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1. Belgisn import restrictions (IL/1340 =nd MGT(60)76)

The CHAIRMAN said that the fifth annuzl report submitted by the Government
of Belgium under the Decision of 3 Dscember 1955 had been distributed in document
1/1340; accompanying statistical data had been made available in document
MCeT (60)76,

Mr. DE SMET (Belgium) recalled that, as announced at the sixteenth session,
Belgium had liberalized o series of agricultural products on 1 April 1960, Further
measures of liberalization affecting a number of products, some of which would be
of interest to meny contracting parties, would be applied from 1 January 1961.
¥r. de Smet, having outlined other main features of the report, mentioning in
particulcor peragraphs < and 3, said thet the zgricultaral situaticn in Belgium had
not improved very much as compared with the situation reflected in the reports
submitted in earliier yesars, In stressing his Govermment!s intention to continue
its efforts to achisve the progressive relaxation and elimination of the remaining
restrictions, lir, de Smet said that it was intendcl to eliminate some restrictions
before the submission of his Government'!s naxt annucl report.
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Mr. 4DsIR (United States), having welcomed the announcement that some
thirty-two itcms listed in the repert submitted by the Belgian Government would
be liberalized on 1 Januery 1961, went on t0 oXpress the concern of his delega-
tion regording the applicetion of the systom of varieble import levies, not only
in Belgium, but also in other G.IT ccuntries, including thoss where the adoption
of the system was contemplated. It secmod clecr te the Unitcd States delegation
that such a system eliminatcd the bencfits of competition and specializetion
which formed t.e bacis oFf 2 multileter 1 trading syctem and, vaien it served
unduly to insuleats a market from the competiticn of werld prices, it was out of
hermeny with the principles wnderlying the GaTT and with the GaTIT objective for
the expansion of world trade. ' T

Mr. TaYLOR (New Zealand) sxpressed his delegzotion's disappointment that
there had beecn no rcelaxation of restrictions at all in the dairy sector. On
the assumption that the report submitted by the Belgien Government would be
submitted to a working party, it was his dclegrtion's hope that the working
party would also study the situation which arvse from the impositicn of import
levies by Belgium which, t¢ a consideradble extent, detracted from the benefits
of liberalization. In New Zealandis view, bthe use ¢f these levies hardly con-
formed with the obligation under the waiver to eliminmtc restrictions on import
trade as, in fact, their effect on trade could be as demaging as the restrictions
previously in cxistence. Continuing, Ifr. Toylor said thet it wes most dis-
appointing that the Belglan authoritics had not yot boon able to establish a
programme for the eventual removal of the romnining restricticns; 1in the absence
of such & programme it was difficuli for the contracting partics to know whether
relaxation would, in fact. tak:e place. In the view of his dolegation, a country
besefiting from a waiver of this scort, if it werc unahle t0 reloax restrictions
ompletely, should at least be prepered te cstabli sn minimum glchral quotas and
provision for agreed annual increaces uvntil thedr removal on the cxpiry of the
waiver.

¥r. WaRREN (C.omda) strosscd the need for the Belgian Government to meke
greater progress in the relaxation and slimination of the rustrictions under
discussion. Like other delegations, the Canadian delezation very much regretted
thet, for items liberelized carlier in 1960, quantitative restrictions were
replaced by import levies wnlch reclly roepresented Tt lucinr one trade barrier
by another. Wiile recognizing the dif “iculties faccd in the eoricultural field,
both by Belgium and by cther countriez, his delegation were diseppointed

te
f
that Belgiumis approach t¢ the stebilization of famm incomes continued to be
based cn such a widesprecad system of impurt control.

tion envisaged for 1 January 1961, strossed his delegstion's concern that Belgium
was still not in a pesition to Stabl sn a progremme Ior the removal of the
remaining restrictions. His delogation were also concerned by the implications
of the statement on page 8 of the repcrt to the effecv that the prineipal object
of the Belgian Goverament's agricultural policy was to nwet domestic demand.

Such a policy, 1f adopted also by other countries, would have unfortunate
repercussions on the conceps and promotion of an expansion of intcrnational
trade. On the other hand, smustralia woelcemed the statement in  ~~tion 6 of the

Mr. PHILLIPS (sustralia), whi lo welcoming the further measures of liberaliza-
s
n
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report that the Belgian Government would persist in its efforts aiming at the
gradual eliminetion of the remeining restrictions. In conclusion, Mr. Phillips
said his delcgation alsv regretted the intrcduction of the use of variable
import levies which was simply ancther cbstacle to tradc and which could
present particular difficultics for distant overscas supplicrs in vicw of the
uncertainty which was attached to the size of the market. ,

Mr. THRANE (Denmerk), having welcomed the announcement in the Bolgian
roport concerning furthor measures of liberalization on 1 January 1961, asked
for confirmmation that the rumovel of the restrictions cencerncd would aot be
followed by @ systom of variable import levies @5 had bgen the casce for products
liberalized earlicr this year. His delegation agrecd with others that the
substituticn of cne kind of restricticn by andther mcant that real access to the
market was not glven to exporting countrics. Mr. Throne £aid that his delegetion
were also disappointed tO sec that the Belgian Government had not so far been able
to establish a workable prcgramme for the elimination of the remeining restricticns.

Mr. DE SMET (Belgium) confirmed the assumption of the representative of
Denmark that the liberalization measures o0 be taken in January 1961 would not
be rellowed by the imposition of import levics. He went on t¢ stress that, in
the view of his delcgation, it would be inappropriatc and outside its torms of
refercnce for the working rerty to make an examination of the Belglan variable
import levies, such as had been suggested during the discussion. In this
connexion he would recall the explan=ztions given by Bulgian reprcscentatives
tc a special group =2t the time the fourth report of his Government was under
consideration and to tac considcerable amount of information likewise provided
at the time of Committce II's consultation with Bclgium. There would seem to
be little to be gzined from going over the same ground again.

The CHsIRMAN proposed that the report submitted by the Belgian Government
should bte referrcd t¢ the Working Party on agriculturel Waivers aand that the
following paragraph should be added to the Viorking FParty's terms of refercnce:

"To exeamine the fifth annual rcport (L/1340) by the Govermment of

Belgium under the Decision of 3 December 1955 and to report thereon
to the CONIR:.CTING PnRTIES.!

This was agreed.

2.  Programme for expansion of international trade (L/1326, 1/1321, W.17/11)

The CHnIRMAN said that, when the adeption of the agenda was under discussion
at the first mceting, he.had recalled that the CUNTRACTING EHRTIES had decided,
when inaugurating the programme for the -xpansion of intcrnationsl trade at the
thirteenth session, that they would themsclves co-ordinete and supervize the
work of the three Ccmmittees. During thc discussion, therefore, delecgations
would be able to comment on the progross achicved under the programme &S a whole,
including the tariff negotiations as well as the reports of Committecs II and III.
The Chalmzn also drew attontion to docuient W.17/11 which hed boon submitted by

= s ) A - RN N e e
a group of lczs-devoliopod countiics,
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Mr. TaYLOR (New Zealand), acting Chairmen of Committee II, said that the
Committee had had only cne meeting intersessionally since the submission of
its last report to the CUNTR.CTING P-RTIES. 4t that meeting consultations had
been held with Isracl and Ghana. The mceting held in Oetcber had, in addition
to a consultation with Cambodia, becn taken up with an analysis, on a global
basis, of the effeccts ¢of individual agricultural policies and systems on intcr-
national trade in the major group of products which had been under consideration
by the Committec during the country con~ultations. During the meeting, the
Cormmittee had discussions on dairy products, meat, cercals and fish and had
begun & review of sugar; it postponcd the discussion on vegctable oils and the
remainder of the discussicn on suger until a future meeting. Having referrcd
to the documents preparcd by the secrctariat, iMyr. Teylor said that, assisted by
the information conteined in these documents, there had been a veluable exchange
of views, zlthcugh the discussion c¢f the individual products might not have
proceeded as far as some members of the Committee might have wished. - Mr. Taylor
went on to say that drafts for inclusion in the third report of the Committee
n12d been submitted by a numbcr cf delegations and it wes his hope that, when the
Committee discussed the proposed report at o mesting which was expccted t0 take
place in February 1961, it would be possible to make considerablc progress on a
practicel basis in reaching agrcement cn methods for dealing with problems
relating to individuvuel products. In ccenclusion, Mr. Taylor referred to the
meeting held at the end of September by o small group of experts to undertake
a study of thc possibility of measuring agricultural protecticn. The appoint-
ment of the small group had been suggested by the Cormmittee in its second report
and the group had submitted an intcrim report tov the Committec's meeting in
October. The Committee had considered the repcrs and had agrceed with the group
that pilot studies should be underteken to confirm the feasibility of procedures
which the group believed would give the best promisc of success in measuring
agricultural protection.

RBoron VON FLUIEHN (Swoden) wprosonted the roport of Comsittes 1II., The full
text of D.ron von Flaten's stotumoent .‘vv 5 heen Lum butet in & cwnont W,17/31,
Mr. SWaMINTHAN (Indi ), in rsfercnee to Committee I, sald that, particularly
ion, Indiz had received sone

as a result cf fic di°CUb-.:l-Il% at the fifteenth session,
satisfacticn inasmuch as proccdurcs of tariff nezotistion had becn evelved which
teok inte acecunt some of the difficul’ices of the less-develop.d countries in
particular. Ir. Swamirtthon theun roferred to the curront taeriff nogotintions

with the Huropean Hecncmic Community. It had been clasimed, he C‘F.Id, that the

high level of ectucmic cetivity senercted hy the estnblishment of ths Community
would be bencficial to «ll conbrecting partics and the Indian- delezation had
neturally had the expectation chat thoe tariff negetictions with the Community

would give India a frosh cpovortunity off "1djuqtlzi’“ its commercial relations with

the countries which worc muubors of the Ccnmm ity. Further, it was olso natural
that India should expect to st thecs nogotiaticns 1’rc-z'.1 2 positicon not less
fevourable thon its earlicr position vis—g— vis these ccuntriss and that it weuld,

at the cornclusicn ¢f the necotistions, haove some k;hcn.-:. ~1 exomination

of the common toriff and Cther nrrengenments - had, however,
~disappcinted his delegoticon in rogard to tid It coppeared that

India‘s positicn ot ths beginuing of the neg ne sumewhat unfavourzble
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in some directions compared with its position previously and that its gensral
position would be particulerly unfavourable as regards the simpler types of
manufactures. He hoped the Community would take account of these considerations
which, he saild applied; with necessary modifications, to the 1961 round of nego-

tiations as well.

Having stressed the importan~e of the agricultural question, Mr. Swaminathan
said that the werk of Committee II had been fruitful, at least 0 the extent that
procedures hed been evolved which would make possible a continuous aad careful
examination of the problem with a view to seeking generally acceptable solutions.
In this connexion, he would like to refer to restrictions maintained by a number
of industrialized countries on items like vegeteble 0ils in the name of protecting
domestic agriculture, althaugh, in several cases, there would appear t0 be no-
justification for such protection.

Commenting on the work of Committee III, which was of special significance
for India, Mr. Swaminathan said that ths Committeels activities wore gathering
impetus although the less~isveloped countries as a whole felt there had so far
been little tangible material progress in the removal of impediments which
hindered their exports. Mr. Swaminathan wenmt on t0 refer o the joint note W.17/11
submitted by the less-developed countries for the consideration of the CONTRACTING
PARTTES. There was; he maintained, nothing revolutionary or illogical in this
document. In this comnnexion, he quoted extracts from the New York Herald Tribune
of 9 November reporting a stavement by the President of the Renault automobile
company. This statement contained an appeal to the United States not to build
small cars comparable tO0 those which Furope exported to the United States;
inter alia the statement referred to the éesirability of not depriving Europe
of the long-range market for small cars in the United States and to the principle
that the United States and Europe should each buy from the other the goods
in which they were specialists, This concept, Mr. Swaminathan said, was the kind
of thing which, ir a different context, the less-developed ccuntries had bsen
pressing for. ohe preamble to GATT mentioned as an objective of the CONTRACTING
PARTIES, not only the exchange of goods but 2lso the full use of the resources of
the world and expanding production. While there was general acceptance of the
need to assist the less—developed countries urgently to increase their export
earnings and thus lay the fourdations for rapid econcomic advance, this acceptance
had not bteen translated into ection. The less—developed countries had asked that
high tariffs, quantitative restrictions, mixing regulations, monopoly arrangements,
subsidies and other problems which affected their exports shculd be tackled :
energetically. It was a fact that the gap between the iudustrialized countries
and the less-developed countries was still widening, There were human and
political implications to this situation which needed urgent and effective
attention. The failure of the efforts of the less-developed countries to increase
their export earnings would inevitably lead to their continuing and even accentua-
ting restrictive import pclicies. There was already a tendency for the less-
developed countries to orientate their economic development towards import saving
rather than export promoting. This was to some extent a direct cousequence of the
need for the less-developed countries to savs on the expenditure of their meagre
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foreign exchange resources. Any continuation of the present situation in
regard to exports frcm the less-developed countries would compel them, in their
efforts to find resources for the investment required for their economic develop-
ment, to indulge ir quantitative restrictions, monopoly practices, subsidies,
ete. The effectiveness or otherwise of action taken by the CONTRaACTING PARTIES
and, in particular, by the more industrialized GATT members, would determine
the pattern and future shape of the economies of the less-developed countries.
The choice was between, on the onme hand, encouraging these countries from now
on, in their evolution, to develop into economies based on a diversified
rationel internatioral division of labour and a free and expanding exchange of
goods and services and, on the other, compelling them to develop into more or
less closed systems, with & near-self-sufficient, continental type of economy
based on a restricted and limited trading system.

Mr. D¥ Ls FUENTE LOCKER said that the fourth report of Committee III was
of particular importance to Peru, The Committee had studied probiems which for
a long time had been affecting the economies of the primary-exporting countries
but the fact remained that there was little progress to show. It was true
that some of the higher industrialized countries hed removed guantitative
restrictions not justified under the GaTT but internal taxes, in some cases
high tariff leveis, continued to impede the development of the exports of the
less-developed countries. This situztion presented social and other problems
for countries such as Peru where population preasures were increasing. The
situation demanded international economic cooperation aimed at avoiding the
obstacles to commodity trade resulting from protectionist legislatiorn and
subsidies in the highly industrialized countries, Mr, de la Fuente Locker
pointed out that, for the highly industrial.zed countries which pursued these
restrictive protectionist policies, trade in primary commodities did not have
the same great significance as it did for the less-developed ccuntries, bearing
in mind the difference in the percentage of total trade which commodity trade
represented in the case of these two types of economies. For the less-developed
countries, even small commodity price fluctuations could mean the difference
between a crisis or a prospering economy. At the same time, the process of
industrialization in the less-developed commtries required @8 & prerequisite
a policy of price stability and access to markets free from restrictions. It
seemed to his delegation that there did not exist a sufficiently deep under-
standing for the problems faced by the less~develcped countries. There was
recognition of the existence of these problems, but satisfactor. o>raci.cal
results did uot seem to have materialized. There was a tendency either to
propose theoretical solutions or to seek partial, marginal, remedies. Desvite
the prosperous economic situation of the incdustrialized countries, insufficient
efforts to remove restrictions had been made. Iir., de la Fuente Locker pointed
to the efforts his country had made to avoid restrictive measures such as high
tariffs and internei taxes and mentioned its participation in internctional
attempts to find a solution vo the problems affecting lead and zinc.

In conelusion, ¥r. de la Fuente Locker said that the time had come to give
the GATT programme for the expansion of trade practical applicaticn., Solutions
must be found particularly insofar zs the problems cf the less-developed
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countries were concerned. It was to be hoped that, with the assistance of
document W.17/11, the highly industrialized countries weuld see their way clear
to taking the practical setps that were necessary.

Mr, NASRUDDIN (Malaya) said that his delegation likewise regretted that
the results of the work of Committee III had not been all that had been expected.
Having referred to document W.17/1l, to which lalaya subseribed, Mr. Nasruddin
went on to give certain statistics relating to the less-developed countriec.

He said that the combined trade of the countries which had subscribed to
document W.l7/11 represented about 12 per cent of the total trade of all thé
contracting parties and it was noteworthy that these eighteen countries repre-
sented 14 per vent of the total GATT membership. The eighteen countries
concerned were producers of raw materials and depended primarily on the exports
of these commodities., The needs of these countries posed a problem as well as
a challenge. Disregarding humenitarian considerations, there was the important
praectical fact that the population of these countries, amounting to 800 million,
was not an insubctantial market and even a modest increase in their export
earnings would stimulate increased trade cxchenges with the industrialized
countries.

Ir., Nasruddin, having stressed the importance of rubber and tin to
Malaya's economy, said that his Govermment was trying %0 diversify its outlets
for these products and was therefore anxious to see the removal of barriers
which at present existed in certain countries. As Malaya had alsc embirked on
an inductrial development prograirie, he would urge the industrialized countries
to reconsider their attitude towards the problem of exports of industrial goods
from the less-developed countries. For the reasons which he had outlined, his
delegation strongly commended the recommendations of Committee ITI as well as
the appeals of the less-developed countries set cut in document w.17/11.

Mr, DARMMOLA (Nigeria), commenting on the report of Conmittes III, said
that his delegetion agreed with the Committee's decision not to establish for
tiie present a third list of products for detailed examination, Such further
examination would involve the danger that the basic problems which had been
Jidentified and stated might be obscured and even lost sight of. The attention
of the Committee should now be fooussed meinly on finding out the extent to
which cuntracting parties had complied, or were complying, with the Committee's
recommendation referred to in paragraph 44 of its revort (L/1321). Mr. Daramola
quoted this recommendation, The necessary procedure should take the form of
confrontation, oa & country-by-country basis, in respect of specific commodities,
each contrascting party'!'s attention being drawn to the obstacles noted ia the
.commodivy docunents prepared by the secretariat and categorical statements being
invited from that contracting party as to the specific steps it had taken to
reumove such obstacles end, if it had telien none, the reasons for the inaction.
Continuing, lir. Daramolez said his delegation considered that the less-develonped
countries should themselves participate more fully in the work of Conmittee III
- In order to give it a continuing firm sense of direction, based on their own
practical experience of the diffieulties which the Committee was set up to
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overcome. Nigeria would like to serve on the Committec. Close association
with one another on the Commaittee would alsc enable the less-developed countries
to identify and formulate the problems facing them in achieving the objectives
set out in points 3 (z) and (b) of the basic work programme to which, his
delegation felt, attention should now be directed, Secondly, and in the long
term, it appeared that the CONTRACTING PARTIZS would sooner or later have to
consider, within the framework of the GATT, practical steps to rationalize the
productive capacity of the Member:countries to ensure that, over an area the
boundaries of which were caneble of progressive adjustment, competition was
replaced by cooperation, This would almost certainly involve on the part of
tho industrialized countries an orderly but progressive withdrawal both from the
primary processing of tropical agricultural produce, and from such light
manufactures as could be inore cheaply produced for export by the less-developed
countries. His delegation recognized that this proposition pnsed a problem
which, though long-term, remained nevertheless very real. Implementation of
the proposition would need vo be most carefully phased. The msgnitude of the
problem was also recognized, but his delegation believed that its ultiuate
solution was not beyond the ingenuity of GATT.

Mr. ADAIR (United States), having referred to the progress made by the
three Committees set uwp under the GaTT prograrme for the expansion of trade,
said that any discussion of that progreamme must, under present circumstances,
take into account the great influence winich the policies of the ExC would have
upon the programme, Having welcomed the LiC's initiative in including an item
relating to the Rome Treaty on the agenda, Nr. Adair said his delcgation would
look forward with particular interest to what was said concerning the Community!'s
common agricuvltural poiicy, a matter which was important in connexion with
the Tariff Conference and also with the work of the Committees cn tride expan-
sion. Mr, Adair went on to say that delegates might recall that, at the opening
of the Tariff Conference on 1 September 1960, the United States representative
had emphasized the inability of the United States tc reach a satisfactory
overall settlement in the first round of tariff negotistions unless the problems
relating to an important part of the agricultural szetor were dealt with in
accordance with GAIT principles, This issue had beer ciud was currently being
discussed in the negotiations. In view of the importance cf a liberal cormon
agricultural policy to third countries as wsll as to members of the Community,
the United States Government hoped that the European Economic Community would
discuss its proposals for a common agricultural policy in the CGATT tuiore they
become established EEC policy. Not enly would the common agriculiural policy
be of great significance to the members of the Commurnity, but they would also
be highly relevant to all phases of the GATT programme for the expansion of
trade. Suitable opportunity to discuss the proposals could be afforded,
either at the seventeenth session or soon thereafter, perhaps in Committee II,.
The Unite s States delegation would therefore welcome an offer by the representa-
tives of the Community to discuss in the GATT, at an early date, the Commis-
sion's proposels for e common agricultural policy.
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Mr, aAdair then referred to the important guestion of the use of
Article ILIVIITI. Having expleined the rcasonsvaich had led to the inclusion
of Artiecle ILIVIII in the GATT, Mr. Adair sald that it was never contemplated
that the Article would be used for general tariff increases, The overriding
concept remained that countries arplying the GATT would continue their interest
in fostering further trade expansion through the lowering of tariffs and their
willingness to worx ©vo this end in regotiations pursuant to the GATT. In
actual praciice, however, theve app.arcd to have been some ecent tendancy
to overlook this basic framework. Notwithstanding the substantial use made
of Article .JAVIII:L since the close of the last '"open season', fourtsen
contracting parties had notified iterns to be rensgotiated duvring the 1960
season. 4Among ovher differsnt actions being talien by varicus contracting
parties under Article .IIVIII was the renegotiction of concessions affected by
tariff revisions, the withdrawal of substantial segments ol Scheduvles, an
increzsc in tariifs on iteams formuf;f subject to quantitauvive restrictions, the
withdrawal of concessions as 2 pre \aLt1onury MeaRsUre, 80 s to permit a later
increase on wnese ivene if des d and, 7 balxy J se-scale changes in
nomeanclature, sometlnos 1 intreases nov matched by
reductions, Mr. g .
Article AATIII £o a3 to aveid jeopardizing tga wnohs prog HIE
reduction.

Commenting on Commitisce I which uad pow reached a crucial stage in its
work Mr, Adair said that, althoush the Comaittee had nct yet completed the
difficuls task involved 1 ohe Tirst phese of itn asciguaent, the facts set
out in the docwnentation yrepeored Tor the lemmititee's use awd sumparized in
the draft outliie of a rewors which the Conmittes wouid use as a basig for
discussion at its neuc meeting, lsTt lattle doubt sast virtuelly all govern-

ments had intirvened in oae w arothel 50 assist o support their agricul-~
tural producers. My, Sdoo> tpcn meationet sowe of the conseguences of this
intervention. waich b_ax,»v distorted rommal vutternc of product 1 on and trade.
However, Mr. Adair comtirved, all the _lis he had mentiorned co not be
ascribed solely to “ﬁ*JCLL+1T L protectionien, whils the pol:c1es of governments
in this field could not be goisraed sclely oy economic considersticns. Fer
these reasons, Committeco IT nod recognuiced the need to prnceed with carefvl
deliberztion Jn COLDlﬁC_Ph IS zralysis.,

n the meantimes, e facts the
inc of a report Tthh it had
s and would, It was to be hoped,

- I
Committee hLod assembled, a2nd the dz.ft outl
clrculated. would be of va:uc To goveramsnts ar

e within sazh ccuntry who saw the

of themselves strengthen trne hoods of thoge wi Ga
disadvantages of high levsls of protection for agriculture and were seeking

greater moderation in this metter,

In rsierence to Sommitte . T d that the Conmitteci's
report was of particular inte @5 1t coucentrated ca certein mouaufactured
goods and took account of tho possikilities end need develcping markets

s

e
e
1

4

for these goods, which were withirn the capacity of the lLess-~daveloped countries
to produce, Motk in those cowntries themselves znd “a the industrialized
countries. The imiceld Caates Covernment regarded the work of Committee IIT



SR.17/7
Page 82

as one of the most important current responsibilities of the CUNTRACTING
PARTIES, Having commented on the fact thet the indebtedness generated by
foreign aid had to bc serviced and that, in any case, it was not to be

expected that the gap between the less~developed countries! prospective
earnings and import regquirements could be filled by aid alone, Mr. adair

said that the United States considcered that the initiative under Committee III
was the most important of all the general efforts being made by the interna-
tional community to alleviate the trade problems of the less~developed countries.
Stressing the unique character and critical importance of the GATT programme
and the fact that the work of the Committec was intended to give impetus to

an urgent, extra effort by contracting perties, Mr, Adair said the programme
must not be allowed to fail. Mr. Adeir went on to say that the United States
was reviewing such of its measures as might adversely affect the trade of less-
developed countries, with particular reference to those cited in Committee III,
for the purpose of determining where there was opportunity for early action
modifying or eliminating them., Those measures of the United States which had
been specifically cited in the Committee's report were generally such as could
not be altered without amending basic legislation or carrying out certain
administrative investigations which tcok time. Thus, it could not be predicted
what changes in existing measures affecting the trade of less-developed countries
might in time be possible. He could say that the question of modifying certain
other measures had been opened and that he hoped to be eble to report further
progress in time. Further, he could assure the contracting parties that the
United Stetes would continue to give its earnest attention to what could be
done to improve the trade prospects of the less-developed countries in United
States markets and elsewhere. His delegation hoped comparable assurances

could be given by other governments, particularly by the governments of
continental Burope.

Mr. DARKO-SARKWA (Ghana) szid his delogation wished to place on record
their dissatisfaction with the attitude shown so far towards the recommenda-
tions of Committee III by the industrialized countries. As his delegation
had freguently pointed out in the past the industrialized countries, in order
to show the sincerity of their professed interest in helping the less-developed
countries in their eccnomic develovment, should reduce the high fiscal charges
and tariffs on imports from these countries, particularly on those basic
conmodities which only these countries produced. So far as his delegation
could see, the industrialized countries had made little progress towards the
liberalization of imports from the less-developed countries. A further
exenmination by Committee III of the obstacles to the trade of the less-developed
countries in other products would be a waste of valuvable time if, as a result,
the report of Committee III wowld have to be shelved and not implem=nted. His
delegation felt that the industrialized countrics should take the Committee's
work seriously and begin to implement measures whrich would take account of the
recormendsations of the Committee, thus demonstrasing their good faith as
regards assisting the less-developed countries to improve their capacity to
earn more revenue from exports so as to enable them to implement their economic
development plans.



Mr. TOWNLoY (Rhodesia and liyascland) said that, while the report of
Committee II1 reflected a wideswnread wwareness by all nmembers of the Committes
of the narticular problems facing s lurge snd growing nunmber of individual
contracting pertics, it hed not been nearly so satisfactory in veing able to
record any substantizl progress in the way of positive cetion, The great
variety in their patterns of prcduction and stoges of devolopment madce the
problens facing the less~developed countrics cquaelly varied in nsture ond
urgency. Many of the problems identified in the Commidttec's present and
garlicr reports, and in document w.17/11, affected the Fuderation and were
real and urgent, just as some or all of the othoer proniems rersrred to in
those documents werc rezl and urgent for other countriss associuted with
document W.17/11. & number of practical solutions werc suggested in
document W,17/11, which his delogation commended to tho CONURACTING PaRTILS
with &n varnest request that they be consciously wecepted and, even at the
cost cof some sacrifice, put into effcet. This would be the only practical way
in which the CONTRACTING P.RTIx8 could give ¢vidence of the sincerity of their
determination to reduce or remove altogither the obtstacles now standing in the
way of the e¢xpansion of the sxport cornings of the less-developed countries
end the esteblishment of the ccnditions in widich ti.ose countries could generate
the investment so vital to their progress and development.

Mr. TWaMI (Tunisic) said that his delegcotion atbtached the greatest
importance to its forthcoming consultation with Cormittee II and to the work
of the Committec in gencral; in this conrexion Mr. Tneni mentioned the
difficulties Tunisiz had with its agricultural czports, warticularly wine.

In reference te the renort of Committee III Mr. Tnani scid his delegation
subscribed, in rsspect of meny wpointes, to the conclusions contained in the
repert. They endorsed the vicw thet the industrialized countries should
adapt thelr tariffs so as to facilitate the ertry of products from the less-
developed countries, The industrialized countrics should also, in the forth-
coming tariff negotiutions, grant teriff concessions not necessarily on a
reciprocal basis in respsct of products of particular interest to the less-
developed countries. Further, thce industrialized countries should accept the
fact that the less-developed countrics needed, not only to increcse their
forcign exchange earnings from traditicnal cxports, bu: also to develon their
trade in other products, tlus diversifving their cconomies. kv, Tnani went
cn to say that the industrialized countries skould inform Cormittce III of the
particuler characteristics cnd needs of ther~ merkets, while his dclegation
welconed the nrinciple whercby the under-developed countrics would communicate
to the Committoe information on their plans for industrizl development. On
one point, however, Nr. Tnoapni said his delegation would hsve to reserve their
positicn; this wes the suggesticn that Committee III should not estabiish, for
the moment, a new list of preoducts to be sindicd., In this connexzion it would
be as well to remember thal scme countries had bocome GATT members after the
originel lists hzd besn claborated. Tunisia, for example, was interested in
phosphetses and cement; he hoped that the Conmitiec would reconsider their
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suggestion in the light of these considerations. In conclusion, Mr. Tnani
underlined the benefits which would rcsult from sn increzsc in trade eéxchanges
between the less-develoned ccuntrics themselves.

Mr. H«RTOGH (ietherlends), sveaking on behalf of the Member States of
the ruropean Liconomic Community, comricnted on the report of Committee III.
The full text of Mr. Hertogh's statement has been distributed in document

W.17/25.

Mr. HIJZs® (Commigsion of the “uropean Lcoromic Community) said that the
Cormunity recognized that less-developed countrics had difficulty in offering
tariff concessions which balanced those accorded by the developed countries.
In this ccunnexion he would recall the offer of a linear reduction of tariffs
made by the Community ot the time of the Decisicn of the Council of Ministers
on 12 May 1960. This offer which, of course, applied to the sccond phase of
the tariff confercnce and which called for reciprocity, was in fect cddressed
to other industrialized coumtrics. It did not nim at strict reciprocity on
the part of thc less-develored countries during the forthcoming multileteral
negotiations. In adiition, the Commmunity wished to recall thot, in 1958, it
decided to extend tc all third countrics the benefit of tariff reductions
which the Member States had acccorded to cach other in their reciproczl trzde,
provided thet customs duties would nct bo reduced belc ¢ the level of the
common tariff, In coertain cascs, teriff reductions had zgein been accorded
at the time of the sccond internal teriff reductions which took place on
1 July 1960. Finally, the Communicy wished to recall that, in the course of
renegotiations undertaken by less-developed countrices with a view to the
withdrawal of concessions under article .LVIII, the Monber States had shown
understanding and had taken full account of the newds of the less-developed
countries to be able to have recourse in o flexible senner to tariff measures
both for development and for fiscal purposcs.

lioreover, in response to the wishes of the less-doveloped countrics, the
Commmunity did not exclude the possibility of its having, during the course
of the forthcoming negotiations, an excaangce of tariff concessions witlh other
industrialized countries on products which were alsc of intcrest to the less-
developed countrics.

lr. SLaial (Indonesia), commenting on the future work of Committee 111,
gaid that his delegation were of the ominion that thure was no need at present
to establish a third list of products for deteiled cxamination. The besic
features of the problems of the less-developed countries had zlready been
identified by Committec IIT and the most importent “hing, at the present time,
was to confront thc highly industrializod countries with the problem as sct
out in the Committec's report. Thereafter, the industrialized countries could
make the decision as rsgards their compliance with the recommendations put
forward by the Committee. Having referrcd to document W.17/11, which had the
full support of his delegation, hr. Slawat stressed certain voints which werc
of particular sigrificance for his deloegation in view of the negotiations with



the European mconomic Community under aArticle IV:E. At the time the
CONTRACTING TFaRTIES originally discussed the Rome Treaty, his delegstion had
expressed uneasiness abeut the hign terifi's on most of Indonesia's export
commoditizs. Ee¢ congidered the prosent moment opportunce te draw the attention
of the COLTRACTING FPaiTI & again to this problem. In conclusion, Mr, 3Slcwat
pointed to the unanimous vicw held by tic less-developed ccuntries that, in
tariff nsgotiations, it should be recognized ag an underlying principle thet
reciprocal and equal concessicns from the less-develeoped countries should not

be insisted upon by the industriclized countrics.

Mr., IZsa (PaXkistean) scid be wished to waphasize o few aspoets of
Committec III's reovert which, it scemed to him, needed = cluasrer understending,
First, countrics still meintcining restrictions should rozlize that the output
of the less-developed countrics in the case of most of the items concerned was
limited, una the removal of the rostrictions would be very unlikely to result
i1 a sudden cxpunsicn of imports which would damege the economy of the importing
country. & gredual ro oval of restricticns would be more likely to create a
greater rush ol importe. In tnc li bt of tiis consideration, he wceuld suggest
that controeting pearties should give thought co the pessibility of cexiperimenting
with one or twe commoditics in this wey. The second point he wished to
ermphasize was that economic development in africa ané asic could not be
checked; the countries would find the means for this development from one
source or anothcer. The lesc-developed countrics in the orbit of the free world
had so far demended cn threc sources for financing their development programmes,
nemely, direct cids from friendly countricvs, long-term loans, and increascs
in their foreign exchange earnings through cxrpansion of thoir export trade.
The former two were not necessarily and not always the most convenient methods
of financing, snd the less-developed countrics would certainly prefer it if the
latter source namely, the expansion of their export trade, would give
increasingly substantisl results. On tho other hand, the developed countries
who were the actual or potentizl source of direct aid cr loans would be better
off if they woere to concentrate on ellowing the expansion of the exvort trade
of the less-develoned countrice and receiving something in return for their
outley of finance.

Having said that the proble: was not so difficult in the casc of primary
cormodities like cocoa, coffee and tea, where competition with domestically
produced products dié not arisc, Mr. .iza turnsd to the question of menufactures
where the situstion was likely to be differunt. He strossed that the time had
come when the developed countries nmust give thought to making adjustments in
their lines of production ond roticnsiizing thicir industries and specializing
in those products requiring elabercte technical skill, imow-how and huge invest-
ment capital. With the industrial growth of tho less-developed countries it
was natural ond ccononical thot these countriss should Tirst concentrate on
developing industries fer which they had the natural adventeges of local raw
materials and mianpower. siy hindrances or restrietions likely to affect the
expansion of the Cxport of thesc manufactured itoms wore, thorefore, likelyv to
be misurderstcod and resented by thesce doviloping countries. bMr. Riza went on
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to say that he would therefore urge the developed countriss to bring to bsar

a positive approval to this proble . If positive steps were not teken to ensure
that the less-developed countrics also gained in cconomic stability through the
expansicn of their own trade, it wos cuite probable that they might start
looking for alternetive sources or sdownt such other measures as might not be
conducive to strengthening the cconomy of the free world.

Commenting on the Teriff Conference, Mr. Hiza said that, in respect of
the bulk of their imports, there wes little seceope for the less-developed
countries to reduce their already low toriifs. There was the further considera-
ticn that these countrics ncoded the use of the tariff tc reise finance for
their development v»rogrormmes. It wes to be hoped that the industrialized
countries for their part would take a libercl attitude toward the grunting
of concessions bencfiting the loss-developed countrics. as for FPekistan,
therc waus & lack of balence between the concessions given by it in the past
and those it had received, These, ia 2 way, therciore, constitutcd advance
concessions, for which Pakistan s.culd be given credit.

Mr. GOLaN (Israel) pointed out that, in its cfforts to vromote cxports,
Isrzel had been facing the same kind oi obstecles ws hed becen identified
in the report of Committcc ITI, and wnich had becn further cleborated and
emphasized in docuwnent W,17/11; his delegation fully subscribed to this
document .

Mr. PERgRa (Ceylon) scid he weould uot repect what hod alreedy been
said by the representatives of less-dcoveloped countrics. FHe simply wished
to endorse what had been said by these renrosentatives and to commend to
the sericus attention of the CLUTRACTING PaATILS both the report of
Committee IIT cnd the note submitted by the group of less-developed countries
in document %.17/11.

Mr. CnSTL: (New Zealeond) seid thot, uwnfortunately, Committee II had
not been zble su far to make positive recormendations. This did not mean
that the Committee's work had been unfruitful, <s it had drawn the attention
of the COHTRACTING P~ATI:S both to the magnitude of the agricultural trade
problem znd to the demage that hed been caused to agricultural exporting
countries through the retention of restrictions by many vpotential importers.
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From the documents prepared by the secretariat and from the recent
discussion in the Committee, it was apparent that there was indeed a

very widespread use of non-tariff measures which were having a substan-~
tial effeet in limiting the exnension of trede opportunities. As

regards dairy products which, together with meat, were of primary interest
to New Zealand, it wzs evident that practically zll countries were using
non~tariff measures zffecting preoductvion, consumpticn, export and import
of these products. Further, it was evident that important tariff conces-~
sions were being either nullified or frustrated by the measures, When
the Committee drafted its next report early in 1961 it was to be hcped
that there would be agreement among the mejor importing and exporting
countries on recommendations aiming to improve this situation. 4s regerds
meat, the high level of demand existing in the world at the present time
reioved the need for the maintcnance of restrictions. In New Zealand's
view, Committee II was now in a position to teke practical steps to over-
come the problems which had been so clearly defined, and it was to be
hoped that there would be no deley in agreeing on satisfactory measures
for alleviating and rectifying the present difficulties.

Mr. Castle went on to say that, at the sixtesnth session, his
delegation had referred to the need to find some solution to the problem
of access for agriculturel imports which would enable meaningful tariff
negotiations to take placc. In this connexion, a critical stage had
now been reached and it had already been stressed in the Tarir'f Negotiae
tions Committee itself that, unless some solution was found to the
problem of agriculture in Europe, a satisfactory outcome to the current
- gseries of negotiations couid not be expected. Ccmmenting on the work
of Committee II in connexion with the measurement of agricultural protece
tion, Mr. Cestle said that his delecgation were hopeful that a method
would be devised which would enable countries to make such measurements
and that, having done so, the wresults would persuade them that it
was in their own interests, as well as in the interests of the exporters,
to move to a freer world market for agricultural products.

In conclusion, Mr, Castle refecrred to the report of Committee III and
to document W.17/11., A4s regards New Zealend's own policies, he would
mention that raw materials and tropical foodstuffs entered free or at a
low rate of duty. Nevertheless, his Government was continuing to explore
whet further asction could be taken.



SR.17/7
Page 88

Mr. KiMALaPRITA (Cuba) paid tribute to the Chairmen of Commititee III for
the way in which he had tried to bring together the conflicting points of view
and interests in the Committee.

Mr. ¥RUNIC (¥ngoslavia), in reference to Committee II, said that the
progress so far made by the Committee had not been 25 much as had been hoped
for but, given the complexities of the problems involved, contracting parties .
could nevertheless be satisfied with the work that had been done. Cormittee II
had a task of great importance because, particulerly in view of the increasing
number Of new members, it was more then e ver necessary to demonstrate through
deeds the effectiveness of GaTT- TFailure to solve the problem of agricultural
protection in industrial countries would not only further undermine the balance
in the GaIT provisions, but would also cause the interest of potential new
members to become less. His delegation felt that a solution to the problems
conecerned could be found through the co-operation of governments and by using
the pragmatic epproach which was characteristic of GATT. The rules of GATT
covering trade in agricultural products were clear; what was necessary was the
applicetion of those rules through the medium of negotiation and consultation.
The Tariff Conference could alsc have favoursable consequences in the egricultural
field if agricultural exporting countries could succeed in getting results which
would put their efficient agricultural production in a better position vis-&-vis
protected uneconomic production. Finelly, Mr. Krunic expressed the hope that,
at its next meeting, Committze II would find it possible to reach definite and

preeise conclusicns.

Commenting on Committee III, Mr. Krunic said that the Committee was dealing
with one of the fundamental problems of world trade, namely the inequality
resulting from differences in levels of economic development. Pointing out that,
as in the case of Committes II, the tengible results of the work of Committee III
wore still awaited, Mr. Krunic concluded by drawing attention to document W.17/11;
he said that his delegsbtion were ready to support most of the conclusions con~
tained in that document-

Mr. PHILLIPS (sustrzlia), having referred to the perhaps critically
important stage rcached in the work of Committee II, said tha: there had elready
been sufficient cxamincticn in the Commitiee to demonstrate the justification
for Australiais well-known visws gbout the disparity between the conditions under
which agricultural products entersd into international trade as compared with
those which applied to industrial products. Mr. Phillips went on to say that
it should not be assumed, because of its patiente in the face of the slow progress
whieh had so far been mada by Committes II, that Australia was satisfied simply
because th~ problems concerned were receiving attention. Commenting on the draft
of the report which the Committee was 1 the process of preparing and which, he
recognized, had no status at this stage, Mr. Phillips said that the draft seemed
t0 be taking the right directiop, in the sense that it highlighted important
issues such as the high level of price or income support in importing countries,
the difficulty of reconciling these measures of protection with the principles
and obligations of GATT end the fact that insufficient attention appeared to
have been paid by ccuntries to the consequences for international trade of price
support policises. In comn-zion with his reference to the critical stage of
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Ccmmittee II's work, Mr. Phillips pointed out that, as was known, Austieliats
participation in the forthcoming round of tariff negotiations was largely
contingent upon the willingness of the industrialized countries to negotiate
conditions of entry for agricultural products. His delegation would hope that
countries would take an honest and careful look at their protection for agri-
cultural products with a view to seeing to what extent and in what ways they
could negotlate reductions which would have consequential berefits for agri-
cultural exporters and thereby for intcrnational trade as a whole. Failure to
do so would considerably reduce the scope and success of the negotiations for
countries like Australia. Finally, Mr. Phillips expressed his delegstionis
satisfaction +that Committee II had been able to make a start on the question
of the measurement Of agricultural protection, although it was regrettable that
it had teken two years to gct this under way.

Commenting on the common egricultural policy of the EEC, Mr. Phillips said
he hoped the Community, in the formulation of this policy, would take account
of the concerns about levels of protection and the techniques used which had
been made known by agricultursl exporters in Committee II. His delegation, like
others, considered it would be in the intercsts of all if the EEC!s proposals
could be discussed in the GATT forum.

Turning t0 the ieport of Committee III, Mr. FPhillips said that the Committeec!s
report showed progress on the first list of products, but it had to be recognized
that much of the progress described resulted from action which contracting parties
ghould be taking in eny case and could not be considered as a responsse to the
views expressed by Committee III. Further, what resporse there had been had
come frm the smaller rather than the bigger contracting parties. The question
of ‘menufactures produced by the less—developed countries raised issues of funda-
mental importance as it wee the tariff which these countries considered to be
the main Obstacle to their exports. The main question was whether contracting
parties were mainteining tariffs of a higheir level than they actually needed;
it would, of course, be difficult to make a judgment on this. In conclusion,

Mr, Phillips said that, given the complexities of international trade, it was
difficult to solve major problems in this field in the short term. What was
needed, in the context of the work of both Committee II and III, was some
movement towards a solution, with some tangible, precticel benefits accrulng
in the short texm.

Mr. XYDIS (Greece) said that it should be recognized that the economic
developuent of the less-developed countries should be the object of special
tieatment on the pert of the developed countries, This should consist of a
greater abscrption by the developed countries c¢f primery products produced by
countries in the process of development, sO as to contribute 1¢ the diversifica-
tion of these countries! economies. He commended both the report of Committee IIX
and document W.17/11 to the attention of the TONTRaCTING PARTIES who, he hoped,

would act on them.
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“iveoMrs RYSKA (Czechoslovekia), in refarence to the report of Committee III,
‘said that the existing international machinery did not measure up to the needs

 the less-developed countries. Deliberate action should be taken by the
industrialized countries t0 accelerate changes in the pattern of world production
and the direction of trade. His delegation favoured the development of processing
industries of domestic raw materials in the less-developed countries. Continuing,
Mr. Ryska said that he would like to eliminate certain misconceptions which
appeared to exist regarding Czechoslovakials economic system. In this connexion
he would point out that recently Czechoslovekia had reduced, inter alla, the

price of coffee by 12 per cent, although changes of this sort were of minor
importance compared with the infiuence exercised on the volume and pattern of
imports by the growth of Czechoslovakia'ls economy and by the increasing purchasing
power of the population, Mr. Ryska then gave some details of the economic and
social improvements, including the lowering of price levels and increases in
salaries, that had been effected since the war, An increase of 30 per cent in
personal consumption was envissged by 1965. This indiceted the extent to whieh
Czechoslovekials Imports would expand and the incrcvasing opportunities that would
be presented to its trading partners. He then quoted figures indicating the
substantial percentage increases in such imports as cocoa, coffee, rice, tea,
tobacco, natural rubber, wool, cotton and jute. It should be recognized that
such remarkeble and uninterrupted progress was the result of planned, rational
development. The commodity by commedity approach was inadequate to solve the
problem which really should be tackled comprehensively.

Mr. OLDINI (Chile) in reference tC paragraph 7 of document W.17/11l, where
it was stated that the less-developed countries could not offer reciprocal tariff
eoncessions to counterbalance those in the tariffs for their exports, said that
he had been interested to hear the comments of the representative of the United
States and of the Commission of the EEC which had a bearing on this problem.
Continuing, Mr. Oldini said that there was, in any case, a need both to define
what was meant by reciproeity and to attempt to equate it with the notion of
equity, teking intc account all the relevant factors, including the fzet that
restrictions cn international trade obliged the less~developed countries to
restrict imports, with a consequentisl slowing down of economic development
and a lowering of living standards. Mr. Oldini then referred to another point
teken up in document W.17/11 which again invited contracting parties to re-exemine
their commeraial policies with a view tC eliminating measures which impeded the
efforts of the less~-developed countries to establish their own processing
industries. It wae logical that countries producing raw materials should be
given every encouragement tO process those materials domestically. What the
less~developed countries wanted was the kind of help which would eneble them to
help themselves; the greater their ability to live on their own resources, the
less their need for foreign aid. What was needed was = durable solution and a
point of departure for this kind of action would be found in paragraph 48 of

Committee IIIls report.

Mr, DE BESCHE (Sweden), in reference to Committee II, said that the shortness
of the Committeels report by no means reflected the amount of work and progress
achleved so far. He then commented on the last part of the Committee!s report
dealling with the question of the measuremert of agricultural protectionism, where
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reference was made to Sweden a8 one of the countries invited to participate in
the planned pilot studies. Sweden was willing to take part in this work. Its
accepbance of the invitation to participate tock for granted, howsver, that the
studies would be as restricted as possible without, however, thereby jeopardizing
their aim, and that the material already available, in particuler the extonsive
documentation from the recent consultations on Sweden'!s agricultural policios,

would be used.

Mr. de Besche then commenmted on Committee III. He said that the task of
"lncreasing the expori earning capacity of less~developed countries was an
essential part of the general problem of assistance t¢ these countries. If
developing nations could find no outlet on the world market for their products,
they would never be gble to place their economles on a sound basis and all
technical and financial essistance would have been in vain. The manner in vhich
this problenm was solved would also have a decisive bearing on the relationship
between industriaiized and non-industrialized countries and on the future of
wonf txndo itself. 4galnst the background of the aims and objectives of the
General Agreement the task of Committee III could not be taken lightly, and the
CONTRACTING PARTIES must assume the responsibility of accomplishing the task.
which was before them. They should, therefore, not restrict themselves to merely
approving the Committee!s report; they should instead strengthen the appeals
of the Committee by recommending all member countries to undertake =a serious
review of their tariffs, intermel fiscel charges, quantitative restrictions and
restrictive State trading. There were many fields where it should be possible
to achieve practical, if limited, solutions., The CONTR:CTING PARTIES could,
therefore, instruct the Committee tO continue to analyze the effects of obstacles
to trade, wherever they may be found; to consider the feasibility of a system of
consultetions cor negotietions and to draft specific recommendztions for action
t0 be teken within the f ramework of GATT.

¥r. WARREN (Canada), in reference to the 1960-61 Tariff Conference, said
it was of the greatest importance that the work belng currently done during tho
first phmet Of the conference should succeed and that it should succeed soon.
The renmsgotiaticns involved were very complex and specisl efforts would have
to be made particulerly in the agricultural field. It was Qifficult to visuslize
the renegotiations being completed satisfactorily without agrieultural exporting -
countries finding some way in the renegotiations to be assured of the opportunity
of competing on the markets of the Six on resasonabdle terms. Success in the
current renegotiations might be a prerequisite for the success of the rcund of
negotiations bteginning in 1961. Commenting on the common agricultural policy
of the EEC, Nr. Warren said he supported the United States suggestion that the
EEC shculd be invited to discuss their proposels for a commor agricultural policy
with the CONTRiCTING PARTIES. To be useful, such a discussion shculd take piace
in good time, hefore the authorities of the Community took their final decisions

in this matter.

In reference to Committee II, Mr. Warren seid that the consultations con-
ducted by t he Committee had revealed clearly the widespread use of non-teriff
measures Of protection and the consequential impairment of tariff concessions,
His delegation hoped that the Committee would be able to arrive at a realistic
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appraisal of the adverse effects ca trade of these moasures, and that the
Committee would te in a position to cormunicate its views to the contractlng
parties before the eighteenth session.

Mr. Waz<en said tha’s Canoda strongly supported the work of Committee III
and hoped governments., both of industrialized and less~devcloped countries,
would, in the development of their commercial policies,; take full account of
tha need t0 assis® in promoting the economic development of the less-developed
countries by opening up tetter opportunities for an expansion of +their trade.

Mr. VALTADAO (Brazil) referred o tke analyses of the problems concerned

and to the appeal of the less--developed countries containad in the dccuments

now before the CONTRaSTING PsRTIES. While, since the sixteenth session, certain
governments had given evidencs of a greater urderstanding of the problems of

the less~developed countries, this was not so in the majority of cases. In

some sectors there was a *endency for the situation 10 become aggravated because
of measures taken to the detriment of the export interests of the lass-developed
countries. To be successful, ihe work and recommendations of Committee III must
find the industrialized countxies receptivs. The Commibttee had posed the problems
and had suggested the soluitions. In weference to document W.17/11, Mr. Valladao
said it was to be hoped that the industrialized countries would not approach the
forthcoming tariff negctiations motivated oanly by commercial considerations.

Having expressed the rope that it would now be possible for more rapid
progress t¢ be made by Cormittes I7, Mr Valladao supnorted the suggestion of
the United States delsgation in ~.rsoa’.1 with a possible discussion of the
EEC!s common agricultural policy in the GATT forum and expressed the hope that
the Community would te able to agree with this suggestion.

Mr. IBSEN (Norway, said that his delegation fully supported the future
work programme proposed by Ccommittee IX. It likewise welcomed the report cf
Committee IXI. His fovernment considered that the question of the t rade
reletions between the industrialized and the less-~developed countries was one
of the most important in the world today. It was not suffizient for the indus-
trialized countries only t0 make loans and direct investments in the less-
developed countries. They should do more to facilitaiz the flow of exports
from the less-develcped countries, .

Mr. LINDLEY (United K;ngdom), in reference to Nigerial!s request to become
a member of Commititee III, said kis delegation would welcome the participation
of Nigeria in the Jommittee. Mr. Lindley went on to say that his delegatlion
supported the comments made by the representative of the United States about
the use of Article XXVIII. His delegation considered that the whole structure
of GATT would be weakened if a number of contracting parties withdrew bindings
on the grounds that;, at some futurs time, they might wish to increase the tariffs
on certain items whicn they had bound.
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Mr. CUHRUK (Turkey) said that most of the observetions he would have made
had already been made by earlier speskers. Having commented on the fact that
account was taken during the work of Committee I of certain concerns of the
less-developed countries, Mr. Cuhruk said that, as a result of the work of
Committee II, the effects of national agricultural policies on trade in agri-
cultural prcducts were now better understcod, and the Committee had reached a
stage in its programme when it could begin the attack on the causes of the
present difficulties. 4s regerds Committee III, the practical results achieved
by the Cormittee were disappointing. Stressing the great importence of Com-
mittee III tv the less-~developed countries, Mr. Cuhruk said that, if the
suggestions contained in document W.17/11 submitted by a group of these
countries were acted upon, the difficulties surrounding their exports and
export earnings would be grcatly alleviated.

Mr. Ba GaLE (Burma) stressed the great importance of the work of Committee III
t0 Burma; this work was also, in the view of his delegation, of equal importence
tv the industrialized countries. Commenting that most less-developed countries felt
thet they Gid not derive the advantages they should frum membership of the GAIT,
Mr. Ba Gale said he felt that the optimism of his delegation as tu the outcome
of the Cormittee's work would not be misplaced, recognizing that it was, presumehly,
the universal desire to uplift living standards in the less-developed countries.

The CHATIRMAN at the end of the discussion said that, as he moved the
adoption of the reports of Committee II and Committee III, he wes certain that
the discussicn which had taken place and especially the eainest appeal which had
been put forward by the less-developed countries would be given due weight by
delegations and governments.

The repert of Committee II (L/1326) and the report of Committee III (I1/1321)
were adopted separately by the CONTRACTING PARTIES.

The Chairman went on t0 say that Committee III would have a short meeting
before the end of the session to draw up a prcgramme Of work for the inter-
sessional period. He then proposed that, -as requested by the two countries
concerned, Tunisia should become a membesr of Committee II and Nigeria a member
of Committee III.

This was agreed.
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3. Central imerican Free Trade Area (L/1302 and 4dd.1-2)

The CHAIRMAN said that the CONTRaACTING PaRTIES, by the Decision of
13 November 1956, had agreed that Nicaragua was entitled, in accordance with
paragraph 10 of article XXIV, to claim the benefits of the provisions of
Article ZXIV for participation in the Central American Free Trade Area. The
Treaty entered intc force in July 1959 with its acceptance by the Governments
of El Salvador, Guatemala and Nicaragua. Under the Decision of 13 November 1956
Nicaragua was required to furnish an annual report ‘ion the progress achieved
towards tbe elimination of tariffs and other restrictive regulaticns of commerce
within the free-trade area. Accordingly, this item now appeared on the agenda
of the CONTRaCTING PaRTIES for the first time. The first annuel report by the
Government of Nicaragua (L/1302) explained that. since the Treaty had not been
in operation for a full celendar yeer, it was not possible to provide statistical
data showing the development cf trade under the Treaty. The Government of
Nicaragua stated that, next year, a report on trade development and on other
ectivities "intended to bring about the econcmic integration of the area! would
.be provided. The Cheirman said that in these circumstences snd in view of the
fact thet Nlcaragua was not represented at the present session, he would suggest
that the first report (L/1302) be noted and the Executive Secretary be asked to
arrenge, after consultation with the Government of Nicaragua, for developments
under the Treaty to be examined in 1961 either by the Council or at a sessicn
of the CONTRaCTING PsRTIES; this examination t¢ take place when a representative
of Nicarague could participate.

This was agreed.

Mr. PASTORI (Uruguay) said that the delegation of Uruguay wished it to be
noted that, in their opinion, paragraph 10 of irticle XXIV of the GLTT did not
apply to free-trade areas which included nembers which were not comtracting
parties to the GATT where the Treaty or Convention establishing such area wes
in conformity with Article XXIV.

4 Nicaragua-El Selvador Free Trade Area (1/1288)

The CHaIRMAN said that, in the absence of a representative of Nicarague,
he had examined the report submitted by the Government and had found that there
was no significant change from the reports submitted in the previous two years.
He therefore suggested that, as on earlier occasions, the report should be
noted.

The CONIRsCTING PaRTIES took note of the report submitted by the Government
of Nicaragua.

o+ Certification of rectifications and modifications of schedules

(L/132L end «dd.1)

The CHAIRMAN recalled that it wes agreed at the fifteenth session that,
instead of putting modifications end rectifications of schedules into Protocols
requiring the signature of every contracting party, the CONTRACTING PARTIES
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should in futurse follcew the procedure of certification envisagsed in the revised
article XXX, although the amendments to that article had not yet entered into
force. As shown in document L/132,, =mendments to about ten schedules had been
prepared for certification. These amendments resulted from action under varicus
Articles of the General Agreement. Individual eontracting parties had been
asked to indicate their approval of the rectifications and mcdifications as
distributed and it was intended to ask the CONTR«CTING PaRTIES at this session
to adopt the text ¢f the decision set out in Ammex C to document L/132L.
However, as explained in the addendum to 1/1324, which had just been distri-
buted, it would not be possible t0 obtain approval of the lists during the
present session. In these circumstances, the proposed decision with the amend-
ments to the schedules amnexed to it, could not be adopted at the present sessicn.
Nevertheless the CONTRACTING PARTIES might agree upon the text of the deeision
so that, when final approval of the lists had been obtained from individual
contracting parties, the decision with the lists annexed could be submitted for
adoption without delay, possibly by postal ballot,

The CONTRACTING PARTISS found that the t»xt of the decision in dnnex C
in document L/1324 was acceptable. They also agreed that the decisicn and
the annexed schedules, after these have been approved, could be submitted by

postal ballot for adoption.

The meeting adjourned at 7.15 p.m.



