that no bilateral negotiations should take place at all.

Referring to paragraph 3 of article 17 of the Havana
Charter, the CHAIRMAN explained that the Contracting Parties
were by no means precluded from concluding separatc tariff
agreements provided these were consistent with the provisions
of the General igreement.

Mr. NORVAL (Soufh ifrica) thought that for economy of
time and expense, these negotiations should be as ~xtensive
as possible and that necessary adjustme nts to the existing
schedules should not be precluded.

Mr. SHACKLE (United Kingdom), while agreeing with
Mr. SPEEKENBRINK regarding the scope of negotiations, also
suggested that adjustment of existing schedules should be
permitted and that some negotiations which had not been

finished in 1947 could be completed.
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Mr. ADARKAR (India) endorsed the United States proposal
that the Contracting Parties should go ahead with ncgofiations
with non-contracting partics but favourcd a modified procedure.
He thought it would not e necessary to conduct all negotiations
at the same time aﬁd at the same placc. Preliminary
negotiations could be conducted through diplomatic channcls
and third partiecs could be informed of the contents of
individual negotiations so that preliminary agrecments could
be arrived at as early as possible.

'Mr. TONKIN (iustralia) agreed that the negotiations
should be on the whole limited to those between the Con-
tracting Parties and other countries. He thought it would
be necessary to know the number of countrics which wished
. to accede to the 4Agrcement before the question of time and
place could be decided.

Mr. LECUYER (France) stated that the lack of iiaison
in bilateral negotiations would prevent the negotiating
parties from comprehending the whole scope of the negotiatlons
or evaluating the indirect benefits resulting from the
negotiations, whereas in multilateral negotiations these
would be seen at once. Separate negotiations with the
acceding countries should constitute the first phasc of the
program and the results would then be pooled together.

In this second phase adjustments could be mado following
the procedure of last year's negotiations. Bilateral
negotiations should be carried out as far os possible and
the time for the rultilateral phase would be considerably
shortened;

Mr. OFTEDAL (Norway) stressed the difficultics for
smaller countries with limited technical manpower to engage
in prolonged negotlations, and in a country of hard currency,

and he agreed to a two-phase program.
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Mr. RODRIGUES (Brazil) supported the United States' views
and stressed the necessity for prior exchange of reguests and
for ample time for consideration so that delegates would be
able to arrive at the place of meeting with the full authority
of their governments regard.:g concessions. He thought it
would be advantagcous to follow closely the rules in Article
17 of the Charter.

Mr. COUILLARD (Canada) was also in favour of a considerable
amount of spade work being done through diplomatic channels
and conecentration fer finalizing the results only at a later
stage. He believed that the meeting at Geneva for multi-
lateral negotlations should be as short as possible.

Mr. CuSSIERS (Belgium) commenting on the French proposal
said that if the major part of the negotiations were carried
out bilaterally it would be difficult for third parties to
evaluate the indirect benefits and to know the products on
which other negotiations were carried out.

Mr. LECUYER (France) cxplained that the negotiations
would hot be of the same magnitude as those which took place
. last year and the number of items would be limited. The
first phase of the negotiations would be only preparatory
and the value of indirect benefits could be judged when the
multilateral phase had commenced at Geneva.

Mr. NICOL (New Zealand) «*%-ted that a country like
New Zealand could hardly undertake negotiations through
diplomatic channels owing to its limited representation abroad.
He enquired whether new offers would have to be made by each
Contracting Party to the acceding countries or whether the
existing schedule would be taken as its offers.,

The CHAIRMAN replled that requests would be submitted by

each participant and offers would be exchanged.
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Mr. LEDDY (United States) belicved that the main
advantage of multilateral negotiations lay in a knowledge
of the results of all individual hegotiations, but there
was no reason why countries should not engage in preliminary
bilateral consultations if they so desired.

Mr. 4DARKAR (India) explained that he had not suggested
that the final stage must be reached before the commencement
of thne multilateral negotiations. Ls regards 1Indirect
benefits, information could be exchanged and secrecy could
be preserved cven when negotiations were carried out in
different placés. He did not suggest precluding the muiti—
lateral phase but merely to shorten it.. j .

Mr. SHACKLE (United Kingdom) supplemehted the French
proposal by suggesting that a deadliné should be sct so
that the length of time for bilateral negotiations would be
limited.

Mr. AUGENTHALER (Czechoslovakia) felt that the greater
5roportion of the countries not parties to the General
Agreement were still in the early stages of‘dévelopmeht, and
the freezing or reducing of tariff duties was not a solution
for their problcms. He also favoured the programne of
holding bilateral negotiations in advance of a meeting at
Geneva., |

Mr. PaNDO (Cuba). also was in favour'éf shortening
the multi-lateral phase.

The'CHAIRMAN, summarizing the discussioﬁ, said that the
representatives secmed to be in agreement fhat thére should
be a new set of negotiations. The agreementsarrived at for
1947 could not be reopenced, but minor adjustments would be
permissible, and unfinished talks could be completed.

There should be a multilateral meeting but preparatory work

could be carried out bilaterally in advance. Next March
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or .pril was generally felt to be a suitable time for the
sathering and Geneva was the only place that had bceen
rnientioned during the discussion.

With the concurrence of the meeting the CH&aIRMLN
proposed to appoint a working party to study the proccdurc
and ncthods of the negotiations and proposed the following
terms of reference for the sub-committee.

"To study the question of the scheduling of futuvre
tarlff negotiations, and the incorporation of the results
of such ncgotiations in the General Agrcement on Tariffs
and Trnde, in the light of the discussions that have taken
placc in the full mceting; and to report on the nrecedure
bu e roriowed.!!

With the consent of the meeting the CHAIRMAN appointed
the following Members to the Working Party: Brazil,
Belgiun, Francey; India, Lebanon, Union of South africa,
United Kingdon and United States, with Mr. ADARKAR (India)
as Chalrman.

The Chairman proposed to send the following telegram
to all countrics to whom the invitation had becn sent in
July, with the exception of the six countries which had
sin-e rcpiied thereto.

"QUESTION ~CCESSION GENFRAL LGREEMENT TLRIFFS TRADE

NOW UNDER bISCUSSION SECOND SESSION CONTR.CTING
PLRTIES STOP WOULD THEREFORE ALPPRECIATE TELEGRAGPHIC REPLY
YOUR CGOVERNMENT TO MY MEMORu.NDUM DisTED JULY NINE STOP
LDDRESS REPLY ICITO GENEV. BEFORE END SESSION FORESERN
AUGUST 2ut,

The Chairman announced that the representatives
of all Contracting Partics might attend the meetings of
Worling Partics and, at the discretion of the Chairman,

participate in the discussions, and that the observers

of other governments might also attend.



