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1. Special Import Taxes of the Greek Government (G/25)

Mr. ISBISTER (Canada), introduced the report of the Panel and stated that it
was an interim report recommending that the CONTRACTING PARTIES defer a decision
pending the receipt of further information. The Panel had examined the complaint
of the French Government on the alleged inconsistency of a special "contribution"
levied by the GreekGovernment on certain imported goods but theGreek Government
had issued a new decree on 8October 1952 and the Panel had not had sufficient
timefor a detailed investigation. Further information was necessary to determine
whether the Greek measuresfellwithin the terms of ArticleIIor Article IIIof
the General Agreement, or to obtain the opinion of the Fund as to whether this
"contribution'" constituted a multiple currency pratice; even should the Fund find
that this was the case the matter might bebrought before the CONTRACTING PARTIES
under Article XV:4. Consequently, the Panel recommended that the CONTRACTING
PARTIES invite the interested parties to submit additional information and that
the CONTRACTING PARTIES address an enquiry to the InternationlMonetary Fund to
determine if the Grock "contribution" was a multiplecurrency practice and whether
or not it was in conformity with theArticles of Agreement of International
MonetaryFund.

M.LECUYER (France) stated that this question had been raised as a matter of
principle and the French delegation now found the report a satisfactory analysis
ofthe situation and considered that the procedure proposed by the Panel would
permit a solution to be arrived atexpeditiously.

The Report wasapproved and the CHAIRMAN stated that this item would remainon theAgendaand that aninquirywould beaddressed to theInternational MonetaryFund as recommended.
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2. Increase ofGreek Import Duties (Schedule XXV) (G/27)
Mr. ISBISTER (Canada) introduced the report. The Panel had examined

the complaint by the United Kingdom regarding the increase in coefficients
for currency conversion, as a result of a measure taken by the Greek Govern-
ment on 10 July 1952. Agreement had been reached in the Panel, with the
concurrence of all the parties concerned that the measure was inconsistent
with the obligations of the Greek Government under Article II:1 of the
General Agreement. In view of the fact that these measures had been
introduced as emergency measures to meet acute financial difficulties, the
United Kingdom and the Panel had accepted as a solution the undertaking by
the Greek Government to remove, before 1 July 1953, the recent changes in
the pro-war coefficients, and to re-establish the levels as they applied to
products described in Schedule XXV; this was embodied in the Recommendation
submitted bythe Panel. The Greek Government should also be invitedto
report to the CONTRACTING PARTIES on the matter. Mr. Isbister remarked
that in this case, as in the case of the special import taxes, although
considerations of commercial damages were involved, the complaining party
had made clear that the complaint was based on questions of principle.

Mr. IECKIE (United Kingdom) concurred with the recommendation in para-
graph 6 of the Report, and expressed his appreciation to the Panel for the
efficient handling of this complaint, and to the Greek Government for their
undertaking. His delegation, in this matter, had been more concerned with
the principle than with the actual damage involved.

Mr. PAPATSONIS (Greece) said that his delegation agreed fully with the
decisions of the Panel. He thanked the Panel for its handling of these two
casesand hoped that with the assistance of the International Monetary Fund
his country would be able to demonstrate before the next Session its respect
for its international obligations.

The CHAIRMAN was gratified by the settlement proposed by the Panel and
thought that the Panel had proved useful as a means for settling these
questions.

The CONTRACTING PARTIES approved the Report and the Recommendation
contained therein.3. ArrangementsforcontinuingtheAdministrationoftheAgreement (L/52) The CHAIRMAN statedthathisnotedealt principally with thecontinuance
of the Intersessional Committee and contained some suggestions for improving
the procedures. The past year shown a definite need for an intersessional
committee. The experience of that year had also shown that the representatives
on the committee should be conversant with the Agreement and qualified to
deal with questions of substance. The committee should also be empowered
to examine problems of interpretation even though it should not be expected
to resolve any very important questions of that nature. The Chairman
referred to his suggestion that the committee be authorised to establish
working parties to deal with technical questions prior to the Eighth Session.
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Finally, he thought that cases might arise where two or more contracting
parties might wish to bring a dispute on some other question before the
Intersessional Committee, and that the committee, having considered the
case and drawn up its recommendations to the CONTRACTING PARTIES, the

countries concerned might be willing to consider the recommendation of the
committee as a recommendation of the CONTRACTING PARTIES. It was clear
that this could only be the case where both the parties concerned agreed
and requested such action.

Mr. Di NOIA (Italy) agreed that the intersessional committee had been

useful and supported the proposal to renew its mandate. He felt that it
had thus far been too reluctant to enter into questions of interpretationand that,although the committee should not have the power to make decisions
on issues of interpretation, it should be able to give an opinion. He did
not agree with the proposal that the committee should be empowered to
establish working parties (paragraph11(d) of the document). It was, in
hisview, inadvisable to establish working parties toexamine matters that
the CONTRACTING PARTIES themselves had not yet agreed to inscribe on their
agenda. Furthermore, the line between technical and substantive matters
was a difficult one to draw and it was hard to conceive of a purely technical
question that would be at the sametimevery urgent.

Mr. ISBISTER (Canada) considered that the intersessional committee had
proved its usefulness if only by the fact that it had been possible to
accomplish the complex work of the present Session in fiveweeks. The

sessions must be kept short if senior representatives were to bepresent.
It was clear that a number of items under discussion would require some
intersessional machinery and he considered it reasonable to envisage an
expansion of theproceduresestablished at the SixthSession. The Canadiandelegation was in agreement with the Chairman's recommendations, and particularly
with the suggestionthat the committee should be able toexamine questionsof
interpretation sinceotherwise it was difficult to see howit could usefully
operate. As to theconcern expressed by the Italiandelegateabout the
setting up ofworking partiesin advance ofthe Eighth Session,he wonderedwhether thiscouldnot bemet if it were made clear that representation on
suchworking parties would bedrawn fromall of the contractingparties.Allcontractingpartieswere free to attend meetings of theIntersessional
Committee and it would beuseful if the committeecould establishworking
parties todeal withtechnical matters that mightarise.

The CHAIRMAN referred to paragraph 3 of theReport of the Sixth Session
Comitteeon this subject (page 207 of theBasicInstruments and Selected
Documents) which providedthat the Intersessional Committee might establishworking parties consisting of some or all of its members, together with the
coutriesdirectly concerned andany other countries which the committee
mightconsider itnecessaryto invite and whichwerewilling to serve. This
hadbeen inhis mind inpreparingthe present report.

M.IECUYER(France) agreed generallywith the Chairman's suggestions which
he thought would make for a moreefficient Intersessional Committee.
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He shared the doubts expressed by the Italian delegate about giving the
Committee the authority to establish working parties. It would be undesirable
to begin a tendency to frequent meetings of working parties. Such meetings
presented problems of proper representation to governments since experts could
not easily be spared by their own administrations. He felt that working
parties should be created only in exceptional and urgent cases.

Mr. AZIZ AHMAD (Pakistan) supported the Chairman's suggestions and felt
that some intersessional machinery was essential. He agreed generally with
the extension of powers as recommended in paragraph 11 of the report but
stressed that, insofar as interpretation was concerned, it should be done
prudently and only when there was agreement to engage in such an examination
among all parties concerned. He supported the Canadiansuggestion respecting
representation on working parties but pointed out the practical difficulties
for countries far from Geneva.

Mr. von SCHWEINITZ(Germany) stated that the German DelegatioUnwelcomed
the reocmmendations of the hCiar ma. tI would be useful for the new ad hoc
body to undertake to examine questions of interpretation and to set up working
parties when neecssary provided that any items which they delat iwth then
appeared on the Agenda of the subsequent seisson. His Government would
instract an officer in the administration concerned, to keep abreast of all
GAT questions in order to facilitate the intersessional work of the secretariat

Mr. £S1~IDENFAD (Demanrk) raised the question whether, in the term of
referneecfor t hentiersessional committee, some trinsctuion sshulo ndot be
included concerning preliminary studies on the problem of the revision of the
GenoeaLlAgreement. He referred to Article 101 of the Havana Charter hiwch
provided for the carryigi out of a general review of the provisions thereof
in the fift hyear after the entry into force of the Charter, and that at least
one year before thig special session.,the emebr swould be invited to ubsmit

andmendmentsa obse rvation In 1953, the GATT woud lhvea been n io
oilive yferars, and in view of Is'copliex naturme, a revision might be
expected ale? hoefprractical test it had already dgone. Theuneradequacy of
some of the o tprsoesentns of tovheiAgrehoud 1be ermetsecolnsidered sine'
tbir use ihn pra-ice harcastaed eeonstratai weacknssen and geapss. Sc0s
the most comlicated provipsion we-e un s questide for sli6 unan. trmhce
question aroe of inoroti s more cf ptrahengprovisions o
into the GA Aso there the problem of tTThe adle.quy ofwasthe machinery;
anDorgbneaton of the Agreementd and afinsally the whole frerk and st:cture
of the protocols and agfetetneeded consideration.

-.-ideden felt that some consideraMtion ceoulnfad useuly be
this matter by the Xereason omitee,o that th mattr would no Intomes
up at the eghth Sesso ionea rbably ppo et a a etE
T~cmeasi materialwer colete~d in.advce fo interestede 'g m
studied by the Ifraeas itteuch mo costrtivewr 6t the
i~hh Session would b~epossble. -Oce the forthcoming ;aa Conere
in1ondn nd the:Uited Ste elections wee ovr, n p lemsthe field
of national and internaionl comic policy woud be crystallized and te
nxt session would .ave a sound basis frr reave wrk in the fieldofk ite-
;tioneconomic coopraton.;

.n.-.; .-:r
.or. W . .,';,'.: ,,...................... .'......:
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Mr. Seidenfaden explained that this was not a fomal proposal but asked
that some thought might be given to the question of whether the time was
yet ripe for such preparatory work to be undertaken. If so, the question
might be submitted to a group of experts or to a special session.

Mr. VERNON (United States) said that the viewsexpressed in the Chairman's
report were also the views of the United States on the merits and weaknesses
of the intersessional procedures and he considered the various suggestions
practical. With reference to the Chairman's statement that the Committee might
make recommendations between sessions in cases where countries submitted
questions to it, Mr. Vernon felt that such a possibility would be more acceptable.
if such decisions were in the nature of arbitral awards which would not have
the same value as precedents as decisions taken by the CONTRACTING PARTIES as
a whole. Nor should the observations accompanying such arbitrations be
considered as precedents in the same sense as are observations contained in the
reports of the CONTRACTING PARTIES.

Mr. LECKIE (United Kingdom) agreed with the Chairman's report and supported
the establishment of a new intersessional committee. Even had there been no
business now foreseeable for the Committee to deal with he felt that its work
in preparation for the present Session wouldjustify its re-establishment.
On the question of interpretation, Mr. Leckie felt that it would be
useful if the Intersessional Committee were to go so far as at least to analyze
what the issues of interpretation were, but it should not make recommendations
until such analyses had been considered by the CONTRACTING PARTIES. He
agreed with the representative for France concerning the setting-up of working
parties. There was a danger that many proposals from outside bodies would
be submitted to the CONTRACTING PARTIES and particularly in the case of such
proposals it would be useful for the CONTRACTING PARTIES to consider them
before consigning them to study by a working party. He agreed on the need
for improvement in the submission of documentation. In this connection it might
be useful if the Intersessional Committee on theAgenda could meet perhaps
six weeks before the Session instead of four weeks, thus giving governments more
time to consider its recommendations before the opening of the Session. As
for the Chairman's suggestion to use the Intersession Committee as a sort of
"panel on complaints" he would see no objection provided the parties concerned
agreed. It should be clear that any contracting party could reserve the
right to brng its case before the CONTRACTING PARTIES.

Mr. Leckie thought that the Danish suggestion that the Intersessional
Committee might consider proposals for amendments and review of the Agreement
would extend the scope of the committee too much. This was far too large a
question to be settled within the context of the Intersessional Committee and
the CONTRACTING PARTIES themselves would have to initiate action on this
matter.

Mr. SlNGH (India) supported the Chairman's suggestion. The Intersessional
Committee had been useful and it was proper to consider how this usefulness
might be enhanced. He shared the misgivings of the delegates of Italy, France
and the United Kingdom about authorising the Committee to appoint working
parties. It was preferable that subjects be debated first by the CONTRACTING
PARTIES.
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Dr. TREU (Austria) said that the Intersessional Committee provided an
element of security for the operations of the General Agreement. He felt
that the Intersessional Committee should have authority to consider questions
or complaints of contracting parties.Since the Committee was appointed by the
CONTRACTING PARTIES it would mean that at least preliminary consideration
could be given on behalf of the CONTRACTING PARTIES.

Dr. BOTHA (South Africa) thought that the extensions to the terms of
reference of the Intersessional Committee suggested by the Chairman were not
excessive and would permit even more useful work by the Committee. He supported
the reappointment of the Committee and the suggestions for improving liaison
arrangements. With regard to the Danish suggestion he felt that if any work
were to be done by the Committee it must be of only a very preliminary nature
since the time had not yet come for a review of the General Agreement.

Mr. TONKIN (Australia) said it was obviously necessary to have an inter-
sessional committee to deal with the many matters outstanding and supported
its reestablishment with the terms of reference as suggested by the Chairman
which he considered an improvement. He thought the Chairman's further
suggestion that two or more contracting parties might bring questions or com-
plaints to the Committee had distinct possibilities and he would be interested
to hear some further explanation of this idea.

Mr. TAYLOR (New Zealand) supported the views of other speakers. It would
be helpful if provision were made whereby representatives of interested
countries might participate as full members of the committee. He was aware
that observers could always be heard at the committee meetings but it would
be better if direct representation were given to them.

Mr. van BLANKENSTEIN (Netherlands) supported the Chairman's suggestions
for the intersessional procedure which seemed to him to improve the machinery
for the administration of the Agreement. He also supported the suggestion
by the Danish Delegate for a study of the problems of the operation of the
Agreement in general. It was important that the yearly sessions be short and
he hoped that contracting parties would assist the work of the intersessional
committee by submitting items in ample time for consideration by the Committee
before meetings of the CONTRACTING PARTIES. He had also been somewhat
disappointed by the reluctance the Committee had shown in the past year to
take up certain matters. The question of representation was always a problem
and he would prefer to see the representation on the Committee as continuous
as possible. The only satisfactory solution was to make the CONTRACTING
PARTIES into an organisation and give thereby the secretariat a stronger
position than was possible under the present circumstances.

The CHAIRMAN noted that there seemed to be agreement to reestablish the
Intersessional Committee within the terms of reference contained in doc. L/52;
that the Committee should be authorised to examine questions of interpretation
although any final consideration on recommendations in this field would be
the province of the CONTRACTINGPARTIES. There seemed to be agreement that
the Committee should not be too freely authorised to establish working parties
and that they should not be set up to discuss questions which had not been
considered by the CONTRACTING PARTIES. The earlier rules in this case should
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apply. Any recommendations of the Committee would be submitted to the
contracting parties by postal ballot, at a special session, or at regular
sessions. It seemed the general view that a kind of arbitral procedure
would be useful, provided the contracting parties concerned agreed to use the
Intersessional Committee in this way. In any case, decisions taken in this
way would not create precedents. The Chairman referred to the suggestion
that the Intersessional Committee meet six weeks before the Session and
thought there might be difficulties since rule 2 of the rules of procedure
provided that items for inclusion in the provisional agenda could be submitted
up to one month from the date of meeting and many papers and items would not
be submitted earlier. The general view of the question raised by the rep-
resentative of Denmark seemed to be that, if the Intersessional Committee
were to go into the question of a general review of the Agreement, it should
only be with caution and on more definite instructions from the CONTRACTING
PARTIES.

The Chairman proposed the same membership for the future Intersessional
Committee as there had been in the Ad Hoc Committee Committee and stressed
the importance that the representatives should be thoroughly familiar with
the problems of the General Agreement. He asked the Executive Secretary to
draft new procedures and terms of reference

The Chairman's summing up and the membership of the Committee were

agreed.

4. Other Business: PakistanLicence Fee andDuty onExports
of Jute

The Chairman recalled that the CONTRACTING PARTIES had made no decision
on the question of including this item on the Agenda of the present Session.
In view of the limited time remaining, he had discussed the matter with
the delegates of India and Pakistan who had agreed that the CONTRACTING
PARTIES take note of the matter for the moment in the following terms:

"The CONTRACTING PARTIES take note of the complaint by
India against Pakistan. The CONTRACTING PARTIES also
take note of the fact that certain aspects of this
question and certain suggestions with regard to it are
still under consideration by the Government of Pakistan.
In these circumstances, and having regard to the fact
that it would not be possible for the CONTRACTING PARTIES
to deal with the substance of the matter in the few days
remaining of the present Session, it is agreed that if
and when the Indian Government feels it necessary, in the
light of the circumstances, and having regard to any
consultations which may be proceeding between the two
Governments, to ask the CONTRACTING PARTIES to proceed
with the discussion of the substance of the complaint,
it will be considered by the Intersessional Committee to
be established by the CONTRACTING PARTIES to operate
between the Seventh and Eighth Sessions. It is also
agreed that if after a reasonable period the Indian
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Government finds it necessary to proceed to the discussion of
the substance of this matter, the necessary steps will be

taken for the matter to be considered promptly by the lnter-
sessional Committee, and thereafter, if necessary, by the
CONTRACTING PARTIES."

Mr. SINGH (India) stated that the question was an urgent one for
India and hoped that if it became necessary to ask the CONTRACTING PARTIES
to consider the matter, it could be taken up promptly so that a decision
could be reached with no delay.

Mr. AZIZ AHMAD (Pakistan) stated that his delegation accept the for-
mulaproposed by the Chairman. He hoped that the matter would be settled

satisfactorily without having recourse to the CONTRACTING PARTIES.

The CONTRACTING PARTIES agreed to the statement read by the

The Meetingrose at 6.25 p.m.


