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1. Exnansion of tradel

The CHAIRMAN said that the following would scem to him to be the most
. important observations and proposals put forward in the discussion:

A, General

1. The contracting parties had emphasized their determination end political will
to pursue trade policies conducive to further trade liberalization in line with
the principles and objectives of thc General Agreement.

2. ' They had all recognized that an essential first task was to ensure the full
implementation of the Kennedy Round results, to avoid the impairment of these
results by restrictive messures and to resist protectionist demands vigorously

The importance of the conditional Chemicals sgreement coming into force as soon as
possible was stressed.

3, They wanted the main Committees in 1969 to move from the stage of study to
that of seeking out possibilities for action, so that they could embark upon new
negotiations, whether on a broad or on a more limited basis, as soon as the
moment was politically right.

e 8 s s e st

1 . . . .
The Chairman's sweming up was circulated in document W.25/6.
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B. Trade in industrial products

L. L nunber of contracting parties had stressed that the Committee on
Industrizl Products should always be looking for possibilities for negotiation
on tariff or non-tariff barriers, or on groups of non-tariff berriers.

Teriffs

5, Contracting parties had expressed the hope that the secretariat study on
the tariff situation as i1t would be when all Kennedy Round concessions have been
fully implemented would be ready early in 1969 so that possible lines of action
could then be investigated. There was some support for certain tentative ideas
put forward, i.e. possible reduction of high tariffs combined with elimination
of low tariffs; tariff reduction in certain sectors. The possibilities offered
by the broader concept of the "sector approach" had been referred to. ’

6. Representatives.of developing countries had emphasized the need for: (a) the
accelerated implementation of Kennedy Round reductions on additional items of
importance to them: (b) the highest priority to be given to problems created

by peak tariffs, differential tariffs and specific tariffs affecting the exporis
of developing countries.

Non-tariff'y

7. All countries had expressed themselves in favour of the establishment of
sub-groups, ‘so that sunstantive work on non-tariff barriers could proceed at the
meeting of the Committee on Induatrial Products proposed for January.

8. There had been support for the suggestion that the Committee on Indugtrial
Products examine the feasibility of multilatersl non-tariff negotiations.

2. Contracting parties had agreed to give special attention in. the Committee

to non~-tariff barriers affecting exports of developing countries. The
representatives of these countries had stressed that, in examining such barriers,
the Conmittee should take due account of their special problems. They had urged
that technical arrangements be made for their securing detailed information on
non-tariff barriers affecting their exports. The point was made that. consideration
be given to the possibility of setting up small intergovernmental groups of
intercsted countries to examine, on a priority basis, particular barriers affecting
less~developed countries.

10. Both as regarded tariffs and non-tariff barriers the point had been made
that the CONTRACTING PARTIES should lay down guidelines and target dates for the
Committee on Industrial Products in 1969, and that the Committee should report
its provisional findings on possibilities for action in the tariff and non-tariff
field to the Council before the twenty-sisth session.
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C. TIrade in agricultural products

11. There had been agreement on the conclusions reached by the Agriculture
Committee, in particular those concerning the progranme of discussions that the
Committee had agreed to hold during the second phasel of 1ts work, on problens
of international markets and production policies.

12. Therwhad been supvort for the views exvressed in the reprt by the Chairman
of the Committee that, while recognizing the great complexity of the work under-
taken by the Conmittee, this phase of the work programne should be carried
through as rapidly as possible sc thet the Cemmittee could procecd to the

active search for mutually acceptable solutions.

13. It had also been emphasized that, whenever a favourable opportunity arose
and without waiting until the third phase2 of the programme was reached,
contracting parties might suggest acceptable solutions to problems of
international trade in agricultural products whenever it appeared that there was
a common desire to evolve and implement such solutions.

1l4. The following specific suggestions had been put forward by a nwaber of
delegations:

(a) +the need for discussions starting immediately on bovine meat because of the
widespread difficulties that were significantly affecting international trade
in this product, and the establishment of a group on bovine meat;

(b) discussion and implementation of the Canadian proposal on the pressing
problem of export pricing and market disruptiocn, as set forth in the
annex to .document COM.AG/11l, and establishment of a permanent working group

for this purpose;

(c) establishment of an ad hoc group to seek possibilities for achieving a
stondstill on certain trade and production policy measures in specific
agricultural sectors.

D. Developing countries

15. In view of the continuing decline in the developing countries' share of
world trade and the urgent need for a substantial growth in the export carnings

of these countries, much stress had been put by contracting parties on the need
for priority consideration to be given to the problems of the developing countries.

1Consideration by the Committee of the preparatory work in order to arrive
at the identification of the principal problens.

2Discussion of the means whereby mutually acceptable solutions to these
problems could be achieved. \
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A suggestion had been made that there should be an emergenéy programme, including
the possibility of negeotiations, to cope with problems in the field of tariff
and non-tariff barriers. ‘

16, He had noted that the aetivities of the Committee on Trade and Development
would, in future, benefit from the active participation of all developed
contracting parties.

17. He had already referred earlier in his swuming up to the preoccupations and
suggestions of the developing countries in the field of tariffs, non-tariff
barriers and temperate-zone agriculture.

18. As regarded residual restrictions, many developing countries regarded.
vigorous or decisive action by the CONTRACTING PARTIES as a crucial test of

GATT's effectiveness in removing obstacles to their export trade. These countries
had indicated their support for proposals cimed at the establishment of target
dates and a time-table for the removel of remaining restrictions.

19. Attentlon had been drawn to the deteriorating situation of vegetable oil and
cilseed producers in developing countries. It had been suggested by cne
representative that priority action should be taken in respect of this group

of products within the framework of the Committee on Trade and Development.

20. TMany contracting porties had emphasized the need for more vigorous GATT
action towards the attainment of duty-free entry for tropical products. The
need to eliminate or remove duties on items, such as tea, as well as tariffs
affecting semi-processed and processed tropical products had been stressed. A
reference had alsc been made to the responsibility of the CONTRACTING PARTIES in
bringing about the elimination or reduction of internal charges and revenue

duties affecting tropical products.

2l. It had been suggested that the institutional réle of the Committee on Trade
and Development should be strengthened by making it a focal point for review

and acticn in respect of problems of developing countries, irrespective of where
within the GATT such problems were generally considercd.

22, lany contracting parties had suggested that consideration be given to the
réle that GATT might play in facilitating the introduction of a non-discriminatory
scheme of special tariff treatment for exports of developing countries. The need
for GATT showing adequate {lexibility in accomaodating such arrangements had

also been stressed.

‘23, leny contracting parties had welcomed the progress being made by develcping
countries within the framework of the Trade Wegotiations Committee in exploring
possibilities for the cxpansion of their mutual trade, and had indicated their
intention of looking at the results of these efforts in a constructive and
forward-looking spirit. '

24. Some developing countries had referred to the need for elaborating appropriate
international measures of support within the framework of GATT that would help to
ensure that the results of negotiations between developing countries bring
practical benefits for the trade of these countries.
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25, In their overall appraisal of the activities of the CONTRACTING PaRTIES

in relation to their trade and development probleus, developing countries had
expressed appreciation for the measures adopted by many contracting parties in
pursuance of Part IV. They had stressed, however, that their expectation of
vigorous and co-ordinated policy actior in terms of the provisions and cbjectives
of Part IV had remcined largely unfulfilled.

26, Reference had also been nade to certain spccific problems such as the more
effective application of the principle of non-reciprocity.

27. Some representatives of developing countries had proposed that the
CONTRACTING PARTIES recomiend the setting up of a working vnarty that would examine
difficulties in securing effective implementation of Part IV and advise on
procedures to secure nore cffective and systematic action.

2. Imoort restrictions applied contrary to Gatt and not covered by waivers
(L/2981. and Add. L1/3084, L/3114). (See also statements by certain
delezations in debate on Item 3. SR.25/5)

The CHAIRMAN, in opening the debate on this item, recalled that it was now
eight years since the CONTRACTING PARTIES had adopted procedures for dealing
with import restrictions meintained by contracting parties inconsistently with
the provisions of the General igreement and without having obtained authorization
from the CONTRACTING PARTIES., Notifications had been coming in since that time
and the secretariat had recently circulated a note concerning operation of the
notification procedure which was before the CONTRACTING PARTIES. Meantime, the
question of continued mointenance of illegal restrictions had been on the agenda
of every session since 196G aond at the last scssion it had been agreed that
governments should prepore to deal definitively with the problem at this session.
To this end the Government of New Zealand had submitted proposals which had been
distributed in 1/3084. He therefore called on the representative of New Zealand
to present his Government's propesals which might then be debated.

lir. EASTERBROOK-SHMITH (New Zealand) reviewed the history of efforts made in
GATT to deal with the use of quantitative restrictions, a subject to which more
of GATT's articles were devoted than any other., He reminded contracting parties
that as long ago as the early 1950's it had become apparent that even the many
clauses permitting exceptional use of quantitative restrictions were not sufficient
to cover all the needs of particular countries and that a '"hard-core waiver!
procedure had been cstablished, although only one country hed ever applied for
such a walver. After many countries could no longer justify maintenance of
restrictions on balance-of-paynents grounds, the reporting procedure for what
had come to be known as 'residual restrictions" was devised in 1960, and a year
later a Panel had inquired into the adequacy of notifications and had submitted
a report containing detailed suggestions as to the information which should be
included in notifications. As that report had been adopted by the CONTRACTING -
PARTIES one would have thought that countries maintaining residual restrictions
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had accepted the responsibility to make notifications in accordance with the
clear and detailed procedure agreed to. Such had not been the case, however,'
and as shown in L/3114 reporting had been largely ignored by some contracting
parties and had failed to a serious cxtent tu serve a useful purpose. ,
Subsequently, efforts to deal with remaining restrictions had been made in the
Kerinedy Round,; but essentially the problem remained unsolved and it now
threatened, with the rise of new protectionist nressures, to have serious
effects on fulfilioont of Xennedy Round achievenents. It had been said in the
earlicr debate on expansion of trade that the process of liberalization of

trade could not stand still, that either there was progress or risk of slipping
back from what had been achieved. Herc was certainly an area in which progress
could easily be nade, even without awaiting the adoption of new initiatives,
sinply by beginning to apply the General Agrcement more fully than had been done
up to now, and that was the purpose of New Zealond's proposal. The representative
of New Zealand then took up the variocus criticlsms that had been made of this
proposal. when it was first suggested at the twenty-fourth session and noted

that even if it could then have been said to have been introduced on too short:
notice, after the long history of this item on the agenda, the same could
certainly not be said now. Secondly, the proposal was not rigid, as had been
claimed, since it offered morc than one altornative to those maintaining
residual restrictions. Finally, it was as pragmnatic a proposal as could be
deviged. Iquity and mutual interest in greater trading opportunities both
argued for definitive action in this matter, and certainly New Zealand's own
past experience suggested that bilateral consultations werc not effective in
obtaining removal of restrictions. What was needed was a framewcrk which would
make it necessary to justify positions in regular consultations on a multilateral
basis, in the way in which countries invoking Article XIT were obliged to do.
Past history of acticn on wailver applications should overcome any doubts of"
countries which might need to apply for relief of a temporary nature, subject to
‘ennual consultation. Waivers cculd not, in New Zealand's view, give legal cover
to the restrictions and there would thus be ne lessening of pressure for their
removal; on the contrary, pressure would tend to be increased. To those:who
would prefer a context which would permit simultaneous consgideration of other
agricultural protective measures such as subsidies, New Zealand could only
point to the permissive provisions of GATT with respect to use of anti-dumping
or countervailing duty action and say that New Zealand fully shared their desire
to move ahead in those areas also but felt that it would be counterproductive

to refuse an opportunity to move shead in one area on the ground that there

were other areas not covered. It could only improve prospects in other areas

to have agreed to progress in this one. Finally, New Zealand felt that this
problem was a very urgent one and wished to underline their view that the
deadlines set were reasonable in the circuustonces. To a point raised during
the debate of Item 3, lir. Easterbrook-Smith wished to add that his delegaticn did
not shore the view that oxisting committees in the GATT were the appropricte
bodies to which to confide work on this problem. The restrictions here in
question wers clearly illegal in terms of the obligations of all contracting
parties and if the CONTRACTING PARTIES failed te face upn to its clear
responsibilities at this session, Governments everywhere would certainly draw
their own conclusions.
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Mr. AZEREDO DA SILVEIR. (Brazil) said that his delegation gave full
support to the proposal of New Zealand, as it had also done at the last session.
Brazil felt that the proposal was indeed flexible, possibly even too much so,
but should nevertheless be retained. He paid tribute to the statement of the
Director-General on residuals and reiterated his own delegation's strong
feeling that it was high time that those applying illegal restrictions
submitted to a consultation of the kind which countries having balance- of—payments
difficulties were obliged to accept.

Mr. WOUN GIE KIM (Korea) referred to his delegation's statement on the

New Zealand proposal in the debate on trade expansion in which the New Zealand
proposal had been endorsed and welcomed. Korea had been concerned to find in
its study of the reports of the Committee on Trade and Development that a
number of products of interest to Korea were still under restriction with no
target date for removal set. His delegation likewise weclcomed the statement
by the Director-General and agreed that it was inequitable to ask countries
invoking Article XVIII to consult about their restrictions while not asklng

the same of others.

Dr. KHALLAF (United hrab Republic) said that he could add nothing to
the clear, correct and concise statement on this subject already given by the
Director-General. His delegation was ready to accept any solution which would
ensure rapid removal of these restrictions according to a precise plan-and
schedule.- This should be the objective of the present session and as,
contribution to that objective, his country would support the New Zealand

proposal.

Mr. KIRKWOOD (Canada) recalled that Canada had already made known its
support of the New Zealand proposal. Its principle could not fail to be
accepted by all and it was now a question of taking.practical steps.to apply
the principle. Problems would be inherent in the process no matter which way
was chosen, but because of the importance of the objective, directly reflecting
the essential spirit of the General igreement, Canada appealed to all
contracting parties to make a special effort to respond positively.

~ Mr, SWAMINATHAN (India) stated that India had been as patient as possible
with respect to the maintenance of the many residual restrictions which
hampered its export trade and would never wish to embarrass any contracting
party which had good reason to maintain a particular restriction. The conclusion
was, however, inescapable that present arrangements did not provide sufficient
stimulus to countries to seek and find poss1b111t1es for further liberalization.
It had been heard too often and too long with respect to too many restrictions
that particular countries would "keep in mind" the question of relaxation.
UNCTAD had also addressed itself to this thorny question and there had been
efforts to set targets in time for the complete removal of restrictions.
India adhered to the principle of those proposals and urged that the
CONTRACTING PARTIES not be led into an exercise which might result simply in
legalizing and hence perpetuating the restrictions in question. Many developing
countries, including India, had parliaments at home which were watching and
awaiting with growing concern developments in regard to removal of these
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restrictions. The developed countries were not the only ones where political
forces were at work. The new protectionism of which the representatives were
aware was very likely, unfortunately, to take thc form of new quantitative
restrictions. He therefore hoped very much that whatever action was taken would
serve to sound a note of serious warning, strong and loud ensuring that full:
multilateral consideration was given to the question of speedy removal of
residual restrictions.

Mr. RISTIC (Yugoslavia) agreed that there was need for more energetic and
systematic action with respect to the quantitative restrictions maintained
inconsistently with the provisions of GATT, especially in connexion with the
new programme for liberalization of trade, as the representative of Yugoslavia
had stated when that subject was under discussion. Yugoslavia had found the
New Zealand proposal acceptable but considered that it would be preferable to
establish a working party which might report back to the CONTRACTING PARTIES
before the end of the present session concerning the terms on which such a
proposal might be adopted.

Mr. DE RIVERO (Peru) noted that in the years since 1958, when the programme
for trade expansion had first been adopted, good work had been accomplished in
gathering information concerning the extent and operaticn of residual restrictions
on products of interest to developing countries but no practical results had been
obtained. Peru had been able to make an estimate that some $41 million of its
export trade encountered barriers of this kind. The New Zealand proposal had
much appeal, with its target date for removal of restrictions, its requirement
that programmes for liberalization be prepared or waivers requested by a fixed
time, and its arrangements for consultations to ensure that progress was made.
He felt however that resort to waivers should be exceptional and that the rule
. should be progress towards elimination. If waivers were requested, the
CONTRACTING PARTIES should make sure that their duration was limited, and that
they were non-renewable, that there was regular review of progress towards
removal of restrictions and that the right of other countries to have recourse
to the appropriate provisions of GATT was not abridged in case the continued
maintenance of restrictions impaired benefits aceruing to particular countries.
It was his further view that if no progress were made in obtaining adoption of
the New Zealand proposal, developing countries should give serious consideration
to the further remedies which they might be able to obtain under Article XXXVII,
paragraph 2, since failure to act favourably on the New Zealand proposal could
scarcely be interpreted otherwise than as violation by the developed countries

maintaining restrictions of firticle XXXVII obllgatlons, vig-a-vis developlng
countries and of the obligations of Articles XI vis-a~-vis all contracting
parties. Conseguently he supportud the New Zealand proposal but reserved the
right to have recourse to the provisions of Part IV or to the agreed procedures
of conciliation after next year.
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Mr. NAKAYiM4 (Japan) gave full support to the objective of promotion of
liberalization of. trade, and noted that Japan had made progress in that
direction over the past year, even though certain restrictions, as had been
reported to the secretariat, did remain. Notwithstanding the continued
existence of Japan's various residual regtrictions which had often been
explained in different GAIT meetings, he emphasized that Japan's rapld economic
growth had permitted a substantial increase in the volume of Japan's imports.
This same rapid economic growth had, however, left in its wake difficulties
for a number of small and medlum-51zed enterprises, not to mention the
difficulties of Japan's agricultural producers where problems were especlally
acute because of the small sigze of landholdings and unfavourable natural
conditions. With regard to the question of agriculture, he noted that GATT
already had an existing committee with a broad mandate which could well take
up the agricultural question as a whole, although Japan was naturally anxious
to hear what others had to suggest on the point. Japan had another interest
in the matter, however, for the old question of discrimination, open or hidden,
had by no means been resolved, and the continued existence of discrimination was
without doubt a very serious obstacle to Japan's own further liberalization
efforts, not only because of the commercial considerations involved but also
as a matter of national feeling. Japan was grateful to friends everywhere
who had been working to eliminate such restrictions, but restrictions did
nevertheless continue in force in a good many cases. For example one country
practiced diserimination concerning twenty to thirty products; several others
concerning from forty to seventy; and in one country the number was over 100.
He would have more to say on this subject under Item 17 - the invocation -of
hrticle XXXV against Japan. 4t this stage he sinply wanted to say that to
some extent discriminatory restrictions had been the price of obtalnlnb
disinvocation of that Article.

Concerning the steps which should now be taken to resolve the problem of
import restrictions, he wished to counsel moderation and full attention to
the particular characteristics of individual cases, including social as well as
economic needs. It was with this in mind that Japan had listened with sympathy
to a speaker who had cautioned against any purely legalistic solution., In sum,
his Government had firmly decided to intensify its efforts to achieve a larger
measure of liberalization, was open to suggestion and would study carefully views
expressed by others in order to find practical, constructive solutions for this
important problem.

Mr. PERERA (Ceylon) stated that as a small contracting party which had |
frequently had occasion to request waivers from the obligations of GATT for
matters which sometimes geemed almost too small to merit such notice, Ceylon
hed never understood why other and larger countries had not bheen obliged to do
the same with respect to their measures inconsistent with the GATT. He hoped
that appropriate arrangements would be made now to see that those measures came
under the surveillance of the CONTRACTING PARTIES and that pressure was malntalned
for their early removal.
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Mr. BAFFOE (Ghana) reminded the CONTRACTING PARTIES that Ghana had supported
the New Zealand proposal last year and reaffirmed that support.

Mr. GARCIA-INCHAUSTEGUI (Cuba) stated that his delegation saw in the

New Zealand proposal an opening towards a solution of an important matter, namely

the restrictions maintained by certain developed countries inconsistently with the
GATT, and as such Cuba supported the plan suggested in L/308Z.

Mr. THRAN£ (Denmark) speaking on behalf of all five Nordic countries,
affirmed that his group had much interest in New Zealand's proposal as they had
always favoured measures to promote trade liberalization. The subject was 2 very
important one, though complex, and merited careful attention. The Nordic
countries could not, however, look at the problem of residuals affecting
agriculture in isolation from agricultural policies as a whole, and they felt
that singling out quantitative restrictions for special attention would be
unreasonable in that there were other measures, in practice even more harmful,
which would be left aside in the process. The Nordic countries therefore
believed that the best solution for agricultural residual restrictions would be
to deal with them in the Committee on Agriculture, where a concerted view of the
whole field of measures impeding agricultural trade could be had. Other
restrictions could be referred to the Committee om Trade in Industrial Products .
or could continue to be dealt with by the Committee on Trade and Development as
appropriate. :

Mr. FRANCAVIGLIA (Italy) speaking for the six countries of the European
Economic Community, referred to the statement he had already made at an earlier
meeting, when he had discussed both Items 3 and 14 on the view that the two items
should be linked. He recalled the Community position, stated at that time, that
even though it was legally conceivable to discuss quantitative restrictions,
separately from the general questions of furthering the work programme of the
CONTRACTING PARTIES, it appeared preferable to discuss it in relation to the work
of the committees concerned with industrial and agricultural ‘trade respectively.
As a restriction still in force| must obviously reflect the existence of very
substantial economic considerations, no purely legalistic decision would suffice;
to the contrary, a solution shou”d be found, within the framework of existing
committees, starting from the economic bases of the problem. The members of the
Community had noted that many delegatlons appeared to prefer a more legalistic
approach and had, accordingly, supported New Zealand's proposal, but they
wondered whether this would really bring the desired goal within reach. They
still felt that their own approach was more realistic and more apt to lead to a
practical solution than any purely legalistic one. In proposing that the
question of residual restrictions be taken up in the work of the three main
existing committees -~ here he recalled that from now on all members_of the
Community without exception would take part in that work - they had in mind that
objective examination of the restrictions, in depth, could best take place in
those three committees. This would be particularly true with regard to the
interest of the developing countries in many of the restrictions in question, and
here collaboration between committees might prove to be a useful supplement. The
main requirement was, no doubt, for a will to make progress; if all who had
spoken in favour of furthering trade liberalization at the debate on that item
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would follow. this up with concrete and positive action in the principal existing
committees the problems would be resolved to the mutual satisfaction of all,

Mr. VIDAL (Uruguay) stated that his country strongly supported the
New Zealand proposal. It was noted that it had undergone slight changes, as to
time-limits, as compared with the earlier version, and such points might. bear
discussion, . On the basic idea Uruguay was however in agreement, as well as with
the views presented by the representative of Peru concerning the procedures . of
Article XXXVII, paragraph 2. The idea of a working party had been suggested, and
Uruguay agreed that that would be the best way of proceeding. His country did
not agree with the view of the European Economic Community and much preferred
that the question be dealt with now, through a small working party, which could
make concrete proposals to the CONTRACTING PARTIES for definitive solution of

this problem.

. Mr. EACZKOWSKI (Poland) said that Foland had suffered a great deal from
diseriminatory restrictions and strongly supported the New Zealand proposal. He
saw no contradiction between the so-called legal approach and the practical one
and felt that attainment of practical solutions would be aided by solution of
legal problems. If the residual problem were remitted to the Committees on
Industrial Froducts and Agriculture, he feared much time would be consumed and
that it would be harmful to developing countries and developed countries alike to
leave the problem unsolved much longer. The Committee proposed by New Zealand
could be given flexibility through its terms of reference. But, as the
representative of Uruguay had said, the problem must be resolved during this
session. Finally, he drew attention to the question of elimination of
restriotions and to their notification, which as could be seen from L/3114, had
been quite inadequate.

Mr. BESA (Chile) considered that the New Zealand proposal hardly required .
further justification in the light of the general feeling already expressed that
residual restrictions could not continue indefinitely without seriously
undermining the validity of the fundamental rules of GATT. Chile certainly
supported the proposal, but wished to join those who had cautioned that the goal
should be the quickest possible removal of the restrictions without stopping too
long over the procedure by which the action should be obtained. The wide support
which had been expressed should aid in finding a pragmatic solution which would
give the certainty of further discussion in one forum or another on how to
obtain the elimination of these restrictions as quickly as possible and to
subject the remainder to the procedures of the General Agreement.

Dr. RYAN (Australia) said that the Government of Australia had used the
year's interval since New Zealand had first made its proposal to give careful
consideration to the proposal and the problem to which it was addressed. The
approach had been a pragmatic one, how best to ensure continued movement towards
further liberalization of trade. Against this background, Australia strongly .
endorsed the principle underlying the proposal, namely that the abolition of all
quantitative restrictions contrary to GATT was a desirable objective. Fuller
information about residuals still in force was an assential part of the process
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and it might be desirable that the countries maintaining the restrictions provide
it in the Agriculture Committee where it could be useful to the general work of
the Committee. Beyond that stage however, there was still much to be said in
favour of establishing some form of consultation procedure, perhaps along the
lines pursued by the Committee on Balance-of-Payments Restrictions. Certainly
Australia shared the view expressed by the Director-General that there was
"something inequitable and anomalous about a procedure whereby contracting
parties invoking articles of the GATT as justification for certain restrictions
have to submit to consultation and examination, while contracting partlps applying
restrictions inconsistently with GATT seem to be treated more tolerantiy". A
consultation procedure might establish something more equitable in a true GATT
spirit. But the real test would of course lie beyond, in whether or not the sum
total of barriers to trade was reduced. '

Mr. LERENA (Argentina). Argentina had already expressed its support for
action along the lines of the New Zealand proposal during the debate on Ttem 3.
It constituted, for them, a useful basis for a systematic and adequate solution
to the problem which it might be useful to discuss in a working varty at this
session. Certainly it would not be constructive to follow the procedure ‘
suggested by the representatives of the European Economic Community, even though
there were common points between the work of the main committess and the
residual question. To put the latter into those committees would incur the risk
-of the passage of many more years of inaction. With reference to the question of
the secretariat's review of notifications of import restrictions he had noted
that Argentina appeared as a country which had not made a separate sp601flc
communication on this subject, it was in part because his Government felt that
the more urgent and important part of this question was the maintenance of
restrictions by developed countries rather than the maintenance of very limited
restrictions consistent with Article XVIII of the Agreement, as was the case with

Argentina's restrictions.

The information required for such a notification had been given in
connexion with the work of the party on Argentina's accessicn and the
secretariat could easily prepare the notification required. What was of greater
concern was the lack of notification by France, and Argentina had noted with
pleasure the statement made in the debate on Ttem 3 to the effect that all
members of the European Economic Community would now co-operate in the work of
the developing countries on residuals; he hoped that this would lead to -
practical effects as regarded the restrictions still maintcined by France.

Mr. WILLENPART (Austria) felt that in discussing furtaer steps needed with
respect to restrictions maintained inconsistently with GATT and not covered by
waivers, the considerable progress made in the past should not be forgotten; his
country had practicelly liberalized all remaining restrictions of this nature in
the industrial field, that was within chapters 25 to 99 of the Brussels
Nomenclature, there belng only two remaining exceptions. Secondly, he agreed
with previous speakers that the remaining restrictions were of a hard--core nature
and that their early removal might create difficulties. Austria agreed, however,
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that steps should be taken, and that a distinction should be made between the
procedure for industrial products and that for agricultural products falling
within chapters 1 to 24 of the Brussels Nomenclature. This distinction was based
on the fact thet in the industrial area the main obstacles to trade consisted of
quantitative restrictions and tariffs whereas in agriculture the nature of the
remaining obstacles veried from product to product and from country to country.
In this view Austria agreed entirely with the Nordic countries; Austria agreed
that the Committee on Trade in Industrial Froducts could well handle the
industrial restrictions in the course of its non-tariff barrier work; and, as
for agricultural restrictions, it would be far preferable to take up quantitative
restrictions in the Committee on Agriculture where parallel attention could be
given to control of excessive export subsidization. On industrial restrictions,
the representative of Austria suggested that the panels established last year to
examine gquantitative restrictions maintained on industrial products of particular
interest to developing countries might be given a broader mandate to cover all
import restrictions.

Mr. BRODIE (United States) recalled the stotement of his delegation in the
debate on Item 3, in which he had stated the United States' strong belief that
contracting parties must find effective ways of finally eliminating all
restrictions maintained contrary to GATT. One of the most effective arguments
which GATT's friends could make to those now sesking ways of obtaining new

. protection would be to point to a new and tangible programme for removal of
quantitative restrictions, such as the New Zealand proposal or something close to
it. To the United States, the proposal as it stood offered ample flexibility to
meet all problems. The United States further agreed that any transitional
waivers which might be granted should have terminal dates. It should also be
understood that no waiver would impair the recourse which countries might have to
Articles XXII and XXIIL and that bilateral consultations might also be sought and
had. Generally speaking, and subject to these understandings, the United States
found the New Zealand proposal satisfactory. ~

Sir EUGENE MELVILLE (United Kingdom) said that his delegation shared the
concerns which had been cxpressed by others in regard to the long continuance of
the anomaly and weakness which the existence of residual restrictions represented
and agreed that the CONTRACTING PARTIES should no longer shirk the issue. His
Government saw the problem in the light of two .considerations, one general and
the other procedural. The general problem was really posed by the extent of
progress already made in the removal of restrictions. As a result, remaining
restrictions in many cases reflected deep-rooted economic and social problenms,
either of the country maintaining the restrictions or of others. In the
United Kingdom case, it would be found that perhaps in the majority of cases the
interests involved were those of developing countries. Although this should not
be taken to mean that the restrictions were immutable, it did mean that root
causes would need to be taken into account. As to procedure, the representative
of the United Kingdom noted that GATT had machinery, some of it new, which might
be utilized to good effect with resulting avoidance of duplication. A case could
thus be made for resolving to see how this problem might be brought within the
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exercises being undertaken in the Industrial Products Committee and the
Agriculture Committee. However, the United Kingdom delegation had an open mind
and was ready to join in consideration of any new ideas likely to lead to
practical results. The only specific point the United Kingdom wished to make at
this stage on the New Zealand proposal as drafted was that they regarded the date

of 30 June 1969 as unroalistic.

Mr, COLMANT (France) stated that he wished to refer to the question of the
notifications of restrictions in order to state that, as he had already told the
Director-General, France would submit a negative list of restrictions in force,
in conformity with the procedures adopted in 1960-62., He also wished to confirm
what had been said earlier by the spokesman for the six countries of the
Community, that France as well as the other Community countries would now be
participating in the work of the Committee on Trade and Development.

The CHAIRMAN suggested that he present a summary of this debate to the
CONTRACTING PARTIES at their next meeting as an aid to further consideration of

the problem.

3. The impact of commodity problems upon international trade (1/3092)

The CHAIRMAN, referring to document L/3092, which the secretariat had
prepared to provide background for discussion of this item, said that it focussed
attention on the most recent devclopments in international trade as well as
international co-operative action in the broad commodity sectors of femperate
zone agricultural products, troplcwl products and certain raw m%terlnls and non-

ferrous metals.

Mr. GARCIA-INCHAUSTEGUI (Cuba) said that he did not consider it necessary to
recall the impact of commodity problems upon the trade of developing countries
- depending principally on these products. In his view a contradictory situation
existed in the international commodity trade. When there was & question relating
to commodities produced exclusively in the developing countries, the developed
countries rather than undertake to remove obstacles to trade, proposed
diversification programmes, to be financed mainly by contributions given by
developing countries., In regard to agricultural products produced both in
developed and developing countries the situation was entirely different. The
developed countries, instead of diversifying their production, embarked on
policies of subsidies for products which were uneconomical to produce. In the
past few years notable progress had been made in regulating international trade in
sectors of particular interest to developing countries through international
commodity agreements. While recently some headway had been made on the Cocoa
Agreement, the conclusion of the International Sugar Agreement was a step forward
in the direction of solving some of the impending problems in this sector. The
latter agreement should be supported by the developed contracting parties in
particular, not only bezause of its general benefits, but also because it was the
result of joint efforts at international level and fulfilled the objectives of
Part IV of the GATT. 4
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Mr. LERENA (Argentina) said that the item under discussion should
receive careful consideration by the CONTRACTING PARTIES. He recalled thot the
first review of this item had been made by GATT in 1961 when o special group vas
established to analyze the situation wnder thrce brozad hendings. The first,
included those problems stemming from short-term fluctuctions, both in volume and
value of trade. The second dealt with problems crising from decreased export
earnings and inadequate expansion of trade. The third involved an analysis of
long-term trends of pricc and volumc as wcll ag tcring of trode. He believed that
the studies made by thc 2d hoc group at that time werc very scrious and objective
end gave rise to hopes for many countrics who essenticlly depcnded on such products
for the cxpansion of their trade and devclopment. The conclusions reached by that
group were later referred to differcnt committecs which anclyzed the problem in
the following ycars. This hnd culminated in the cction of the CONTRACTING PARTIES
for the expansion of internationnl trade znd hod finally led to the Kennedy Round.
Since thot time practically nothing had been donc with regard to these probleus.
The negotiations that followed had not produced the expected results. Since then,
however, the problem of production and trade in thesc commodities had been
further cggraveted. This was confirmed by GATT's report on "International Trade 1967"
and the FAO ond UNCTAD studies on comnodities. Those reports clearly showed. that
the countrics which had suffered most in the weke of these developments were the
developing countries, the impact on some being particularly marked. He, therefore,
did not consider it uscful that such cnnual reviews should be continued by the
CONTRACTING PARTIES, for they were too general and superficiacl. The CONTRACTING
PARTIES, morcover, had neither adequatc documentetion to analyze the problems more
thoroughly, nor thc timc or orientotion to seek appropriate solutions. He was
inclined to favour a more detailed eromination of cormodities by the CONTRACTING
PARTIES especinlly at this time when the necw progromme of expansion of trade
was being cxomined. In his opinion a gcneral anclysis would not only meke it
possible to determine the truc naturc of the problems, but would also help in
underlining the impact on different countries. Such an approcch would also
facilitate the work of the standing committees which were likely to be estoblished
in accordance with the progremme of cxpansion of internationsl trade. He was not
in o position to makc cny concrete proposals in this conncxion, but could mcke a
suggestion for genercl consideration ot the prescnt session of the CONTRACTING
PARTIES. The suggestion was to establish once again o group to study the problem
of commoditics with the specific terms of refcrence 'to exomine these problams
in gencral cnd to make cppropriate rocommendations for the consideration of the
Committees on Trade and Development, on Industrinl Products cnd on Agriculture
and the Special Group on Tropical Products". He believed thot there was & gop in
the existing programme of action which the CONTRACTING PARTIES could morc
approprictely examine under Item 2 of the agenda "Erpansion of trade'.

Concluding, thc CHATIRMAN scid thot his initiel reoction to Mr. Lerena's
propostcl was that psrhaps the problea could be referred to the Council of
Representatives for rc-cxemination. H:g concluding remarks, however, pointed to
the desirnbility of considering this question under Item 3 of the agenda. He was
himself inclined to lcave the mattor for the third week of the scssion to sce how
the discussion developed on this point.
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4. Disposal of Commodity Surpluses (L/3109/Rev.l)

The CHAIRMAN recalled that the present item enabled controeting parties to
review each year their cxperience under the two Resolutions adopted in 1955,
which established guidelines and procedures for consultations in order to
safeguard thc trade interests of third parties in the cvent of the disposal of
agricultural surpluses or the liquidation o strategic stocks. The reports
received from contracting perties which had engoged in disposcl or ligquidation
activities during the past ycar wcre reproduced in decument L/3105, and Add.l.
On the present occasion thc Dircctor-General had put forwerd a proposal four a
review of the notification end consultation procedurcs in respect of surplus

disposals (document L/3109).

The DIRECTOR~GENERAL, introducing his proposcl, retraced the history of the
existing procedures. For o number of reasons, including the growing volume and
geographiccl spread of thesc operations, the cbscnce of a clear definition of the
concept of the term surpluses, and the failurce of certain contracting parties to
respond to the request: tu rcport, thesc proccdurces had become increasingly
inadequate over the years. The CONTRACTING PARTIES had therefore suggestod -
notebly at their twenty-fourth scssion - that the scope of reporting under the
present itcm be extended and thot the scerctorict scck the relevant additional
information. The response by contraecting partics, as documents L/3105 and Add.1
showed, had been limited. Reclizing that an cxrtension of the scope of reporting
could not be achieved by a mcre lengthoning of the questionnairc, and beering in
mind the attempts by the FAO in rospcet of a rclated subject, he had made the
proposcle contained in document L/2109.

Mr. BRODIE (United States) scid that in accordonce with the secretarict's
request (L/3063) the present United States report (document L/3105/Add.1) on
disposal of agricultural surpluscs included the lotest data on export payments for
various products, in'addition to the usual informotion about the PL-480 programme.
The United States had provided this expanded informcotion since it believed
reports to GAIT on thc full range of extra-commcrcial transcctions were essential
to enclLle govermments to have a more cccurate picturc of concessional cond -

"gray crec’ transactions and to judge how the scope of consultation procedures
might need to be broadened. In o situation where (o) stocks formally and logally
designated cs surplus had declined in importence, (b) merkets were being affected
by new and widespread accumulations of stocks not formelly designated as "surplus",
and (c¢) various devices and arrangoments were being used to provide extra-
commercial and concessional terms and transcctions, timely reports and adequate
opportunity for consultotions had become of incrcosing importance to all
contrecting parties. He stresscd that the criterion for coverage of particular
tronsactions should not be the particular typec of concossionel feature utilized,
such o5 ccceptance of non-convertible currcncy, special pricing below the market
rate, long~term credits, subsidies, etc, but rather the potential for damage to
commereial trade. . The United Stotes, in contrast to most other contracting
partias, had complicd foithfully with the obligations of the 1955 Resolution on
reporting, ond attention in this regard had focussed almost entirely on the
United Stotes despite on incrcasing volume of transcctions outside normal
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commercial trade., The United States hoad the right to expect others to meet

GATT reporting requircments, in respcet of «ll transactions which fell outside
commonly cccepted definitions of commercial trade. If contracting parties
considercd they had nothing which required rcporting, they should be obliged to
submit ncgative reports. The Unitcd States delegation, therefore, supportod the
Director-Gencral's proposcl to have the Agriculture Committee consider how to
strengthen the reporting and consultetive procedures. In doing so, the
Agriculturc Conmittec should focus in particular on o redefinition of reporting
requirements with the object of achicving complete coverage of 2ll non-commercial
agriculturel export trade. It was his delegation's understanding that the
proposal concerned only the disposal of agricultural surpluscs and not the
liquidation of strategic stocks which had been the subjcct of o sceparatc resolution
in 1955, and vherec, in the view of the United States, no reviow of procedures

was required. .

Mr. VON VERSCHUER (Furopean Economic Community) said thot the proposals
created o link between thc Resoltion of 1955 and the Agriculture Comaittce.
He recalled that the Committece's work programme provided for the exomination of
- measures aond mechaniems influcncing imports and cxports and, in particuler, of
problems connccted with non-commercicl transzctions. The Committee wos froe to
request its mombers to provide any complementery informotion it deemed necessary.
Moreover, according to the gencrcl work progremme, the stage of identification of
problems would bc followed by o stoge of discussion of the means whercby mutually
acceptable golutions to the problems could be achicved, ond by a report to the
CONTRACTING PARTIES. It could therecforc be assumed that thesc discussions would
also bear on the means of finding solutions tc the probleoms of surplus disposals
end, to underline thc importance they attached to this, the CONTRACTING PARTIES
could ask the Agriculturc Committce to bear in mind the 1955 Resolution in this
context. Improved procedures might in fact be onc of the mcans towards mutually
acceptable solutions, and subject to smell textucl changes, the Community could
therefore cccept the Director-Gencrel's proposals.

Mr. KIRKWOOD (Cancda) said thot his country, o major cxporter cf primary
products, had long been concerned with the possible disruptive effects of
surplus digposcl activities. Thc problems which had given risc to the GATT
resolutions in 1955 hed since largely disappearcd, in particular due to
recurrent food shorteges, the wider use of food in cid and development programmes
and the increased finencial resources allocated to the letter. At the soms time,
consultaticn procedures to ensure thot surplus disposal transactions would not
disploce normel commercial marketings had boen improved. As o result, discussion
of this problem by the CONTRACTING PARTIES had becomce rather perfunctory. Recently
however, the problem had re-emerged for certain commoditics. Disposals had been
carried out through what might be considered traditionzl methods, but also by
means which did not involve govermments or govermment agencies cctually taking
surpluses in stock. Frequently the line between commerciacl ond non-coimcrcionl
transactions was not at 21l clear and it was understandeble thet some contracting
partics might, for reporting purposcs, have some difficulty in defining what
constituted surplus disposel. The impect of excess supplics of certain commodities
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on world morkets was nonc the less very cpparent and the CONTRACTING PARTIES
clearly hoad o responsibility in thot arca. There was o definite necd for
periodic roevicws of trends with respcct to surplus disposcl and of the efficacy
of the GAIT principles and procedurcs in fulfilling thc intent of the 1955
Resolution. Conade thereforc supported the proposel of the Dircctor-General.
It was assumed thot account would be token of work being done in other forums,
perticularly thot of the Working Party vstoblished by the FAO Committec on
Commodity Problems te cxamine the functions and future activities of the FAO's
Sub-Committec on Surplus Disposal.

Mr. EASTERBROOK~SMITH (WNew Zealand) expresscd his full support of the
suggestions put forward by the Director-Gencral.

Mr. LERENA (Argentina) considercd that the questions of surplus disposals
neceded further cnalysis so as to provide sufficient guidence to countries engaging
in such activities. In spite of past consultations in certein aspects; problems
continued to arisc for troditional exporters. Argentinc had found itself
displaced from morkets, including thosc in its own vicinity, by subsidized exports
from other suppliers. At prescnt no consultotion procedurcs applied to such
“transactions. Pointing to the particular responsibility of GAIT in that arec,
he saw the Dircctor-General's proposal as o practicel manncr of decling with the
problem, and thcrcfore supported it.

Mr. AHMED (Pokistan) rcferred to the world surpluses of cotton in past ycars,
which had bcen the cause of great concern to developing countries who produced
and exported cotton. His country hnd been watching with interest and appreciation
the continued efforts by the United Stotes Govermment to rcversce the upward trend
of the cotton surpluses with o vicw to bring about o better market balance and to
dispose of surpluses without unduc disruption of the world market. The results of
these efforts had besn encouraging and it was gretifying to note thet surpluscs of
cotton had declined and that stocks worc coming down to a normal level. He welcomed
. this situation, but considered thot it should be kept under revicw so that steps
-might be token to ensure thot if surpluses arose again, they would be disposcd of
in o manner which did not adversely affect the export carnings of the developing
countries concerned. In this connexion, hc also expressed the trust that in the
- formulation of its pricing policy thc Unitcd States Government would continue to
keep in view the intercsts of cotton producing developing countrics.

Mr. RYAN (Australia) rcforring to the report submitted by his authorities
(in document L/3105) stressed that nonc of the gid by Australia had been given in
order to rcducc surplus stocks, and that no surplus disposals had taken place.
He thanked tho United Stotes for its full report. He supported the Director~General's
proposal; this howcver should not mcan that the existing procedurcs should be
disregarded or that the 1955 Resolution should be left in abeyance.

_ Mr., SWAMINATHAN (India) supported the Director-General's proposal. He
expressed his country's gratitude to the United States, Canada, New Zeeland,
Australia end others who had donated or mode available on concessional terms
foodstuffs that India had badly necded but would not have been able to buy
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commercially bocause of bﬁlaan—of~p~yﬁcnts difficultics. Particular ettention
must be paid to surplus disposals of products svcl os tob .cco or cotton which
were of specicl interest to developing countries. The Agriculture Committce
might, when considering the disposnl problem, alsc look at the gucstion of the
crcation and control of surpluscs, ond in the longer term clso ot the
restructuring of world agriculturc in c wey thet would allow developing countrics
to grow their own food as well as to increasc their cxport cornings.

Mr. DUNNEIT (United Kingdom) rccalling his delegation's views on the réle
of the Agriculturc bommlttue, said the terms of reference made it primarily an
exploratory rather than o ncgotiating body, although cny solutions that might
suggest themselves in the coursc of 1ts work could clso be taken into account.
He hoped that the term "esteblish proccdures" would not be token to mean that the
Agriculturc Committee would ncecesserily undertake consultations. Further, he
assumcd that the Committce would not be asked to consider problems related to
non-agricultural commodities,. He recalled that ot the twenty-fourth session the
CONTRACTING PARTIES had suthorized the Council to supcrvisc -ll aspects of tho
Work Progrommc; he therefore suggested that it might be morc eppropriate fer the
Agriculturc Committec to report and mcke recommendations to the Council rather
than report to the CONTRACTING PARTIES, He hopcd thesc considerctions could be
taken into account before meking o finel decision on the proposal.

Mr. BESA (Chile) stated that the qucstions in regerd of surplus disposcl
needed to bc studicd in depth;. he thercfore supported the Dircctor-General's
proposcl. Ho pointed out thrt in cortain cascs, surpluscs had been disposcd of
so as te help the developuent of countries such os his, which had o long-term
contract cgreement with the United States in this rcspect. This purticulur _
aspect ohoulu be taken into considerction, so as to “v01d ~ or compensatc for -
any prejudicc that mignt arisc for less-developed countrics from any action taken
in respect of surplus disposcls.

Mr. PERERA (Ceylon) scid his country had been affccted by surplus dispesals.
He supportcd the proposcl of the Dircctor-Genoral, ond cdded thot the principlc
of non-interfcerence with normal commcrcicl channels of trade must be maintained.

The CHAIRMAN said thet support ior the proposcl put forward by the
Director-General was feirly gencrel., He nsked the sceretoriat to revise tho text
in the light of the coments made, to enable a decision to bo taken in the
following weck.



