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CHAIRMAN (Interpretation): The Meeting is called to order.

We have on our agenda the Report of the Sub-Committee on Chapter III.

This document was distributed in both languages.

I call now upon the representative of India, who was the

Chairman of the Sub-Committee on Chapter III, so that he can give

the meeting all necessary explanations on the Report.

D. P. S. LOKANATHAN (India): Mr. Chairman, not many words

are required from me to explain this Report on the text of the

revised Chapter III. The Report itself explains nearly all the

changes that have been introduced in tne text of the Articles.

The Sub-Committee met on ten occasions, examined all the various

proposed amendments, including those submitted to the Committee

during the stage of its examination, and reached agreements regard-

ing the text of the Articles and the Report. I had the advantage

of consultation with all the delegations which had given notice

of amendments and the conclusions generally speaking were accept-

able to them also, with perhaps one exception in the case of

article 5, to which I shall refer later. I will only indicate a

few of the salient features in the revised text, briefly explain-

ing the reasons for such changes as have been incorporated.

It will be observed that in Article 3 the words "Iarge and

steadily growing volume of production and effective demand" have

been used in preference to the existing text as well as to various

other formulations to describe the objective in respect of demand.
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I think it will be clear that this new formulation is more

acceptable. And the Sub-Committee has also introduced the term

"production"both in Articles 3 and 4 to bring out the relation

between production and economic activity on the one hand and

also to point out that it is not employment of every kind

which is so important as employment which would lead to product-

ive activity.

Mere employment for the sake of giving employment, unless

it is going to be of a productive character, is not necessarily

desirable.

In respect of Article 5 there was a certain amount of

difficulty in arriving at an agreement. One delegation which

had submitted an amendment in respect of this article pointed

out that "fair labour standards" and "sub-standard conditions

of labour" were rather vague and indefinite concepts and there-

fore wanted them to be replaced by some more definite terms.

Aftera grant deal of deliberation
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the sub-committee came to the conclusion that on the whole,

although these were necessarily vague they filled a very useful

purpose as they were added provided they were related to product-

ivity. It waes also pointed out to the delegations who proposed

the amendments that insufficient attention had been given to the work

of the Inaternational Labour Organisation. The sub-committee felt

that it was necessarily right that the International Labour Organisa-

tion should be separately and jointly referred to in connection with

this; therefore an additional paragraph pointing out the relation

to this Article of the International Labour Organisation has been

put in.

I might refer to one other point, that is,the sub-committee has

deleted the term "nationel" in its relation to productivity. "Each
Member, recognizing that all countries have a common interest in the

maintenance of fair labour standards, related to pro-

ductivity,......"

The reason for the elimination was not that the term "national"

was no use, and in suggesting the change it was not the intention of

the sub-committee that consideration of "national productivity"
should be excluded if the "national prductivity" was considered

relevant to the particular case. It appeared to thesub-committee

that this Article was intended to relate principally to conditions

of labour affecting particular products or commodities. In some

cases, in judging whether conditiions of labour relating to a

particular Product or commodity, were sub-standardor unfair, it

might be appropriate to take account of the average or typical

productivity for the country as a whole. In other cases, however,

it might be necessary to give consideration to the level of pro-

ductivity in the particular region of that country. In still other

cases it might be desirable to consider the rate of productivity in

the particular industry, and so on. In many cases it would doubtless
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be desirable to take account of productivity in all these senses.

In order that appropriate action might be taken of whatever pro-

ductivity may be relevant - whether it be national, regional, or

that of a particular industry - the sub-committee thought it desir-

able to use the single word "productivity" in this Article.

The reason the sub-committee felt it was not necessary to retain

the word "national" was because it felt that word should be limited

to one particular use.

Article gave a great deal of bother to the sub-Committee, but I

hope the revised text will be a cceptable to the Committee. There

are, however, some important points I would like to refer to in con-

nection with this Article. We are not very clear that action should

be taken before Members are proposing to resort to trade restrictions;

therefore, with a view to avoiding action to resort to trade restric-

tions the Article has bean suitable amended.

The other point in connection with this Article is that when the

Commission consider the adoption of certain measures in such circum-

stanoes, it was felt that action should be taken with a view to

expanding internal trade rather than contracting it. For instance,

as an example, if two alternatives were open to a country either to

contract or increase imports, the sub-Committee felt it was better

to say that an increase of imports would be more desirable than the

restriction of exports.

Coming now to Articles and 8, it will be seen that these

Articles have been reversed. The reasons for that reversal are set

out in the Report, and it is not necessary for me to go into them

at any length.

The only point of interest here is that provision has been made

for consultation with Members with a view to avoiding delay in action,

and also the taking of appropriate measures to expand exports or

prevent a decline in employment.

L.
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The Committee also felt the need to draw the attention of the

Commission here as well as in the Final Report to the inter-relationship
between Article 8 and the various Articles which are relevant to the

consideration of this Article. The Sub-Committee thought it necessary

to emphasise this point because there has been a great deal of inter-

relationship between the various Articles set out in the Report and

this particular Article.

There is only one other word I should like to say, and that

in respect to the title. The former title was "Employment,

Effective Demand and Economic Activity" and this has been changed to

"Employment and Economic Activity." This change arose from the

fact that since "production" had been added in several Articles the

title would have become cumbersome if an attempt had been made to

list in the title the various aspects of economic activity included

in the Articles. In addition, such a lengthy title would probably

have the effect of div erting attention from "employment", on which

it was intended by the Sub-committee that the main emphasis should

continue to be placed. Accordingly, the Sub-committee concluded

that, in order to make the title comprehensive and yet not to remove

the main emphasis from employment", the title should be simplified

to read merely "Employment and Economic Activity". The Sub-committee

clearly intended the expression "economic activity" to include demand

production and other aspects of economic activity which might be

relevant to the matters dealt with in the Articles of the Chapter.

I do not think I have Anything more to -.add excepting to say I

should like on behalf of the sub-committee to express our thanks and

appreciation of the assistance rendered to us by the Secretariat in

every stage of our work.

-6-
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CHAIRMAN (Interpretation) Does anyone wish to speak

on the Report.

We pass on now to the discussion Article by Article,

starting with article 3.

Does anyone wish to speak on Article 3?

The Delegate of France.

Mr. BARADUC (France) (Interpretation): The French

Delegate has no objection to Article 3 as drafted in the English

text, but has a small correction in the French text. The words

appearing on the last line but one of paragraph 1 of the English

text "for the realisation of the purposes of this Charter" have

been translated into French ey rdlune maniere generale a la

realisation aes objectifs de la presente Charte", which text

the French Delegate would like to read"pour atteindre les

objectifs" and so on.

It is merely a question of translation. another verb

would be natural at the end of the sentence in French - "pour

assurer", etc. - but the meaning is not altered in any way in the

English text.

CHAIRMAN (Interpretation): The remarks made by the

Delegate of Fra.nce will be duly recorded anal the necessary

alteration will be male in the French text. Does anybody else

wish to speak on Article 3?

The Delegate of China.

Mr. CHEN (China): The Chinese Delegation feels that the

title of this Chapter as recommended by the Sub-Committee is not

so clear as originally drafted.. That is, by omitting

- 8 -
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"Effective Demand"we presume to have changed the meaning of one

of the most important phrases of this Chapter - that is, Effective

Demand - because we are dealing with trade, and we presume to

say "Eoonomic Development" in Chapter IV. There we have a

similar title, and so if we compare the titles of the two

Chapters, we cannot see much difference if we omit the same

phrase from the text as amended.

Therefore, we think it is better to retain the old title,

that is, the "Employment, Effective Demand and Economic activity".

CHAIRMAN: The Delegate of India.

Mr. LOKANATHAN (India ): Mr. Chairman, I have already

explained the reasons why the Sub-Committee decided to have this

shorter title, "Employment and Economic Activity". As also

pointed out, Economic Activity does not certainly exclude

effective demand.. We do not want to overload the title, and.

also, if I may point it out, the London text had only "Employment".

The New York text introduced "'Employment, Effective Demand.

and Economic Activity". I think the present Sub-Committee has

made an advance, just to retain "Employment and, Economic Activity",

and therefore we have set the right balance.

CHAIRMAN: (Interpretation): Does the Delegate of China

consider this explanation satisfactory to him, and is he therefore

prepared. to accept the text of the title as offered. by the Sub-

Committee?

Dr. CHEN (China): We do not insist to have this, but we

consider it is better to retain it, to make it more clear, because

Effective Demand. is one of the most important phrases

concerning what we are dealing with in this Chapter. Of course,

we do not insist to have this addition.

- 9 -
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CHAIRMAN: The Delegate of Brazil.

M. L.D. MARTINS (Brazil) I would like to point out

to the Delegate of China that the title of Article 3 is more

explicit than the title of Chapter III itself, and this very

complete title for Article 3, "Importance of Employment,

Production and Demand in relation to the Purposes of this

Charter", should entirely satisfy the aims of the Delegate

of China.

CHAIRMAN: The Delegate of China.

Mr. C.H. CHEN (China): Mr. Chairman, we have real that

title, but it seems to me that the title of Article 3 is

broader that the full title of this Chapter. What do you

mean by fl -; activity"? Economic activity has more to

do with economic considerations, such as prices, production

and so forth; but if we keep three words effective demand"

we can see right aKw-.; what we mean and what we have in mind in

the whole Chapter, awd we do not have to refer to the sub-title

of Article 3 in order to understand what we have in mind.

CHAIRMAN: (Interpretatiion): Does anyone else wish to

speak on this Article? Since there seems to be general

agreement on the text of the Drafting Sub-Committee, I would

ask the Delegate of China whether, in view of this general

agreement, he would be prepared to accept the, title. as drafted.

Mr. C.H. CHEN (China): As I have stated, we do not

want to insist on having this changed, but we simply offer

our explanation as to why we prefer the title changed.

CHAIRMAN (Interpretation): Article 3 is thus approved.
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We pass on to Article 4. Does anyone wish to speak on

Article 4?

The Delegate of New Zealand.

Mr. L.C. WEBB (New Zealand): Mr. Chairman, on the question
to

of Article 4, I would refer the Meting/to page 3 of theSub-

Committee's Reort, in which it is stated that "the represent-

ative of New Zealand Informed the sub-Committee that this

Delegation would prefer not to discuss the amendment.which

it had proposed. to Article 4 until Article 33and related

Darts of the Charter had been discussed. He indicated

that in the meantime the New Zealand Delegation would

reserve its position in respect of. Article. 4 and that

subsequently his Delegation might wish to reopen the question

of further amending that Article".

That passage in the Report correctly states the position

of the New Zealand Delegation, and I would only add that it

is our hope that circumstances will enable us to. withdraw

that reservation.

CHAIRMAN: (Interpretation): The reservation made by

the New Zealand Delegation will be recorded and I would ask

whether any other Delegate wishes to speak on Article 4.

The Delegate of Franae.

Mr.BARADUC. (France): (Interpretation) Mr. Chairman,

I would only askthe Commission whether it would be possible,

as is done in Paragraph 1 of Article 3, to put at the end

of Paragraph 2 of Article 4 a reference to "all the other

countries" where it is said "shall seek to avoid/creating

balance-of-payments difficulties for- .ther Members". We

want to add the words "for all other countries" as we have

at the end of paragraph 1 of Article 3 about the well-being
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of other countries. In addition, this would be in keeping

with what was decided in London on the question of balance of

payments.

CHAIRMAN (Interpretation): I feel sure that the Delegate

of India would wish to give us some explanation of this matter,

and if he agrees, I will give him the floor on this point.

Dr. P.S. LOKANATHAN (India): On that. point I must say,

Mr. Chairman, that the sub-Committee has no firm view. You will

see that in Article 6 we have altered the word countries" to

"Members"., and therefore if the French Delegate wants to introduce

the word "countries" here, we shall have to revise Article 6

accordingly. The reason why the sub-Committee preferred to

remain "Members" in some cases and "countries" in other cases was

that first of all, in Article 4, the term "Members" was used, and

we wanted that to be the pattern for the other Articles. If, on

the other hand, it is thought that the word countriese" should

replace the word "Members", that alteration can be made. It all

depends upon the point of view: whether we want to have mutual

responsibilities between Members, or whether we are really concerned

with responsibilities between one Member and all the other countries,

whether they are Members or not. Therefore, it is really a matter

of policy as to what exactly we want to do here. Personally, I

think that "Members" is a much better word than "countries",

because we are dealing primarily with relations between Members.
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Dr. P.S, LOKANATHAN (India): Mr. Chairman, might I be

permitted to add one more word. In Article VIII we have, however,

retained the word "countries". The reason for that is very clear.

In whatever way a depression is caused and the effective demand is

caused, the members are affected. Therefore, the question here is ,

whether depression is caused by members or non-members, and this is

not significant. We thought it was the relation between members

primarily, and that is the reason why we retained the word.

M. PIERRE FORTHOMME (Belgium) (Interpretation): I would not

like to suggest for a minute to the Commission that the non-member

states should be considered as outlaws, but if we put in this

Article the words "other countries'!, instead of "other members",

I think we would create difficulties for the members because they

have undertaken a certain number of obligations which, in that case,

might be difficult to keep. The: non-members have subscribed to

none of the obligations contained in the Charter. They are not

consulted, and there are no means of consulting them in the same way

as is provided for for the members, and we have not got the same

facilities for estimating the difficulties for their balance-of-
as

payments in the case of a non-member,/we hare in the case of members.

I therefore feel that, by mentioning the word "countries" here, we

would complicate the task of member countries, and I think that in

practice none of the member countries would deliberately try to

create difficulties of balance-of-paymentsfor non-.members. But if

the state had not subscribed to the obligations. of the Charter, I
think we could not burden the members with. obligations' towards non-
members.

Dr. H.C. COOMBS (Australia): Mr. Chairman, I would like to

mention that this is a point which has been raised in the discussions
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between the consultative committees and the World Federation of

Trade Unions. The representative of the Federation drew attention
to a possible interpretation of this word. He said that it

implied that measures which were capable of producing balance-of-
payments difficulties for other countries who were not members,
would be quite consistent with the obligations here. For that
reason he felt that some change might be made. I merely report
that for the benefit of the Commission since it may have some bearing
on the deliberations of the Commission.

If I might speak for myself and my delegation on this, point, I
feel there is something that the French delegate suggested here that

should receive fairly serious consideration. As I see it, the

intention of this Article was, not so much to establish an obligation
between members and other non-members, as to impose on members an

obligation in relation to their domestic policies or to ask them to

accept such obligations. It suggests that there are certain types
domesticof domestic policies which might be adequate to maintain/employment,

inbut, which would not achieve the purposes which were/mind at the
time of the drafting of thin Article. A choice between possible

measures was necessary in order that the expansive purpose of the

high levels of domestic employment in relation international trade,
should be achieved, and I think that that choice is not affected by
whether any possible balance-of-payment problem which would be

adequate for other countries, would fall upon members or non-members.
The essential point is that the country itself, in selecting its

measures in its domestic Policy, should concentrate on that type of

measure which does not have the effect of creating this balance-of-
payment difficulty for any other country at all.
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And partly - it was not a question which would have worried

us at all, but it is clear from what has been said that there

is a possible misunderstanding of the purpose of the use of

the word, here - I cannot see that the intention of the Article

is in any way varied if we substitute "countries" for "members"

and we do at least avoid a possible misapprehension; and I would

therefore like to support the suggestion of the French delegation

that we substitute the word "countries" for "members".

CHAIRMAN (Interpretation): The delegate of Czechoslovakia.

M. F. KRAUS (Czechoslovakia): It is really that I would

like to add to what the delegate of France and of Australia said.

I would only say that there is a slight difference between the

tern "other Members" used in Article 4 and the same term used -in

Article 6. What the representative of the World Federation of

Trade Unions tried to explain, and I agreed entirely, with him,

is that the use of the term "other Members" in Particle 4 would

possibly lead to a creation of two hostile blocks, one block

inside of which the members adhering to the Charter would have

to avoid measures which would have the effect of creating balance

of payments difficulties, and another hostile block against which

all balance of payments difficulties would be allowed.. And, of

course, that would be a situation which would be harmful to all

countries, not only to those who adhere to the Charter. It is

of course quite clear that this practical point con be finally

decided after the decision is taken on Article 36. It is also

right and correct what the representative of the World Federation

of Trade Unions said, namely that the Charter can meet with success

only if all countries would adhere to it. In that case of course

we would be content, maybe, with the term as it is used. now "other

Members"; but,as we do not see how the situation will be, first of/
all
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as to the final version of Article 36, and then as to the final

effect of the Charter, I would, for the reasons which I said,

support the amendment proposed. by the delegate for France,

CHAIRMAN (Interpretation): The delegate of the Netherlads.

Dr. S. KORTEWEG (Netherlands): Mlr. Chairman I also should

like to support the proposal of the French delegate, and., for

the reasons given by the Australian delegate should like in

this matter to raise a general question also, that is the question

of the use of the words "member" and "country". It is a question

of terminology, but I should. say generally you can find a solu.-

tion to questions of this kind by asking "What do you mean? Do

you mean the country, the population and so on, or the Government?"

and here in this case in article 4 I should say in the first place

it is the population and the position of the country and, not the

position of the Member, not the Government; it is the Government

which has to take measures on behalf of the country. And there-

fore in this case it should be the country which is mentioned and

not the Member or the Govornment.

Mr. J.E. MEADE (United Kingdom): Mr. Chairman, the United.

Kingdom delegation find no difficulty in accepting the proposal

of the French delegation that the word. "Members" should. be

replaced. by the word. "countries" in this connection. In this

case it is arguable that the change one way or thie other is of

no very great importance, becaupe it seems to me difficult to

think of a Member-country adopting a policy which would. cause

great balance of payments difficulties to non-Member couontries

without causing great balance of payments difficulties .to

Member-countries, but in so faras that could .be. done we would

readily admit that, purely in the interests of the Member-ccuntries
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themselves, it would be undesirable for a Member-country to

adopt any domestic policy which caused a serious balance of

payments problem to a non-Member country, because that non-

Member country would then have to take restrictive measures

of one kind and another which would. repercuss back upon the

Member-countries and would lead to that vicious circle of

repercussions which it is just the object of this chapter

to avoid. So that as far as the United Kingdom delegation is

concerned our position I think is clear - we do not think the

change one way or another is of great importance; perhaps

we would have a slight preference for countriess" as opposed

to "Members".

E/PC/T/;J./PV/10
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I would like to add just one thing. We do not think that this

would necessarily lead to a similar alteration in other articles, in

particular to Article 6, because the obligations in Article 6 are

really of a different character to those in Artiole 4. I think the

representative for Australia made the point clear. In article 4

there is a general undertaking not to adopt any type of domestic

measure which will cause trouble to others. In Article 6 there are

specific obligations of Members towards other Members, and if one

Member with a very favourable balance has to do something, under Art-

icle 6, then Members with very unfavourable balances will also try

to make their contributions to the problem.

So our view is that we could alter "Members" to "countries" in.

Article 4 without altering Article 6, and it is on that assumption

that we would accept the alteration in Article 4.

Mr. GEDRGE HAKIM (Lebanon): I want to support the proposal of

the delegate of France for the reason given by the delegate of the

United Kingdom, that a balance of the difficulties of any country

tends to extend their effects to all other countries, and so indirect-

ly to Members, It is therefore desirable that we should avoid

creating balance payment difficulties in any country whatsoever,

whether that country is a Member or not.

M. BARADUC (France) (Interpretation): I have nothing to add to

what was said by the delegations who were kind enough to support my

amendment. Further, I fully agree with the remarks of the delegates

for Australia and the United Kingdom, that my amendment does not change

in any way the general meaning of Article 4. My only aim, as has
been explained, is to avoid a wrong interpretation of the intention
of the Charter.

I fully agree also with the delegates of the United Kingdom and
Australia that we should not change necessarily the term "Members"
in Article 6, because Article 6 deals with certain measures which
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can be arranged only between Member States, whereas Article 4 is

very different and gives a general obligation to all the nations of

the worI d.

Mr. C H. CHEN (China): I support the view expressed by the

French delegation. I think it is desirable to make this clear, that

some distinction should be made between all other countries and all

other Members. I think all other countries should include non-Members

as in Article 5 "leach Member recognising that all countries."

The same is true of Article 3, but in many other eases we have to make

some distinction, that is we are dealing only with Members when con-

sidering articles of obligation, as stated by the delegate of the

United Kingdom.
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We have many such articless, for instance, article 42 and many

similar Articles dealing exclusively with Members. So, we have to

decide for each case, for each Article, just what we have in mind.

we cannot generaIise these recommendations to use the two

expressions "o-aer Members" or "other countries" identically

throughout the Charter.

CHAIRMAN (Interpretation): The delegate of the United States

MR. C. WILCOCK (United States): Mr. Chairman, I had understood.

the delegate of .France to suggest two changes. One was the

substitution of the word "countries" for "Members", and the other

was the insertion of the word "all" . No?

M. P. ZARADUC (France): No.

MR.C. WILCOX (United States): Well, in that case I am

perfectly willing to agree with this amendment. I do not think it

makes any difference which word we use, and I think we might take

the word "countries" and move on.

CHAIRMAN (Interpretation): We see, therefore, that there are

many expressions of opinion, all favourable to the change proposed

by thedelegation for France, limited, as the the delegate for the

United Kingdom pointed out, to Article 4. I would therefore ask

if all delegates agree to this change.

M. P FORTHOICI1 (Belgiur.) (Interpretation): I, accepting

the opinion of the delegates for the United Kingdom and the United.

States that the change is of no great importance, will accept the

opinion of the majority.

CHAIRMAN (Interpretation): Article 4 is therefore adopted,

with the change proposed by the delegate for France accepted by all

J.
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other delegates

We now come to Article 5. Does any delegate wish to speak
on Article 5?

Adopted.

Article 6 - are there any objections?

Adopted,.

(The delegate for France made a remark which applied only to

the French text).

MR. L.C. WEBB (New Zealand); Mr. Chairman, I would wish to

place on record our delegation's belief that Article 6 is not yet

in a very satisfactory state. In saying that, I do nut imply any

criticism of the Committee's labours, which were extraordinarily

difficult, I think, partly because I think it was recognised, when

the Committee came to examine the Article, that there were certain

difficulties of terminology which were almost unsolvable

I think I am right in saying that the Committee began its

labours assuming that this particular Article was meant to deal

with what is commonly called a "consistently favourable balance-of-

payments", and that the other type of disturbance of balance-of-

payments was dealt with in other parts of the Charter. In fact,

I think at one stage, in its search for an expression which would

get the correct meaning, the Committee arrived at the conclusion

that what they really meant was a persistent favourable maladjustment

in the balance-of-payments, an expression which I think was objectea

to because it sounded a little odd. But we feel still that the

article is unsatisfactory in several points. First, because it

does not make it clear what type of balance-of-payment difficulties

the .Pirticle is really intended to deal with, and we feel also that

there are several other words in the re-draft which are unsatisfactory.
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We do not like the expression "is a major factor". We think

that "major" goos too far andthat it should, be, perhaps, "a

Significant actor, or something like that.

Furthermore, we also think that the phrase "handicap them in

carrying out the provisions of Article 4 without resort to trade

restrictions" is unnecessary, in that it is limiting in its effect,

and it also has required anotherr change in the Article from the

New York text. I would remind you that the New York text uses the

expression "disoquilibrium in their balance-of-payments involving

other countries". To our way of thinking, the case for using the

expression "other countries" is just as strong in connection with

article 6 as it is in connection with Article 4. The basic

argument which has been used for changing"Members" to countries"

in Article 4 seems to me to apply equally, "and indeed. even more so,

to Article 6. But if you are going to introduce this limiting

phrase which you refer to; "handicap Members in carrying out the

provisions of Article 41:, then necessarily, of course, you have to

use "Members". That is a difficulty, the solution of which is not

immediately apparent, but I still feel that in that particular

respect the use of the words "other countries" in the New York Draft

is the preferable one.

I do not wish to delay this Commission by pressing these points,

but I would place on record our view that the wordingof this

Article is not satisfactory, and we would hope that between now

and the world conference it night be possible to evolve a wording

which more correctly expresses the' intention which is there.
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CHAIRMAN: (Interpretation): The remarks made by the-

Delegate of New Zealand will be recorded, and therefore. his

wish will be satisfied..

I would like to ask whether the other Members are in

agreement to approve Article 6?

The Del egate of South Africa.

Mr. VAN DER POST (South Africa): Mr. Chairman, I should

just like to observe that it seems to me the wording of para, 1

of Article 6 is very unsatisfactory, and that it could be

stated more simply.

For example, if the original wording of the New York Draft

had. been slightly amended we might have hat a much better

Article. Taking the New York Draft, members

agree that if a disequilibrium in their balance of payments

should involve other countries in persistent balance-of-

payments difficulties, which handicap them in maintaining

employment, they will make their full contribution to action

designed to correct the maladjustment.I think that would

be a better wording for our purposes than the one we have in

-Article 6, and I am inclined to agree with the New Zealand.

Member,

CHAIRMAN: The Delegate of France.

Mr. BARADUC (France) (Interpretation): There may be some

misunierstanding in the translation of the Delegate for New

Zealand., because I hears. that the Commission had. thought of

changing the word. "disequilibrium" - and I believe it is

precisely the version which appears in the French text.

CHAIRMAN: The Del egate of Chile,
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Mr. MUNOZ (Chile): Mr. Chairman, I think I can answer the

Delegate for France. I think the New Zealand Delegation

changed. their translation - they changed. the word "fundaental."

to "persistent". I think that was the only change in the text.

CHAIRMAN: The Delegate of New Zealand..

Mr. WEBB (New Zealand.): Mr. Chairman, I am not perfectly

certain whether I have been mis-translated or not.

The point I was making was that the term "fundamental",

when the Committee was discussing Article 6, was in an endeavour

to find. a formula for making clear that a certain type of

disequilibrium in the balance of payments was contemplated..

That is what is commonly called a favourable balance of payments

- since the question of an unfavourable balance of payments is

dealt with elsewhere in the Charter; and it was discovered.,

I think, that in English, at any rate - and. I think that on this

point the French language has, as on so many points, superior

resources - in English there is no way of satisfactorily and

accurately putting down in a Charter like this the concept of a

favourable balance of payments.

CHAIRMAN: The Delegate of the United Kingdom. .

- 24 -
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CHAIRMAN: The Delegate of the United Kingdom.

Mr. J.E. MEADE (United Kingdom): Mr. Chairman, I wonder

whether you would allow me as a newcomer to this meeting of the

Preparatory Committee--one who was interested in the drafting

of this Article in London and sees it re-drafted almost for the

first time today--to pay my bouquet of compliments to the work

of the sub-Committee? I personally think that this is a very

considerable improvement on the London text. I am not sure

that the English prose style is quite so delicate, but that, I

think, is because more meat has been put into the Article; but

I would like to point out what I would consider to be two or

three of the subtle beauties of the new text, 'and I hope the

Commission will not think I am wasting its time.

In the first place, the present text seems to me to avoid

the impression that. the single Member which has what I persist

myself in calling a "favourable balance of payments", is alone

in causing the whole trouble. This has no doubt been covered

by, perhaps, a rather clumsy phrase; but it is where the

present text says that ..Y'a persistent maladjustment within

one Member's balance of payments is a major factor in a

situation in which other Members are involved in balance of

payments difficulties" -- that seems to me to be just about

the right balance. There are balance of payments difficulties

and this action by the one State is a major factor in that,

but not necessarily the whole cause. That seems to me to

be an improvement.

Secondly, I consider as an improvement the next words

which say that there are "difficulties which handicap them

in carrying out the provisions of Article 4 without resort
it

to trade restrictions". Now,/may be that one Member with
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a favourable balance of payments is causing trouble. but all

the other countries can get over it by restricting imports.

I do not want that country then to be able to get offscot free

as it were. If the other country -- the country with a

favourable balance of payments -- is hot causing unemployment

in the other counter, but would cause unemployment in the other

countries if all the other countries did not restrict their

imports very rigidly, it still seems to me that this Article

should apply. It does apply now, and I think that is an

improvement.

Finally, it seems to me that the words at the end of

paragraph 1 in which "the Member shall make its full contri-

bution, together wish appropriate action on the part of the

other Members concerned", gets just about the right balance,

because, unlike the London text, it is the one country in

question which has got to take the action; but there is a

sub-clause which is important but no quite of the same

importance, in which the other countries have got to make

their contribution and tale appropriate action. As I say,

I do not know that it is a delicate piece of prose style,

but I am not sure that that is what the Charter should aim to

be. It seems to me to express better than the London text

the objectives that we have in view.
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M. BARADUC (France) (Interpretation): I fully agree with the

remarks just made by the delegate for the United Kingdom as to the

result of the work of the Sub-Committee. I also agree with him

on the remarks he made on the English text. The French text however,

in our opinion, is not a good translation. It is very difficult to

render exactly the very subtle shades which appear in the English

text, I approve the English text, and reserve the final approval

of the French text until further discussion on this point, because

we mast be very careful in the translation to respect the thoughts

of the authors of the Articles.

CHAIRMAN (Interpretation): I think that the fears expressed

by the delegate for France can be appeased if he refers himself to

paragraph 2 of T/95, where it is stated in the last sentence: "In
transmitting this text in the two working languages the Sub-Committee
assumes that at a later stage the French and English language
versions of the entire Charter will be reviewed to ensure that they

are strictly comparable in meaning".

M. BARADUC (France) (Interpretation): Mr. Chairman, I would
be very glad if I could agree with what you have just said, but I

think that, whatever the competence of any legal or drafting committee
sight be, it is important to. study the two versions in English and

Franch and assure their comparability. I think that we shall have

to study very carefully the question of the French text, and I would

wish personally, that the French speaking delegations meet at an

early date to study the best possible text in the FranchLanguage,
and I think that experts should also meet at the same meeting because

it is a very difficult question.

CHAIRMAN (Interpretation) Since the French delegate has
already given his approval to the English text of Article 5, we are
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only faced with Article 6, and the suggestion that the French
speaking delegations meet is a very good one. If there are no

suggestions, we could approve Article 6.. Is everyone in agreement?
Agreed.

We pass on to Article 7.

Mr. CHAIRMAN:WILCOX (United States): As I recall it, the Sub-

Committee on this Chapter had, throughout its deliberations, a

member of the French delegation whose responsibility it was to see

that the tests were prepared in such a manner that both languages

would express the same meaning, and I believe that the meetings were

extended for a weak or ten days for the preparation on agreed texts,
and the texts were agreed and submitted to this Commission. I am

somewhat at a lose, therefore, to understand why that work should be

repeated.

M. BARADUC (France) (Interpretation): This only goes to prove

how very difficult the question is, and I would like to add that, if

Mr. Wilcox were to see a translation of the French text into

English, he might be surprised at the result.

CHAIRMAN (Interpretation): Is the Commission in agreement

with the English text of that Article, and prepared to ask,from the

French delegation, assistance to revise the French text if necessary?

If it is not possible to come to an agreement we might approve the

Article again as it is in French. Does the French delegate agree?

Adopted.

We pass on to Article 7. Are there any remarks with regard
to Article 7? The Article is adopted. Article 8 - does any
one wish to speak on that Article 8? Adopted.

- 28 -
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CHAIRMAN (Interpretation): The delegate of China.

MR. C.H..CHEN (Chins): The Chinese delegation has no strong

objection to Article 8, but it seems to us as Article 8 deals with

exchanges of information, we should make Article 8 into Article 7 and

Article 7 into Article 8; there are practical reasons for this-.

CHAIRMAN (Interpretation): The delegate of India

Br. P.S. LOKANATHAN (India): The reasons for this Article

seem to be set out in the Report. The Commission will recqll that

the reason for the addition of a new paragraph under the new Article

7 was that the amendment of the French delegation suggested that

Members should be in a position to take action even if the Orgnisa-

tion was not in a position to relieve them, in order to avoid delay.

Therefore, the Sub-Committee considered the whole matter and suggested

the best way of meeting the situation would be to empower the Organisa-
tion to have consultations with the Members. Therefore, that should

necessarily precede the relief which is sought under Article 8.

There is another reason, that is that the beginning of Article 7

provides for consultation and. exchange of information on matters re-

latixg to employment, and therefore there must be a provision at the

foot of the same Article, and this would necessarily become part of the

Organisation's function. The Article giving relief must necessarily

follow all this general work and the functions of the Organisatnn,.

That is the reason for the reversal of the Article.

CHAIRMAN (Interpretation): I hope the explanation given by the

delegate for India will satisfy the delegate for China



- 30 -

LE/PC/T/A/PV/18

Mr. O.H. CHEN (China): It seems' to us that there is no strong

reason for this, because Article 7 deals with the matter, and also

requires exchange of information and consultation; the original

Article 8 covered all cases which require exchange of information

and views, and it seems to us better that the original order should

be retained.
P

CHAIRMAN (Interpretation): In addition to, what the delegate

for India said, I would like to add myself that the change in the

numbering of these two Articles was included in the Report which was

the first document we approved this afternoon; we cannot ts refors

reverse our decision.

I wish to thank the sub-Committee for the vary considerao*-. amount

of work they have put in, and for the assistance it has given to the

Commission and also to our general progress; I wish to extend our

thanks to. all members of the Sub-Committee and more particularly

to its distinguished chairman.

The meeting is adjourned.

The Meeting rose at 5.48 p.m.


