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1. Belgium, LuxemburgWaiver Requests

The CHAIRMAN said that in June the Governments of Belgium and Luxemburg had
submitted requets for authority to maintain certain import restrictions, and
the Intersessional Committee was convened especially to deal with these requests.
A working party, appointed by the Committee, produced a report (L/372) and the
action of the Committee was recorded in its report to the CONTRACTING PARTIES
(L/439). The Chairman recalled that the Working party which the Committee
appointed to examine these requests considered it would be necessary to have
additional information and therefore recommended that the question should be
deferred and be taken up early in the present Session after the Goverments of
BelgiumandLuxemburg had supplied further information.

Belgian waiverrequest (L/357 and Add.1-5, L/372)

Mr. FORTHOMME (Belgium) said that the basis of the Belgian request for the
waiver from the provisions of Article XI was developed in a considerable number
of documents, including the replies to the questionnaires drawn up by the
Working Party and annxed to their report (L/372) as Annexes A and B. The basic
reasons were set out in L/357/Add.1 The particularly Belgian aspects as well
as those which derived from the Benelux Union were treated in detail in the
documents supplied.

The Belgian Government was pursuing three principal objectives, apart from
the purely internal objective of securing stability of its agriculture and
fishing industry: first, to make Benelux a complete economic union; secondly,
to remove protective measures not inconformity with the Agreement within a
definite period, and thirdly,to ratify the revised Agreement and OTC. The
Belgian request only slightly exceeded the framework established by the Agreement
and the Decision of 5 March 1955. The goodwill which the Belgian Government had
shown had been recognized, and it hoped that recognition would also be accorded
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by the CONTRACTING PARTIES to the difficuties tobe resolvedifBelgiumwere
to maintain its cooperatrive attitude.

The Belgian Government was facing the difficult problems of a small
country with a limited market and high productivity, attempting to conform
in its trade policy to liberal rules which many countries had found it
hitherto impossible to apply. By its action it hoped to show that no
problem of adaptation to the provisions of the General Agreement were
insoluble. For this reason the form of the waiver application had been
carefully considered and the time limit requested corresponded to the
realities of the situation. In its immediate application the waiver would
not have the effect of rendering the present position of other contracting
parties less favourable and their position would improve as restrictions
were progressively removed as the time limit elapsed.

The full text of the Belgian delegate's speech is reproduced in W.10/4.

Mr. NOTARANGELI (Italy) said that the Italian delegation had carefully
examined the documentation supplied by the Belgian Goverrmuent with regard
to the waiver request. The Italian delegation had already clearly conveyed
to the CONTRACTING PARTIES their view on the legal and formal aspects of the
request. He would repeat that the Italian Government was in principle, against
the granting of a waiver of this kind. Such waivers, if granted, would
constitute a serious obstacle not only to the realization of the general
objectives of the GATT, but also to the economic integration of Europe and
the freeing of European trade. Novertheless, the Italian delegation were
prepared to examine the Belgian request within the framework of the hard-core
Decision. In this connexion it regretted to state that the documentation
submitted to date in reply to the questionnaires did not contain any definite
information as to the policy of gradual reduction of the restrictions.
Moreover, the reply to the question as to the period required for the
complete removal of the restriction was not satisactory in that it simply
referred to the period of seven years envisaged in the Benelux Ministers'
decision of 3 May 1955 which had been taken outside the GATT framework.

Mr. KRISTLANSEN(Denmark) said that when the question of grantinga
waiver to Belgium was discussed in the Intersessional Committee, the Danish
representative had stated that, as a matter of principle, Denmark could not
agree to deviate from the provisions of the hard-core waiver. The additional
information since supplied by Belgium to the Intersessional Committee had not
made his Government change their position. Being a country largely dependent
on its exports of agricultural-products, Denmark had a substantial interest
in all questions relating to trade insuch products, and had frequently found
it necessary to defend the principles of the GATT, especially in this field.
It had come as a-surprise to his delegation that Belgium had not submitted
her request under the terms ofthe hard-corewaiver, but wanted a waiver going
beyond the Decision of 5 March 1955 which the Danish delegation to the Review
session had only accept reluctantly on the understanding that the framework
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established represented the maximum discretion which the CONTRACTINDGPARTIES
would use to meet exceptional circumstances in connexion with the abolition
of quantitative restrictions for balance-of-payments reasons. If this case
could not be handled within the framework of the hard-core waiver, the authority
of this important part of the revised Agreement would be undermined and the
delicate equilibrium, established at the Review Session disrupted. It was
with regret that the Danish delegation had to take this negative position to
the Belgian request, but it would be prepared to give sympathetic consideration
to any request formulated within the framework of the hard-core waiver. There
were certain questions they would wish examined in the Working Party, mainly
concerning the list of commodities, according to their status in intra-Benelux
trade and those for which Belgium had substantial exports, possibly under an
export support scheme. They would also wish to consider the possibility of a
gradual limitation of the waiver pari passu with the planned relaxation of
quantitative restrictions inside Benelux.

Mr. ANNIS (Canada) shared the fears and doubts expressed by the Italian
and Danish delegates. The GATT Provisions prohibiting quantitative rest.
tions except for balance-of-payments reasons had been somewhat modified
at the Review Session, but, as part of the general process of relaxing
restrictions the hard core waiver had been agreed to. A waiver going beyond
this would upset the delicate balance achieved at the Ninth Session. The
requirements laid down in the Decision and which were essential elementsof
any waiver under it were the time limit, the provision of plans for eliminat-
ing the restrictios, and consideration of the effect on other contracting
parties. The Belgian problem was complicated by its special relation to its
partners in Bonelux. A certain reconciliation would have to be effected to
bring the present request within the terms of the hard-core Decision. The
Canadian delegation felt this was essential as the Agreement must not be
administered so as to upset the balance of agreement reached by the
COTRACTING PARTIESnor so as to create unfortunate precedents. The Belgian
delegate had said that the measures contemplated could be eventually eliminated.
He hoped that it would prove possible for the working party to receive the
assurances required to grant this request under the hard-core waiver.

Mr. de SAINT-LEGLER(France) said that at the Intersessional Committee
in June the French delegation had supported the request of the Belgian
Government and he would rely recall the essential elements of their position.
In their view the request was not contrary to the General Agreement and, if
granted, would not be of a nature seriously to injure the interests of the
contracting parties. Concerning the legal position, it was clear that.the
hard-core Decision had not been intended to cover all cases which might give
rise to a request for a waiver. He referred in this connexion to paragraph
76 of the Working Party report (3rd S., p. 192) where it was stated that
the adoption, of the Decision would not preclude any contracting partyfrom
availing itself of the provison of ArticleXXV :5(a). Moreoveri If the
CTRACTINGPARTIEShad wanted to eliminate in certaincoases direct recornse
to ArticleXXV aand modify the waiver procedure, they would have proceeded by
way of aendiing the Agreement. This they have not done and the adoptoni of



SR.10/4
Page 36

a decision could not constitute an amendment to the fundamental rules of the
Agreement. On the important point of the duration of the waiver requested by
Belgium, it was clear that the provisions of the Decision of 5 March, could
not give them satisfaction. There was no reason, in the view of his delegation,
to force the Belgian case into a mould which was clearly not made for it.
There had been at least one case where no solution was possible within this
Decision and where no difficulty of principle finally prevented granting
of a waiver directly within the terms of Article XXV. Concerning the question
of the effects of granting the request, he recalled that the measures were
temporary and would be progressively reduced. Moreover there was no question
of new measures but only the maintenance of existing ones well known to the
interested contracting parties. The French Government were certain that
Belgium would use the facilities in a manner which would not seriously affect
the interests of the other contracting parties. For these reasons and in the
Interests of the understanding which should regulate relations between
contracting parties, they hoped satisfaction would be given to the Belgian
request without forcing it into a method not suitable to it.

Mr. LEDDY (United States) said that it was inevitable that this case
would set a precedent, both in the method used and result achieved. The
principles of the Agreement should be observed, and tolerance and understand-
ing shown for the special position of the country involved. The hard-core
waiver was an integral part of the series of understandings reached at the
Ninth Session. It was essential to adhereto its general lines. While assuring
the integrity of the waiver, the Agreement should be administered so as to
support and encourage the further development of the Benelux Customs Union.

In the documents provided there were some gaps bearing upon the criteria
laid down in the waiver. Further information was needed on measures which
bad already been taken or were contemplated to eliminate the need for the
waiver; on the relation of the restrictions to the domestic industries concerned;
on the relation of the measures to the maintenance anddevelopment of Benelux;
on the extent to which restrictions applied on a non-discriminatory basis to
countries other than those within the Customs Union and on the size of the
quotas. The United States direct interest was limited but they had a broader
concern with respect to the operations of the Agreement.

Mr. WARWICK SMITH (Australia) also felt that the Decisionof 5 March
was an integral part of the balance achieved at the Review Session, Australia was
concerned to prevent a position where agricultural protection became entrenched
through the extended use of quantitative restrictions.The Australian
delegation continued to consider that the request should be examined in the
term of the Decision of 5 March rather than under ArticleXXV:5(a). The
examination by the Intersessional Committee had brought out certain diffi-
culties someofwhicharose out of the existanceoftheCustoms Union and heof which arose out of existanceof the CustomsUnion and
woulquestiono see these further ite'stigated, There was also the auncW.LU
of theredusation of the waiver where mr elucidation would be requid a
well rnrnment s shnical problems Ivolved. The Australian Govemufilt wa
not rppored to tee Belpan application as such, but was conce2ned that th6
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principles agreed at the Review Sessionwere carried into effect.

Mr. PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) referred to the technical difficulties
resulting from the wide range of products covered. There was the, further
complication of Belgium being a member of the Benelux..He felt that it was
not possible to make much more progressuntil the Working Party had studied
the matter further and considered that the investigation begun by the Working Party
and Intersessional Committee should be carried further, as the matter was of
importance as a precedent. He hoped that it would be possible to solve it
within the terms of the hard-core waiver.

Mr. VALLADAO (Brazil) observed that at the last Session other countries
had obtained waivers although they did not have balance-of-payments difficulties
neither was there a time limit nor restrictions as to the measures involved
contained therein. It seemed carping in the Belgian case to object to the
period of even years requested. In any case the volumeof trade involved was
small. His delegation were in sympathy with the Belgian request.

Baron BENTINCK (Netherlands) said that his country was the contracting
party most interested in the restrictions involved.There were structural
factors in the formation of an economic unionthat must betaken into account.
Belgium was traditionally an importing country, while the Netherlands wasan
exporter, and in the future it appeared that the Customs Union would be an
exporter. In the meantime there must be some restrictions on trade, a fact
which the two Governmentsinvolved had accepted, as shown by their recent
agreement. The Netherlands felt that Belgian policy wasmoving in the right
direction, et a reasonable speed and with due regard to the interests of
international trade. He supported the Belgian application.

Hr. DUHR (Luxemburg)supported the application Belgium had always
followed a liberal trade policy and if they now requested a waiver it was
because they saw no other means to overcome their difficulties.

Mr.FORTHOMME (Belgium) thanked those who had spoken andemphasized once
more what he had already said about acceptance by Belgium of the full obliga-
tions of the Agreement and how much this depended on the action taken by the
CONTRACTING PARTIES on this request. With regard to the number of products
involved, he pointed out that the total amounted to less than10 per cent of
Belgium's imports. As to a lack of a planfor the elimination of these
restrictions, the Decision of the two Governments in May represented a
recognition that the plans which had been attempted in the previous ten years
to harmonize the structure of Belgian and Netherlands agriculture would not
solve the problem. They were now turning in a different direction. Had they
waited for a plan to be drawn up, more years would have elapsed before they
could begin to do anything about the restrictions. Attentiion had been called
to the problems arising out of the existence of the CustomsUnion.Any such o
blems wjllounn orelate l~eth tuurdftation of trequehe sted waiver. Otherwise
tieiUn conformed te4Ar ccle XXIV.V, With redar to ttime limit, hiss
Govrnment had asaked for a different priod of time ecauseu they swano meansfi
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of doing otherwise. Inconnexion with the importance of this case as a
precedent they were bringing their request as far as possible within the
framework of the hardcoreDecision. Inanyevent, the peculiar circumstances
ofthe Belgian casewereunlikely to be repeated. They hoped that the final
decision of the CONTRACTINGPARTES would demonstrate that they were. able to
be flexible when the situation of a particular countrycould not be brought
wholly within the Decision.

The CHAIRMANthought the debate hadshown recognition of the importance
of this item. The need to proceed with care had been stressed as also concern
over going beyond the framework of the hard-core Decision. On the other hand,
the French representative had referred to the legal position. Attention had
also been called to the technical difficulties. More information appeared to
be required particularlyin connectionwith the policy for the elimination of
such restrictions. All of these were matters which the working party to be
set up to consider both the Belgian and Luxemburg requests should take into
account.

Mr. DUER (Luxemburg)referred to the Ninth Session report on the hard-core
weiver where it had been specifically stated (BISD, 3rd S.p.192, para.76) that
the difficultiesof Luxemburg could hardly be met under the Decision. Their
waiver had therefore been based on Article XXV:5(a) and in a series of docu-
ments(L/358 and addenda) and oral explanations to the Intersessional Committee,
theyhadexplained the major reasons and defined the scope of the request.
He wished only to recall now that the request was to obtain withintheGATTGAT
the samegrewiwe Which had existed in the EconomUnionsince 19a and in thethe
enelux CtoUn Unionon since it beganT iwhwas a amatter that was vitals for

xeururga' nd woulnd ot injure other contracting partseS.

It saesegred to refer the Belgian aLundxemburg requests for waivers to
a working partyiwtheballowingng membership and tesm of rerence:n

HA-IRMA:Mr: dde Besche Swedend)

umtraliaa France Italy

Canada Haiti UniedKidngdom
Denmark India United States

Tocontinue andcompletethe examination of the requests bytheBelgium and

Luxemburg for authorityto maintain quantitativerestrictionsoncertain
agricultural and fisheries products and to submit recommendatiosn to the
CONTRACTING PARTIES.
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2. Arrangements for 1956 Tariff Negotiations (L/408)

Mr. KOHT (Norway), Chairman of the Working Party, introduced the report
of the Working Party. The report was the result of a compromise between
divergent opinions within the Working Party, some of whose members felt that
the new rules and procedures too closely resembled those used on earlier
occasions, while others felt that too much new language might cause diffi-
culties in interpretation. He felt that no better set of rules could be agreed
upon at the present time. There was full agreement in the Working Party on
certain basic principles; there was no doubt that it was now time to call a
tariff conference and it was agreed that the tariff negotiations should be
Carried out on as broad a basis as possible and that the multilateral aspect
of the negotiations should be stressed. The Working Party agreed that the
negotiations should be governed by the principles of the new Article XXIX.
The main difficulties of the Working Party lay in the preparation of a set of
rules to implement these principles and to take the place of those in force
during previous tariff conferences. A full account of the discussions was
contained in the Interim Report issued in July (L/373). It early became
apparent that no radical departure from the precious rules could be agreed upon
Thus the proposed rules were based on the product-by-product system which was,he
know, a matter of regret for some members of the Working Party who desired the
adoption of a multilateral plan for automatic reductions along the lines of the
GATTplan.

For the purpose of strengthening the multilateral aspect of the negotia-
tions,the Working Party agreed that each participating government should
present a consolidated offers list and that the role of the Tariff Negotiations
Committe should be broadened so as to include inter alia the possibility of.
arranging for multilateral negotiations when these might be expected to improve
the scope of the concessions. The Working Party also agreed that governments
should co-operate by making overall concessionscommensurate with the overall
concessions received. The Working Party did not propose any mathematical
formula to cover the results but they wished to avoid a purely bilateral
balancing of concessions.

The Working Party laid particular stress on the principle embodied in
Article XXIX:2(a) that the binding against increase of low duties or duty-free
treatment should be recognized as a concession equivalent to the reduction of
high duties. Thisrule took account of the special position of the low-tariff
countries.

Mr. Koht referred to the position of the French Government, which had
stated that it was not in a position to participate in the negotiations with
contracting parties other than the United States. This was a matter of regret
to othermembers of the Working Party, since it would limit the scope of the
tariff conference if one of the major trading nations stood apart from the
general negotiations and he quoted, in this connexion,Article XXIX:2(b) to
the effect that "the success of multilateral negotiations would dependon the
participation of all contracting parties whichconduct a substantial proportion
of their external trade with one another".
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Mr. BENES(Czechoslovakia) said that his Government had, after considera-
tion, concluded that they had no requests to make to my contracting party and
had not, therefore, intended to participate in the negotiations. In the meantime
they had received a request from Ceylon and were prepared to enter into negotia-
tions regarding those items. Should any other contracting party have any
requests to make they would be ready to consider it.

Mr. KRISTIANSEN (Denmark) wished to restate his Government's views and to
refer in particular to the objective of reducing barriers to trade. All members
were theoretically under the same obligations with regard to quantitative
restrictions but this was not so in the tariff field. In fact, the disparity
between levels of duties in the low tariff countries and in other contracting
parties was hardly smaller than when the GATT had come into existence. There
was no logical need for this situation to continue indefinitely nor for co-
operation among contracting parties in thefield of tariffs to be moreimperfect
than in the case of other barriers to trade. To combat this, his Government
was particularly in favour of the method of reduction of tariff levels. Low
tariffs, in their view, were, except for special problems which might arise in
connexion with industrial development, of advantage not only to the trading
partners of a country but to the country itself. The economic status of low
tariff countries would seem to support this view. Closer economic co-opera.-
tion to which all contracting parties were pledged must include gradual reduc-
tion of tariff barriers. The three tariff conferences, while yielding valuable
results were unable to make headway with regard to this main problem and it
became clear that, the existing methods and procedures being unlikely to yield
in the future substantialresults, measures must be elaborated with a view to
bringing about a reduction in the disparity of tariff levels and in unreason-
ably hightariffs. An intersesssional Working Party was appointed which produced
a report containing a specific proposal but the plan was not accepted. During
the review Session the low tariff countries made further efforts to improve
on the provisions of the agreement dealing with tariffs and negotiations
procedures and it was still a matter of regret to his Government that someof
the large trading nations were unwilling to subscribe to suggestion that were
made. They had, however hoped that with the intersessional Working Party
much wasestablished, the major trading nations would reconsider their position
and beable to co-operate in the attemptsto find a way out of this difficulty.

Theproposals contained in the report now under consideration were not
satisfactory. It was unlikely that the 1956 Tariff Conference would open the
way to any appreciable progress towards the objectives he had referred to,and
theproposed rules of procedure contained no provisions toensurethat a
decrease in the disparities in tariff levels could be obtained throughthe
negotiations. The Working Party's report showed that a majority of its members
favoured the application of multilateral procedures,along thelines of the GATT
plan. However, the Iaw tariffcountries hadhad to accept such procedures as
were acceptable tothe major trading nations unless they chose, to abstain from
the Conference Theirchoice was madeunder protest. Although the United
statesauthority was limited and certain European countries had indicated limited
participation,Denmarkwould takepartandco-operate in an effort to assure
the best possible result. They thought it essentialtomake the most of the
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suggestions for improving the old rules and procedures, It was in their
view of particular importance that each participating country submit a con-
sollidated list of offers at the opening of the Conference and that the Tariff
Negotiations committee have broader functions so as to strengthen the multi-
lateral aspect. He hoped that all delegations would agree that the review
of the offers list should take place only a few days after the opening and
that the Committee should examine them carefully and not hesitate to make
from the outset recommendations based on Article XXIX. The low tariff coun-
tries attached particular importance to the rule regarding the equivalence
of binding of low duties with reduction of high duties. He hoped that the
strengthening of the Tariff Negotiations Committee would improve the position
of low tariff countries in this respect and that participating Governments
would instruct their representatives to pay due regard to this rule and to
the special position of low tariff countries".

He referred to the great interest with which the Danish Parliament and
public had followed the efforts made under the Agreement and to criticism
which had lately been voiced because of the small prospects of general progress
toward tariff reduction at a time when, as quantitative restrictions were
abolished, the disparity between tariff levels was becoming more serious.
Parliament had also been concerned because of the several instances where
general GATT obligations had been defeated when they clashed with the inter-
ests of other contracting parties whose markets were important to Denmark.

In the circumstances there appeared to be good reasons to continue the
work on the GATT plan in order that it might be finalized before perhaps
the Twelth Session. His delegation knew that this plan met with the approval
of a number of member countries and hoped that when the Tariff Conference was
ended the Governments which had so far been unable to accept it would not
forget that the tariff problem still existed. On the contrary, he hoped that
those Government would direct their attention to ways and means by which the
problem might be met over a longer period in a constructive and effective
Manner:

Mr. L.L.JHA (India) referred to the concern expressed by the Danish
delegate and felt by the low tariff countries at the fact that a multilateral
reduction of tariff had not found favour with the Working Party. It was
true that the plan was supported by a number of countries although the volume
of trade represented by them was not so large. He sympathized with the low
tariff countries but it should not be forgotten that they had chosen this
policy not because of their GATT membership but in the light of the best
interests of theircountries. They must understand that other countries,
motivated by similar considerations, could reachdifferent conclusions. The
analogy of quantitative restrictions and the tariff was not exact and if this

line of reasoning were pursued, the rate of exchange also had a bearing on
exports and Imports.. It could not be said that membership ofthe GATT ruled
out protectionism rather that contracting parties should work within its
framework to end it. The Indian delegation associated itelf with those who
hadfavoured v d product-by-product negotiations.
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Turning to the rules annexed to the report, Mr. Jha referred to rule 11(c)
which provided that participating governments would be expected to take into
consideration the indirect benefits which they would receive from the negotia-
tions between other Governments. In this connexion it must be remembered that
not all the contracting parties were going to negotiate, yet the indirect
benefits resulting from the Conference would apply to all of them. It was
illogical that the participating countries should be expected to pay for in-
direct benefits that non-participantswould receive without negotiating. Direct
concessions must, of course, be balanced but the principle of balancing indirect
ones should not be pushed too far. With regard to the method of negotiation,
recognition had been given in rule 11(c) to the principles of the new Article
XXIX concerning the equivalence of binding low duties with the reduction of high
ones. But there was here another problem in that a concession given on a
primary product was not as important as the same concession on a manufactured
or finished article. Most industrial countries in their own interest had low
duties on raw materials and their lists of offers to under-developed countries
were largely composed of primary products. On the other hand the concessions
requested of under-developed countries were on manufactured goods. Recognition
of this type of disparity should have been spelled out in the report and this
was a matter to which under-developed countries attached importance.

Mr.MACHADO(Brazil) referred to the inability of his Government to
participate in the negotiations for reasons which bad already been made known
to the CONTRACTING PARTIES, all the more regretted since Brazil belived that
the Organization should operate on a multilateral basis with the participation
of all contracting parties. Nevertheless the rules and procedures asadopted
for the negotiations would be important as precedents and his delegation attached
great importance to the observations of the Indian delegate with regard to the
equivalence of tariff reductions by an industrial country and by an exporter
of primary commodities. Structural differences between country es had resulted
in the modification of Article XVIII and this factormust be taken account of
at the forthcoming negotiations. Mr. Machado also enquired what would be the
position of observers at the Conference.

The CHAIRMANreplied that observers would have the same rights as at
meetings of the CONTRACTINGPARTIES;they could attend the Tariff Negotiating
Committee and take part in the discussions without the right to vote. They
would receive documentation with the exeptionof the lists of offered.

Mr. FORTHOMME (Belgium) supported the views expressed by the Danish
delegate and hoped that the Tariff Negotiations Committee would bear inmind
particularly the rule regarding the multilateral character of the negotiations
and that concerning the equivalence of binding, of low reduction of high

Mr. DONNE (France) in reply to a question of the Austrian delegate,said
that the report of the Intersessional Working Party made clear the French
position with regard to its participation in the Tariff Conference. The French
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Government had notified the Executive Secretary of its intention to limit
its participation to negotiations with the United States. Certain members of
the Working Party had expressed the hope that the French Government would
reconsider its position,and these views had been passed on to his Government
which had, however, not been able to reverse its decision. The French Govern-
ment regretted that the plan of an automatic reduction of tariffs had been
abandoned. Bilateral negotiations on tariff concessions were only possible
to countries which really had something to exchange end the procedure proposed
by the Working Party had given rise to a certain anxiety. Low tariff countries
could not participate effectively in the negotiations despite the assurances
concerning binding of low duties. Under-developed countries on their side,
had nothing to request as primary commodities enjoyed low tariffs or free entry,
and their own rates of duty could only be reduced with difficulty in view of
their fiscal and protective nature. In these conditions the negotiations
would in fact be limited to a small number of countries; moreover certain of
those participating had made reservations which would further limit the scope of
the negotiations.

These disadvantages would have been removed by adoption of the plan for
automatic reduction of tariffs but regret at its abandonment was not the only
justification for the position taken by his Government, which was influenced
in large measure by the efforts it was making toward the solution of certain
problems which would make its participation more difficult. His Government
intended as the CONTRACTINGPARTIES were aware, in the near future to form
a customs union of all the territories of the French Union. The conventions
which had been established between France and Tunisia had instituted a customs
union which would shortly enter into force and were the first stage in this
process. The incidence of the Tunisian tariff was lower than the French and
the unification of the two tariffs would oblige Franco to lower certain duties
in accordance with the terms of Article XXIV of the General Agreement. France
would thus shortly be granting reductions in duties of advantage to all
contracting parties without any request for compensation. The Franco-Tunisian
Customs Union was only the first step in this process and the entry of each
new territory would oblige the metropolitan area to agree to new concessions
in its own tariff The extent of the French offers in this field explainedand
justified its abstention from the tariff negotiations.

It was agreed to resume this discussion at the next meeting.

The meeting adjourned at5.05 p.m.
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