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Hold at the Palais des Nations, Genova, on
Seturday, 3 December 1955, at 10 a,m.

Subjects discusged: 1. Report of Working Farty on
Rhodesia/Nyasaland Tariff

2. ‘Report of Working Party on
: Belgium/Iuxemburg Requests
3. Japan Accession
4, TFranco~Tunisian Customs Un:lon
5, - Derestriction of Documents
6, Date of Bleventh Bession.

7s Chairman's Closing Statement

1. Report of Working Party on Rhodesia/Nyasaland Tariff (1/468, SECRET/56, W.10/14)
. \ L .

Mr, DONNE (France), Chairman of the Working Party, introduced the report., For
a complete understanding of the matter, this report should be examined together with
the report of the sub-group (W.10/14), The sub-group was appointed because of the
complexity of the problem and collected, with the assistance of the Federation
delegation, the basic documentation Hecessary to study the new tariff. as modified
by the agroements with South Africa and Australia, It also examined with the
latter delegations the changes in their respective tariffs, The gub~group was not
able to study each separate tariff item of the Federation and limited itself to
studying each mction of the tariff, and. comparing the rates in the Federation
tariff with those that existed previsouly in the tariffs of Southern Rhodesia,
Northern Rhodesia and Nyasaland., The complexity cf this situation could easily
be seen by the fact that Southern Rhodesia had been sinco 1949 in a pre~Customs
Union status with South Africa and that one part of Northern Rhodesia and the whole
of Nyasaland wore bound by the Congo Basin Treaties., The sub-group had concluded
that the general incidence of the new Federation tariff was, in faoct, markedly
lower than thet of the tariff previously gpplied in the constituent terri\.oriesa
The Federation haed thus complied with its underteking at the Ninth Session.

With regard to proferences, it had been impossi‘ble for technical reasons
to avoid an inorease in the margins of preference over those which had existed
in ono or tho other of the three territories. However, these increases affected
2 amall number of products and involved almost no distortion of trade. The sub=-group
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also studied the modifications introduced by the trade agreement v
botween the Federation and South Africa for imports into South Africa

of goods originating in the Federation. The comparison of the increased
preference margins with preferences granted to the constituent territories
on the base date showed a number of eliminations and reductions of
prefercnce. In the case of austrelia, also, it was apparent that the
preferences granted to 55 tariff items on the base date were applicable
now only to 3, and that only the preference granted to Northern Rhodesia
had been maintained. The Working Party examined, in the light of this
situation, the legal problem arising from the fact that the new Federal
Tariff and the Australian and South.ifrican trade agreements involved
cortain increasss in margine of preference. The Working Party agreed
with the legal analysis by the Executive Secretary (SR.10/6, page 58)

and considered that Article XXIV could not be applied to this particular
case, They concluded that there was no provision of the General Agreement
under which the spocial circumstances which had led to this situation
could be taken account of, and therefore the question must be settled

" under the provisions of article XXV:5(a). Mr, Donne referred to the

draft decision comtainod in the report, and to the list of products

which were presently being negotiated between the Foderation and South -
Africa, whick had been circulated separatoly.

Mr. LEDDY {United States) said that the proposal presently before
the CONTRACTING PARTIES was an illustration of the fact that the uso of
Article XXV could serve a constructive purpose and the granting of
a waiver need not weakon the Gonoral Agreement. The action of the
- Pederation in respect to tho tariff was in conformity with the spirit
and -purposes of the Agreement, although technically it departed from
its letter, Given the difficulties of establishing a new tariff it was
impracticable to negotiate each preference change in advance; howsver, the
result hsd been good and the system of. preference had in fact been  gen=
tracted. Ho agreed that some flexibility should be allowed for. further
ad justments in the immediats future; this was permitted under the
decision, which also ensured that the interests of other contracting -
parties would be teken into account., He supported the proposed
decision. _ _

Mr, KuSTOFT (Demmark) recalled the Danish statement at an. earlier
meeting (SR,10/6). Thuugh tho direct commercial interest of Demmark
in the products in question was small, his Government was concerned
that new and increased preferences had been proposed in the new tariff
and that new preferences were introduced in South africa for commodities
originating in the Federation. This gave rise to certain legal problems
in connexion with Article I, His delegation, before coming to a conclusion



SR,10/21
Page 231

as to the correct legel procedure end as to whether exceptional
oircmnatances justifying a deviation from the no-now-preference
rule really existed, carefully considered decreanses of preforsncos
with respect to other commodities which had been enacted, and the
political and commercial development in the area in the past. On
the basis of a thorough examination of tho information which had
been supplied, they. had concluded that in the present case oxtra-
ordinary circumstences oxisted which were rot covered by any pro-
vision of the General Agreemont and which were not likely to resur.
Ho was satisfied that tho present levels af profeorences were lower
than those existing up to 1 July 1955 and felt sure that the latitude
given with respect to adjustments o6f preferecnce margins would bse
utilized with care. Consequently, and notwithstanding its firm
attitude againet the extonded use of preferences, his Govornment was
prepared to accep+ the proposed decision., .

Hr. MACHADO (Brazil) supported the docision of the Working Party.
Brazil was conscious of the importance of the action by the Federation
with a view to consolidating its political and economic life and gavo
itg support to the Working Party report and -decision in, the sense of
contributing to this, The question raiséd by tho Cuban delogation at
a provious meeting regarding votes for tho granting of waivers from
Part I of the Agreement should be borne in mind and the action taken
on this decision would have a bearing on future consideration of that

question .

. The representatives of Greece, Ind:la and Turkey supported the
deéision proposed by the Working Party in view of the special situation
of the Federation, .

Mr, HAGUIWAR‘\ (Japan) referred ‘to the doubts he had previocusly
expressed about the position of his delegation with respect to voting in
the CONTRACTING PARTIES on matters or concern to a contracting party thab
had invoked Article XXXV,in its relations with Japan, He had, after
reflection, decided to participate in the voto zinee this was a question
that should be decided An its merits, and he would support the draft

decision.

The CONTR:(CTING EARTIES adopted the report of the WOrking Party and
decided that, in the caso of the products currently the subjett of
negotiations between the Federation and South africa, a poricd shorter:
than the sixty days would be pormitted on the understanding that the .
Pedoretion and South ifrica would consult with any substantially affected
contracting party which so requosted within fifteen days of the adopbiem
of the decisiun, _The draft decision. was aggroved by e vote of 30 votes
in favour to.1l against. o . '

Mr, RUS‘E-ME’RE (Rhodoaia and Nyasaland) thanked contracting partios
for their pationce and understanding and ror tho action they had taken
on this matter. ' 4

Dr., NAUDE (South Mrica) also exproasad his appreciation of the
imeginative and responsible way in which the CONTRACTING PARTIES had

handled thia matter,
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2, Working Party Report on Belgium-Luxemburg waiver (L/467)

Mr. WARWICK SMITH (Australia), Chairman of the Working Party, introduced
the report., With reference to the Luxemburg request, the Working Paruy con-
cluded that the difficulties which prevented Luxemburg from eliminating at
this time the restrictions on the import of a numer of.agricultural prodncts
were of such a unique character that it was justified in recommending a waiver::
under Article XXV:5(a), ~ Although the problems which facedLuxemburg agri-
culture appeared to be f ar more intractable than those which existed in other
céuntries, the Working Party noted with satisfaction that the Covernment of
Luxemburg intended to improve the competitiveness of its agiicultural production
as much as possible and to dispense as far and as soon as practicable with the
present restrictions, For that reason, the working Party recommended that
the matter should be reviewed in 1960 in order to consider how.far the: progress
made by the Luxemburg Government might have changed the position of Luxemburg
agriculture, and hence the need for the maintenance of restrictions.

The problem for Belgium was more complex. The Belgian difficulties were
not of the same unusual character as those of Luxemburg,and the Working Party
felt that the Belgian request g,hould be considered within the fram»ework of the
Decision of 5 March 1955. It recognized, however, the complicating factor of
Belgium's partnership in the Penelux Customs Union; that it had not the same
freedom regarding the use of tariffs as other countries, and that: the
harmonization of the agricultural policies of the members of that Union created
exceptional difficulties. If the CONTRACTING PARTILS were to grant a waiver
to Belgium within the terms of the hard-core Decision, that waiver would be
the first given under that Decision, The Working Party therefore examined
whether, for each product, the request met the various requirements of the
Decision of 5 March 1955 and, as a result of this careful examination, the
Belgian Govsrnment agreed to withdraw a number of items. th.ch, in the opinion
. of the Working Party, did not meet fully those requirements. The main diffi-
culty which faced the Working Party was the question of the time-limit within which
the Government of Belgium should eliminate fully the restrictions concsrned.
'The Working Party felt that there were certain e xceptional circumstances in
the case of Belgium, and cuncluded that these justified an extension of two
years of the waiver beyond the period of five years pennz.t.ted under the hard-
core Decision.” This extersidn, however, was not intended to apply to all the
restrictions listed in the annex to the draft decision, and the Belgian '
Government intended to remove as many as possible of the re,strict:.ons within
five years, though it coulc not state in advance just when particular. re-
st.rictions would be removed. The two years extension would thus apply only
‘t¢ those remaming restrictions which it had not been'possible to eliminate
earlier because of the exceptional circumstances., These exceptional circum-
stances related principally to the difficulties involved inthe harmonization
of the agricultural policies of the Benelux countries. The Working Party
recamuended that the two-year extension would be granted in the form of a
waiver pursuant to Article XXV:5(a). . Mr. warwick Smith drew attention to the
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points in the last part of the report which the Working Party felt should
be placed on record, and to the reservations by the representat.:.vea of Denmark

and Ita]y. :

Mr. PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) said that his Government had authorized
him to vote in favour of both of the Decisions proposed by the Working Party.
He wished to make clear, in view of references in the Working Party Report to
quantitative restrictions imposed by the Netherlands, that in agreeing to
the grant of a waiver to belgium, his Government did not regard itself as :in
any way authorizing the maintenance of restrz.ctlons by any other contracting

party,

. The United Kingdom Governiient had from thé outset viewed the Belgian
application with misgiving. They realized that Belgium as a member of a .’
Customs Union had not complete freedam to adjust her tariffs, and noted the
statement of the Belgian representative that, against the background of © =
Belgium's seven~year plan for abolishing restrictions within the Customs
Union, it would be impossible for the Belgian Government to accept any under-
taking teo remcve her restrictions against third countries in a shorter time,™
The position, ‘as described by the Belgian representative, was that the best
hepe the CONTKACTING PARTIES had of ensuring the removal of these restrictions
was to grant the seven-year waiver. The majority of the working Party felt
that, in these circumstances, the seven-year waiver should be granted, and
his Gowernment had not thought it right to dissent from the Working Party's
conclusion, - Nevertheless, the fact remained that this was a seven-year
waiver covering virtually the whole of Belgian agriculture, The Working
Party had done its best to examine the situation in regard to each product
in detail, but it was obviously impossible to devote as -much time to.each as
might well have been done if the application had covered a narrower range,

It should also be noted that the protective measures now being authorized
covered both the threat arising from the inability of Jelgian agriculture to
withstand normal competition with the aid of tariffs aloge and the threat -
which arose from time to time as a result of methods of tradin f in per;i.shable{
products which were @ disturbing feature in many other Europesn markets, .- i-.:
The announcement of.a walver for restrictions of such extent both in time,. in
the range of products covered, and in t he degree of protection ensured, was
bound to be noted not only by parliaments but also by farmers and by .
industrialists, It would -ceitainly lead to a substantial increase in the
pressure put on governments-for the right to maintain protection by quota,
For this reason, the United Kingdom Government considered that the granting
of this waiver must inevitably impair thée structure of the Agreement,

It would make it more difficult for the United Kingdom Government to continue
the policies which they had hitherto pursued, especially in cases whers their
protlem was similar to that of Belgium and their need for quota control would

appear to be no less cogent .



8R,10/21
Page 234

Mr. ANNIS (Canads) referred to the importance attached by his Govermment
to this problem. Contractual obligations were not entered into lightly,
nor should derogations from theose obligations be lightly granted, They
should only be permitted under special circumstances and after careful
investigation, His delegation agreed with the recommendation of the
Working Party that the Belgian waiver be granted largely within the hard-core
Deeision, This was designed to provide a reasonable transitional period
for the dismantling of restrictions in cases where the sudden removal of
quantitative controls maintained during a period ¢f balance of payments
difficulties would cause severe hardship to domestic producers of particular
products. Canzda believed that most if not all such problems ocould and
should be solved within the limits set by the hard-core Decision. Five
years was a sufficiently long period to enable countries to adapt themselves
to the removal of restrictions, The .Jorking Party recommended, however,
that in this case a further waiver of two years duration be granted under
the provisions of Article XXV:5{a), Only the fact that Belgium, as a
partner in a Customs Union recognized by the CONTRACTING PARTIES, wus faced
with the peculiar problem of harmonizing her agriculture with that of her
partner in the Union and had undertaken specific commitments which would
result in the completion of this process within seven years, had persuaded
the Canadian Government to agree to an extension of the time-limit by a
further two years. This extension was, of course, subject to the same
* terms and conditions as those applicable to the original five~year peried.-

" A central feature of the hard-core Decision was the requirement that
the contracting party requesting a waiver should satisfy the other con=- .
tracting parties that the measures it proposed to apply were in fact
adequate to ensure the dismantling of the restrictions within the period
specified. SBelgium had already taken a number of steps towards .establishing
the necessary machinery for dealing with this problem, Furthermore, by '
the terms of her Protocols with the Netherlands, she was required within
the relatively near future to produce more specific information as to
meagures which she planned to adopt, Belgium had specifically agreed to
provide the CONTRACTING PARTIES with more preolse information of a similar
eharacter in two years! time. In the view of his Government, this under
taking, and the opportunity given CONTRACTING PARTIES of reviewing these
plans during annual consultations with Belgium, was one of the most
important conditions attached to the waiver. During these annual oon-
sultations the CONTRACTING PARTIES would concentrate their attention not
only upon plans but also upon the application of those plans, Mr, Annis
understood that the elimination of the restrictions would result from the
‘progressive dismantling of the restrictions over the period of the waiver
'rather than from sudden action at the end of the pericd, and emphasized the
point made in paragraph 10 of the Report of the Working Farty, :
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The Lwxemburg weiver dealt with a differant sort of problem, Luxemburg
oceupied a unique position because of its sipe and losation and its psculiar
relatiocnships with its larger neighbours, Only becausa of this fact was
the Canadian Government prepared to agree to the granting of the waiver
proposed by the Working Party under the terms of Article XXV:5(a),

Canada would have preferred to include in this waiver most of the terms and
conditions of $he hard-core Decision, but were prepared to accept the
particular weiver recommended by the Working Party on the understanding that
the unique position of Luxemburg was fully recognized as the basis upon which
the waiver was granted, and that the treatment accorded Luxemburg would in no
way serve as a pre~edent for other contracting parties, ,

- Hé associated himself with the remarks of the United Kingdom repre-
sentative as to the specific nature of these waivers; - each of ths two con-
tracting parties was being granted a derogation from its obligations which
epplied to a specific list of commoditi.u, and to those ccmmecdities only;
each walver was subject to specific terms and conditioms; finally, each

waiver applied tc a specific country.

Mr. KASTOFT (Denmark) referred to his regret, expressed in earlier
discussions, that Denmark had from the cutset to take a negative position to
the request of Belgium for a waiver going somewhat beyond the scope of the
Decision of March this year, and their feeling that it would be dangerous
for the CONTRACTING PARTIES to proceed as if the hard~core waiver did not
exist,  The Working Parby, despite all its efforts, did not succeed in
bringing the Belgian case into the framework of this Decision, and the
Working Party's propesal went beyond the limits set thereby on certain
essential points, - The greater part of the draft decision did follow closely.
the pattern of the hard-core waiver, but the fact remained that the proposed
decision as a whole did not comply with the conditions laid down in that
walver, This wss clear from the last part of the second considerandum
which repeated that any concurrence pursuant to the Decision must be subjest
to the conditions and limitations set out in Seetion B of the Decision, in
conjunction with the last paragraph of the proposed decision by which the
waiver would be extended to 31 December 1962, Section B.of course provided
that the concurrence of the CONTRACTING PARTIIS could only be granted for &
period of five years, - The proposed Decision must be looked at as a whole.
Theoretically it might be divided into two parts but that would imply that
the CONTRACTING PARTIES were agreeing now to grant a waiver under Article
XXV:5(a) which would be applicabla and enter into force five years from now -
an extraordinary step to take, The only extemuating circuustance with - -
respect to the proposed duration of the waiver was the necessary harmonization :

of the Belglan and Netherlands agriculture,
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Denmark was not able to aceept the coneclusion of the Working Party on
the duration of the waiver. This attitude was not only dictated by con-
slderations regarding the principles involved, but in the light of the vital
interest of Denmark in the world market for agricultural products,

He particularly stressed the observation in paragraph 25 of the Report;

it was not reasocnable to grant a waiver of this kind regarding products of
which the applicant country was a net exporter, If certain branches of
the agriculture in any given country were not competitive on the domestic
‘market - and that must be the reason for the maintenance of the quantitative
restrictions - any exports from that sountry must be effected either by means
of dumping or subsidies, In this way his country might be deprived of a
part of ite export markets, For this reason he had hoped to see certain
items disappear from the list of products annexed to the draft decision,

His delegation would have to vote against the draft deeision,

The Danish delegation was also unasble to associate itself with the
ecnclusion that the conditions provailing in Luxemburg constituted exceptional
circumstances which justified resort to the provisions of Article XXV:5(a).
He recognized the difficulties which in the case of Luxemburg were comrected
with the elimination within a limited period of time of quantitative
restrictions .on the importation of agricultural products, and understood
that it would be difficult to carry out a programme or proesss by means of
which the agriculture in Luxemburg could adapt itself to a situation in
which gquantitative restrictions must be eliminated in accordance with terms
and conditions of the Decision of 5 March, That his Government still
could not vote in favour of the Decision proposed in the Working Party
Report should be seen in the light of apprehensions regarding the prine~
eiples invclved, It seemed to them fnadvisable even-in this case
to depart from or go beyond the framework laid down in the hard-core waiver
with respect to the suspension of obligations under the articles dealing:

- with the elimination of quantitative restrictions., The Danish position was
fully consistent with their attitude at earlier occasions, He recalled
that his delegation had voted against the waiver granted to the United States
last March, and referred to the statement of his delegation during the
Review when the hard-core Desision was discussed. When the request of
lugemburg was first discussed in the Intersessional Committee he had stated
that Denmark could not agree to deviate from the provisions in the hard- .
eore walver and that it was the understanding of his Govermment that this
framework represented the maximum of discretion the CONTRACTING PARTIES
would use to meet exceptional circumstances which might arise in member . -
eountries in connexion with the elimination of quentitative restrictions
for balance of payments reascons, He had been imstructed to vote against

the Decision proposed by the Working Party.
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‘M MOTABANGELI -(Italy) said that in principle the Italian Govermment -
oould not accept a differentiation betweon agricultural and industrial
production as far as quantitative restrictions were concerned. = They noted
with satisfaction the Belglan intention to abolish existing quantitative
regtrictions on agricultural products; but were unadble to vote in favour of
the proposed Decision because in their view certain of the conditions envisaged
by the hard core Decision were not fulfilled by ths Belgian case, - He-
expressed his regret at this and the hope that Belgium, both in its own’
interests and in the intercsts of contracting parties, would eliminate these
restrictions as soon as possible. In respect of Luxemburg the Itslian =~
Government understood the probleme and requirements of that country. -

Phey were unable for reasons of: prinoiple to vota m tavour of the Decision,

and, mm nbamnm on the votao.

M. FIM (Bweden) said that his delegation, when the question of the
hard-cera Decision had been discussed at the Review session, would have
preferred %o see the full applicstion of Article XI and that it was & matter
of regret that so many important trading naetions were not able to share these
views, They hand eventuslly accepted the Decision of the 5 March 1955
without satisfaction and feeling that the problems intended to be novered by
it, particularly in the field of sgriculturs, were common to many contracting
partiss and that a more nstural course to follow to deal, if need be, with
such -problems would have been within the framework of a common formula
‘applicable to all countries satisfying certain specified conditions. His
Government fearad that the hard-core Decision would temd, in the long run,
to aggrevate still further tha inequelity between different contracting
parties with regard to rights and obligations under the’ Agreement to whioh
they had frequently drawn the attention uf the CONTRACTING PARTIES, ° These
.general considerations had naturally largely influenced their attituds in
examining the request presented by the Belgi&n Gw«muem Tor ommion from
certain basic: obligations under the Agreement, Belgiw scould hardly claim -
balanea-or-paymentu difficulties it the prssent moment and ite problm e
censequently seemed to be precisely those which ‘were intended to come within:
the definition of the hard-core Decision, It therefore from the outset
appeared ‘that the Belgian request had to be trested within thet tramcwork
‘@nd ‘the Swedish delegation would very mueh have profarred to see an agreement,
reached on that basis, Swedish policy was directed towards a ‘further
eliminatién of restrictions, including vestrictfons im the sgricultural field,
If it was to be possible to carry out that polioy iis Goverrment must be sure
that other countries would be ready to tackle their own problems with the same
view in'mind, Under the hard-core Decision an orderky sad fairly speedy
doing away with restrictions within a specifiod peried and under certain
conditions was provided. For maom of domestic poliey it was difficult
for Sweden to compromise furthgr on- d.s importent principle. The notion of
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the speediest possible reméval of restrictions asccording to an established
plan was samething to which they attached particular importance. The
inequality as to obligations and rights between contracting parties would -
otherwise be much t0o apparent. and indeed be- difficult to accept and
impossible. to explnin before Parliament. LT o .

He wished to axpress his appreciat.ion of the spirit of cooperation which
had animated the Belgian delegation, their patience, and their willimgness to
supply deteiled information... His delegation had been particulsrly struck
by the. pseculiar set of problems which were being created for Belgium by the -
existence of the Benelux Customs Union.. Certainly they hed been made aware.
of the special character of these difficulties and the particular context
in which they were to be found, But they wers not fully convinced that these
. problems could not be dealt with within the framework of the bhard-core
Decision and it was for this reason that he had some difficulty in accepting
the supplementary recourse to the provisions of Article XXV:5(a). Because
they felt that the particular set of circmstances obtaining in this case
were perhape not likely to cause a precedent opening an increased access to
the walver proceduree they. would have been prepared to meet the Belgian
request within the framework .of the Decision of. § March, but, they were
concerned and disappcinted at the failure to apply integrally that Decision
in this case. He was :Lnst.x'ucted to say. that. the Swedish Government was not .
in a position to favour the application of Article XXVs5(a) and if this par'o
of the Decision were pui. to a vote he would have to abstain from vot:lng on it.

Mr. WARWICK wMITH (Austmlia) aaid that his delegation was able to agree
to the proposed Decision with regard to Belgium only after full conaideration
of the principles involved and in the 1ight. of the circumstances of the ‘ca88,
He associat'ed himself with the expectations: expressed by the Canadian . -
reprosentative regarding aignifieant progrese each year in reducing the area
of restriction. = He held the same view as the United Kingdom that this:
walver was mluaively for Belgium and carried -no implications regarding t.ha
'position -of-. ey ot.her contracting part.y. S . ‘ R e

Dro MARTINS (Austria) raferred t.o statement.a by the Auatrian delegation
during the Ninth Session debate on the ‘hard. core waiver to the effect that it
was necessary to take into oonaidera.tion varying conditions. of produc'.tion.
among contracting parties. In this ap:!.rit ’ hia GOVerment ma raady
approve the draft Decision. : P TSNS D

_ Dr.. HAUDE (South Afr:lca) aseociated himself with the view expreseed b;r
the Australian: representative. -
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Mr, FORTHOMME (Belgium) thanked contracting parties for the manner in
which this matter had been condusted and for tho interest shown dm- . -
assiating: hia country to zoech their ebjestive. He stress.l thes, .
should it px"ova impossible in the event to achieve significant progress in
gradual elimination of reetrictiona, the situstion would be most serious
for Belgium itself; the interest of Belgium in this matter was the best
guarantee %o the CONTRACTING. PARTL:ES of achieving the objectives behind the’
waiver, It he.d been suggested that these restrictions could serve as a
bad . emple to protectionist elements alsewhereo It should, however, be’
streaaad that Belgian agriculture had existed under this system for sama .
twenty years in a situation where restrictions weras the ruls in many. count.ries »
and until this year it had never been suggested that the situation would be .
changed. The deeision to eliminat.e restrict.ions was an important atoep
forwsrd and diffiocult to regard as a reason for the re-int«roduotion 0t

restrictions elsewhere. -

- The CONTRACTING PARTIES - ggogte Sect:l.un I of the report on the Belgian
request. and approved the Deoision to grant a waiver to Belgium in connexion
with import restrictions m certsin agricultural products by t.wenty-e:lght

Mw in favour, to throe agsinnt. . '
Hr. FOM'HQWE (Belgimn) thanked the GONTRAGTING PARTIES.

o Mr. FINNMARK axplained that ho had vot.ed in .fa,vour of. the Daeis!.on aince
it was presented as a whole, on the understanding and in the hepe that Belgium
would make every effort to remove as soon as possible all quant!.tati?e -
restriotions eovered by the Decision, Had two separete votes bean taken he

' Wwould have had to wote against the final. paragraph granting 8. wa:l.vez' under

Artiele m:s(a).. _“ 1 ‘ . - .

" The OHAIEMAN abaerved that. t.he Exemtive Seeretary would armnge with
.¢the Belgiah Government to receive the annual reports under the waiver. in m
to ensure their full amination at-Sessions of the CONTRACTING PAR‘I‘IES.

The CONTRACTING PARTIES adopted Sestion IT of the report on the
- Luxemburg request ‘and approved the waiver to Luxenburg in connexion with
import restriotions om certain agrieultural products by iwenty-aight votes

:!.n favour to two against.

Mr. BLUCHER (Luxembu.rg) thenked the OONMLCTING PARTIES. He exprémd
hds uuderatar.d:lng of the position of those who had voted against or abstained
‘For'rensons of prineiplo, The Decision,as well as mesting the practieal
diffibulties of hias country,served to confirm the construstive assistanog
that Mtem&tiorml organizations could afford to small countries who wepe
totally pcwarlosa in the pol:l.t:l.cal aphere.
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3, Sa‘gé;i J.ocoiéim (L/420, w;io/a&/new.l)

The mmw recallod that at the sarliar disctwaion of this item
{8R.120/12), 1t had been: agreed that the dolegations concerned would ocentinus
their disoussions with the delegetion of Jopan =nd that the question would be
taken up again when &8 Treport was available on those discussions. Ho hed -
disouaued with the delegate of J apan the final dispoaal of the item and the
latter, while agreoing that it was nnnaoesaary for further diamsima to
teke place at the ourrent Session, felt that the matter was of such importance
that the results of the discussion should be umbodisd in a formal resolution.
© The draft resclution which he had oirculated resccmmonded that the contracting
- parties concerned should continue their consultations with Jepan with & v:low
to secking o solution to the problem, and instructing the Intersessional -
Committee 0 kKeep thé matter. under roview. Finally, the resolution provide&
that the guestion should be on the Jjgenda for the Eleventh Session,: :

" Mr. BAGUIW:RA (Tapan), reiteratod his éarlier stetoments of the importence
attacked by hls Govornment to this question. ' It was for this reason that thoy
- had wishod for the adoption of a resolution by the CONTRLCTING P.RTIRS rather
than recording the situstion in the sumary record, He had thought this pro-
posal was acooptable to delegations but it eppoersd thet some delegations had
" objections oven to the revised draft of the resolution. Heo had, therefure,
decided not to pross for its adoptions The result of the dedbate had been
clearly sst forth in the summery record of the twelth meeting and-had not bam
" géntested: His Government would continue soensultations on this matter and
would :lnfom tha Intersessional cmittee oi' ﬁavalomenta, S

tl.‘ho OHLTRMIN oontirmed the m:!ng up he had givan at the !['mlm Meat:lng
(8R.10/12 Page 133), repeating that this reflected the views.of the mejority.
of the contracting perties, although not all.. It had at that meeting been
8gredd to keep the metter under review, that:the discussion should gontinue
and’ that this would be included on the sgenda of the Intersessicnal Jommittee;
it a satisfactory outcome were not reached the mtter would come- before. the

Hevanth 368810119

My, VARGIas eomz. (cuba) , reeerve& t.ho poaition or h:le Govemmant o this
queltim. , A L ST : ol

4. F‘ranoo-runisiun cuatoms Union

Hr. aocmm (France), 8aid thut dunng the Nin‘oh Seaaim the !’rench
' Govemm -informed the Oom;meting Partiss of their intenticn to rendjust,..the
various customs teriffs in force in the French freme ares for the. purpos: of,
ereating aa between the constituent territories. or the B‘remh :rranc\ aren & ..
viatlo oustoms commmmity., on 21, l‘iacmber .1954 the Leadar of tha:;‘,rrmok
delegation indioceted that this community would be set wp in the form of &
customs union and under the conditions laid down in Lrtiole XXIV of the General
Lgroemont on Teriffs and deea The Economic end Finencial Convention,
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oonoluded on 3 Junoe 1955 with the Government of Tunisia, had established,
within the framswork of the general programme, a customs wmion bedween

France and Tunisia, It had been accepted by France under Law No.55-1085 of

? fugust 1955, and had boen ratified by the Boy of Tunis under a Decree of

27 August 1965, A partial custome unicn betweon France and Tunisia dlready
existed. .. number of goods vwhich appeared on a spesial liet were subject to
the seme tariff when imported into the two countries. Franch and Tunisian
dvems of the same kind were nllowed to move free of customs duties betwean
France snd Tunieia, The customs union would be ccmplete as from 1 Jenuery 1956,
end ocustoms duties end other restriotive reguletions would bs eliminated for
the most part in Frenco~Tunisian trade. The gameo custome tariff would become
applicable in both ceuntries and trade with territories which were- not included
in the customs unicn would be subject to substantially identical customs
rogulationss, In forming ‘this customs union the French Government hed. not lost
sight ofithe proviaicns of Lrticle XXIV of GATT and had acted in conformity
thorewith, I¢ would tramsmit to the secretariat the text of the Convéntion of
'3 June 1955, of subsequent texts rslating to the implementation thereof, end

as soon ag: poésible the customs tariff of the union which was being prepared.
The CONTR.CTING PARTIES would then be in a position to agcertain that the new
customs system appliceble between France and Tunisia conformed to the require-
ments of the General Lgroemsnt. Mr, Rochereau said that he was meking this
statement, in accordance with 1nstructions recaived from his Govemment, under

paragraph 7 of Article mv

8¢ arestr;ation o; Q mnt (8peo/389/55)

- The cmw referred to the preparatim of the Fourth Supplemzent and
the fact that, in order for its publicatiom not to be delayed, it would be
nécessary for the OONTR.CTING PLRTIES to agree to the derestriction of tha
roports thet would be contained: therein, and which were listed in the doeument
which had just been circulatod (Spec/389/65). He proposed that tho decisiona
and resolutions of the Session be derestrioted immediatély. In reply to a
comment. by .the Brazilian representative it wes explained that the Fourth
Supplement, as previous supploments, would confine itself to the formal
reports end docisions of the Session, whoreas the Pross Communiqué would give
a full oaveraga ‘of the discussions of the Session. 'In accordance with the
.request of the South Lfrican representetive, the Chairmen stated that the
sooretariat would await hearing from the South Africcn and Foderal Governmanta
\borore publishing the report on the Rhodosia and Nyaaaland decision.

The CONTRACTING PiRTIES a m to the derestriotion of theae reports,
declsions and resolutions as propoaed by the Ghairman.

6. Date of the m.eventh Seasion

The OOMR(AB'.I’ING PJ.RTES agreed to 11 OGtobex' 1956 as the openins deto
of tho Elevunth Session.
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Te 'I'he chaiman's Closing Statement .

The GHIJRW.N referred o the oonsiderabla number of taska aohievad m
the pa% five weeks, Of outstanding si@iﬁ.oanoe was the. decision Mhereby
Can mportant trading country, Belgium, would eliminate the 1o8t vestiges of
its import rsatr:lctiona within seven yeers. This wag an. :Important step towards
achieving the basic. philosophy of the Agreemsnt ag ‘get out. in article XI, - '
The o_ompletion of the arrangemonta for the 1956 ‘l'ariﬁ' Conference, which would
be a fully multilateral negotiation, was another contribution to the basic.
objeatives of the Agreement.. It was to be regretted that no solution to the
. situation which hed arigen from the fact that fourteeu Governments had invoked
Article XXXV in relation to Japen's accession had been found, but he felt that
the nature of the problem was mere clearly seen after the ﬁisoussions whioh
had taken plaoe. He. w:lshed ‘also to pry tribute to the exemplary behaviour .0f
the J’apanese delegation and their constructive efrorns towards ﬁnding a solu-
tion. Another matter of concern wag the situation in ragard to the. establish-
ment of the Organization for Trade Cooperation. It was clear that everything
depended an the course which one contracting party would follow, end if the
‘result was neaative or indefinitely delayed the result would be to. encourage
those prerarring sanething other than the aobal oyscem of t.rade romlations
‘embodied in the Agreemont. ' , , o e e vy

This was the £irst time since the Panel ot complaints hed been eetabliahed
‘that it had not been called upon to deal with &' sﬁ.ngle ense, - This wes encourag-
ing evidence of the oxtent to which Governmente moreasingly tried to avoid
taking action contrary to the Agraement. A marked 1mprovement ‘{n ‘mothods of
consulitation on balance~of-payment restrictions hrd been renghed during the
Soseion. The discussion of the problem of surplus agricultural products. .
Peflocted a matter of great aconamic and politisal concern to’ Governments.
.'m:e,adoption of the treinee acheme was further proof of the will of the .
'CONTR/.CTING PARTIRS to make a positive contribution to the solution of the
' m'obl.ems of Less developed cotmtries. The negot 1aticma sponaored by the o
_OMAGTIM P/RTIES towards drafting a separate Agreament on cmnmodity problems
ha(t made proyess. ‘ . v \ e

"‘*o Ghaiman expreaaed his appreciation to the. Un:l.ted Nationa for t!xo
apace md servioea they ‘hed supplied. He declared the Tenth Sess:lon closed. :

'rhe full text or tha Chaimams statemant 13 contained 1n preag reloaoa
GATT/264, ,

" The »méétingfod;oux;ne;ﬁ '_nt‘  .12 gooo



