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1. Programme for expansion of trade

(e) Committee III (continued) (L/1732 and Corr.1, L/1768 and Corr1, L/1925)

Mr. TENEKOON (Ceylon) said that the examination of the Indian and Pakistani
development plans had given point to the urgency of the problems faced by the
less-cdeveloped countries. Since the establishment of Committee III some
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progress had been made but such progress had been limited and slow, and had.
fallen short of the expectations raised by the ministerial Declaration and
the Decision of 7 December 1961, which foresaw the establishment of specific
programmes of action and, where feasible, target terminal dates for the pro-
gressive reduction and elimination of barriers to the experts of less-developed
countries. Committee III had received a series of notifications but no con-
crete programme of action had been put forward until the less-developed
countries had submitted the proposals which were annexed to document L/1925.
In paragraph 38 of this document, the Committee had recognized -that these
proposals were in line with the ministerial Declaration. The barriers to -the
trade of less-developed countries had been identified, but now massive action
on a concerted plan was required t-. give meaning to expressions of sympathy and
hope. He said that the gap between the import requirements of the less-
developed countries and their earnings could not be closed without rapid and
substantial expansion of their exports, not only (of foodstuffs and raw materials,
but also of an increasinly wide range of manufactured goods. In the programme
of action, which his delegation hoped would oc studied by the Council and
considered by the Ministers, certain target , -minal dates had been laid down.
This did not preclude phased action leading up those target terminal dates.r
He expressed the hope that the industrialized countries would take note of
these proposals and would consider how far -they .uld go towards accepting them,
Some of the industrialized countries had been able to accept some of the pro-
posal - in principle. The Ministers would nc doubt take note of the difficul-
ties and see how best they could be removed. His delegation particularly re-
quested -the Eurcpean Economic Community -to bear in mind these proposals in
making new arrangements with their associated overseas territories. The con-
cept of one world must be given meaningful expression.

Mr. GAId{ONF (Italy), speaking on behalf of the member States of the EEC,
said that the problem of expanding the exports of less-developed countries had
many aspects. A fall in prices had recently reduced their foreign exchange
earnings from exports of primary products. As regards finished products ex-
ported by -the less-developed countries, the problem was to secure stable and
growing sales in the main markets for those goods an -t c:wiKl netI nnc ,y
towords a disruption ofmarkets, which would be harmful b thatto ..rtLj and
-mnorte .g couitrics. Financial as well as commercial problems w rni by
attempts to diversify the productive of capacity of less-developed countries coo
the relationshipbetween finincial aidandtrade wasIanortsde ws of imp-rtance. Th; l;:s-

devloped countries tre 'eaol.'ced.1X cee; wit-hoth; needt: imdoveo prou,cti n and
marketing techniques and methods of export production. At its next meeting the
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Committee should conduct a thorough study of all the difficulties hindering the
expansion of the less-developed countries. The examination of the Pakistani
Development Plan had highlighted these difficulties. It was hoped that
similar exercises could be carried out in the future with other countries; such
studies gave the work of the Committee a realistic orientation.

Mr. POPOVIC (Yugoslavia) said that the existence of barriers to the exports
of less-developed countries, whether these were raw materials, tropical products
or manufactured goods, was well known. Taking a long-term view, it was higdl.
important that these countries should expand their exports of semi-manufactured
products and finished goods. He stressed that the proposals contained in the
programme of action annexed to the latest report of Committee III had nothing
spectacular in them. The less-developed countries were sometimes felt to
exaggerate the importance of foreign -trade to their economies, but this was
erroneous and unjust. Discussions held in Committee III on the Indian and
Pakistani development plans had shown -that developing countries gave first
priority to making full use of domestic resources and the Declaration of the
Cairo Conference had dealt mainly with internal problems. Relatively low
foreign exchange earnings, however, severely hindered the process of development.
To overcome this problem barriers to the exports of less-developed countries
must be systematically dismantled. The GATT would justify the confidence
placed in it by the less-developed countries if a constructive lead were given
in this direction.

Mr. HAMZA (United Arab Republic) associated his delegation with the state-
ments made by the representatives of India, Brazil, Indonesia, Ceylon and
Yugoslavia. He said that his Government had great hopes that action would be
taken following the adoption of the ministerial Declaration and Conclusions but
no concrete solutions had yet been brought about. He supported the proposal
that the programme of action annexed to the latest report of Committee III
should be referred to the Council so that it could be considered when the agenda
for the next- ministerial meeting was under discussion. He requested that the
United Arab Republic, which participated in its drafting, should be added to the
list of governments sponsoring this programme.

Mr. GARCIA OLDINI (Chile) said that, compared with the problems facing the
less-developed countries, the progress made had been very small. In
Committee III these countries had asked for the removal of barriers to their
exports and access to new markets. Only the industrialized countries could
provide increased access on a large enough scale. These countries had however
only made statements of intention and goodwill 'but had taken insufficient action.
The problems to which Committee III had addressed itself were only among those
facing the less-developed countries. Study of *the Indian and Pakistani develop-
ment plans had put the needs of the less-developed countries into perspective
arid, while it was not possible for the Committee -to deal with all of these,
these needs should not be forgotten. However, the relationship between trade
and financial assistance should form part of the Committee's work.



SR.20/13
Page 208

U KYAW (Burma) expressed the disappointment of his Government that little
action had been taken since the last ministerial meeting. Positive action was
needed to assist less-developed countries which depended on exports of agricul-
tural and primary products. .The difficulties facing these products on world
markets would have serious repercussions on the social scene in the exporting
countries while the prosperity of industrialized countries depended on the
regular availability of these products. He expressed the hope that constructive
work on these problems would be undertaken at the next ministerial meeting.

Mr. LARENA (Argentina) said that the latest report of Committee III showed
that some progress had been made in various sectors but that its main merit was
that it drew attention to what remained to be done. -There was no indication
given as to when quantitative restrictions on the exports of the less-developed
countries would be removed. He expressed the hope that the next ministerial
meeting would arrive at a compromise solution in the meanwhile, confrontation
procedures should be established. He welcomed the fact that some unilateral
tariff reductions had been made but said that much remained to be done on semi-
manufactured and manufactured products. He suggested that the industrialized
countries should examine-the practical measures which had been taken within the
framework of the Latin American Free Trade Area. These should be examined in
the GATT. The Working Party on Tariff Reduction should also take note of -the
possibilities raised in paragraph 30 of the Committee's latest report. Turning
to internal taxes and revenue duties, he pointed out that the Ministers had
agree, on their position a year ago but that, once more, little -had been done.
His delegation did not believe that revenue from these taxes should be returned
to-the less-developed countries in the form of foreign assistance. True'aosis-
tance was needed. The studies On this subject should be accelerated and a new
programme with fixed dates should be established at the coming ministerial
meeting. In conclusion, he welcomed the movement towards an amplification of
-the work of Committee III which,.he said, was of great importance for -the future
of GATT.

Mr. DATSON (New Zealand) said that his Government had followed the work of
Committee III with considerable interest; and expressed the view that, if -the
programme for the expansion of trade was to succeed, it must move forward in all
its three aspects and that progres in one field alone was not enough. His
Government understood and sympathizedwith -the requests of the less-developed
countries and supported the general approach of the constructive and quite
moderate programme for action put forward by eighteen delegations. He associated
his delegation with the remarks of the representative of the United States when
he urged that governments give serious study -to these concrete proposals, He
also welcomed the suggestion of the representative of the United States that it
might well be that the substance of a number of these proposals could be made-
effective in the near future, There was more than a promise of real achievement
in this field in -the months ahead which would add to the influence and to the
efficacy of the General Agreement as a whole.
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Mr. ONYIA (Nigeria) said that the progress outlined in document L/1925 was
not encouraging. The less-developed countries had not lost sight of the
advances which had been made since 1958 but, in the words of the report, "in
relation to the magnitude and urgency of the task, this progress had been limited
and slow". The solemn pledges that had been made by the industrialized
countries to co-operate in securing a rapid and substantial increase in the
export earnings of the less-developed countries had not been matched by the
adoption of the liberal trade policies to be expected in the circumstances.
Contracting parties not only continued to apply quantitative restrictions incon-
sistent with the provisions of the GATT against the products of less-developed
countries but in many cases did so in a way which discriminated in favour of
certain industrialized countries. Primary products still faced tariffs in the
industrialized countries and he expressed the hope that opportunities offered
by the United States Trade Expansion Act of 1962 would be utilized to the fullest
extent possible in the next round of tariff negotiations to remove the obstacles
in this field. With regard to fiscal charges, during the discussions of the
Special Group on Trade in Tropical Products, only the United States, of the
industrialized countries, had so far come forward with specific programmes of
action, It was the more regrettable that this should be so after the adoption
of the ministerial Declaration. It was certainly not flattering to the
CONTRACTING PARTIES to note that the progress made had, as was stated in the
report, fallen short of the expectations raised by this Declaration. Taking
into account the overall problems faced by the less-developed countries, it was
not surprising that eighteen contracting parties had put forward the proposals
For a programme of action which were annexed to the latest report of the
Committee. It was the belief of his delegation.that these proposals would not
rain, insuperable difficulties for the industralized countries. In the dis-
cussions of the Committee it had been explained that the acceptance of the
terminal dates to which the proposals referred would be regarded as an under-
taking and not as a legal binding beyond. those already existing in the GATT.
He believed that this should. encourage the industrialized countries to experiment
along the lines suggested, the more so as no doubt any difficulties encountered
would meet with the sympathy of the sponsors of the proposals and as indust-
rialized countries had accepted similar programmes both in the GATT and in other
international bodies. Referring to the statement made by the representative
of Italy on behalf of the member States of the European Economic Community, he
doubted whether any useful purpose would be served by undertaking more studie.-
of problems facing the less-developed countries as many studies had already been
carried out and their outcome had not been encouraging,

Mr. WARREN (Canada) said that it was not his purpose to address his remarks
to the broader problems of development amongst the loss-developend countries or to
the breadth and depth of -their trade needs. He had listened very carefully to
what had been said and would be reporting the comments made to the Canadian
Government, which already gave important priority to the need to help the loss-
developed countries solve their development problems. His delegation was very
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impressed with the report of Committee III; it seemed to be a hopeful, realistic
and encouraging document. It was realized that the representatives of less-
developed countries who had spoken tad felt a great measure of frustration on
the slowness with which the industrialized countries had been able to respond to
some of the requests which had been addressed to them. On 'the other hand, it
had to be realized that some of these requests were difficult and in order to
bring about a change of approach to the problems of the trade of less-developed
countries time was required. Time was required not only to identify and be sure
of the problems, but also to change the political attitudes bearing on these
problems. From this point of view it seemed to his delegation Uhat this report
marked a new step forward in dealing with this whole problem. It seemed that
there were important areas of agreement which were identified in Committee III's
report and which held out a promise of eventual specific and useful action to
assist the less-developed countries in enlarging their markets and increasing
their export earnings. In this connexion the submission by a number of less-
developed countries of a. specific programme of action designed to implement the
views expressed at the last ministerial meeting, had served as an important
stimulus to the work and had given it particular point on this occasion.
Naturally the results were not yet to hand but he thought the report should be
read very carefully in the sense of marking out the progress which had been made
and the willingness which -the industrialized countries had on this occasion
shown, to move towards the acceptance of action which would be in line with that
suggested in the programme of action.

His delegation agreed with the suggestions which had been made by
Committee III to refer certain of these problems to the Working Party on Tariff
Reduction and to the Special Group on Trade in Tropical Products. His delegation
also agreed with the ideas which had been put forward for consultations and con-
frontation. It did seem to his delegation that the timing was right, that the
recognition and identification of these problems and the broad political awareness
which now surrounded them were such that in the negotiating period which lay
ahead, many of these problems could be dealt with in a way which would be satis-
factory to the less-developed countries and also to the industrialized countries.
He hoped that in this connexion it would. not be thought that there was only
problems for the industrialized countries. There was also great prospect for
the opening up of trade channels between the less-developed countries themselves
and he assumed that where it was suggested, for example, that barriers should be
removed from -trade in tropical products, raw materials, etc. -the less-developed
countries would take action vis-a-vis one another.

His delegation was also interested in the paragraphs in the report concerning
the enlargement of the scope of the work of Committee III. In his view dis-
cussions during the session had revealed that there were some new avenues for
really useful work in the Committee, but he considered that work in the GATT
should be concentrated on the trade aspect, where GATT had the greatest expertise
and -the greatest experience. It was appreciated that there were many aspects to
to -the development problem and that there were many ways of helping to meet the
needs of development- and provide dovelopment; financing, but it would seem that
efforts in the GATT might become too diffused. if the GATT attempted toncompass
within its ,mandate all the various ways in which help could be given and in which
help was needed by the less-developed countries. It was the view of his
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delegation, therefore, that the further work of Committee III should try to con-
centrate on the trade aspects which had been identified and the areas where they
had the greatest prospects for trade expansion and trade potential, rather than to
try to deal with all the manifold aspects of the development problem. The
Canadian delegation agreed with the suggestion of Committee III that the
CONTRACTING PARTIES should recommend to -the Council that it give particular
attention to this report and its annex when they consider the agenda for the next
meeting of Ministers.

Mr. RYSKA (Czechoslovakia) said that his Government had followed with interest
the important work of Committee III and had applied for full membership of the
Committee, They recognized that, compared with the magnitude of the problem, only
modest progress had been made by the use of what might be termed conventional GATT
methods. Problems had been identified but -the limited scope of measures taken
fully justified the requests of the less-developed countries. Committee III was
clearing the ground but positive action should follow. He stressed the importance
that his delegation attached to the adoption by national governments of policies
which took into account the needs of the less-developed countries. The economic
policy followed by his Government brought about a steadily increasing demand for
the products of the less-developed countries. Due respect must be paid -to the
need for a re-modelling of the pattern of trade with less-developed countries.
His Government had attempted in a document prepared for Committee III to show what
it was doing and the effectiveness of the measures which it had adopted. His
Government was aware of the necessity to adjust the structure of their economy to
take into account these changes in the pattern of trade. It was not unaware of
-the difficulties which this might involve but was convinced that its economic sys-
tem could absorb -the changes necessary. It was obvious that -the problems faced
by -the world trading community were of great complexity. He stressed the need
for avoiding conflicting action but said that the United Nations Development Decade
would provide a useful umbrella under which actions in related fields could be
undertaken.

Mr. BOSCH (Uruguay) expressed the hope that the constructive proposals con-
tained in -the latest report of the Committee would. be taken fully into account and
would be presented -to the next ministerial meeting.

Mr. WILLIAMS-BAF'OE (Ghana) said that the report before the Committee indicated
that, although some progress had been made, there still remained a gap between in-
tent and actual practice. He noted -that no progress had been made on the removal
of quantitative restrictions applied -to a number of items of paramount importance
to the export trade of less-de-veloped countries. His delegation was disquieted to
note that certain of these quantitative restrictions were maintained in contraven-
tion of the General Agreement and he stated -that the *time had come for *the developed
countries to make a major effort in this field. He hoped that countries other
-than those noted in -the report would take unilateral action to reduce tariffs.
Progress made during the last round of *tariff negotiations had, however, been mini-
mal. Turning to the programme of action proposed by eighteen delegations and
to -the preliminary reactions of some industrialized countries which were summa-
rized in the report, he said that this marked an important step forward which
merited. the serious attention of the CONTRACTING PARTIES. If the GATT was to find
effective solutions, favourable consideration would have to be given -to the pro-
posals contained in this programme.
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Er. VAIDEZ (Peru) said hat the programme of action annexed to -. latest
report of Committee III Gave an indication of the desires of the less-
developed countries whose exports now faced serious barriers. He pointed out
that the economies of the industrialized and less-developed countries were
interdependent. The industrialized countries should review their policies
with regard to the less-developed countries. The goodwill expressed by the
industrialized countries should be translated into positive action.

Baron von PLATEN (Sweden) expressed the concern of his Government on this
problem and their desire to co-operate in any scheme designed to improve trading
relations between the loss-developed countries and the industrialized countries.
His delegation had submitted one such scheme for discussion at the last meeting
of Committee III. He said that, while his delegation would have no objection
to the carrying out of further studies, these should not be regarded as a
substitute for action. The barriers to the trade of less-developed countries
had been identified and a joint multilateral approach to their removal was
now required.

Mr. HUSSEIN (Somalia) indicated the full support of' his Government for the
programme of action submitted to the last meeting of the Commiittee and expressed
the hope -that urgent action would be taken onl it.

The CHAIRMAN said that the reports which were before the CONTRACTING PARTIES
for adoption showed that, since the meetingof Ministers last year, Committee III
had continued to watch closely the progress being mane in dismiaantling barriers
-to the trade of less-developed countries. "he Commitbteel's latest report
indicated that some prorces had buei mrade in this direction but there was
still a wide gap between awarecness of the problem and perfolciance. The Committee
in paragraph 39 of L/1925 had asked that the CONTRACTINGPARTIES should recommend
that the Council give particular attention to the Committee 's latest report when
the Council considered the agenda for the meeting of Ma'inisters. hio doubt the
Ccontracting parties WOULD be prepared to accept this recommendation and prior
to the meeting of the Council. the proposals and suggestions which had been set
out in the Committee's report, especially those in paragraph 20, 24, 27, 30, 35,
36, 39, 49 and 50, would be studied carefullyly and wityms;Tmat .he CONTRACTING ING

PARTIES would note that important aspects of the work of Coimaittee III woiuld also
be the subject of study by other groups and working parties se t up by the
CONTRACTING PARTIES.

The reports of the Committee, contained in documents L/1732 and Corr.1,
and L/1768 and Corr.l were adopted, in accordance with the recommendation of
the Council.

The latest report of the Committee, contained in document L/1925, was also
adopted.

(f ) Tropical roducts - Report on work ofspecial Group p

The CHAIRMAN called on the Executive Secretary who had presided at meetings
of the Special Group of Committee III to report on the Group's work.



SR.20/13
Page 213

The EXECUTIVE SECRETARY said thatone of the first actions taken by
Committee III in examining the proposals arising out of the 1961 ministerial
meeting was to consider the best means of handling the important proposal which
had boon made by Nigeria at the ministerial meeting, that free ontry should be
accorded to tropical products. Committee III marked its own recognition of
the very basic importance of the Nigerian proposal by suggesting to the Council
that it should appoint a small group of high officialsof interested of governments,
to undertake initial work on this suggestion. ASpecial Group on Tropical
Products was established and at the request of the members of the Special Group
he had presided as Chairman of the Group. Thefirst meeting tookplace on
4-8 June and the very high level of representation was an eloquent tostimony.
of the importance governments had attached to this matter, and the seriousness
with which they wereapproaching it. The Executive Secretary then drew
attention to some of the conclusions which were drawn up in the record of
discussions at the meeting of theSpecial Group (L/1817), Most members of the
Group were of the view that the Nigerian proposal should be implemented at
an carly date , but they recognized that this wasa problem which could not be
looked at exclusively from the point of vice of the countries whichfelt that
a certain preferential régime with rA.l!ation to thosel -prOducLlts serious e;'ffects
on their interests. The r- recogljnized that theos.; pra.ferentiai arran-uiaaonts died
correspond to certecin structural. i7robl;-mfis of p)rod'ucers in tho countries .whi-ch
enjoyed this ,shelterei access to markets; and that therefore at thli Same t .MG
as oxploring- ways <nd r'arns of moving, tow,,ards free ontry, consideration would
llave to be p;iven to the iurobl]ms of adjustmnrnt w~vhich would be involved for
countries which .t -oresont conducted thoi.r trade in those products in markeots
sheltered byr profe'rentia.]. terms of;cw sr k dcordi ngJlyr theI3reciaCl -rour-,)
decidecd that they would establish a sm-.lrlrub-,roup which would. be instructed.
to carry out cortEain studies whlich would relcatu to botll spcftsof this pblerOu
Dig sub-grour would be a.skod to appraises in respect of' a.n illustr:a-tive number
of developing countries s, the iiiportcanco to thEm.,1 Of the preofercntial or otheICr
shcltered .ccess they e-lnjoyccld in cert;a,.in im-portant _;iu*.rkets in the context, of
their economicc needs. Tho s'ub-group would also be instructed to apL:raise in
respect of an illustrative numbr of devoIeleping countries `the- effects onCl their
trade of the proc;rontiellor ohnIttjerd dcciss Onjoyed by their competitorss,
In both cases -;he gi'oup was to anly.)rsethe effects oi the-Cs-;e counitries if
arrangoraents for p-roferential access were romovecd. The su--roup wa.,s ,.lso to
study the. position of tropical products with the exception of coffee and coeooc
w.itlh particular refcrenc_ to social. arraunerments affecting trade as w'ellL sS
production and consumption, In Lddition -to examining these various aspects of
-)rofforentitl. or sheltil ,red mYarkets the sub-group walcras also to consid ,r probloeiis
arising, frormi the existence of protective tariffs e ;e when these; veCre not
prf(-erential., and. other barrier's to trdc,. J'inallyr the sub-g-roup. would also
exaLnminoe al. possible. w,,,rays and loans incl.uding specific sugge,!stions irade in
the1c course of the w~orlc of thel Spocial G&roup as a wholo. i.e. by1 Brazil, lJlJ4rze r:i.a
and the United States for solving the problems and attenuating the difficultie s
that might be revealed as s. result of tihe studies *to which ho had just referrecd.
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The Executive Secretary recalled that, the Special Group had requested the
secretariat to make arrangements for appropriate collaboration with national
exports and with international organizations in support of the activities of the
sub-group. The Special Group had also requested him to submit a progress report
on the work of the sub-group to the twentieth session of the CONTRACTING PARTIES
and had requested the sub-group itself to submit a report to a meeting of the
Special Group. It was clear from the description he had given of the range of
the work which the sub-group had to undertake that a considerable amount of work
had to be done to assemble the necessary data. It was for this reason that
the sub-group had not yet held an initial meeting. It was proposed, however,
one would be held within a few weeks and that at that time the sub-group would
have before it the documentation which had so far been prepared by the secretariat.
This documentation which would be distributed in the very near future., would
include inter-alia purely factual data on barriers to trade, statistics dealing
with imports from the main importing countries broken down by origin, and total
exports of the main exporting countries. This data would relate to the tropical
commodities which had been specifically referred to by the Group, i.e. cocoa,
coffee, tea, vegetable seeds and oils, tropical timber and bananas. In addition
there would be distributed studies which should be looked, upon as in the nature
of pilot studies. These studies by the secretariat represented only a beginning
and considerable more work would have to be done before any firm conclusions
could be drawn. However, the work done so far would enable the sub-group at.
its forthcoming meeting to judge whether this work was proceeding on the right
lines and to give the secretariat instructions for future work. In accordance
with the desire and instructions of the Special Group, contact was being made
by the secretariat with other organizations and with delegations as the work
proceeded. The Executive Secretary hoped that interested less-developed
countries which were not yet GATT members and particularly the States associated
with the European Economic Community would participate in the work of the sub-
group. The Council, in establishing the Special Group on Tropical Products had
specifically charged him to invite the African States associated with the
European Economic Community,to associate themselves with the work of the Group,
The Executive Secretary went on to say that prior to the meeting of the Special
Group in June he had had discussions with these countries to this end, but
unfortunately at that time their energies were so much absorbed by negotiations
on the renewal of association agreements with the European Economic Community,
that owing to the lack of specialized personnel in their administrations -they
had not so far been able to participate in the work of the Group. He reiterated
the very strong hope of the members of Committee III arid the members of the
Special Group, for the fullest participation by these countries in the work of
the Group.
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Concluding, the Executive Secretary said that, in general work was
proceeding activelyand he was confident that the forthcoming meeting of the
sub-group would enable the work to be carried forward to a significant degree.
The Executive Secretary pointed out that althoughhe had only referredto
the question of the Nigorian proposal for free entry for tropical products,
the Special Group had also addressed itself to the important question of
revenue duties and fiscal charges, particularly on tropical beverages. In the
course of the discussions of the Group, disappointmenthad beenexpressed that
little progress had been made in the implementationof this part ofthe
ministerial Declaration,especially in view ofthe fact thatthisdid not seem
to bea matter on whichit was necessary to await collective, action. The
feeliingofthe Group was thatthe major difficulties in the way of making
progress in this filed was that the implementation of the ministerial
recommendation on this point ,encountered political difficulties of a very
serious nature which could perhaps only be removed by decisions at the highest
political levels. For this reason therefore,the SpecialGroup felt that the
CONTRACTING PARTIES should recommend that further discussion of this item
should take placeat ministerial level atan earlydate. The Special Groupalso
addressed itself to the discussions which were than pendingwith respect to
coffeeand cocoaand expressed the view that the negotiations on coffeeand
cocoa provided appropriate ocasions for observingthe guiding principles
embedied in the ministerial Declaration of 30 November 1961 the to thefullest
extent possible, with the object of reducing in the near future obstacles to
exports of less-developed countries. He understood that in the course of the
successful discussions in New York regarding the negotiationof an international
coffee agreement frequent reference had been made to principle endorsed
in theministerial Declaration. He felt that theexistence ofthese important
declarations of principle were to some extent a contributiontothe successful
outcome of the international coffee discussions. He hoped that the same spirit
aandthesame determination would prevail in the forthcoming discussions on cocoa
andthat therewould be a similar positive outcome.

Mr. ONYIA (Nigeria) expressed his delegation'sapprecation for the
symopathygiven sofar to Nigeria's proposal for freeentry of tropicalproducts.
In particular the Nigerian delegation was grateful to United States for the
initiative it had taken in providing guidelineswhich the Special Group had
found most useful in deciding on the approachto its work. However, hehoped
that consideration of general proposalswould not in any way divert attention
from that specific proposal put forward by Higeris. In emphasizingthe

catastrophefacing the less-developed countries, especially those Africa,
which depended onexport earningsfrom or one ortwoprimary products, he hoped
that any solution which might beadoptedfor the trade problems of those
countries would take into consideration thefluctuations in prices of primary
products which had been notedever the years. This solution should also take
into account theslow rate of growthin volume of primary exports compared with
the exportsof industrial countries as well as the likely effects of product
substitution in industrialized countries. Hisdelegation appreciated the
reasons as outlined by the Chairmanof the Special Group why it had not been
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possible for the sub-group to meet, and hoped that it would soon be possible
for the Special Group's work to be finalized and submitted to the Council for
processing and submission to the next ministerial meeting.

Mr. VALLADAO (Brazil) associated his delegation with the hope expressed
bu the delegate of Nigeria that it would soon be possible to finalize the
work of the Special Group on Tropical Products for submission to the meeting of
ministers. The Brazilian delegation was in favour of the proposals madeto the
Special Group by the Unitee States delegation. The statement made by
Mr. Blumenthalwasa mark of statesmanship, which it was hoped would be followed
more frequently in theworking groups and in the decisions of the CONTRACTING
PARTIES. Unfortunately these proposals hadmetwith thesamedifficulties in
the Special. Group similar tothosewhich had held up the work of Committee III.
Since all the members of the Special Groupwere alsomembers of Committee III,
the conoclusion could be drawn that the problems beingdealt with by the Special
Group would not be solvedunless the problems now facingCommittee III were also
solved. This was notan encouraging situation and he wished to appeal to those
countries which were in theprocess of integrationto take account of those
difficulties which hadnecessitated theNigerian proposal. Hehoped thaton the
next occasion on which this matter wasconsideredsomething newwould be brought
forward. The second committeeof the United Nations had approved a plan of action
proposed by thirty-five countries concerning the convening of an international
trade conference.This proposal had been carried with seventy-three countries
voting for, and ten voting against.This initiative was taken because the
countries concerned had not seen any other possibilities for resolving their
difficulties. He therefore hoped that the workand conclusions of the special
Group would obtain the attention and collaboration governments, leading to
agreement and solutions.

Mr.WEISS (United States) said he was glad to hearthe report of the
Executive Secretary on plansfora meeting of the sub-group. It was important
that there should not be an unnecessary less of time in the search for sound and
equitable solutions to the problemsoftradetropical products. He therefore
wished to underline the interest of his Government that the work of the Special
Group be carried forward asrapidly as possible.

The CONTRACTING PARTIES took note of the report by the Executive Secretary
and agreed that a further report should be made to the Council to be taken
into consideration when preparing the agenda and making arrangements for the
meeting of Minsiters.
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2. Recourse to Article XXIII by Uruguay - Report by Panel (L/1923 and Corr.1)

The CHAIRMAN recalled that at their nineteerth session the CONTRACTING
PARTIES had authorized the Council to deal with any cases which Uruguay might
bring under paragraph 2 of Article XXIII. In February, the Council had
appointed a Panel to examine cases referred to it by Uruguay. The Panel had
now submitted a report in document L/1923 and Corr.1. The report comprised
a general statement and fifteen individual country reports.

Mr. CAMPBELL SMITH (Canada), the Chairman of the Panel, in presenting the
Panel's report, drew attention to certain of its salient features. He pointed
out that the term "measure" as employed in the report was intended to cover the
wide range of regulations, practices and other requirements applied to the
exports of Uruguay. Each of the contracting parties involved in the Uruguayan
recourse had been asked to indicate the trade effects, if any, of measures
they maintained and the conformity or otherwise of these measures with tile
provisions of the General Agreement or with its respective protocol of pro-
visional application. He explained that the Panel had only recommended the
removal of the measures in cases where nullifieation and impairment was
established by reason of non-conformity with provisions of the General
Agreement or, alternatively, with relevant protocols of provisional
application. ln such cases, procedures relating to retaliation had been set
out in paragraph 20 of the Panel's general report. He wished, however, to
draw attention to the view expressed by the CONTRACTING PARTIES on previous
occasions that the authorization of the suspension of concessions or obliga-
tions, as provided for in the paragraph 20 procedures, should never be taken
except as a last resort.

Where the Panel had not established nullification or impairment, it had
restricted itself to making suggestions in paragraph (b) of Section 4 of the
country reports. Such suggestions had not been based on the presumption that
these measures did. in fact, harm Uruguay's export trade. They reflected the
consensus of the Panel that by their nature, such measures could in some

circumstances affect the trade interests of Uruguay. In the case of health
regulations permitted under Article XX it had beensunggested that the
government concerned and Uruguay should consult to see what possibilities
existed for administering these regulations in such a way as permit imports
of uncooked meat from Uruguay.

The CHAIRMAN then invited comment on each of the fifteen reports one by
one.

Mr. TREU (Austria), referring to the Panel's report concerning Austria,
drew attention to the statement by the representative of Uruguay that the
measures in force in Austria had had an averse effect on Uruguay's exports. This
view could not be shared by the Austrian delegation whose opinion was treat
Uruguay's exports to Austria could be increased by the intensification of
Uruguayan export efforts in the Austrian market. In this connexion, he pointed
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out that, although the majority of the industrial products of interest to
Uruguay as set out in document L/1662 were liberalized, for a number of these
items no Uruguayan exports to Austria had taken place. As regards agricul-
tural products, it was found, in many cases, that permits to import from
Uruguay had not been applied for. However, despite this, the trade balance
between Uruguay and Austria was, according to Austrian figures, in favour of
the former. In 1961, Austrian imports from Uruguay amounted to Schillings 54
million ($2 million) whereas Austrian exports to Uruguay reached only
Schillings 27 million, in 1960 the corresponding figures were Schillings 29
million against 22 million; in 1959, Schillings 47 million against 13 million;
and in 1958, Schillings 45 million against 15 million.

Mr. LOTZ (Belgium) stated that Belgium could accept the conclusions of the
Fanel, but he pointed out, as regards the recommendations in Section 4(c), that
no quotas were, in fact, in force and that the permit requirements enumerated
were purely administrative and were, in the opinion of the Belgian delegation,
compatible with the provisions of the General Agreement.

Mr. WARREN (Canada) noted that the Panel had not made any specific
recommendation under Article XXIII in respect of Canada. He undertook to con-
vey to his Government the suggestions contained in Section 4(b) of the report.

Mr. SVEC (Czechoslovakia) expressed the view that the work of the Panel
had helped Czechoslovakia to reach a better understanding of the problems
confronting Uruguay which could only have a beneficial effect on future trade
relations between Uruguay and Czechoslovakia.

Mr. SKAK-NIELSEN (Denmark) stated that it had not been possible for him,
in the time available, to seek instructions from his Government as regards the
Panel's report but, in view of its conclusions, it could be assumed that the
report was acceptable to Denmark.

Mr. HONKARANTA (Finland) stated that, in the recent past, no licenses had
been refused by the Finnish Government for imports from Uruguay.

Mr. BALENSI (France) stated that representatives of the French and
Uruguayan Governments were currently holding discussions which he was con-
fident would culminate in results satisfactory for Uruguay, at least as far as

the chief difficulty confronting its exports to France was concerned, since it
was the intention of the French Government to introduce, shortly, liberalization
measures, which would give satisfaction to Uruguay. The Uruguayan recourse to
Article XXIII had shown that the General Agreement could be an efficient
instrument when normal procedures were followed.

Mr. STEDTFELT (Germany) observed that import permit requirements for
industrial products in Germany had not, in practice, been restrictive to
Uruguayan imports and thus did not in his view represent a case of nullifica-
tion or impairment.
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Mr. GARRONE (Itay) stated that the Italian delegation accepted the con-
clusions of the Panel's report and added that the Italian Government might be
in a position in the near future to suppress discriminatory measures
featuring in the Panel's report.

Mr. SUZUKI (Japan) undertook to inform his Government of the contents of
the Panel's report.

Mr. VAN WIJK (Kingdomof the Netherands) stated that his delegation had
no specific commets to make on the report.

Mr.. SOMMERFELT(Norway) said thathis Government reviewed the Uruguayan
recourse to Article XIII with sympathy but he experienced some difficulty in
accepting; the Panel's conclusion that State-trading in Norway in regard to
cereals could have an adverse effect on Uruguat's exports. The State Grain
Organization in Norway was an importer on a large scale and made its pur-
chases on purely commercial, grounds. It had been established that the
Organization had not purchased from Uruguay solely because no offers had been
received from. that country. He stated,. however, that his Government would
accord consideration to any concrete case raised by Uruguay in respect of the
Norwegian State-trading Organization.

Baron von PLATEN (Sweden) stated that he did not know of any case where
the Swedish Government had refused an import licence forproducts originating
in Uruguay.

Mr. SCHNEBLI (Switzerland) said that his delegation had no objection to
the conclusions of the Panel. Switzerland wished to see closer trade ties
with Uruguay and his delegation was at the disposal of the Uruguayan delegation
for discussions to ascertainthereasons why Uruguay's exports to Switzerland
had not been greater. He ponted out however thatin1961, Uruguay had experted
to Switzerland Sw. frs.20 million while Switzerland's exports to Uruguay had
reached only Sw.frs.18.6 million.

Mr. WEISS (United States) took note of the concludsion of the Panel con-
cerning the United States. He also drew attention to the section of the
Panel's report on the United States outlining the efforts the United States
Government had made to find a solution to the problem of health restrictions
on uncooked meat. The Panel's report would be made available to the respon-
sible officials inthe United States administration and the United States
Government stood ready, to give synpathetic consideration to any representations
made by Uruguay on the problems enumerated inthereport.

Mr. BOSCH (Uruguay) expressed the appreciation of his Government for the
work of the Chairman and members of the Panel. He had taken note of the
statement of the representative of France and expressed the hope that the
example of France would be followed by other countries. He had also taken
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note of the invitation of the representative of Switzerland. The Uruguayan
Government would be informed of the content of the report and of the dis-
cussions which had taken place so that it could formulate its position on the
substance of the matter. In the meantime the Uruguayan delegation had to
reserve its position.

It was agreed to authorize the Council, as proposed by the Panel in para-
graph 20 of its general report, to deal with any requests by Uruguay under the
penultimate sentence of paragraph 2 of Article XXIII, for the suspension of
obligations or concessions.

The fifteen individual country reports, including the recommendations
contained therein, and the Panel report as a whole, were adopted, and the
Chairman thanked the Panel for their arduous, time-consuming and painstaking
labours.

Mr. BARBOSA DA SILVA (Brazil) expressed the interest of his delegation
in the Panel's report. The report was, he considered, a document of con-
siderable importance to the GATT for it established a significant precedent
for the interpretation of Article XXIII. Mr. Barbosa da Silva outlined some
of the major legal considerations involved in recourses to Article XXIII and,
in particular, drew attention to the fact that nullification and impairment
could occur even in the case of measures applied consistently in the General
Agreement and in this connexion he cited the case of Chile versus Australia.
He also emphasized the importance of Article XXIII as a means of restoring the
balance of rights and obligations between contracting parties should this be
disturbed. (Mr. Barbesa da Silva's full statement is reproduced as document L/1940)

Mr. VALDEZ (Peru) associatedhis delegation with the statement made by
thedelegate of Brazil.

Mr. LARENA (Argentina) also associated himself with the state-
ment of the representative of Brazil. He further suggested that the problems
which confronted temperate agricultural producers should be the subject of
discussion by the Ministers when they met in 1963. He emphasized that it
would be desirable for temperate agricultural producers to be in a position to
be able to negotiate tariff concessions which would be meaningful and not
liable to be negated by quantitative restrictions, since this would enable a

country such as Argentina to participate more effectively in the new round of
tariff negotiations.

Mr. NARASIMHAN (India) agreed with the observations made by the delegate
for Brazil. He said that the action taken by Uruguay was a test case for the
CONTRACTING PARTIES and would no doubt form one of the most important precedents
in the history of the GATT.
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Mr. WARREN (Canada) said that because of its intrinsic interest, the dis-
cussion had perhaps gone beyond the particular case of Uruguay. In the course
of his comments the delegate for Brazil had suggested certain procedures and
interpretations which he thought appropriate e for the CONTRACTING PARTIES to
consider, in connexion with this Article. Those suggestions were of interest
and would require careful study by the CONTRACTING PARTIES. However for the
present they could notengage contracting parties in any way.

Mr. GIRDLESTONE (Rhodesia and Nyasaland) observed that the Panel's report
had referred to the difficulties encountered by Uruguay in exporting its
uncooked meat to certain countries. He hoped that the consultations suggested
by the Panel would result in mutually satisfactory solutions to these problems.
He pointed cut thaat Rhodesia and Nyasaland had experienced similar difficulties
and recalled that his Government had already submitted a detailed statement to
the Special Group on Meat settingout its doubtsas to whether the controls as
applied in a number of European countries were, in fact, fully in accordance
with Article XX of the General Agreement. He stated that his Government might
wish to raise this matter atanappropriate time under the relevant provisions
of the Agreement. In the meantime, it would follow with interest the consul-
tations to be carried out by Uruguay.

3. Impact of commodity problems upon international trade - Observations of
the Executive Secretary (W.20/13/Rev.1)

The CHAIRMAN recalled that when thisquestion was discussed at the third
meeting the Executive Secretary had given his impression of the debate and had
suggested someconclusions which he thoughtwouldbe relevant to the work of the
CONTRACTING PARITES. The Executive Secretary had been asked to put his obser-
vations in writing andthis he haddone in document W.20/13/Rev.1. Those had
been circulated for information.

Mr. GARRONE (Italy) said thatthe member states of the European Economic
Community were prepared to accept the observations put forward by the Executive
Secretary, but. were disappointed that they had not been maintained in their
original form (W.20/13) for adoption as the conclusions of the CONTRACTING
PARTIES.

The CONTRACTING PARTIES took note of the observations of the Executive
Secretary in W.20/13/Rev.1.

4. Belgian import restrictions (L/1928 andAdd.1)

The CHAIRMAN recalled that at the ninth meeting the CONTRACTING PARTIES
had appointed a Working Party to examine, in the light of information furnished
by the delegation of Belgium, the developments since the nineteenth session
under the Decision of 3 December 1955. The Working Party had submitted a

report in document L/1928.
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Mr. SANTIAPILLAI (Ceylon), Chairman of the Working Party, said that the
waiver granted to Belgium on 3 December 1955 for the maintenance of import
restrictions on a number of agricultural products would expire on 31 December 1962.
The Government of Belgium had made it clear, however, that it would not be in a
position to liberalize imports of all products covered by the waiver before
that date, and that the remaining items would be notified to the CONTRACTING
PARTIES in accordance with the procedures on residual import restrictions.
The Belgian representative had supplied to the Working Party a list of the
items covered by the waiver which indicated those products which had, not yet
been liberalized. On the basis of this list (L/1928/Add.1) the Working Party
examined the present situation and the possibilities for liberalization of
items of particular interest to the members of the Working Party. The account
of this product-by-product examination was set out in paragraphs 3-7 of the
report. The Belgian representative had informed the Working Party that his
Government would make every endeavour to abolish the import restrictions as
far as possible before 1 January 1963. The Working Party welcomed these
assurances, but expressed its disappointment that so many restrictions still
remained, and that no firm plan had been established for the liberalization of
these remaining items. It had urged that prompt action by the Government of
Belgium be taken for the speedy elimination of these restrictions.

Mr. DATSON (New Zealand) said that his delegation was very disappointed
that it had nnt been possible for Belgium to remove the restrictions by the
end of 1962 or to give firm plans for their removal after that date. New Zealand
had not been unaware of the progress which had been made, but had expected an
increasing degree of access to the Belgian market. His delegation appreciated
the co-operative attitude with which the Belgian delegation had participated
in the Working Party's discussions.

Mr. LOTZ (Belgium) expressed his gratitude to the Chairman and members of
the Working Party for the understanding spirit they had shown in dealing with
this matter. He reiterated that Belgium would make every effort to remove the
remaining restrictions, and if possible before 31 December 1962.

The Working Party's report was adopted.

5. Exports of potatoes to Canada (L/1927)

The CHAIRMAN recalled that at the eighth meeting the CONTRACTING PARTIES
had appointed a Panel to examine, in accordance with the provisions of
paragraph 2 of Article XXIII, the question submitted by the United States con-
cerning the application of valuers for duty on potatoes under the Canadian
Customs Act. The Panel had submitted its report in document L/1927.

Mr. DONOVAN (Australia), presenting the report in the absence of Mr. Schell,
Chairman of the Panel, said that the problem was novel in some respects and
the circumstances might not, have been entirely familiar to all contracting
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parties. Therefore, the report had set out in some detail the facts and history
of the case and the arguments of the contesting parties relating to the con-
sistency of the particular application to imports of potatoes of Section 40a(7)
(b) of the Canadian Customs Act with the General Agreement, and to the question
whether that application constituted an impairment of a benefit within the
terms of Article XXIII:1 of the General Agreement. Mr. Donovan then gave a
brief summary of the considerations on which the Panel had based its conclusions.
The Panel did not consider the provisions of Article VII as being relevant in
the context of its examination; the Panel felt that the imposition of the
additional charge which had been levied under the Canadian Customs Act could
not be justified under Article VI. On the central issue the Panel had con-
cluded that the measure introduced by the Canadian Government amounted to the
imposition of an additional charge and constituted in the circumstances an
impairment of the benefit accruing to the United States under the General
Agreement. The Panel therefore suggested that the CONTRACTING PARTIES
recommend to the Canadian Government the withdrawal of the additional charge
under the Canadian Customs Act on imports of potatoes, or, as an alternative,
the parties might seek to effect some other adjustment of the impaired benefit,
but did not feel it appropriate to specify the, type of adjustment that might be
effected since this was a question entirely for the two parties. As could be
seen in paragraph 20 of the report, the Panel did not go into the further
question of whether the circumstances were serious enough to justify the
authorization by the CONTRACTING PARTIES of a suspension by the United States
Government of obligations or concessions visa vis the Canadian Government. In
view of all the circumstances of the case and also because of the absence of
adequate statistics, the Panel felt it had no basis for consideration of this
particular question. Finally, the Panel suggested that the CONTRACTING PARTIES
should give authority to the Council to deal with the matter if, in the light
of developments, the United States considered it necessary to raise the matter
again.

Mr. WEISS (United States) thanked the Panel for the careful and expeditious
way in which it had handled the matter. While his delegation questioned some
statements in the report, the report as a whole was satisfactory and his
delegation was prepared to accept it. Paragraph 19 of the report suggested
that the CONTRACTING PARTIES recommend to the Canadian Government the with-
drawal of the additional charge under the Canadian Customs Act or to effect
any other satisfactory adjustment of the impaired benefit accruing to the
United States. His delegation however, had some difficulty in envisaging any
possible solution to the problem other than withdrawal of the additional charge
in question, and it trusted therefore that the Canadian Government would see
its way clear to eliminating this charge, thus avoiding any further re-
application by the United States in the future.

Mr. WARREN (Canada) said that he was grateful for the very thorough and
comprehensive way in which the Panel had performed its work. However, he was
a little surprised to find that the Panel had been able to reach its conclusions
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so quickly in view of the wish of his delegation that there would have been
some examination of the effects of the Canadian measure on trade. The Panel
had considered that the Canadian Government had failed to carry out its
obligation under paragraph 1(a) of Article II. In this connexion his delegation
thought it might be relevant to recall that in the statement made by his
delegation when this item was first discussed he had mentioned that there were
elements involved which were perhaps of an emergency character. It might be
that on Consideration the Canadian Government would wish to report this
measure to the CONTRACTING PARTIES under Article XIX which provided for certain
actions in situations where there was injury or the threat of serious injury.

Continuing, Mr. Warren said that the report had been in the hands of
delegations for less than a day, and he had not had sufficient time to
ascertain from his Govermnent whether it could accept the finding that Canada
had failed to carry out one of the key obligations to the General Agreement
or to accept the recommendation that action taken to protect potato growers
in the seasonal circumstances covered by the law, should be withdrawn. In
the circumstances therefore. if it were the wish of the CONTRACTING PARTIES
to request his delegation to bring this report and its findings to the
attention of the Canadian authorities, he would be willing to, do so. With
regard to paragraph 15 of the report in which the Panel had considered whether
or not the requirement of a reasonable time as laid down in paragraph 2 of
Article XXIII had been fulfilled, he wished to recall that when this question
was first discussed he had stated that the action complained of had dated only
from 16 October. He therefore hoped that in considering the suggestion he
had just made, the CONTRACTING PARTIES would bear this in mind and he thought
it would be fair if in the circumstances the Government of Canada were given
a reasonable time to consider the Panel's findings and recommendations.

The report of the Panel was adopted, the delegations of Canada and India
reserving the positions of their Governments.

6. Programme of meetings for 1963 (W.20/25)

The CHAIRMAN drew attention to the note circulated by the Executive
Secretary in document W.20/25. In view of the forthcoming meeting of Ministers,
for which dates had not yet been fixed, it would be possible at this time to
fix the dates for only the first meeting of the Sub-Group on Trade in Tropical
Products and for the twenty-first session. The former would take place from
3-7 December 1962 and the latter from 22 October to 15 November 1963. The
Chairman recalled that the Council would be convened by the Executive Secretary
to fix a date for the meeting of Ministers when the Executive Secretary con-
sidered it possible to arrive at a decision. The Council would carry out the
preparatory work, including the preparation of a draft agenda, and would also
arrange the meetings of a number of subsidiary bodies to fit in with its plans
for its own meetings and for the meeting of Ministers.

This was agreed.
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7. Procedures for sessions (W.20/15)

The EXECUTIVE SECRETARY said that, in view of the exceptional significance
of the work now before the CONTRACTING PARTIES, the level of representation at
sessions was of great concern. He had consulted with contracting parties on
the proposals he had made in document W.20/15 for the arrangement and manage-
ment of future sessions, and they had pointed out to him certain disadvantages
in these proposals. It did not appear to be practicable to debate the matter
at this time, but he might bring the matter to the attention of the Council
for consideration.

8. De-restriction of documents

The CHAIRMAN said that most of the documents of the session would be
de-restricted in two months time in accordance with the usual practice. How-
ever, it had already been agreed to de-restrict immediately the report of
Committee II on the consultation with the EEC (L/1910) and the Decision on
Canadian import surcharges. He had now received further requests that certain
documents be de-restricted at the close of the session, namely the Eighth
Annual Report by the United States Government under the Decision of 5 March 1955
relating to Section 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act (L/1836), the report
on the Pakistan Five-Year Plan (L/1924) and the reports by Committee III which
had been adopted earlier in the present meeting (L/1732 and Corr.1, L/1768 and
Corr.1 and L/1925).

The de-restriction of these documents was agreed.

9. Election of officers (W.20/23)

The CHAIRKAN said that as was announced in document W.20/23 the heads of
delegations had decided to nominate Mr. J.H. Warren of Canada as Chairman of
-the CONIRACTING PARTIES for the coming year. Further, they proposed that
Mr. Daramola of Nigeria should be re-elected as vice-chairman, and that the
outgoing Chairman should also serve next year in the capacity of vice-chairman.

The three officers proposed were elected.

10. Chairman's closing statement

The Chairman, concluding the twentieth session of the CONTRACTING PARTIES,
spoke of the impressive inventory of the achievements of GA7.2 in the fifteen
years of its existence and of the growing awareness among contracting parties
of each other's problems. The programme for trade expansion in its various
aspects was going forward and all the work which was being undertaken within
the framework of the GATT was attracting increasing attention throughout the
world. There would be a great deal of work to do in the very important year
ahead, and he was convinced that, if the same spirit prevailed as had marked
the discussions at this session, the future could be faced with confidence.

Mr. WARREN (Canada)thanked Mr. van Oorschot on behalf of the CONTRACTING
PARTIES for the contribution which he had made to the work of the GATT during
his term of office.

The CHAIRMAN declared the twentieth session closed at 7 p.m.


