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o SR ~re-validate the Gensva. and 1nnecv
‘ Sohedulest" ETT/CP 4/7)

‘Reverting to the. proposal by the United Kingdom‘to’ ‘
re-validate the existing schedules, the CZ:AIRKAN outlined the
diScuSSions”at the precedingimceting and inViteF further comments,
‘ Vr.'DE SAI (India) said that he was in full abreement with the

United Kingdom proposal, but he ‘had to point out the peculiar ' ‘
difficulty confronting the Indian Government on uhls question. o
Tndia was applying the ngreement oniy prov1S1onally, unt11 |

1 January, lQRl and the Government had appointed a Fiscal
CommiSSion to examine the questlon ‘of whether. to continue to L
adhere to the ngreement after that datea Until ‘the Commission‘
had reported thelr findings in the middle of this year, the '
Government of India were unable to say whether it could accept
the proposal to revalidate the sgheduleuq 1nd1a was in full
dagreement with the principle of re- valldation and would have no{
obacction if the prOposal were ecccpted in principle with thov
understanding that India could not take a final decision until
'later in the year. : ‘ ‘ .

- Mr. STEYN (Unicn of South Africa) said that his Government
had‘given careful consideration to the proposal, and was in.
agroement with it as far as the re-velidation of the Geneva and
Annecy Schedules was concerned, A distinct advantage of the
proposed action lay in the firmness and stabillty it would lend
to the ngreement, which would te in the interests of exportars and
importers of all countries. His Government also believed that
an early decision,'taken well in advance of the Tariff Negotiatiocns,
EWould te desirabie.‘ The ways and means of carrying out the pro?
‘posal, however, should be entrusted to a working party for detailed

study.
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\ Mr, LEGUYER (France) said that the Frenon delegation was
in agreement with the. proposal in prinoiple, and the intentions.
~_of hls Government had been made known to ‘other oontraoting
parties through diplomatic channels. " However, the. method of
‘re-validating the Schedules as proposed by the United Kingdom ‘
wag not entirely satisfactory. The re-validation .gshould not be
 made ebligatory before the opening of the negotiations, on the ‘
contrary l1ts terms should be a subJect of negetiation. at Torquay.
If it were decided now unoonditionally to re-validate the ; _
existing SGhedulee the existing tariff rates oould not be modlfied |
‘during the negotiations and the position of existing contraoting
parties would be made less advantageous than if it were not so
decided., The prospective acceding governments would have little
 interest at stake, since the re-validated concessions would be
enjoyed by them on aceount of the most- favoured-nation clauses
~in their commercial treaties in any case. The re- equipment and
| development of French industriee 4in. reoent yeara had entirely
ﬁohanged the industrial situation of the oountry. Gonsequently,-fﬂ
" the antiquated tarifs as it is now applied needed a thorough. |
revision. This being the case, the French Government was not
‘;in a: position to sign a dooument such as was prepared by the
‘United Kingdom Government to commit itself to the unqualified
re-validation of ooncessions whioh it had granted in the past.
Since, however, it aid not seem to be impossible to oveioome the
T inherent legal difriculty and it might- be - possible to draw up an
instrument which would be aooeptable to all oontraoting parties
.‘the French delegation would agree to the suagestion to ‘have the
question considered by a working party., :
~ Mr. GRLDY (United States) also agreed that the oomplioated
'teehnical nroposal should be studied at length by a working-party.‘
Most of the reciprocal trade agreements concluded by the United
states Government sinoe 1934 were for a duration of three years
re to be automatioally extended
but upsn expiration/the procedure was comparable to tﬁat of
Article XXVIII of the Agreement. However, when extending the
terms of such agreements it haéd boen rare either for the United
States or for the other party to rasort to re-negotiation for the
‘purpose of raisins a rate in the agreed schedules. The United
States Government never regarded Article XXVIII as intended to be
naed for the purpose for an upward‘generai adjustment or'tariffs,

v
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_ :and it would profoundly regret naving to use the Torquay .
’"negotiations as an oocaeion for ilgreasiug ite own tarifr retes.
" However, if other oontracting parties ehould seek to ralse their
':tariffl under the terms of Article YXVIII, doubtless the pressure‘
~on the Unlted Stetes Government for a oemparable revision in its k
tariff would be irre51stible." The resort to erticle XXVIII,
- Af unavoideble, ehould ‘be mede only in very speoial circumstances
and by mutual agreement. It would be demaging t0 the interesta
1‘of all if = general rise in tariffs should result. ‘ otherwiee, |
the remaining provinions of the irtiole would lend momentum to
a general upward movement of tariff. -rates; ‘this snow: ;all effect
- must be avoided at all coete. ”‘The United: Stetes delegation '
_therefore supported the. propoeal in prineiple, but believed that o
the detaile should be considered by a working party, which should
»'stert on the principle thet whereee the need for. increasing a
‘tariff rate should be reoognized in epecial cesel, wide use of
| the exception should be prevented. r | :
- Mr. SUETENS (Belgium) believed that the idea of re~validating_,:
dthe existing eohedules for three years wes & simple one, end :
f‘therefore an attractive proposition..‘ It was especially timely "‘:,
 because the momentum gained in the past eotivitiee of the Gon— s
_tracting Parties wae worth retaining. : However, it reised
‘questions of a eerioue nature, eepeoially from the point of view |
of oountries having moderate teriffe. The lowering of protective
 tariffs by countriee heving hign tariff rates would not involve as .
‘ heavv a eecrifiee ee the binding of exieting tariffs by ecountries
having low fiscal tariffs. Among the Benelux countries Belgium -
applied praotically no: quantitetive restriotione, end a higher |
tariff was therefore widely demanded.~ At the time the tariff
negontiations were oonducted in 1947, ouetoms teriffs had 1ittle
'significence. Now Belgium felt that whereae it hed ‘een
oommercially disarmed through the teriff concessions it had
.granted other oountries, no actual eompeneation had been received ,
by it as most other countries oontinued to apply quantitative ‘
restriotione.v‘ The repeated effort ‘meads by Belgium in inter-
national organizatione for the. 1owering of excessive end pr:.-
hiknitive teriffs hed not met with suocess, Since any action
“y his Government would elso affect the other two members of the
. Benelux Cuetome Union his Government hed arranged a. meeting ~f£ the
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three governmente‘ooncerned, and he’would report on the position
of the. Belgien Government by the end of the week after his
return from that meeting.’ . : ‘ .

~ Mr. CL.RK (.uatralia) was in fevourfof the suggeetion to
‘refer the question to a working party, but pointed out that the
hustralien delegation would not be able to define its position
at this Session. The .ustralian ‘Government was et prisent |
“engaged in a oompreheneive examination of ite tariff, and 1t
would be unable until the beginning of the Torquey negotietions
'to indicdate whether it oould accept the reve]idation of its
sechedule. | ‘ ' T S

Mr, SVEINBJORN 50N (Denwerk) sald that instructiOns from
‘his Government were awaited. Before receiving tnese he could
say with confidenoe‘that the Government would be in full agree-
-ment with the United Kingdom prbposel since it would be‘regretteble'
eif the concessions of Geneve and 3nneoy‘were;to be in danger by

1 January, 1951. Whether or not the resulﬁs‘of the annecy =
negotiations ‘were totally satisfactory they should not bve . allowed ‘
~to vanish. However, since a decision taker by the COntrectlng
Perties before the wnnecy acceding governmenUS‘had become con-

‘ treoting parties would be binding on them without their pertmoi-
pating in the decision, the Danish Government believe that the
Gontrecting Parties should defer taking a decision, However,
it was hoped that it the questlon were decided before the
ncommencement of the Torquey negotiations, hls Government would

acceptihe oroposel.
&8 the 1iberelization of trade progressed, tariffs were.

recoming more and more important. .mong the countries in
Europe, Denmark actuallv hed the lowest tariff and it would not
be possible for Denmark to lower its tariff further unless
other countries could adjust their tariffs to bring them more

was now the case, A ,balance gould be reached in more than one ay

&nd~mothrda other ‘than the ‘readjustmént.of hikher tariftslha

to be kept in mind.
p3 . His delegation was in favour of the United

Kingdom proposal, but would support it only with the understanding
that a declsion would be taken after Donmark had become a con-
tracting party, and that the implementation of such a decision
should be contingent upon good results being reached at Torquay,
and understanding on tariff policies being obtained at the OEEC
and other intesrnational srganizations.
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. Mr. V.N BL.NKENSTEIN (Netherlands) said that he egreed
~with what had‘heen aptly expressed‘by the representative of
‘Belgium cn behalf of. the Benelux countries. He would only

add that the sentiment of the Danish representative on the
questicmn of. balanoed tariffs was. shared by his delegation. The
Netherlands, naturally, was also. in favour of an equilibrium

in tariffs, but, however, would be in favour only of an equili-
brium established at a lew level of tariffs.

Mr, DI NOL. (Italy) said that he had already declared in

' support of the United Kingdom proposal and this for twe reasons.
‘First it was helieved indispensakle to give the General Agree- '
vment the stability which was necessary if the whcle machinery of
the G.TT was not to be in danger. Secondly, it would prov1de a
‘basis for the Torquay negotiations. During the .nnecy negotia-rr‘
ions the then acceding governments based their considerations
on the knowledge that the concess1ons in force for the existing
contracting parties would be in effect for another year, a pericd,y
~ which, even though not verJ long, was long enough to be of some .
value to the acceding governments. It there should be no
commitment on the part of the contrecting parties to continue to
apply their concessions for a definite period, it would be very
aifficult for the new acoeding governments to oonsider thuir
‘position, as the Torquay negotiations would not terminate until

. some time in 195i‘when wrticle XXVIII of the Agreement would =
have already become cperative. In default nf such an assurance
negotiations would need_to be carried.out“on all items and an .
aanst impossible situation would obtain, Mr, DI NOL: disagreed
with ths contentlon ‘«f the Frenoh representative that the con-
tracting pazties should not be bound by such a decision prior to
the negci?ations; the situation was in fact the same as that at
asnnzcy where negotiations on a reciprocal basis had not been
hampared by the fact that the contracting parties wore bound

to apply thelr past concesslons,

Commenting on the remarks‘of the Danish representative,
Mr, DI NOL:. said that 1t was not always pessible for all



iTT/CP.4/SR T o L ‘ S
Page 6 o . o SRR o |

“countries to maintain the sqme 1evel of tsrifrs sinee the in~
dustrial and asricultural development of different countries
~were at different stages and r quired different degrees of pro-
te ection.  Too drastie a revision of the existing tariffs should
“be avoided and only in exoeptional oases a revision ~f existing
tariff rates should bo underteken.- : - .

Nr, H SNIE (Pakistan) said that his legislature had not ,
- even been informed of the provisional application of the igree=~
‘ment. Nevertheless, the proposal by the United Kingdom, hased
- upon logio and reason, should not bhe obstructed by domestio diffi—
' eulties of one's own creation, indeed, a great déal could be
said in favour of giving the sehedules a further lease ofllife.
‘Huwever, the qualif&ing clause in the proposal enabling the
dnnoessary adjuetments‘was essential, although apprehension‘at
~ the prospect of a wide revision was elso understandable. The
"qualification was neoesssry to eonvince national legislatures
that too great oommitmonts hzd not b .en made,‘as ‘some govern-'
ments might feel it necessary to readjust past concessions in
- order to bring about a better balance in their tariff struoture.’dj
The recent changee in the values of currencies would inevitably
ha»e effects on the pattern of tride which were as yet hard ‘
to foreoist, The existing tariff of Pakistan was not of a pro-~
?tective.nature,"and th: fast develOpment of events seemed to
~indicate that a revision wQuld soon be necessary. is rolease.
‘might therefore be rcquested in enticipatibniof such a-need{
"The Pukistan Government being grateful to the Contraoting
Parties for assistance in m-eting their difficulties would
resort to the provisions of the ..greemsnt ‘concerning waivers
and ruleases very sparingly, but could not allow the right of a
~government to sesek alterations in ite-teriff,‘iﬁ order to tring
about a batter balanca,to be put aside. It was, of course,
recognized that changes on a large seale would impeir the. past
aohievements of the Contiracting Parties. B

LT, KEMP (Canada) saoid that the Canadian. delegation wished
to support the United Kingdom proposal, and believed that the
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revalidation 5f th existinv schedules should be for a i
perind co—teruinous with the Torquay concessions, It

was believed that a three year weriod would be appropriate ‘
'in both cases, Canada had the sane experience as the |
Unitcd Stotes regardina its trade agreenents and was of - ‘
opinion the three years duration nf the General Agreeﬁent,‘
1aid do"n in 19#7, did not inply that the Agrecment
should be terninated in 1950, Three years had expired
fsince those far-reaching negotiations took place, and it
was reasonabde,that sone of the tariff concessions night
be in need of re-adjustment., irticle XAVIII provided also
that the contracting parties concerned should endeavour to
maintain,a.generai level of reciproCel and,ﬁutually‘advang~
~ tageous concessions not less favourable to trade than
that provided for in the present Agrcedent Therefore,

the revision, to be-in accordance with the provisions

of the Agrecnent nust not have. the cffect of worsoninv

the present situation, Revalidation of the'oohedules‘wasof:
desirable because it would rican substantial and definite
concessions offered by, the contractin" 7arties at this.
Juncture, which wcre valuable for- tho pr01otion of inter-,‘
national trade. Secondly, a prolonvotian for the awpli-
cation of the concessions for a definite perisd would
encoura e new entrints to the group, Thirdly, it would
be 'a convenience if the old Schedules were revalidated |
for a period co-terainous with the Torquay concessions,

so as to reduce difficulties and couolications to a
nininum, '

To the extcnt that readaustment iz ht be ncccssary

in a few cases, Mr, KEMP agrced: that the right to re-
negotiation should be retained, but chain-action Zike X
withdrawals of concessions should bé Iinited, The
discussions at the Contracting Parties should be followed

up by a Working Party.

Mr. OFTEDAL (Norway) said that wheroas it nmight be
easy for governnents which did not have to consult their
legislatures on tariff matters to accept such a protocol,
it would not be possible for Norway t> undertake to re-
validate its schedule without referring 1t to the Storting,
which had approved the jgrecuent for a definite period of
three years., If the protocol were accepted in its present
form, the possibility of any bLiluiuiml negotiations bhetween
contracting varties on existing itens would be ruled out; -
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In his opinion thc pro“ﬂsed workinz party should be askcd
to oxanine the Geneva and innecy schedules, as well as
all the protocols of modifications and rectifications, to
try to5 foraulate a eonsolidated and unifiéd‘agreement and .
schedules before revalidation 85 as to avoid the oonfusion
”that had been caused by the existence >f a multitude of
' docunents and schedules, If the existing schedules, as
well as those resultinz froz the negotiatians at Torquay,
could be consolidated systematically and put into force
for three years it would *reatly siwplify the. uatter.

‘Mr. WICOL (New Zealand) thought the representativo of

France appeared to have over-eaphasized the difficulties
- of revalidation. ‘Hew Zealand was in the sane position as
uustralia, whose new zovernient was engased in considering
”the present tariff structure of the country.,‘Nevertheless,:
~ his delegation was in a position to support the principle
-of revalidatin* the schedules for a period of three yewrs,
'if without nrejudice t> the right of the contracting
parties to re-nerotiate on individual itens in thelr »‘ 
. schedules. Requests had been an? nisht continue to be
‘exchanged between New Zealand and other contracting 3

, parttes. Negotiations »n these requests were to take ‘
place at Torquay aceording to the established procedures.
If these negotiatians‘should prove t> be unsuccessful, -
New Zealand would prefor that the status quo be nain-
tained and did not anticipate that there would be any
general inerease in its tariff. Referring to the renarks
nade by the Danish representative, Mr, UICOL was of the
opinion that account should be taken in the negotiatisns
- of parasraph 2(d) of Article 17 of the Havana Charter,

- Discussion to be continued‘at the next Meeting.

‘The Meeting adjourned at 12.40 p.n,




