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1. Accession of Norwayto the International Convention on Commercial.

The CHAIRMAN read a telegram which had been received to the Executive
Scereatry from the SecretryGeneral of the United Nationsannonucing that
Norway had deposit np 2 Novmbe r an .instrument of accession to the Inter-
national Convention on Commercial Samples and AdvertisingMahterial. Six
opuntries had thus acceded to the Convention and it ais hoped that before
long other accessions would occur so as to ensure entry into force of the
Convention.

2.Italy/LibyJa L/1432 andAQdd.1)

r. ANZILOTTI (Italy) referred to the Second Annual Reports by the
Governments of Italy and Libya on special customs treatment for Libyan
products (L/232). The report by his Government clearly showed the favour-
able results of the special treatment for Libya. The imports benefiting
thereby had increased.Only those which were of a temporary character
arising out of the events of the preceding year had decreased in particular
scrap and non-ferrous metal refuse.
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Mr. Anzilotti called attention to the request submitted by the Libyan
Government to the Italian Government with a view to obtaining an increase
in the quota of olive oil admitted duty free into Italy(L/232 p. 12, and
L/232/Add.1). This request related to an annual quota of 1,000tons of0 t
olive oic whioh the Libyan Government now asked to be allowedncreasecreab
t0o 2p50 tons a year until 31 December 1955. This request had been sub-
mitted to the Italian Government, which had decided to accept it in accordance
with its undertaking to contribute toward the economic assistance ofaLibyu.
The -talian Delegation sought in consequence authorization to amend accord-
ingly the Annex to the iDecison of 9 Ortobei 1952.

WrELABD KAFI (United Kingdom of Libya) thanked tNTRCOMMACTING PARTIES
for the Decision of 9 October 1952. As the Italian delegate had pointed out,
oeptr fo the exports that were of a torampacharacter, terl otherbyanpu
sporthadarecorded asteady creasefofollowing the application of the waiver.
Despite the short time ihad been in existence, Libya had benefited there-
from. The Second Annual Report of his GovernmentL (/232) containefulll
information Concrnting Libya's request to the Government of Italy for an
increaseiIn the quota of olive oil for 1955, he explained that the produc-
tion in 1954 had exceeded the estimated amount and followed upon two years
of lower production caused by weather condition.* Although the amount
requested was small, it was felt that considerable benefit would rest to
Libya. Furthermore, the nature and volmne of trade in this commodity was
not likely to result in injury to the trade of nyq contracting party. Italy
ahd been the traditional market for Libyan olive oil over the past years.
His Government was grateful to the Italian Goverment for contributing to
the economic aid of his country by accepting this request and they looked
forward to equally sympathetic consideration by the CONTRACTING PARIE

Finally, he wished to say that the Libyan Govern-nme, by taking advan-
tage of the technical advice of the United naNions Technical Assistanoec
Comumision to Libyap,the Libyan-Ameroica Technical Assistance Agreement
and the Libyan Public Development and Stabilization Agency hoped to promote
national production to a sstanard which would permit Libya in the near
futmureo participate in international trade an a normal competitive basis.

The CONTRACTING PARTIES took note of the Second Annual Reportes
of the Italian and Libyan Governments.

Mr. DONNE (France), referring to the request to extend the quota,
emphasized the interest that French North Africa and southern France, both

large producers of olive oil, had in this matter. He understood that the
purpose was only to contribute to the economic development of Libya and,
tothis understanding, the French Government had no objection to extending the
waiver soas to permit an increase of the quota.

Mr. VASSILIOU (Greece) said that Greece, asan exporter of olive oil to
Italy, was also interested in the matter. If he based his consideration only on
the statistics given in the Italian report, the request for extending the
waiver did not seek justified. According to these statistics, imports of
olive oil in the first half of 1954 had only amounted to 515 tons, and it
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did not therefore appear that the quota of 1,000 tons would be exceeded.
However, in the interest of the economic collaboration of the countries of
the eastern Mediterranean, he would support the request made by the Italian
and Libyan Governments.

Mr. BROWN (United States of America) said that, under his present
instructions .he was not able to agree to the extension of a preference which
the present request entailed. However, in view of the case presented by the
Italian and Libyan delegates, and since the extension of the quota was designed
to dispose of a bumper crop and to last only for the period requested, he had
asked his Government for authority to concur in the request. In the mean-
time, he would formally reserve the position of his Government. Mr. Brown
remarked that he had been pleased to see that the measures undertaken under
the waiver had contributed to the economic development of Libya.

-The request to amend the Annex to the Decision of 9 October 1952 so as
to permit an increase in the annual quota of 1,000 tons of olive oil to
2,500 tons until the end of 1955 was approved. A decision would be prepared
for approval by the CONTRACTING PARTIES.

The representatives of Italy and Libya thanked the CONTRACTING PARTIES.

3. Nicaragua/ElSalvador (L/233)

Mr. PORTOCARRERO (Nicaragua) referred to the Third Annual Report by the
Government of Nicaragua (L/233) submitted in accordance with the Decision of
25 October 1951. The Report described both the monthly movement in Treaty
products with statistical tables and the prospects of exports and imports under
the Treaty. When the establishment of the free trade area was discussed by the
CONTRACTING PARTIES, concern had been expressed regarding the possible use of
quantitative restrictions. In this connection he wished to call attention to
the section of the report relating to the use that Nicaragua had been compelled
to make of such restrictions in relation to exports of maize and beans to El
Salvador. These measures had been necessary due to the exceptionally dry season
in 1954 and, sinee maize and beans were the staple diet of the population, with-
out such measures severe shortages would have resulted. The measures had been
wholly eliminated by August 1954 and the texts of the decrees relating thereto
were annexed to the Report. Mr. Portocarrero added that both Governments were
satisfied with the mutual development of trade which had resulted from the
establishment of the free trade area and he said that additions to the schedule
of goods subject to free trade contained in Annex A, of the Treaty were envisioned
in the near future. The Nicaragua-El Salvador Joint Comittee would meet
before the close of the year.

The CHAIRMANexplained that El Salvador had been unable to send a
representative.

Mr. BROWN (United States of America) expressed gratification that the
Treaty seemed to be working so well. He was pleased to see that the temporary
quotas on exports had been fully removed and encouraged to note the prospect of
the addition of further products to the schedule of goods receiving free trade
treatment.
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The CONTRACTING PARTIES tooknote of the Third Annual Report by the
Government of Nicaragua and of the fact that the operation of the Treaty
appeared to be satisfactory both to the participating governments and from
the point of view of the CONTRACTING PARTIES.

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the Government of Nicaragua might furnish
certain additional information in its next Annual Report. It appeared from
information available to the secretariat that,whereas practically all
exports from Nicaragua to El Salvador were subject to the free trade pro-
visions of the Treaty, a much smaller proportion of the imports from El
Salvador into Nicaragua. were subject to those provisions. In the Decision
of 25 October 1951 the Government of Nicaragua undertook to include in its
Annual Report "Such additional information as would be of assistance to the
CONTRACTING PARTIES". It would be helpful to the CONTRACTING PARTIES if
Nicaraguacould provide an analysis of the trade between the two countries
in relation to the operation of the Treaty especially that part of the trade
not now covered by the Treaty and a list of the main products on which duties
were still levied.

Mr. PORTOCARRERO (Nicaragua) said he was sure his Government would
accede to this request in the preparation of its Fourth Annual Report.

4. UnitedStates Dairy Products (L/268)

Mr. BROWN (United States of America) referred to the Report by the United
States Government on action since the Eighth Session (L/268). During earlier
discussions of this question, manydelegations had urged that the United
States take some action with respect to the level of price supports as a way
of dealing with the basic problem of surpluses. A major step in that direc-
tion had been taken by the Secretary of Agriculture this year and be referred
to the description contained in the Report of the Reduction in the level of price
sports for milk for manufacturing and butter fat. The problem of surpluses
could be approached either by the method of reducing production or that of
increasing oonsumption and he thought "contracting parties would agree that
the latter was more desirable. The United States Government had also been
taking steps to increase domestic consumption. They would like to see an
expansion of consumption elsewhere in the world and had been in touch with
other government in this effect. Thus a beginning had been made as the
Report shoved, in ooping with the basic problem, both from the point of view
of supply and of demand. There had not been sufficient time yet to see any
substantial results but the effects were beginning to be seen in a levelling
off in production and anexpansion in consumption of dairy products. There
remained,however, substantial stocks and the United States Government still
found it necessary to continue the restrictions.

Mr. SEIDENFADEN (Denmark) said that these developments within the United
States in the dairy products field had naturally been followed most closely
by the Danish Government and the Danish farmers. In all fairness, they
would recognize that the steps taken were in the right direction. They would
also agree that, if people consumed a more reasonable amount of dairy products,
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there would be no surplus problem and no reason for quotas. It was a question
of cost of production and prices. With Denmark's main export commodity,
butter, for example prizes in the United States had been kept so high that
butter was constantly losing ground to margarine and his country was convinced
that if something were not done, the coming generations would eat only margarine.
They believed that if prices in the United States were set at a reasonable level,
not only would the total United States production be taken up,but there would
be ample scope for imparts of butter from other countries. Considering that
such a development would be in the interest both of United States farmers and,
even more so, of consumers, he could not but feel that the steps taken, as
described in the report, were rather modest, and from a Danish point of view,
and perhaps also from a GATT point of view, offered little consolation.The
quotaswere unaltered and for all practical purposes the situation was the

same as last year. Although Mr. Seidenfaden would not repeat the arguments
of preceding session, this in no way meant that tho Danish Government was at
all content with the present situation On the contrary, they were increas-
ingly distressed that this state of affairs was allowed to continue year
after year. The outlook for Danish agricultural exports was darkened by
the development of protectionist police in many markets and this at a time
when all were eager to work towards freer world trade and general converti-
bility of currencies. His Government felt that a leading trading nation
like the United States had special responsibilities to co-operation inthis
general effort, and its action, or lack of action in the dairy field, so
important to several. nations, must be seen against this broader background.

The Danish Goverment therefore hoped that the CONTRACTING PARTIES would
agree on a resolution addressed to the United States Government, in which it
was made clear that, although some progress in the right direction had been
Made the situation was still serious and that the CONTRACTING PARTIES must
continue to urge the United States to live, up to its obligations. His dele-
gation would like to submit a draft resolution for the consideration of the
CONTRACTING PARTIES.

Mr. JOHNSEN (New Zealand) said that New Zealand, as a country having a
major interest in export trade in dairy products, was naturally disappointed
that circumstances did not permit the United States to make a more favorable
report than that presently before the CONTRACTING PARTIES.The matter was
Important to New Zealand, not only because of the serious effect of such
restrictions on its trade, but also because of the unfavourable impression
of the Agreement created in the minds of people, who regarded such restrictions
as materially limiting any value which the Agreement might otherwise have.
His Delegation recognised that the United States had a problem, even if of their
own making, difficult of solution. They recognized also the steps which the
United States Government was taking with a view to removing the basic causes
of the problem. Mr. Johnsen hoped that it might be found practicable to take
further action, possibly within the field of increasing domestic consumption,
which might enable a relation within a reasonably early period of the
restrictions and ultimately their complete removal. Although the report
referred to a world commercial dairy surplus problem, he thought it would
be agreed that the problem attached essentially to the United States.
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In the meantime, the general position regarding the import restrictions
and their effect on certain contracting parties remained much the same
Nullification and impairment of concessions within the meaning of Article
XIII continued to exist. The New Zealand Government had previously given
consideration to the adoption of counter measures but did not consider this
a satisfactory procedure and thought that it should be left to the offending
country to correct the situation. Hisdelegation supported the suggestion
that a Decision be adopted by the CONTRACTINGPARTIES and that the United
States Government be given the opportunity to report further before the
next Session.

Mr. RATTIGAN (Australia) recalled that at the past two sessions of the
CONTRACTING PARTIES, his delegation hasreferred to the harmfuleffects of
the restrictions on dairy imports and associated measures on the trade of
Australia among other countries. He was interested to note from the Report
that the level of price assurance had been reduced. He also noted that
production continued to exceed demand and that the United States Government
still owned stocks. He further observed that certain amounts were being
donated or sold at less than cost for welfare use in other countries.
However, no substantial easing of the restrictions had resulted. While
he would apse to the Proposal of the delegate of Denmark for a resolution
along the lines adopted at the last session in order to dispose of the matter
on the agenda, his delegation might wish to refer to restrictions of this
type during the Review of the Agreement.

Baron BENTINCK (Netherlands) referred to the ample discussions on this
question at previous sessions. He had read with interest the r eport of the
Government of the United States on developments since then. His delegation
had noted that the United States was seeking solutions in the right
direction, and had in effect taken some steps which might lead to a
restoration of more normal competitive conditions. The Netherlands
appreciated the fact that these had been taken in the face of considerable
opposition. It seemed important for the CONTRACTING PARTIES to note that the
United States had not disregarded altogether last year's recommendation on
this issue. Nevertheless, his government was unable to show greater
satisfaction at this time and hoped that further and more decisive steps
would be taken as soon as possible.

The situation before the CONTRACTING PARTIES remained virtually
unchanged. The quantitative restrictions on United States imported continued
to be applied with the same severity and it would be over-optimistic to expect
an elimination in the near future. This was regrettable.

Until more decisive domestic measure, allowing a real relaxation of the
import restrictions were taken, it would be clear to the United States,
as wellas to other contracting parties, that the position of the Netherlands
with regard to the applicability of Article XXIII remained unaltered.
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Baron Bentinck supported the suggestion that the CONTRACTING PARTIES
again this year should take action under that article and use their authority
to urge the United States to liberalism its imports. In the present
circumstances, the Netherlands wished again to request for a renewal for a
renewal of the authorization obtained in the preceding years to suspend, on
their side, certain obligations under the General Agreement, namely, to be
allowed to apply a limit to imports of wheat-flour from the United States.

It was indisputable that the restrictions constituted a serious impediment
to international trade. They were perhaps not the only restrictions of this
kind in the world, but he wished to emphasize the importance, particularly now,
of all contracting parties contributing wherever possible, and not only where
there would be no resistance, to a maximum elimination of barriers to trade.

Mr.SAHLIN(Sweden) supported the adoption of the resolution as proposed
by the Danish representative. The Swedish export trade, especially in dried
milk, had been adversely affected by the United States restrictions. It seemed
only fair that when United States trade was not hampered by Swidish restric-
tions Sweden should be allowed to maintain the trade which it had always
carried on with the United States.

Mr. ANZILOTTI (Italy) appreciated what had been done to increase the con-
sumption of milk and other dairy products in the United States,but understood
nevertheless that the United States was not in a position, to remove the r a-
tione in question. That being so the Italian delegation could only express
its disappointment once again, since by continue to limit imports the
difficulties of the Italian export trade to the United States persisted. The
situation of daily products was also difficult for Italy which had an important
domestic production alongside of anincreasingvolume of imports. For these
,reasons the Italian delegation supported the proposals of other delegations
for a Resolutionand associated itself with the hopes expressed for a solution
of this question.

Mr. RICHARDS (Canada) said that the Canadian Government viewed with
continuing concern the restrictions imposed and maintained by the United States
on daily products. The matter was of concern not only to the countries whose
exports wereaffected but also to the CONTRACTING PARTIES as a whole, because
of the question of principle involved.

The Canadian Delegation joined other delegations in welcoming the measure
of flexibility introduced into the United States agricultural price support
programme. The rigid price supports of the past, whatever their domestic
implication, had certainly produced international difficulties. Whether the
existing measure of flexibility could be expectedto solve the problem was
questionable, but it was an encouragingstep in the right direction.

The United States paper suggested, that there was an imbalancein the
world demand-supply situation. This, in the view of his Delegation, was true
only insofar as there was an imbalance in the situation in the United States
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itself. Apart from that, the world situation was not unsatisfactory. The
United States Government was faced by a problem based on domestic policies
and calling for a domestic rather than an international solution.The
United States paper also suggested that their domestic problem was really a
residue of wartime adaptation and dislocation. While this might be true, the
time should nevertheless soon be past, if it were not past already, when it
was reasonable for countries to explain departures from the basic principles
of the Agreement in termed of the problems and policies of ten years ago.

Meanwhile the damage done by the United States restrictions to the trade
of other contracting parties continued. There had been some adjustments in
the restrictions since they were introduced in 1951, but his delegation felt
that the level of restrictions on dairy products was, generally, unchanged
ad expressed their deep regret that, with these restrictionsnowin theirber
fourtear'4r, no substantial relaxation had taken pace despite the hspea
held out by the United States Delegation at previous sessions of the
TRACTINGNG PART.ES

Mr. Richards did not wish to discuss all Canadian products affected, and
would mention only "Chedrai Cheese", a product in which Canada was specially
interest.d In 1950, Canada had exported 3 million pounds of Cheddar cheese
to the United States. Under the quota system that amounh bad been out by more
than ghtytr pecent.*to ale vel of about half a million poun.s, Indeed,
the totaquota4 for all countrseo was nowesoes than the amount which Canada
had exported to the Utiied States in 19.0 It was therefore clear that
other countries in addition tC Ganada were being hurt by the quota on this
productanAxd the same was true regarding the quotas on other dairy produc.s*

The United States seemed to imagine that other countries would draw
satisfaction from t e.caot that United States restrictions had not been
intensified. However, other countries considered that ty : were entitled to
look in the direction of relation and not of intensification. The Cadiann
delegate hoped that when next the United States reported to the CONTRACTING
PARTIES on the subject, it would be to the effect that the restrictions had
been reomved or at least substantially reaxe

The Canadian delegation therefore favoured the adoption of a resolution
on the subject by the CONTRACTIN PGARTIES as proposed by the Danish
representative.

Tha eHAIRMAN noted that while maw nylegates welcomed the reduction of
the price supports, there was general support for the proposal for a
Resolution made by the Danish delegate. The Netherlands Delegetaon had
requested authorization to maintain Iti retaliatory measures. Ha essured
the Austraijliadelegate that adoption of the proposed Reaosution would not
preolcludeealing with this problem in the Review. Te htexb tf a resolution
would be-s bmitted for consideration at a subsequent meeting.
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5. United States Export Subsidy on Oranges (L/265)

The CHAIRMAN recalled that when the Italian Government' s complaint
on the United States subidy on the export of oranges had been discussed
at the Eighth Session, the Chairman had noted, in conclusion, that
consultations would continue between the United States and interested
governments; he had also noted that the United States Government reported
annually on subsidies in accordance with Article XVI. The Government of
Italy had again asked for the inclusion of this item on the agenda.

Mr. ANZILOTTI (Italy) referred to the complaint concerning the United
States subsidy on the export of oranges submitted duing the Eighth Session,
and to the conviction of his Government that exports of oranges supported
by subsidies such as those granted by the United States would seriously
injure Italian exports to its traditional markets. The CONTRACTING PARTIES
had decided that the question might be solved in the spirit of Article XVI
by direct negotiations between the two parties. Consultations, which began
during the Eighth Session and were pursued through normal diplomatic
channels, had not yet produced the result desired. In fact, during the 1953-54
season until July 1954, the United States had supported orange exports by
subsidies of $1 a crate, approximately 30 to 35 percent of the value of the'
Italian product for export. The subsidy had been suspended in July 1954 but
it had been recently announced that it would be reintroduced as from
1 November 195.4 The concern of the Italian delegation, therefore continued,
and he requested that the question be maintained on the agenda, so thatiIf
necessary he could raise the matter again.

Mr. MEYER (South Africa) referred to the concern expressed by the
South African delegate at the Eighth Session, Since that time discussions
had occurred between his Government and that of the United States regarding
the damage caused by the subsidy to the South African citrus industry but
with no satisfactory result. The United StatesjJustified the subsidy on the
ground that without it American producers would be unable to sell any
oranges on the European market because of the shortage of dollars. As a
result of the subsidy, however, South Africa had sold very little fruit even in
markets where dollars were plentiful. His Government felt inclined to
object when it found itself forced out of markets because of
by the country which had tied its hands over preferential duties. During
the period weon the subsidy, because of a relatively short orip, had been sues
pended, South African sales had doubled and the gross prices hadiIncrease.
This clearly showed the effect of the subsidy. The South African Government
was concerned about the effect of its possible reinstatement. While he
did not wish to anticipate any possible alterations to Article VI, he would
observe that countries which subsidized exports distorted trade patterns
and obtained, more than their fair share of world trade. If such competition
obtained, the advantage must be with the stronger countries. The United
States was not alone in this dangerous practice which had such ill effects
on the economies of smaller countries.
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Mr. HADJI VASSILIOU (Greece) declared that Greece was in the same position
as Italy and supported the proposal to maintain the question on the agenda.

Mr. RATTIGAN (Australia) said that although his country was not directly
affected by the subsidy, he associated himself with the views expressed by
previous speakers. Australia felt strongly on the subject of export sub-
sidies as, like other small countries, it could not enter into such competition.
He favoured retaining the item on the agenda.

Mr. SINCLAIR (United Kingdom) associated himself with the views expressed,
largely because of his country's interest in the dependent territories, in
particular Cyprus and the British West Indies whose trade, especially in
Europe, had been severely affected by the subsidy. He urged that every-
thing be done to remove the subsidy. If consultations took place under
Article XVI, his delegation wished to be associated in them.

Mr. BROWN (United States of America) referred to the explanations given
by his delegation at the Eighth Session to the effect that the export payment
programme was not designed to encourage or increase the production of oranges
in the United States. It was solely designed to help American exporters
regain a portion of the markets which they had previously won in conditions
of free competition. They were prevented from competing in manymarkets by
import restrictions. The subsidy was intended to be a partial solution to
this problem.

It was true that there had been an increase in exports in the post-war
period over pre-war, but the bulk of that increase was in areas for which no
subsidy was granted and in which there was free competition, mainly in Canada.
At the present time, exports formed a smaller proportion of total United States
production than before the war. The United States share in European markets
had increased since the war, but no more than Italy's and less than that of
South Africa and many other countries.

The South African delegate had referred to the increase of prices upon
the withdrawal of the American subsidy. This was hardly surprising, since,
owing to a freeze in Spain and a short crop in the United States, few oranges
were available from either country. In the United Kingdom where before the
war both the United States and South Africa had supplied 15 per cent.
of the market, South Africa now supplied 90 per cent. and the United States
almost none. His country quite as much as South Africa, wished to see a
return to a situation of competition. Mr. Brown shared the concern expressed
by the Australian. delegate regarding the distortion of trade patterns as a
result of arbitrary restrictions. His delegation would have some observa-
tions to present on this subject during the Review.

The United States delegate pointed out that, even with the subsidy, American
oranges sold for higher prices than other oranges and still found a markets
obviously as a result of the competitive advantage of the American fruit. The
United States had consistently reduced payments since 1949 from $1.65 per box
to $1.50, to $1.25, to $1.00. The support payment provided for the next
season was 75 cents a crate.
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His Government had had consultations with Italy.One of the suggestions
made by the latter in the course of these was that the parents be made
seasonal. The barriers the payments were designed to overcome were not,
however, seasonal.

Finally, Mr. Brown felt bound to observe that he could not understand that
there was a legitimate basis for complaint by other suppliers.The United
States was still offering oranges at higher prices and was not sharing in the
increase in markets to the same extent as other suppliers. Should not con-
sumers be permitted to exercise their choice, if it was possible to get round
the dollar difficulty? The price paid to a seller in a market where quantita-
tive restrictions prevailed was not a price he had earned. He would also
point out that, although the United States maintained a subsidy, they did not
provide special freight rate arrangements and other export incentives enjoyed
by exporters elsewhere.

These remarks were made in an effort to put the case in perspective. The
United States hoped that with the improvement in the economic situation,
dollar restrictions would be eliminated. Such action would afford a basis
for removal of this special assistance.

The CONTRACTING PARTIES agreed to retain the complaint on the agenda so
that the Italian Delegation would be able to raise the matter for further dis-
cussion if they should so desire after consultations with the United States.

6. Brazilian InternalTaxes

The CHAIRMAN recalled that the complaint that certain Brazilian internal
taxes discriminated against imported produces in a sense contrary to the pro-
visions of Article IIIhad first been brought to the CONTRACTING PARTIESby
France, the United Kingdom and the United States, at the Third Session.

The resolution adopted at the Eighth Session (BISD, Secondsupplement,
page 25) urged the Government of Brazil to amend the existing laws so as to
bring them into conformity with the General Agreement and to report on action
taken.

Mr. MACHADO (Brazil) regretted being unable to report that any action
had been taken by his Government on this complaint which had been on the Agenda
for so long. The seriousness of the case lay less in the material disadvan-
tage to France and other countries than in the fact that Brazil should have
complied with the recommendations of the CONTRACTING PARTIES and had not been
able to do so. In actual fact, there had been no concrete case recently of
this actual discrimination being applied to imports into Brazil. Moreover,
commercial relations with France were better than ever before; French exports
to Brazil had changed in character from non-essential to essential goods
and the establishment of a mixed commission was being considered.
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His delegation admitted, however, that from the point of view of the
Agreement, the situation was not satisfactory. The Brazilian Executive had
placed a draft law, as recommended by the CONTRACTING PARTIES, before the legis-
lature, but the latter had taken no action thereon. There were particular
difficulties in Brazil. The Brazilian tariff dated from 1923 and contained
many specific duties. Whenever matters relating to particular aspects of the
tariff were placed before the legislature, the general question of the whole
tariff structure was invariably raised. The Brazilian Government had decided
to deal with the problem in its entirety and, with this object in view, was now
engaged in revising its tariff. His Government assured the French delegation
and the CONTRACTING PARTIES that among the particular questions which the general
review of the tariff was intended to settle was the subject of the complaint
presently before the CONTRACTING PARTIES.

Mr. Machado expressed the deep regret his Government felt at being unable
to give at the present time satisfaction on this matter. The continued exist-
ence of such failures to comply with the terms of the Agreement was detrimental
to the prestige of the CONTRACTING PARTIES. His Government admitted that Brazil
was at fault, and recognized the right of the injured parties, such an France, to
have recourse to Article XXIII, He reiterated the hope of his Government that
the complaint would be settled as a result of a solution of the entire problem
of the tariff structure.

Mr. DONNE (France) recalled that this complaint dated from 1949. Its
continued existence did not facilitate the task of the French administration,
which was harassed by exporters who were unable to understand the fact that
the General Agreement had not resulted in a settlement. His Government had
hoped that the matter would be settled at this Session and he was distressed
by the statement of the Brazilian delegate, according to which it appeared that
there was no longer any question of submitting a law abolish the discrimina-
tion to the legislature. He asked the Brazilian delegate whether, in fact, his
Government had definitely rejected the solution by means of a law, such as the
draft prepared in Torquay. The Brazilian delegate had stated that his Govern-
ment expected to solve the matter by modifying its tariff. He did not under-
stand how a modification of the tariff could eliminate the discrimination in the
application of internal taxes. Mr. Donne would like to consult with the
Brazillan delegation on the nature of the tariff modifications envisaged, in
order that he might ascertain whether they would really be effective. He re-
quested that the item be retained on the Agenda.

Mr. MACHADO (Brazil) replied that he would be pleased to give all possible
informationso as to demonstrate that the measures envisaged by his Government
would put an end to the existing discrimination. He was unfortunately not able
at this stage to provide details of the new tariff. However the message from
his Government was specific and to the effect that definite measures were inhand to end the discrimination. The Brazilian Government felt that there was
no other solution possible than to present this particular matter to the Chamber
of Deputies as part of a plan relating to the whole tariff structure. All
Isolated efforts had failed. Detailed discussion of this question had. taken
Place in his Government since the Eighth Session and he repeated his assurances
that the Brazilian Government was particularly concerned at the moral aspect
of the case and much regretted its inability to give a solution now.
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Mr. SINCLAIR (United Kingdom) said that the United Kingdom was also
a complainant. Although he sympathized with the difficulties in honouring
undertakings experienced by countries whose legislature was so separate
that it was not possible for the executive to obtain approval for measures,
nevertheless his Government regarded with the gravest concern, the appear-
ance of an item on the agenda year after year. The United Kingdom did not
wish in a case of this kind to have recourse to retaliatory measures, which
we an unsatisfactory solution and weakened the Agreement. However, if it
proved impossible to reach a solution there might be no alternative.

Mr. MACHADO (Brazil) said that Brazil had recognized the right of
injured parties to retaliate. He reiterated his assurances that his Govern-
ment was taking steps which it believed would settle the matter.

The CONTRACTING PARTIES took note of the statements by Brazil. The item
would be retained on the agenda and the delegations concerned would report
on their consultations.

The meeting adjourned at 6.15 p.m.


