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REPORT OF WORKING PARTY No. 1 ON FINANCE (GATT/CP.2/35)

The meeting decided to examine consecutively the

five items on which the Working Party was reporting in
accordance with its terms of‘refefencé.v
1. Financing of Secretariat Services.

The WOrking Party recommended°

a) that ‘the ICITO should absorb the expenses of
the Contracting Parties up to the end of the Second
Session.‘ Theée expenses to be accounted for separately,
in case any questions should later arise regarding their
attribution. | -

b) future expenses to be on a '"pay-as-you-go' basis
and to be divided befween‘the Contracting Parties according
to a classification established for»the purpose and
ranking the Contracting Parties in four categories as
set out in the above-mentioned document. This was, the
CHAIRMAN said, a'compromise solution arrived at by the.
Working Party in order to reconcile the obposing vieﬁs
of those Delegations which demanded "pro capita" sharing
"and those which suggested payment according to a sliding
scale. | ‘} |

Mr. SHACKLE (Unitod ngdom) said he accepted the

” compromise prOposed on the understanding that it would not

 create a precedent,
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. The CHAIRMAN recalled paragraph I (d) which expressly
stated that the division of expenses between dontracting
Parties should in no way constitute a precelent for
contributions by'governments to international organizations.

Mr, STINEBOWER (United States) sald the recommendations
of the Working Party were the result of a carefully
studied compromise and as such were acceptable to his
Delégation although they would have preferred that expenses.
of the Contracting Parties be borne by the governments
from the beginning of the second session.

Mr, AUGENTHALER (Czechoslovakia) thought the compromise
formula for the sharing of expenseé vas not satisfactory;

a proportilonate eclassificatlon according to each - |
contracting party's participatlion in world trade being
prefcerable, although a better classification would have
been to take account of the amount of trade of each
contracting party in hard currenciegs. Ee illustrated
his point by showing a éomparison of the charges as
suggested by the Working Party and of the charges
assassed proportionately to each‘Contracting party's
participation in world trade. -

Mr. STINEBOWER (United States) sald the Contracting
-Parties were not an international organization, but
sovereign countries which had Voluntgrily}entered an
agreement, consequently equal shéring would have been more
logiéal. Morcover there were precedents, even in the
case of ofganizationss where for small sums such as those
confronting tha Contracting Parties a ”prb capita" basis
had been chosen. He supporte@ the proposals of the Working

Party as constituting a practicable solution.
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Mr., de VRIES (Netherlands) wished to express his suppcrt
of the, Working Party‘s recommendations.

4r. ADARKAR (India) said the proposed allocation
differed so much from his views on ‘the matter that he
could not accept it without authority from his Government .
He proposed that th ‘categories should bear the following
percentages of the total: A: 50% -.B- 23% - C: 22% - D: 5%,

Mr. SHACKLE (Unitcd Kingdom) admitted his country
should pay more than others, but added that the question of
the part of a country's trade in hard currencies was a
'factor of which account had to be taken ‘and considercd the
divicion in categories the best oolution. |

Mr, PHILIP (France) supported the division in
' categories and suggested one olight alteration in the
scale of. classification. ,

The CHATIRMAN pointed out that numerous formulae had
‘been experimented by the Working Party before it arrived
at the solution which it found most satisfactory.

Mr. TONKIN (Australia) said that having been a member
of the Working Party,.he was convinced that whatever
method of approach he adopted, a m1nimum contribution had
first of all to be established, from vhich to work back to.
the contributions attributed to Contracting Parties placed
‘higher on the scale. | ) ’

'Mr, NICOL (New Zealand) said his Government had hoped
that the economic standing of the Contracting Parties o
would have been the basis of collection, but did not think
the small sums involved warranted applying to the respective
doveromonts for authorisat;on to approve them, _ | '
| “A Mr,- USMANT (Eakistan) although he agreed with thc}
, pgihciplc of a sllding scale;dthcught thc‘division fecommco&ﬂ |
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by théfWOrking Party an over-simplificétién of thec problen,

Mr, MOUBARAK (Lebanon) suggested a scale sarting
from minimum contributions of /300, '

* Mr. AUGENTHALER (Czechoslovakia) asked whether the
Working Party had examined the scale of contribution of the
United Nations and said that, though he had not seen it,
he would be prepared to acéept it.

Mr, OFTEDAL (Norway) thought his country's share
éccording td the proposals before‘thém higher then it should
be, but on the understanding that ho precedenégwas beihg
established, he supported the compiomiselﬁropdsal. |

. The CHAIRMAN, summing-up the dabate, said it_was cleaf
there was no'agreement as yet on the division of éharges
and thought 1t mighi be best to take up the digcussion'again
on the folldwing Saturday. A decision by the Contracting
Parties would have to be taken iﬁ order that the Execut##e
Committee behehabled to come to a decision on the expenses
of the bresent sesgion of the Contrgcting‘Paities..

" The meetiﬁg agreed to resume the discussion the
following Saturday. . '
IL. Revision of the Text of Rule L% of the Rules of Procedure

The Working Party recommended that'the éext of
Rule 1% of the Rules of Procedure be amended to read as

follows:

"The usual duties of a Secretariat shall,
by agreement with the Interim Cormission
for the International Trade Organisation,
be performed by the Executive Secretary
of the Interim Commigsion on a reimbursable basis,”
The CHAIRMAN proposed the provisional approval of the
amendment, which, in case of approval by the Contracting
Partles of the recommendation contained in paragraph I,

could then be considered autorstically accepted, -
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Mr, AUGENTHALER (Czechoslovakia) asked how Secretariat
services would be charged,

The CHAIRMAN‘replied that théaContracting Parties
* would be asked to bear IQ% of Secretariat expenses in
periods between sessions, and SD%.durihg sessions.

- The amendment to Rule 14 of the Rules of Procedure
was accepted, susject to the above proviso,
XIT, Repi;nt of the General Agreement.gn Tariffs and Trade,

‘In the course of a discussion in which the advisa-
billity of reprinting a consolidated text ofﬁ&olume I of
the General Agreement, 'Mr.'STINEBOWERV(United States)
said his Go?erpment intended to reprint.it‘and that'

2500 copies would be made aﬁailable free of charge to -
Members of the United Nations and to the Contracting
Parties.,  Additional copies would be chargé§ at cost.

Mr. LECUYER (France) informed the ContPacting
Parties that the French Covernment also.intended to have
the volume printed and that coples would be made available
to the Contracting Parties, |
%thwg&w_

for action by, the Contracting Parties during pgriod

between sessiong., | .
' The meeting decided to discuss the matter after

having seen the report of Working Party 5, which Mr,
SHACKLE (United Kingdom) pointed out, was also concerning
" 1tself with interim procedure.

YV, Date_ of. the Third Session of the Contracging Pﬁgt eS8,

The meeting agreed to accept the date recommended
by the Working Party, 8 April 1949, as tpe most convenient ,

in view of the concﬁrfent tariff negotiations which would



GATT/CP.2/SR,22
Page 6., P :

start three days later, thusdso affording an opportunity
of examining any urgent point which might require

settlement before the negotiations began,

IHE STATUS OF THE AGREEMENTS AND PROTQCOLS,

Mr, STINEBOWER (United States) read a statement
which had been circulated by the U,S. deiegation to
the ropresentatives of the Contracting Parties and which
has appeared as document GATT/CP.2/W/13,

He referrcd to the situation which had been
created by the Resolution of the Cuban/Mzuistry of Coﬁmerce
of July 10th, 1948, governing the importation into Cuba
of téxtiles. The Resqiution, a copy of which was
attached to document GATT/CP.2/W/13, created a registry
of textile manufacturers gnd importers to whom alone
~ imnorts of textiles into Cuba might be authorized,
Registration was »ermittcd only'to those customarily
and regularly engaged in the im;ortation of textiles,

He outlined some of the claborate formalities
which the Resolution imposed on the impofter in Cuba and
to a certain extent to the exporter in the producing
country and sald the view of his Gevernment was that the
Resolution in quéstion was in conflict with the provisions
of Article XI of the Genéral Azreement,prohibiting quantitative
restrictions on imports, If it did not violate the
letter of those provisions, it was certainly a
nullification of the bencefits which the General Agreement
sought to provide, because ﬁhe effect of the above
regulations had been to put a stop to all imports of
textiles,
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The U.S.:Government, in accofdance with the
provisions of Article XXIII had approached the Cuban
Government for removal but hadvnot up to the time

" received any reassuring reply and therefore asked the
‘CONTRACTING PARTIES | |

1) to find that the effect of the measures taken
under the Resolution of the Ministry of Commerce,
was such as to nullify the provisions o? the
General Agrecments | ‘ '

2) to recomiend to the Government to Cuba that the
Resolution be withdrawns:

3) pehdiﬁg compliance by the.Governmént of Cuba
with such recommendation, to authorize the
affected Contracting Parties to withhold
compensatory concessionsvfrom'the trade to Cuba.

MR. GUTIERREZ (Cuba) said that his Delegaﬁion had
¢ompllied with all fhe requirements of procedure in order
to discuss the matter which was on the Agenda of the
present Session ﬁnder: "The status of the Agreement and
Protocols" (GATT/CP,2/%)s The matter had been brought
up at the First Session of the ContractingAParties aﬁd
was referred'to'fhe Second Session. The latter asked
the Cuban Delegation to negotiafe with the interested
Parties and report to Working Parties 2 and 5, The
U.S.A. Dclogation was 2pproached but eventually repiied
that ﬁeéotiations could on;y take place after the
withdrawal of the Ministry of Commerce resolution to
which Mr.‘Stinebower had referred. Such terms weré
unacceptable to the Cuban Government.

He expressed his surprise at the fact that a
document presented by his Dclogation on the previous day had
not been circulated whereas Répresentative s of the

. Contrécting Parties had received the paper containing
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& statement of the American Delegation, which wés not
astatement" but a request to the Contracting Partiesl
under Article XXIII, This was a violation of the
Rules of Procedure (Art. 22) in that document should be
circulated 12 hours before a mecting. Furthermore, the
matter was not on the Agenda.~ 4
He therefore daid not feel in a position to discuss
the matter raised by Mr. Stinebower and asked for priority
for his proposals B |
The CHAIRMAN informed Mr., GUTIERREZ that the .
statement had been circulated by the USA Delegation and
that the request of the Cuban Government had not yet been
éirculated in English bectuse thevSpénish text had to be
‘tranSlated by the over-burdened Translétion Services,
In accordance with rul@ 22 of the Rules of Procedure
the Chairman said Mr. Gutlerrez was right in demanding
time to examine the American statement.,
is to the contention of Mr, Gutierrez that the
matter was:not on the lAgenda, his ruling was that 1t came
under tem 7 "The Status of the Agreemeﬁt and Protocols",
Mr. GUTIERREZ regretted he had to challenge
the Chairman's ruling under rulel? of the Rules of
Procedure; His Delegation would welcome discussion of
the matter, but could not accept the precedant it the
American request for action under Article XXIII be
discussed under suéh a general title as that of the
item nf the figenda referred to by the Qhairman, This was
a serious test for the Contracting Pérties who had to
" show great discretion and wisdom to avoid estzblishing

dangeroud precedents,
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The méeting upheld the Ch:.rman's ruling by 11
votes in favour and 3 agalnst.

Mr, GUTIERPRZ pointed out that he had also raised
the question of priority for his proposal., He had no’
‘objection to discussing the U.S. proposal at the
appropriate time but insisted on priority for his

proposal,
| Mr, STINEBOWER said his Delegation made no request
for priority although he thought the two proposals
were very closely related,

The CHAIRMAN granted priority to the Cuban proposal
which would be the first\itcnlfor discussion 1f the
Céntracting Parties did »ot intend to give previous
consideration to the Ruvort of Working Party No, 5,
which had a bearing on part of the question,

Mr. PHILIP (France) thought that if the Cuban
request had been presented at the First Session of the
Contracting Parties before the-adoption of the measures
against which the U.S.A. were appeallng, then the two
proposals should be discussed separately.,

Mr, CASSIERS (Belgium) said the two questions
were in so'far related as the proposal concerned two
textile items and the American proposal, all textiles.
The two proposals could therefdre be discussed jointly
only in connection with those two products,

Upon‘Mr. Stinebower's reassurance that he had no
objection to the Cuban proposal being taken as the next

item of business, the meeting rose at 7 p.l,




