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The Working party addressed itself in the first instance to point
(2) of its terms of reference, i.e. "Whether the proposed extention of the date
limit should apply to all three subparagraphs of Part II of Article XX or only
to subparagraphs (a) and (b)". The view was expressed at the outset of the
discussion by the representative of the United Kingdom that this question
could not properly be examined except on the basis of a consideration of the
various types of measure which werebeing applied or might have tobe applied
under subparagraphs(a) and (b) on the one hand, and subparagraph (c) on the
other. Such an examination would able the Working Party to appreciate
the necessity for the extension of the time period in respect of measures
applied. under subpargraphs (a) and (b), and at the same time demonstrated that
the same considerations did not apply to subparagrah (c). The view that
the circurnstances which justified an extension in respect of subparagraphs
(a) and (b) did not apply in the case of subparagraph (c) was supported by
the representatives of Norway and New Zealand. Most members of the
Working Party felt that it was not within the termsof reference of the
Working Party to embark upon such a detailed examinationand they felt,
morever, that it would not be practicable to do so at the present sesssion
of the Contracting Parties. They felt that a sufficient measure of agree-
ment had beer: manifested in the discussion in the plenary meetingsof the
Contracting Parties that any extension agreed uponwith respect to (a)and
(b) should apply equally to (d)

The representative ofthe UnitedKingdom developed at some length
the reasons which in his view justified a differentiation between the treat-
ment to be accorded toparagraphs (a) and (b) on the hand, which dealt
with shortages, and (c) on theother, which dealt with surpluses; in his
viewthe difficulties envisaged under (c) no longer existed or should no
longer exist; the stocks referred to under paragraph (c) should by nowhave
been liquidated or, if not, the question could be dealt withon a case by case
basis and considered by the Contracting Parties; the problems with which
subparagraphs (a) and (b) wereintendedto deal were,however, ofa much
more persistent character requiring the application for a considerable time
to come of various measures which might nototherwise be consistent with
the Agreement; shortages continued to exist and countries which were experi-
encing, balance of payments difficulties had for thatreasonlimited access
to certain sources of supply, which imposed upon them the needto take
measures of the type contemplated underparagraphs (a) and (b). The repre-
sentative of Norway expressed his entire agreement with the representative
of the United Kingdom with regard to the necessity for a lengthy prolonga-
tion ofsubparagraphs(a) and (b). The representative of the United Kingdom
painted cut that there was considerable ambiguity as to thescope of sub-
paragraph (c) and that it might be usedas a justification for protective
import restrictions in a menner entirely countraryto the principles and
objectives of the. Agreement. Other members ofthe Working Party felt
that the same problemarose with respect to subparagraphs (a) and (b),
namely, that they, too, continued a considerableelementof ambiguity as
to their scope andmight be usedto justify protective measures contrary
to the principles andd objectives of the Agreement.

The representative of Chile and Cuba felt that if any extension
were te be agreed as to anyof these subparagraphs,it should inany case
apply to subparagraph (c), which was of vital importance toprimary producers,
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Since it was they who would suffer from the absence of any provision for the
orderly liquidation of surpluses of primary products; paragraph (c) called
for consultation with a view to international action, which afforded some

safeguard dor the interestsof crimary producers; the neew circumstances,.
asprogrammes, had beenadduced bythose who

favoured an extension of the period for subparagraphs (a) and (b), as aggra-
vating and prolanging the problem of shortages, also created thedanger of the

accumulation of surpluses, whichwere of great concern to the primary produ-
cingcountries; the safeguard of subparagraph(c)providing for consultationwithaviewtointernationalaction was, therefore, of great importance to
them, particularly as neither Article 32 nor Chapter VI of the Havana Charter
was included in the General Agreement.

the anxietiesoftheprimary productioncountries,feltthat paragraph (c) did
not afford them any uarant be; on the other hand, the acceptance by contracting

partiesof theobligationsof Article XXIX,which involved acceptanceofthe
principlesof Chapter VI and of Article 32 of the Havana Charter, did give

Asregards the length ofthe extension, whetehr applied to (a) and
(b) onlyorto all three subparagraphs, most members were in favour of a shortperiod,nature theexceptions involved. The
United Kingdomand Norwaywho, as explained above, favoured an extension in the
case of (a) and (b) butnot of (c), felt thatthe date to be inserted inthe
Article should be left far subsequent determination by the Contracting Parties.
in conformity with the provisions of Articles 45 of the Havana Charter. The
representative of New Zealand, while supportingprovision for a longer periodfor subparagraphs (a) and(b),desiredonlyalimitedextension of subparagraph. - ..3fl312fl O
(r. feltthatitwasnotpossi-r t. fdt that issi-
mineindetail the types of measure which might be z 2f :;:casurc ;;-hich .

(A), (b) and (C), theWorking Partyagreedto "crkin" Party v:rcede subparagraphsshould,asaninterim measure, be pro-r.--, b2 cro-
952, so as to anable a more through examination at r: th.crsuzh ':xoecinaticn atatextension,ifany,shouldbemade with respect to each of the three subp

..s r:-"- As regards the method to b .:ff'.ct t effectto th
.y-lu .-rsolution recommended by the Working Party,it is considered thathe most t t.c nostblemethod woulddecisionofthe -,.r cf
ionParties under Article XXV: 5 (a) waiving until January 1,1952 .c-c.a1, 1952

ofcontraction partiesinstituting or maintaining measuresi ut.ircan
f Article XX to discontinue themor secktheapproval of the' J' .- cf the

r their continuance. A draft ofa Resolution to * .- r'ft -". luJon to
reportfor consideration bythe i rt i r' iziJ:r;ti.n rV .ho

(. j.
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DRAFT RESOLUTION

WHEREAS it is provided in Article XX that nothing in the
Geeneral Agreement shallbe construed to prevent the adoption or enforcement
by any contracting party of measursdescribed in Part II cf Article XX., and
that measures instituted under the said Part II of Article XX which are incon-
sistent with other provisions of the GeneralAgreement shall be removed as
soon as the conditions giving rise to them have ceased and in any event not
later than January 1, 1951, and

WHEREAS the conditions due to the ware have not improved at the rate
and to the extent expected. when the GeneralAgreement was drawn up

The CONTRACTING PARTIES

DECIDE by atwo-thirdsmajority in accordancewith Article XXV (5)(a)
to waive until 1 January 1952 the obligation of contracting parties instituting
or maintaining measures under Part IIof Article XX to discontinue them or seek
the approval of the Contracting Parties for their continuance.


