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1 N Belﬂum, Luxemburg Waiver Regueats

o The CHAIRMAN said that in June the Govemmernts of Belgimn and Luxanburg had

anbmitted requests for authority to maiatain 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 Perty 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 Governmentu of

Belgium e.nd Lu:mburg had auppuad furbher infomtion. L

elgian waivey regueat (L/357 and Add.l-»S, L/372)

ur. FORTHOMME (Belgium) said the.‘c the bas:.s of the Belgian requeet for the
waiver from the provisions of Article XI was developed in 2 considerable number
of documents, including the repliés to. the questionnaires drawn up by the
Working Party and annexed to their report.(L/372) as Annexes A and B. The basic

. _reasons were set out in L/357/Add 1, ' The particularly Belgian- aspecta as well

_ as those which’ derived fm the Benelux Union were treated in detail in ‘c.he .

.. documents supp].ied.

. The Belgian Goveynment was pursuing three princ:.pa.l objectives ’ aparb from
~ the purely internal obJestive of securing stability of its agriculture and
' fishing industrr first, to make Benelux a complete economic uniocn; . secondly,.
to remove protective meaeures not in conformity with the Agreement within a
. definite period, and t.hirdly, 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 Govermment had
shown had been recognized, and it hoped that recognition would also be accorded



 8R.10/4
Pege 34

by the CONTRACTING PARTIES to the difficulties ta be malndalt.aelgtum were
to m:lntaj.n :lts cooperat,ive atﬁtude. :

The Belgian Govermment 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
problems 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 imuediate application the waiver would
not have the effoct 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/k.

Mr. NOTARANGELI (Italy) said that the Italian delegation had carefully
examined the documuntation supplied by the Belgian Government with regard
to the waiver request. The Italian deleg&’uon 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 uoverment. 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 realizat:.on of the general
objectives of the GATT, but also to. the -economic integration of Europe and
the freeing of Buropean trade, - - Novertheless, the Italian delegation were
preparad to examine the Bel Zian request within the framework of the hard-core
Decision. In this connexion it regretted to state that the docwuema.tion
submitted to date in reply to the questionnaires did not. gontain any definite
information as to the policy of gradual reduction of the neatrictiona. L
Moreover, the reply to the question as to the period requited foi tha'
complete removal of the restriction was not satisfactory in that it simply_
referred to the period of seven years envisaged in the Benelux Ministers!
decision ot 3 hay 1955 which had besn taken outside the GAT’I‘ framamrk.

Fr. KRISTIANSwN (Denmark) sajd that when the question of gra.nting 8"
_waiver- to Belgium was discussed in the Intersessional Committee, the Danish
representative had stated that, as a matter of. principle » Denmark ¢ould not
agree to deviate from the provisions of. the hard-core waiver. , The addit.ional
information since supplied by Belgium to the Int.ersessional Coxm\itt.ee ha.d not,
‘made his Govermment thange their positiop. Being a country largely dependent
on its a.porta of agricultural products s Denmark had a substantial interest
in all’ questions relating to trade in such products, and had frequently found
1% necessary to defend the principlss 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 of the hard-core waiver, but we,nted a wa.iver going
beyond the Decision of 5 March 1955 which the Danish delegation to the Review
Sesaion had . only accepted reluctantly on the underatanding that the fz‘amework
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established represented the maximum discretion which the CONTRACTING PARTIES

. would ‘use to mest exceptional circumstances in connexion with the abolition

of quantitative restrictions for balance-of-payments reasons, If this dase
could not be handled within the framswork of the hard-core waiver, the authority
of this important part of the revised Agreement would be undermined and the
~delicate equilibrium, establidhed at the Review Session disrupted. It was
with regret that the Danish delegation had to teke this negative position to
the Belgien request, dut it would be preparsd to give sympathetic consideration
to any request formulated within the framswork of the hard-core waiver. There
were certain questions they would wisgh 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 slso wish to consider the possibility of a
‘gradual limjtation of the waiver pari passu with the plarned relaxation of
quanutative restrictions ineide Benelux. ,

Mr, ANNIS (Canade) shared the fears and doubts expressed by the Italian
and Danish delegates. The GATT Provisions prohibiting quantitative rest:::-
tions except for balance-of-payments rezsons had been somewhat modified
at the Review Seasion, but, es part of the general process of relexing
restriotions the bard core waiver had bsen agreed to. A waiver going beyond
this would upset the delicate balance achieved at the Ninth Session, The
requirements 3’4 down in the Deecision and which were essential olements of
any waiver under it were the time limit, the provision of plans for eliminat-
ing the restrictions, and consideration of the effect on other contracting
‘'parties, The Belgian problem was compliceted by its special relation to its
pertners in Bsnelux. A certain reconcilietiom would have to be effected to
bring the present request within the texms of the hard-ccre Decision., The
Canadian delogation felt this was essential as the Agreemsnt must not be .
administered so as to upset the balancs of agreemant reached by the
CONTRACTING YPARPES,, nor so as to create unfortunate precedents, The Belgiam
delegate bad said that the measures contemplated could be eventually sliminated.
He hoped vhat 1t would prove possible for the working perty to receive the
aseurances required to grant this request under the hard-core waiver,

Mr., de SAINI-LEGIER (France) seid that ab the Interseasional Comni ttee
4o June the French delegation had supparted the request of the Belgian
Government and bhe would merTely recell the essential elemsnte of their position.
In their view the raquest was not contraery to the Gemeral Agreement emd, if
gv'anted, would not be of a nature seriously to 1njure the intereats of the
_contmcting perties. Concerning the legel position, 1t wes clear that .the
ham-cora Decision had not been intended to cover all ceses which might give
rise to a request for a waiver. - He referred in this comnexion to paragraph
.76 of the Working Party report (3rd S., p, 192) where it was stated that
the adopt ion of the Decision would not preclude any contracting perty from
‘availing itself of the provisions of Article XXV:5(a). Moreover, if the
CONTRACTING PARTIES had wented to elimimate in certain cases direct racourse
to Artiole m and modify the waiver procedure, they would have proceeded by
way of amnding the Agmamnnt. This they have not done and the adoption of
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a decision could not constitute an smendment to the fundamentel rules of the
Agreement, On the important point of the duretim of the waiver requeated by
Bolgium, 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 mede 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 quastion
of the effecta 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 kaown to the
interested contracting perties., The French Government were certain that
Belgium would use the facilities in a manner which would not seriously affect
the interests of the other contrecting parties. For these reasons and in the
interests of the understanding which should regulate relations between
contracting parties, they hoped satisfactiom would be given ‘to the Balgian
request without forcing it into a method not suitable to 1t.

. Mr., LEDDY (United States) sald 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 und erstend-
ing shown for the special position of the country involved. The hard-core
wolver was an integral part of the series of understendings reached at the
Ninth Session, It was essential to adhere to its general limes. VWhile assuring
the integrity of the waiver, the Agreement should be administered so as to
support and encourage the further development of the Benelux‘ ustoms” Union.

In the documents provided there were some gaps bear:lng upon the criteria
laid down in the waiver. Further information was needed on mpasures. which
bhad already been taken or were contempleted to eliminate the need for the .
waiver; on the rolation of tho roestriotions to the domeatio :l.ndue'bries oonaea:’nod-
on the relation of the measures to the meintenance and development of Benelux;
on the extent to which restrictions epplied on a non-discximinatory basis ‘to
countries other than those within the Custame Union end on the size of the
quotas, The United States direct interest was 1imited but they had a broader
concern with respect to the operations of the Agreemant, .

Mr. WARWICK SMITH (Australia) also felt that the Decision of 5 March

. was an integrzal part of the balance achieved at the Review Bession. Australia was
concerned to prevent a position where egricultural protect;lon became entrenched
through the extended use of queantitative restricticns. The Austrelisn
delegation continued to consider thet the request should be exemined 1n the
terms of the Decisicn of § March rather then under Article XXV: 5(a).
oxemination by the Inte;seesional Committee hzd brought out certain dirti-»
culties somo of which arosc out. of tha oxistamce of tho Customs Union and ho
wuld wish to see these further 1nvastigated. ‘There was also the queuuun

of the duration of the waiver vhere more elucidation would be required as

woll as certain technical problems involved. The Auetralian Government wes
not opposed to tho Belgian application as aueh, but was ‘concerned that the
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principles agraed at the Rev:lew Sessim wema carried 1nto sttect. '

Mr, PHILLIFS (Uni.ted Kingdom) rererrsd to t;ha tachnical dirtimltles
reeulting from the wide renge of producta covered. There was the further - .
complication of Belgium being a member of the Beamelux,::He felt that it was,
not poesible to make much more progress until the Working Party had studied
the ‘matter furthér and considersed that the investigation Bogun by the Working Party
end Intersessional Commit tee should be carried further, as the matier was. of
importence as & precedent. He hoped that 1t would be poseible to solve it .
within the terms of the hard-core waivar. R

Mr. VALLADAO (Brazil) observed thet at the last Sauaion other countrzoa
had obtained waivers although they did not have balance-of-payments diffionlties
nofthor was there a time limid nor restrictions as to.the meusures involvod
containsd therein. It seempd carping in the Belgian case to object to the -
period of seven years reqested. In any case. the volume of traue involved was
small, His delegation were 'in sympathy with the Belgien request, - :

Baron BENTINCK (Netherlands) said that his countzy wes the oontraoting
party most intsrested in the restriotiona involved, . There were structural
factors in the formation of an economic union that mmst b6 teken into aceount,
Belgimn was traditionally en importing ocountry, while.ths: ‘Netherlands was an
4exporber, and' in the future it eppeared ‘that " the Gustoms Union would be an
‘exparter. In the meantime there must be soms restrictions on trade, a fact
“which the ‘two Govermmente involved had accopted, as shown by thelr recent .
agreement. The Netherlsnds felt that Belgien policy was moving in-the risht
direotion, 01‘, & reasonahl @ speed and with due regard to the interests o:
Memticﬂ!l trade. I-Ie supported the Be].gian application. L

. DUHR (Im:emburg) mpported the applioat:lm. Belgium had alwaya §
followed a liberal ‘trade polidy end if they now.requested a waiver it was
beouuae they saew no othor moans to over coms their difricmltiea.

M, FORTHOMME (Belgimn) thank:ad those mo had spohun and emphasizad onee
more what he had elready sald ebout acceptamce by Belgium of the full obliga~
tions of the aAgreemsnt and how much this depended on the action taken by the

CONTRACTING PARTIES on this request, Vith regard to the number of produota
involved, he pointed out that the total amounted to leas than 10 per cent of
Belgium's imports. As to 8 lack of a plan ror the elimination of these
restrictions, the Decision of the two Governmenta in May represent.ad a
recognition that the plana wh:lch. had been attmpted in the previoue ten years
to barmonize the structure. of Belgian and Netherlands agriculture would not
polve the problem. .. They were now tuming in a different direction. Had they
waited for a plan to be drewn up, more years would have elapsed before they
eould begin to do anything about the restrictims. Attention had been oalled
‘to the problems arising out of the existence of the Customs' ‘Union, ANy sueh
Dyoblems would only relate to the duration of the requested waiver. Otherwise
the Union copformed to. Amticle v, With regard to the tims. limd.t, his :
Government had asked for e different ‘period of time because they &sw no means
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of doing otherwime. In oounexionm with the importance of this case as a
precedent they were bringing their request as far as possible within the
framework of the hard-core pocistion. - In eny event, the peculiar c:lrmmtmeas‘
of ‘the Belgian cese wers unlikely to be repeated. Thaey hoped that the fimel
deoision of the CONTRACTING PARTIES would demonstrate that they were. able to
b6 flexible when the situation qt a parti ctzlar country could not. be brou@;t
wholly within the Dacmiona _ L

 The GIAIBHAN thought the debete had shown recognition of the importance
of this item. The need to proceed with care had been stressed as also concern
‘aver going beyond the framework of the hard-core Decision, On the other hand,
" the French representative had referred to the legal position. Attention had
elso been called to the technical difficulties. More information appem-ed to
be required particularly in connexion with the poliecy for the alimimtion or
" sich restrictions. All of thess were matters which the. working party. to bo.
' set up to comsider both the Belgian and Luxomburg requests should ‘take into
ascount .

x {1/368 Add, )~

' . My, DUHR (Iammburg) reforred to the Ninth Session report on the hard-cors
waiver where it had been specifically stated (BISD, 3rd S.p.192, para,76) that
- the diffimlties of Iuxemburg could hardly be met under the Decision. Their
waiver hed thorefore bsen based on Article XXV:5(a) and in a series of docu~
ments (L/358 end addenda) end orel explanations to the Intersessional Committes,
they had explained the major reasons ed defined the ssope of the request,

He wished only to reécall now that the request was to obtain w.l‘bhin the. GAT'B

the seme régime which had existed in the Economic Unicn since 1935 emd in the
Bene].ux customs U‘wim sinee 11; bega.n. ‘This wes a metter thet was vital for

It wes mg_ to refer the Belgia.n and Luxemburg requeeta for wa;lvers to
K- uorking party uiﬂa the following man‘nerahip and terms; of - referenoe.

R R cammm Mr. de Besche (Sweaen)

f!‘hmbamaz e .
hustrelia France - Italy
Balgim = Oermny ©  Luxemburg
Brazil © Greece - Netherlands -
Caneda . Haiti United Kingdom

‘Demmrk ~  Indda  ~ United States

.‘l'm ‘ of Re:tem

_ '.l'o oontinue and complete the exmimtion of the mquests ’by 'lglm am!
Ia.uemwm for. aubhcxity to. mintain quantitative restrictions on oerbain '
agrioultural and ﬁsherioa products and ‘to mbm:lt recamﬁations to ﬂhe

'CONTRACTING P4RTIES,
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2 ‘.Arranmments for 1956 Tariff Negotiations (L/408)

. Mr, KOHT (Norway), Cheirmen of the Working Party, introduced the rsport

of the Working Party. The report was the result of a compromise between
divergent opinions within the Working Party, some of whose members felt theb
the new rules and procedures too closely resembled those used cn earlier
occasions, while others folt that too much new languege might cause diffie
eulties in interpretation. He felt that no better set of rules could be agraed
upon at the presenmt time. There was full egreement in the Working Party cu
certain basic principles; there was no doubt that it was now time to call a
‘tariff confersnce and it was agreed that the tariff negotiations should bdbe
carried out on esbroed a basis as possible and that the multilateral aapect

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 1mplement these principles end to take the place of those in force .
during previous tariff conferences. A full acccunt of the discussions was
contained in the Interim Report issued in July (L/373). It early became
apparent thet no radical departure from the previous rules could be agreed upcn.
Thus the proposed rules were based on the produut-by-product system which waa,he
knew, a matter of regrot for some members of the Working Party who desireC the
adoption of a miltilateral plan for automatic reductions along the lines of the

GAE'I' plan. :

. For the purpose of strensthening the multilateral sspect of the nogotie-
tions, the Working Party sgreed that each participating government should -
presgent a consolidated offers list and that the role of the Tariff Negotiationa
Committee should be broadened so as to include inter alia the poseibility of .
arranging for multilateral negotiations when these might be expected to :l.mprom
the scope of the concessions. The Working Party also agreed that gowmmnta
ahould co-operate by making overall concessions commensurate with the overall
concessions received. The Working Party did not propose any mathematical
formile to cover the. results but they wished to avoid a purely bilat eral
balancing of conoeasions. o _

‘I'he Working Party laid particular stress en the prineciple embodied :I.n ‘
Article XX1X:2(a) thet the binding against increase of low duties or duty-free
treatmont should be recognized as a concession equivalent to the reduction cf
high duties, This rule took account of the apecial position of the low-tariff

oount ries. .

My, Koht referred to the. position of the French Govarnmant mich had
- gtated that it was not in a position to participate in the nasotiationa uith
. contmcting parties other than the United States, This was a matter of mmt
'to other members of the Working Party, since it would limit the scope of the |
'tariff conference if ome of the major trading nations stood apart from. the = .

general msotiat:l.ona and he quotea, in this connexion, Article mx:a(b) to
_the errect that "the ‘guccess of miltilateral negotiations would depend. on the
' ;participation of” all contmct:lng parbies which conduct & auhetantiel pmpwtion
of their external tmda wi.th ons another." . ,
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Mr. BENES (Czechoslovakia) said that his:'Goveramemt had, after- considera-
tiom, concluded that they bad mo requests to meke %o amny coniracting party end
had not, theretore, intonded tc participate in the negotiat.;.onso In the moantime
they had received a request from Cuylon amd were prepared to enter into negotia-
tions regarding those items, - Should any: other cont-rarting party have any
requasta to mke they would be raady to consider it. . o

Mr. KRISTL\NSF'N (Denm "k) wished to restate his Govermment's views and to
refer in particular to the ¢b jective of reducing barriers to trade. All mambers
were theoreticelly undexr the sems obligatims’ with regard to quantitative o
restrictions but this was non go in the tariff field. In fact, the disparity
beWeen levels of duties in’ the low tariff countries and in other contracting
parties was hardly smaller than when the GATT had come into ezd.stenoe. There
wWas no: logical need for'this situaticn tc oont nuc indc:t-nrtoly ncr for eo- .
oparation among contracting parties in the field of tariffs to b8 more imperfect
than in the case of other barrisrs to trede. To combat this, his Govemment ‘
wes particularly in favour of the method of roduction of uo.riff levels, Low
tariffs, in ‘their view. were, except for Special problems which might. arise m
connexion with 1nduatr1al development of advantage not only to the trading
partners of a country out ‘to the ccuntry 1uself, 'I'he economic sbatus of low =
tar:lff ¢ount ries ‘would seem to support this view, Closer economic co-opera- -
tion to which all ‘contracting parties were pledged must include gmdual reduc-
tion of teriff barriers. The three tariff conferences, while yielding valuable
results were: unable to meke headway with regard vo this main problem and it
'bécame clear that, the existing meihods and procedures being unliloely to yield
in the future substant*al results, measures must be elaborated with a view to~
g bringing about & reduction ia the i sparity cf tpr' £f 1evels and in unreason-
ably high tariffs.. An interssssional Working Party was appointed which produced.
a reporb containing a specific 'oroposol but the plan was not aocep+ed. During
tzhe review Sessiocn the low teriff covmtries méde further efforts to 1mprove
o the prcvis.aons of the fLgreement dealing witn tariffs and negotiatims ;
procedures and it ‘was still a matter of regret’ ‘to his Covernnment that" éome of
the large trading nations were unwilling to subscribe to suggestions that were
‘made.  They had, however, hoped that, with the intersessionel ‘Working Party
which:was establishedo tho msjor t*adwg nations would reconsider their positim
8.!2;.“3‘3 a?:l *o ©c- operaue in the attempts to frnd a wav out of this difficulty.

; ‘The proposale contcunad in the report now under oonsideration were not
gatisfrctory. It wae unlikely that the 1956 Tariff Confcrence would open the
way to any appreciable progress tcwards the objectives he had reforred. w,md
the proposed rules of procodura contoined no previsicns. te ensuro that '
decrease in the disparities in tariff levels coculd be cbtained 'i;hroqgh ‘the
negotﬂationsc The" Working Partr's raport showod that a najority of ita members
favourea the spplication of multilateral procedures, along the lines of the G-ATI',
plan. Howaver, the low tariff sountries had bad: f,o accept such pro dures aa ,
were acceptable ty tho major "cmdlng nations un_.ess they ‘chose’ to abataj.n- rom
the " Gonrerence. Thoir chcics was mde urder protest. A..‘:.hcugh the United
States" mxthorty was ‘1imitsd and cervain Buropoan coun srios bad indicabed Iil;dﬁad ,
parbieimtion, Dennnrk wonld ‘tale part and oo-oporato id an eﬁ‘ort to agsure
the beat possible result. 'l‘hey though't' it essential “to ‘make the’ moat of the
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suggestions for improving the old rules end procedures. It was in their
view of particular importance.that. each participating courtry esubmit & con~
solidated list of offers at the opening of the Conference and that the Tariff
Negotiations Committee have broader functions so s to stremgthen the multi-
lateral aspect: He hoped that all delegationa would agree that the review
of the offers list should teke place only & few days aftor the opening and
-that the Committee should examire them earefully and not hesitate to make
from the outset recommendations based on Article XXIX; The low tariff ocouns
tries attached particular importence to the rule regarding the eguivalence

- of binding of low duties with reduction of high duties. He hoped that the
strengthening of the Tariff Negbtiations Committee would improve the positicn
of low tariff countries in this respect and that partioipating Governmen ta
would instruct their repreaontativaa to pay due regard to this rule and to
-the special position of low tarifr eountries.

He reforred to the great 1nte:cest with which the Danish Parlisment samd
public had followed the efforts mede under the Agreement and to criticism
which had lately been vciced because of the small proapects of genoral progross
toward tariff reduction at a time when, as quantitative restrictimms were
ebolished, the disparity between tariff levels was bscoming more serious,
Parlieamsnt had also been oongerned vecauge of the several instences where
&oneral GATT obhligatiocna had been defeated when they clashed with the inter-
eats of other oontracting parties whose marketa were 1m3portant to Denmerk.

. In the circumstences there appeared to be gcod rsasons to continue the
work on the GATT plan in. order that it might be finalized defore perhaps

the Twelth Session. His delegation khew thet this plan met with the spproval
of a number of member countries and hoped that when the Tariff Conference was
ended the Zovernments which had s far been unable to accopt it would not
‘torgat that the tariff problem still é&xisteds On the contrary, ho hoped that
those Governmnts would direct their attention to ways and meens by whish the
problem might be met over a longer perlod in a construstive and effective
mxmer.

Mr. L.L.JHA (Iud:lu) refomd to- t«he ‘concern oxprossod by tho Donish
dolegato and felt by the low tariff countries at the fact that a multilataral
“peduction of tariffs hAd not found favour with the Working Party. It wae

true that the plan was supported by a number of countries althcough the volume

of trade represented by them was not so large. He sympathized with the low
tariff countries tut it should not be forgotten that they had chosen this
policy not beoauss of their GATT membership tut in the light of the best
interests of their countries, They must understend thet other countries,
motivated by similar considerations, could reed different conclusicns. The
“enalogy of quantitative restriotions and the tariff was not exact and if thie
"line of reasoning were pursued, the rate of oxohamge aldohad a bearing on
exports and imports. It ocould not be said that membership of the GATT ruled
out protectionism, rather that contracting parties should work within its
‘framework to emd it. The Indian: delegat!.m agsociated itself with those who
‘hed favoured produot-by—product nagotiaticna.
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Turning to the rules annexed to the report, ir. Jha referred to rule 11(ec)
vhich provided that participating governments would be expected to take into
consideration the indirect benefits which they would receive from the negotia-
tions between other Govermments., In this connexion it muet 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 vay for in~
direct benefits that non-participanis would 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 mamifactured

. or finieshed article, iost industrial countries in their own interest had low
duties on raw materials and their lists of offers to under-devel sped eountries
were largely composed of primary products. On the other hand the concessions
requested of under-developed countries were on manufactured goods. Recogniticn
of this type of disparity should have been spelled out in the report and thas
was a matter to which under-developed countries attached importance. ,

 Mr. MACHADO (Bmzil] -referred to the 1nability of his. Govarnmeut w
participate in the negotiations for reasons which had already been made known
to the CONTRACTING PiRTIES, all the more regretted since Brazil belisved that
the Orgenization should operate on a miltilateral basis with the . participmbion
- of all contrecting parties. Nevertheless the rules md procedures as adopted

for the negotiations would be important as precedents and his delagation attached’
groat importance to the observations of the Indian delegate with regard to the
equivalence of tariff reductions by en :tnduatrial oou.ntry and by an. exportcar

of primary commodities. Structurel differences betwaen countri es had resulted
in the modificatiom of Article XVIII and this factor mset be taken. account of

at tho forthcoming negotiaticns. Mr. Macaado also enqu ired uhat l.'ou..d be the
«pom.tion of observers at the Conferenco, , ,

2

The CHAIRMAN replied that obaewers would have the sama rights as at
‘moetings of the CONTRACTING PLRTIES; they could atiend: the Taritf Nemtiatilng
Ccmmittes and take part im the discussions without the right to vote, They
- would receive documntatim with the excepvion of the lists.of oftanm

Mr, FORTHOMME (Belgium) supported the views ezpressed by the Daniah
delogate and hoped that the Tariff Negotiations Commitiee would bear in mind
particularly the rule regarding the multilatersl character of the negotiat,ims
end that concerning the equivalence of b:lnding of low azi rduuct*cn of. highx
duw.em o , .

e, DONDE (Fra.nce) 1n reply to a queaticn of the Austrian deley.te, geid
that the report of the Intersessional Working Party made. elear the French
position with regard to ita participation in the Tariff Ccn.ference. The( ¥rench
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Government had notified the Executive Secretary of its intention to limizs

its participavion tc negotiaticns with the United States. Certain mambers of
the Working Party had expressed the hcpe thet the French Government weuld
reconsider its position,and these views had been passed on to his Government
which had, however, not been able to reverse 1lts decision. The French Govern-
ment regretted that the plan of en autommtic 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 eanxiety. Low tariff countries
could not participate effectively in the negotiations despite the assurances
concerning binding of low duties. Under-developed countries on the ir side,

had nothing to request as primary commodities enjoyed low tariffs or free entry,
and their own rates of duty cculd only bve reduced with difficulty in view of
their fiscal and protective uature. In these conditions the nsgotiations

would in fact be limited tc a small pumber of countries; moreover certain of
those participating had made reservaticns which would further limit the scope of

the negotiations.

These dlsadvantagus would have deen removed by adcption of the plan for
antomatic reduction of tariffs but regret at its abendonmsnt was not ths only
Justificaticn for the position taken by his Government, which was influenced
in lerge measure by the efforts it was making toward the solttion of certain
problems which would meke its participation more difficult. His Government
intended as the CONTRACTING PARTIES were aware, in the near future to form
a customs union of all the territoriss of the French Union. The conventicns
which had been esteblished betwsen Frence and Tunisia had instituted a customs
union which would shortly onter into force and were the first stage in this
process. The incidence of the Tunisien tarifi was lower then the.French =nd .

the unificaticn of the two tariffs would oblige Framse to lower certain duties
in accordence with the torms of 4rticle XXIV cf ths Genoral Agreement. France
would thus shortly be granting reductions in duties of edventage to all '

contracting parties without eny requsst for compensation. The Fr-co~-Tunlsien
Customs Union was only the first step in this process and the entry of each

new territory would oblige the metrcpolitan area to sgree tc new concessions
in its own tariff. The extent of the French offersciu this field explaimed end

Justified its aebstention from the taritf negotiations.
It was agreed to resume thi< discnssion at the next meeting,

The meeting adjournec % 5.05 p.m.
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