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1. German Impoct Restrictio

The CHAIRMAN invited Mr. Wietnauer, Chairman of #he working party, to present
the working party'!s report.

Mr, WIETNAUER (Switzerland) said that the working rarty had taken as its point
of departure the draft decision proposed by the United States delegation (W.14/24).
A number of very important and far-reaching issues were involved in the problem
under consideratien but, thanks to the co-operative spirit which had prevailed
during its discussion, the working party had been able to draw up a draft decision
for consideration by the CONTRACTING PARTIES. Mr. Wietnauer pointed tn certain
specific reservations made by individual members of the working party. In para-
graph 2, it was recorded that the representative of Czechoslovakia reserved his
Government's position on the final result of any settlement. In paragraph 8, it
was recorded that the representative of Canada maintained his Government's objection
to the inclusion of Annex B in the operative part of the proposed decision; the
representative of Australia also reserved his Government's position on this peint.
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ir. BEALE (United Statss), heving seid that the draft decision was
inevitably not perfect; pointed to soris of the i1rpericstions which were
apparent to the Unibved Steuos deicgation. They felt that, even now, the
Federal Republic of Goermany could undcriaks mcre oxbtensive liberslizeation
commitments or, at the very least, undortake firm comaitments in regzrd to
increased access for imports to its merkct. The Federsl Republic should aim
at liberalization even bevond the programme ewdodied [n the decision, cven
if this caused difficultics for do.wctis irn*eiests. 4s a step in this direc—
tion, there should be a progressiv. ard substan'ial expension of import guotas,
Slmllquy, in the light of the GAIY provisions on non-discrimination, it was
t0 be hoped that the Federal Republlic would reconsidcr its policies mnd Pro-~
cedures regarding the allocation of guotes which warc still maintained. In
this connexion, the United &tates delegetion looirsd forward to tha first con-
sultations under the decision which would teke pl=ace at the filteenth session;
in their view, these consultations should cover ~uy bilateral arrangsments which
tended to interfere with the liberalizetion of import ristrictions and to limit
the freedom to adminiscer restrictions in accorlarce with Article XIII of the
General Agreement. As for the drefc decision 1tsclf, it scoiled that there
were three possible courses open *o coatrecting partvies. TFirstly, ths draft
could be put aside and =attempts mede to irprove 1t belore the fifteenth ssssiong
if this were done, the probable regult would be to erd up with virtuslly no
decision at slle Scecondly, contrrsting parties couvld decids to reject the
draft cnd possibly resort to acticu uvander Articlc XXITY; this could only
lead to reteliation. Thirdly, the dreft might bs accepted on the grecunds
that = decision had beea trken which, overall. besh o'fvud the interests of
the contracting parties arl of tho Gensxrl Agreexﬁnu; further, it would be
demonstrated that a solution could be fovﬂ@ within the framcwork of the
General fAgreemcent, The United Strtes delegation favoured the third alternative
coursec of action and would, accordingly. vote in favour of the draft decision.

+

Sir JOEN CRAWFORD (Aus%zolia) said that the documsnt before the
CONTRACTInG rfRTIES, which was the culmination of much hard work snd contro-
versy, posed mejor issues, not only for each coniracting party in reletion
to the Federsl Republic of Germany, but for the Gencrol Agrecement es a wholes
He proposed to reccord certain vicws on behalf of the Australian delegetion.
As some of these might not be cemplituly palatable, however, he wished to
pay a personal tribute to Mr. Klein and his colleagutes, They had carried out
a difficult rble and tke protractud consultations and negobtietions must have
meant great physical and mental oress for them. They had earned the respect
of the contracting parties, DisaWQ01ntmcnto ard criticisms which would be
voiced during the discussion were not criticisms of the Germen delegation.

Sir John Crawford, in refersnce to the fac: that the problem under dis-
cussion represented a major test vor the G/IT. s=3d the! the Fedsrel Republic
of Germany was clearly a mos® important sxemnle of a country declared free of
the necd for balence-of--payrionts rostricsions. Bacause of this, the Federal
Republic had been faced with the task of d.smrrntiling quantitetive inmport
rostrictions and of making them conilorm w.tl the Gunernl Agroement or secking
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a walver from its obligations. The German proposals combined a modest amount
of dismantling and a request for a substantial waiver. The attitude of the
Federal Rcpublic appeared to be that the quantitative rustrictions system was
t00 heavily entrenched to be dismantled ccmpletely either ot once or in
progressive stages. In this attitude there were two great dangers. Firstly,
the balrnce of rights and obligations for the Federsl Republic's nartners in
GATT were cndangered =nd, secondly, others would feel perfectly justifiod in
seeking similar privileges, so further destroying the balence that might

once have existed. While the Federal Republic had made some movement towards
removing restriotions, the most cursory examination of the draft decision made
it clear that the two principal sufferers were the so-called "low-cost' pre-
ducers {List VIII) and the exporters of primary products (Marketing Laws and
List VII). For these two overlaponing groups of interests the threat to the
balance of rights and obligations was most acutc., For them the omissions
from liberalization far outweighed the few now added. Access was still
severely restricted rnd discrimination was still = threat, if only because
existing bilateral commitments mede it difficult for the Federal Republie
to.give full epplicetion to Article KIII. The declarations of intent about
discrimination were welcomed and value was attached to the provision for
regular consultation., Nevertheless, the fact remained that the draft decision
before the CONTRACTING PARTIES offered least assistance +o the two groups he

had just mentioned.

The failure to be more forthcoming on the problem of imports from low
cost countries counted heavily against the Federal Republic, for it was in
this field that leadership from =dvanced industriszl areas was to be looked
for, If the great industrial centre of Europe, in which Germany was a leader,
could not offer a rsally construetive approech to the handling of this problem,

- it would strengthen the hands of anti-libersl clements in other countries.
It was no answer to the Australian dclegation's concern about the threat to
the balence of Australia'’s rights »nd obligations in GATT to point to the
right of complaint and rcdress under Article i3{III. To treat the problem
that way, as the Cerman delegstion had frequently urged, not only generelly
fajled in practice because of lack of success in finding the punishment to
fit the crime, but also meant a setback to the goal of trade expansion;
refusal to allow trade was met by a cutting down of reciprocasl access for what
were otherwise competitive products, The fact that Germsn exports to
Australia were expanding at the cxpense of others was to Australia a welcome
slgn of their competitive efficiency. Australia's desire was merely to be
efforded similar opportunities to compcte in the German market. It was no
comfort to be told thet one could retalietc egainst diseriminstion and lack
©f access by discriminating against the trade of the Federal Republic. As
he had alrcady said, the example of the Federal Republic might lecead othsrs
to follow similar policivs. It would be a sad day for the hopes of the
supporters of muitilateral trade if the more obnoxious forms of pre-war
Rilateralism were once again to be scen and felt in world trade.
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In the Federal Republic, during the post-war period, one had been en-
couraged by public statements of leading Ministers and by the sheer fact of
the Federal Republic's economic strength to look for the signs of a liberal
trade policy. The results as shown in this decision were,at least in the
short term, discouraging. Some comfort could be taken from the fact that the
decision did recognize the obligation of the Federal Republic to move more
in the direction of greater access and less discrimination, that the method
of continuous consultation was heavily reinforced and, finally, from the
fact that the Federal Republic was seeking a solution within GATT. Had the
relations between contracting parties and the Federal Republic been outside
GATT, it was doubtful whether any international solution would have been
possible against the background of internal pressures which, apparently, were
s¢ strong in the Federal Republic. The elements of bilateralism in German
policy which were still found to be so unpalatable might well, in the absence
of GATT, have been unmanageable both for the Government of the Federal
Republic and for its trading partners,

One of the really disturbing features of this protracted exercise had
been the growing tendency to regard as unrcasonable those who looked to the
operation of GATT rules to protect their trading interests.  Advanced indus-
trial countries expected most-favoured-nation access to the markets of
countries like Australia as an unquestioned and unchallengeable right. Yet
when asked for reciprocal rights of access and non-discrimination it became
politically inconvenient and impracticable. Weivers like those granted to
the United States and now to be granted to the Federal Republic and to whom-
ever might be next, were not encouraging. Conditions accepted by the
Federal Republic in this decision were not concessions made by the Federal
Republic but concessions made by the CONTRACTING PsRTIES. For it was the
CONTRACTING PaRTIES who were about to agree that the Federal Republic might
waive its obligations. It was its responsibility to remember this and to
move increasingly into a position more fully in accord with the obligations
it accepted on joining GATT, When one looked at the package before the
CONTRACTING PARTIES, one must decide not merely whether it was bad or not in
terms of GATT principles and articles but whether or not it pointed to more
satisfactory future trading relations with the Federal Republic. The package
was not good; it was not wholly bad. One could suswmect or perhaps merely
hope that its promise was better than the strict stetement of commitments
would & asest,. The Government of the Federal Republic knew the wishes of
the ma jority of contracting parties as to the practices it should adopt in
its trade policy; the australian delegation believed that the Federal
Republic's opportunity to meet those wishes would be greater than the literal
commitments it had undertaken. It was in this sense, especially, that the
annual consultations would be of greatest value and importance to all the
contracting rarties.

In conclusion, Sir John Crawford said that the decision was not a
reflection of the strength that GaTT should have. It weakened badly the
balance of obligations; far Australia it certainly detracted from the
reality of reciprocal most-favoured-nation relations. Yet his delegation
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recognized that 1t was an attempt by the Government of thc Federal Republice

to move from a pssition quite untenable in GATT to one more likely to grow

into accord with the Gencral Agreement. For this reason, the Australian
delegation would not wish to obstruct the decision by voting against it and
they removed their reservation with respect to Annex B, To express correctly
their feeling of great disappointment and their econvietion that something more
eould have been achieved, it would probably be wise for them to abstain. Yet
to abstain might indicate to some an unwillingness to work with a decision
likely to be acceptable to a majority. The Australian delegation did not wish
. to obstruet the application of the decision, for it would in fact, whether they
1iked it or net, govern their trading relations wich the Federal Republice.

They prefcrrcd those relations to be within the framework of GATT if that

could be shown to be workable and worthwhile. Thoey therefore proposed to give
the decision a triai. For their part, they would nct hesitate to report to
contracting perties their cxperience in consultetions and ir day-to-day trade.
If this proved unsatisfactory, they would have no option but to assume their
freedom to modify their most~favoured-nation relations with the Federal Republie
in accordance with the zpnropriate articles of GATT.

Mr. CASTLE (New Zealand) said thet the question before the CONTRACTING
PARTIES did not only rclatc to the problem of German import restrictions; it
also direetly concerned the basic principles of the Gensral Agreement. While
agreeing that the rcalistic and commonsense approach which was a feature of
the work of the CONTR/CTING PARTIES was desirable, it was novertheless neces-
sery to keep =2 sense of proportion. It must be remembered that the obligations
of one contracting party were the rights 2nd benefits-of all other contracting
partics, If this was to mean anything, individual contracting parties must
be prepared to give up their complcte frecdom of action in matters of com-
mercial policy and be ready to face up to any comsequential difficulties
which might arisc. A situation similar to the one which the CON.RICTING
PIRTIES were now facing had ariscn in 1955 in the case of the waiver granted
to the United States in regard to its obligations under Article XI of the
General Agreement. This waiver, which New Zealand had opposed, had had
significant rcpercussions, not only on othur contracting partics, but on the
General Agreement itself. The COWTRACTL G PARTIS wers now sceing the conse-—
quences of the failure to provent this earlier major departure from the rulcs
of the General Agreement. As for the draft decision, this was unsatisfactory
by virtuc of the extent to which the difficulties of the Federal Republic of
Germeny had been accommodated. The proposed waiver would permit the Federal
Republic to retain for thrce years, almost unconditioually, restrictions on
a wide range of agricultural products. It contained no condition offering
contracting partivs real assurance of access in respect of a large number of
products during the three years of the waiver. Likewise, there was ne
assurance that, at the end of thc three~year period, the Federal Republic's
policies would be any the less restrictive thon at present. Would it not
have beon reasonablc to insist that there should be a gredual rcelaxation of
restrictions? It might well havc been appropriate to have had in the preamble
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of the dscision some indie~tion of what the CUNTRACTING PLRTIES had in ming

in regard to those contracting partics most affected by the decision, Thers
was a strong respor<ibility on ell contracting prrtics to sue that, during

the period of thc wziver, any contracting psrty adversely affectcd was sups
ported strongly. Despite sympathy for the difficulties of the Federal Rgpublfe,
and after the most coreful consideration, the New Zcaland delegation had dem
cided that they must abstein when the vote on the ducision was teken, They

had no option but to do this, vartly in vicw of the fact that the decision
would permit the rctention of rcostrictions on threc out of four of New Zcaland®s
major exports, ~nd partly because of New Zealsnd's consistent attitude in the
past on the question of principle involved.

Mre JPRGENSEN (Denmark) said that, whilc the drnft decision did not meet
the wishes of e2ll contracting partivs, it was gratifying thot the working perty
had becn able to produce a reocort ~nd a draft decision., He pointed out that
in the working party, and previously, the representatives of the Federal
Republic had underlined the important fact thet thoir country was already
importing large quantities of foodstuffs. It was also true that there had
been somc further measure of liborslization. It wes to be hoped, nevortheless,
that futurc develepments would show an increazse in imports in so far zs the
Marketing Laws products were concerncd. The Danish delegation was prepared
t0 votc in favour of the draft ducision, although thuy werec not completely
satisfied with it. It was in thc interests, not only of the Federal Rupublige
but of contracting paorties gencrally, to find e solution to this problum at
the present session. The dif:icultics which had arisen in dealing with the
problem stressed the necd for joint consultetions on all nspeets of agri-
cultural protectionist policies, with = viuw to achieving a moderation of
such policies. His delegetion thercfore looked forward to the consultationsg
which would tekc place in Committece IX.

Mr, VALLSDLO (Brezil) seid that his delegation shared the vicws expressed
by previous spuekers. Developments since the last scssion had 1ot been greet,
but h2d at lecest shown a movemuent forward which was welcomed by his delegationg
Nevertheless, they were not yet convinced that the Gencral Agreement would
emerge unscathed. IMr. Valladao pointcd out thet when 2 country like the
United States expressed thc opinio# that it was likely to exporicnce diffi-
cultics from the mcasurcs taken by the Federal Republic, the possible consee
quences for less-developed countries could more ruadily be understoed,
Less-developed eountries who, becczuse of the difference in their ceonomic
structure, woere mere vulnerablc to difficultics than industrialized countrles
were alrcady facing 2 number of problems such as those created by the vxisten®e
of prefercnticl systoems, including the €ommon Market, =znd by the imposition
in certain countrivs of heavy intcrnsl taxes whieh affected the expension of
consumption of thcir products. Thoy were now called upon to face also the
maintenance of import restrictions which were not justified under the Gonemmd
Agreementes The Brazilien delegation felt, however, thet with patience and
coeoperation this preblem could be resolved mand would therefore vote in
favour of the draft decision; they would, however, rcscrve the right to take
appropriate action under other provisions of the Genersl Agrecment if the
2@tion taken by thc Pederal Rcpublic under the decision did not prove to be

satisfactory,
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Mr. CAPPLLEN (Norway) recalled thet at the thirteenth session his delc-
gation had expressed the hope that the Federal Republic,; together with the
countries principally affeeted, would exzsmine the possibilities of finding
a solution to this problem; on this besis Norway had teken an active part
in the consultations and discussions which hrd besn held since that sessione.
As the Fedcral Republic wes & major economic power its prrticipstion in the
work of the General Agroement ~nd its policy towards its trading pertners was
of great importance to the CONTRACTING P/RTIuS and it had thercfore been
important to arrive at a settlement; this settlement, however, could not be
permitted to create a preccdent. The Norwegimn delegation considered that the
prejudicial cffccts of the settlement would be determined by the extent to
which the Federal Government would give increased access to its merkets in
nccordence with the spirit of the decision, and in this respcet they had full
confidcnee in the Federal Republic's stated liberal trade policy. Other
points to be borne in mind were thot this Cecision was based on the principle
that restrictions might be psrmitted only for a limitcd period, that the bulk
of the remeining restrictions were in the agricultural field where many
contracting partics hed difficultics, and finelly that it was most important
to continued co-operation under the Genurel Agreement that there should be no
dissetisfaction or distrust betwecen the Federal Ropublic =nd other countries
which felt thet their trade intercsts had not becn completely taken into account
in the settlement, The Norwegian delegetion was prepared to accept the
dccision as o temporsry solution snd as the basis for closc and fruitful
co-operation with the Federal Ropublic in future. It was hoped, however,
that a more satisfactory solution would be found shortly.

Mr. BEINOGLOU (Grcece) said that his dclegation considered thet the
report of the working perty rcprcsented definite progress on a very contro=
versial issue. A start had bu.n made 2nd it was to be hoped thet this would
be followcd up, both in the intercsts of centracting parties and of the
Gencral Agrceemsnt,

VMr. SVEC (Czeehoslovakia) expresscd thc intention of his dclegation to
ebstain when the vote on this qucstion wes teken., In their view, this was
ono of thc most importsnt gqucstions thet hed ccme before the CONIRACTIMNG
P/RTIES =nd it was indeed unfortunatc znd unsatisfaetory thcot it had had
to bo doalt with so hastily in the working party. Certein contracting partiocs,
mostly OEEC countries, were apparcntly setisfied and wore reedy to support
a package settlement. Czechosloyakia was not satisfied; the Federal Republie
was one of Czechoslovekials most importent trading partners and they were not
prepared to waive their rights under the General Agrevment, ~nd particularly
their right to ron=diseriminatory tromtment. As the represcntstive of
Australia had indierted, the ri ht of retaliation under the provisions of
the General Agreemcnt was a meagre consolation., In conclusion, lMr.: Svee
said he wished it to be recorded thet his delegetion's rescrveation, referred
to in tho working party report, concerned not "Germeny" but the Fedeoral
Republic of Germany.
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Mre S{aINATE N (India) said that in the view of his delegation any
measurcs of liberalization which the Federal Revublic found it possible to
undertake were welcoms end it was gratifying thet as a result of consultations
between the Feder:1l Republic and interested contracting parties, some measures
of liberslizetion oronos=d for a later date had been accelerated. Neverthe-
less, India shared with othcr contracting parties the disappointment that
iimediate liberalization, at least in respect of the non-marketing law items,
had not been possible and that discrimination would continue in the case of
several vroducts until the end of the poricd covered by the decision. Dlore
varticularly India felt a special scnse of disappointment in that the few
i1tems of particular interest to it znd from which the largest amount of
ioreign exchange was earned, were either the subject of a Thard-core' tyne
deciston or were still the subject of consultations. In the case of woven
fabrics of jute and jute bags, unlikc other products included in the liberali-
zation programme, the period intended for full liberalization was five years,
erd in the case of cotton mrnufactures, the Federal Republic had not yet
found it possible to indicate the Tinal date for liberalization. In the
view of the Indian delegation there was no justification for the maintenance
of restrictions on the import of cotton toxtiles into the Federal Republic.
Evon the argument that sudden liberslization might cause scrious injury to
the domestic industry was invelid in this case becausc liberalization had
alroady beon cxtonded to imports from scveral other countries.

.Te Swaminathan seid thct, anart from zeneral objsctions to the main-
tonsnec of restrictions, his country had even stronger and gravor objecctions
to diseriminstion. India's trading relations with the Federal Republic had
been very good and capital goods and other goods nroduced by the Federal
Republic were needed for Indie's continued dcvelopment. In view of the very
serious imbalence in trade botween India =nd the Federal Republic, however,
it wes diffieult to understand the discriminatory aspects of the restrictions
and therc wes considerablc pressure within India for some effective action
to seeure the removal of restrictions and particularly the removel of dis—
erimination, India had notcd with gratification the various stetements mede
by the Federal iinister for Economics since his rcturn from a visit to Asian
eountries rnd felt confident that this would influence the Federal Republic's
attitude to this problem. As it was ossentisl that action should be taken
quickly it was hoped that the Federal Republic would be able to take satis~
factory stecps bofore the fiftsenth session. The Indian delegation it
strongly thet immediste liberalization was possible in the case of a number
of jtems, ineluding woven fabries of coir, woven carpets of coconut fibres
and produets like sewing mechines and toys, in which the erea of competition
likely to damage domcstie industry was extremely small,

Mr, Swaminathan said thet in the view of the Indian deligetion recog-
nition by the Federsl Republic that contracting parties were cntitled to
seek full liberclization within a reasonable time in respect of those products
was sn important gein in principle, The Indisn delougeation would vote in
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favour of the adoption of the working perty's report and of the draft
decision in the hope that the Federal Republic would rccognizc the under-
standing shown by contracting partics, some of whom wore scriously hurt

by the rcstrictions, and that the Fodeiral Republic would take quicker and
more generous action in rogard to liboralizstion then that cnvisaged in the
programme containcd ir the decision, which should be considcred as a minimum.
The Indian delegetion regretted thet the itoms most important to them would
rémein the subject of consultations ~nd th=at those industrial products wi:ich
were not mentioned in the working party's report werc thosc on which the
least progress had buen mede.

Mr., CLMEJO-ARGUDIN (Cuba) rccalled that Cuba's reletions with the
Federal Republic were not conductcd within the fremework of the Gencral
Lgregement, but were subject to bilateral arrangements. His delegation,
however, had studied the report of the working party and in view of their
concern about the possible e¢ffects of continuing to invoke Article XXXV, had
referred the matter back to their Government., As they had not yet received
instructions, his delegation would be obliged to abstain from voting.

Mr. SCHWARZ.iNN (Canada) scid that, over the past two yeers, Canada and
a number of other contracting parties had repeatedly expressed their concern
at thc maintenance by tho Federsl Republic of Geriany of import restrie-
tions on a lerge number of important products, contrary to the provisions of
the General Agrecemcnt. In bro=d terms, this concern grew out of the belief
that this ection by the ¥cderal Republic could do irruparable damage to the
Gencoral Agrcemont and reisce fundamental issucs for the commercial policies
of the contracting parties. Thc representatives of the United States,
Australia, New Zeslend -nd Indiz, h~d summed up this concern during the
proscnt discussion and he would not ripeat what they had said.

It was fair to say, howevcr, as was roflected in the resolution adopted
by an Intcrsessional Committee of the Whole in April 1958, that this concern
had led many contracting partics to ccontemplate recourse to the provisions
of Articlc XWIII. At the semc time thore existed an sarncst desire on the
part of all contracting parties to avoid a situstion of that sort and to
solve the problem by other mcans. The Canadien delegation had always fclt
that this could be done by the Federal Republic tesking the following steps:

(a) removing as meny restrictions as possible;

(b) seeking a waiver for thosc restrictions which, for spccial legal
and domestic reasons, it could not rcmove at prescnt; and

(e¢) accepting terms, conditions and limitetions for such a waiver
which would fully meet the interests and concerns of contracting

partics,
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The Canadian delegation had been desirous of reaching a settlement. Through-—
out the discussions and consultations which had preceded the drafting of the
decision before the CONTRACTING PARTIES, their efforts had been directed at
securing a settlement which would be generally acceptable to the Federal
Republic's trading partners end which would be consistent with the objectives
of the General Agreement., They Gid not consider, however, that the operation
had been entirely successful and consecuently they did not consider the
proposed settlement as being fully setisfactory. In particular, they felt
thet the liberalizetion envisaged as part of the settlement was not sufficiently
substantial or repid., They were n~lso concerned that there was no tcrminal
date for the removal of a number of restrictions. Further, they felt that
the assurances regarding increased access were not sufficiently firm and
concrete. Finally, they did not consider there was sufficicnt clarity re—
garding the way in which the Federal Republic would implement its obligat.ons
to administer the restrictions in o non-diseriminatory manncr. In this con=
nexion, they had in mind the Federsl Republic's bilateral agreemcnts which
had been referred to by the representative of the United States snd in the
working pearty's report.

However, the Canadian delegation understood from the discussions on the
proposed waiver that it would probably be generally acceptable to most
contracting partivs, including thosc whose trade was particularly affected
by the restrictions. They were, of courss, awere of the considerations
which had led countries to accept the arrangement; indeed many of them had
been summarized by the representative of the United Statis. It was perhaps
necessary for the CONTRACTINVG PARTIES to grant the Federal Republic more time
to resolve difficult domestic problems. It was also necessary to consider
the settlement as e whole and to take the good with the bad. After carefully
welghing up the verious consider=stions, the Canadian delegation were prepared
to agree to the weiver as tomporary accommodetion for some of the restrictions
maintained by the Federal Republic. They wishcd to stress, however, that in
accepting the waiver thoy sttached particulesr importance to its implementatione
By implemcnting the spirit as well c©s the letter of the waiver, the Federal
Republic would mrke substantial progress in removing both the restrictions
and the iscrimination ~nd many of the doubte felt by contracting parties
would be rcmoved. Theu Canadian dclegntion regcriled the ennual review and the
various consultation procedures provided for in the weiver as provicding both
the Fcderal Republic snd the contrreting partics with en opportunity to bring
the Federal Republic's trading system into line with the obligations which
it accepted when it entered GATT., The discussions had been particularly
difficult end complex and a scttlement had now been reached, which while not
completely satisfactory, was thc best thet could be achieved at this tims.
One should now look to the future. The CONTRICTING PARTIES had grented the
Federal Republic a waiver which brought many of its import restrictions
within the coverage of the Generml Agrcemcnt for the next threoe years.

It was now up to the Federcl Republic to meke genuine e¢fforts to assume her
responsibilities as a contracting party and to move effectively towards
complirnce with the principles and obligations which had been accepted by
other membors of the world trading communitye.
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lr. WEITNAUER (Switzerland), Chairmen of the working party, said
he wished to point out that only Article XI would be waived in terms of
the draft decisions It did not affect in any way the applicability of
other orovisions of the General Agreement, e.g. the provisions rclating
to non-discrimination,

Mr. JARDINE (United Kingdom) pointed out that for a country of such
importance in international trade ~s the Federal Republic to continue .
indefinitcly in breach of 4ts obliszations would do incalculcble damege
to the General Agreement. Thore was no doubt that the effcctiveness of the
Generrl Agrecment hnd inevitably been in question es long 2s this problem
remeined unrcesolved, His delugetion welcomed the steps which the Federal
Republic proposed to take 2nd its willingness to regﬁlarize the position in
regerd to those restrictions om which it could not take action at oncc.

a
Tho United Xingdom del: eent lOI”. bA’TO’J’U“, sharcd the Aﬁﬂ"lppoﬁ?‘ltmen‘b eﬁmnrressed

Akl gy e

by the delegations of Austr~liz, Canada and New Zeslend; there wes a sub—
stantiel arca of restrictions on importent produacts, particularly agri-
cultural produets, wherc ther. was no commitment regarding either final
liberalizetion or incre=scd =ccess. It had been hoped that the Federal
Repuolic of Germsny would have fclt able to give other contrecting partics
more concrete assurasnces about incrcased access and somc promise of obtaining
a2 fair »nd reasonable share of its morket. Despite the abscnce of precise
commitments, agricultural cxporting countries would look to Germeny to take
action in ¢ccordonce with the spirit of the rolevent recommendntions of

the Haberler Report. The United Kingdom had considerable misgivings re-
gerding the long list of non~Merketing Lews agricultural products in respcet
of whieh the Federal Republic could not at present liberalize, Like Cenada,
the United Kingdom could not underst=nd th: reasons for discriminatory
restrietions on some of these products; these discriminatory aspects,
moreover, remained open to chnllenge under the General Agreement. The
United Kingdom sympathized with India regerding the aebsence of o firm date
for the liberalization of products of grcat importance to India. On the
positive side was the inclusion of the List VIII products in Annoex A in
rcspcet of which no weiver was beging granted. Becausc of its positive
cluments and in the light of the serious considerrtion which it had given
to this question, the United Kingdom delegation would vote in frvour of the
dreft deeision. Like other contracting parties it would, however,.look to
the Federal Republic to redouble -its cfforts to develop policies in con=
formity with the objective of thv cxponsion of multilateral trade embodied
in the Gceneral Agreement. :

Mr. HAGEN (Sweden) s~id that the working party's report and the pro-
posed decision represented a compromis. solution on a most difficult and
delicate problem. While aware of its shortcomings, thc Swedish delegation
werc propared to accept the package settlement. However, thoy hed through-
out meintained that, by virtuec of paragraph 1 (a) (ii) of thc Torquay
Protoecol, the Federal Republic's obligrtions under the Genersl Agreement
did not pxrevent thc epplication of rcstrictions pursuant to the Agriculturel
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Marksting Laws. Only the leogal sxperts of the Federel Republic itsclf
could intervret those Laws and thc interprctation given by them must be
necepted by the CONTRACTING LinTido. It was ouly beecausc of the cxplicit
statoment in the draft decision thnt sction by the CONTRACTING PARTTES

was without prejudice to the lugel considerations involved that the Swedish
delegetion were able to vote in favour of the decision.

Mr, AMMMD (:nkistan) recelled that his delegation had alroady expressed
its concern on this subject (oR.14/8). Discussion had shown that this con-
cern was widely shared by other contrzcting parties. One point which was
of grent importance was the dangerous situation likely to bc croated by the
extension of the principles of the "hard-core" waiver Decicion to the fiold
of industrisl and manufactured goods in the casc of a country like the
Fuderel Republie which enjoycd a favoursble balence-of-payments position.
His delcgetion had therefore hoped thet if it were considercd essential
to give the Federal Government further time to remove its restrictions
completely a verminal date for such an arrrngement would be fixed. To
their diseppointment little progress had been made by the working porty
on this point. Pakistnn was particularly interested in cotton tuxtiles
and thosc items included in Section D of Annex A to the decision, ond
fir. Ahmad considered that the throst to the balsnce of rights ond obligetions
between controeting parties, roferrcd to by the representative of Australie,
was imminent in the casec of his country.

In spitec of this, however, the Fakistman dclegation hed decided to
support thc decision, mainly beceusce of the statoment in footnote 1 to the
dreft decision wnich, in connexion with the products included in Section D
of 4fnncx L read: "The remeval of those restrictions is undcr continuous
consideration by the Federal Rooublic., In order to achicve this objective
at the esrliest possible dete, it is the intention of the Foderal Republic
to initiatc and actively pursue consultations with the contracting perties
principally intercsted.” It wes with the ¢arncst hops that substantial
progress would be made towards the removal of restrictions on items ineluded
in Section D of Annex 4L bofore the next session that the delegation of
Pekistan would support the draft decision.

ir, ZBE (Japan) said that the dreft decision, whieh was the result of
two ycars' discussion on this subject under the General Agrocment, was not
entirely satisfactory to Japan, Howcver, Japan would join in accepting the
deeision in the hope that a solution to the remaining issucs, based on the
spirit and objectives of the General Agreement, would be found shortly.

Mr, /BDUL KARIM (Indonesia) cxprcssed his delegation's diseppointmeng
at thc outcome of the working party's discussions., Indonecsia hed an
intercst in some products which were included in finnex E of ‘the draft
decision and which would continue to be subject to restriction., While
ho objected to the use of cuantitative restrictions which were not in
prineiplc¢ toleratud by the Gencral Agreement, he would vote in favour
of the ducision in the hope thet the Fecderal Republic would remove tho
remaining restrictions within a roasonable period.
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Mr. PEILIP (France) sedid that, in the working party, the French dele-
gntion had suggested an amcndment to the report which had not been accopted
and they had reserved their right to revert to the matter when thc rcport
was discussed by the CONTRACTING PARTIES. The proposcd amendment was
referr.d to in paragraph 3 of the report. In view of the fact, however,
that the report was a finely balanced documcnt, the French delegation were
prepared to withdraw their amcndment and would vote for the draft decision
attached to the ruport,

Mr., SUTAK BIN RAHIMAN (Fedoration of Melaya) said that tho draft decision,
in the vicw of his dolegetion, was probsbly the best compromise solution
which could have besn achisved. They were pluased to note that the appli=-
cation of tho decision would be under constant review, An important point
arosc in connuxion with the differcnce of opinion ebout tho Federal Republic's
contontion that it was entitled to maintein restrietions on imports of
products specified in the Agricultural Marketing Laws; this was referred to
in paragraph 2 of the preamblc of tho draft decision. His dclegation would
suggest thet it might be opportune to stroamline the procedures in connexion
with accossion to the Genorsl Agrecment so that the sort of misunderstending
and differcnce of opinion regarding the interpretation of a country’s legis-
lation could not arise in futurc.

The CHAIRM/N asked whethur the CONTRACTING PARTIES were proparcd to
epprove the draft docision which was annexed to the working party's report.

Thce CONTRACTING PARTIES zpproved the draft decision by thirty votes
in favour end none cgainst.

Mr. XIEIN (Federal Republic of Germeny) seid that his Government
welcomed the zgrcement which had been rcached on the exeeptionally difficult
probloms which they had bucn fecing for some times They were conscious,
however, thet this ngreement did not imply a stendstill and would continue
to try to solve, in co-operation with the contrecting parties, the remaining
problems in this ficld. Mr. Kloin cxpressed his ~ppreciation of the high
degrec of understanding shown by contracting partics and cxprossed the
belief that the decision approvcd by the CONTRACTING <ARTIES would lead
t0 substantierl progress in the development of fruitful trade relations
between the Foderal Republic and othor contraeting partics, )
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2. article XXVIII:4 - addendum to Reguest by Canada (SuCRZT/106/4dd.1)

The CEAIRMAN pointed out that contracting parties had been notified in
document SECRET/106/4dd.1 that three items had been inadvertently omitted
from Canada's request for authority to entcr into renegotiations. The
Chairman enquired whether the CONTRACTING PARTIES agreed that the authority
extended to Canada at an earlier mecting (SR.14/5) would cover these three
additional items.

It was so agreed.

3. Australia/Papua~New Guinea Waiver - approval of Decision (W.14/34)

The CHAIRMAN recalled that the CONTRACTING PARTIES had agreed at an
earlier meeting (SR.14/9) to amend the waiver granted to Australia in respect
of the treatment of imports from Papua-~New Guinea. =« draft decision had
now been circulated by the Executive Secretary in document W.14/34.

The CONTRACTING P~RTIES agpproved the draft decision by thirty-four votes
in favour and none against.

4, Meetings Prior to Fiftesnth Session (W.14/33)
Report on Finance {L/997)

The CHAIRMAN said that as the programme of meetings prior to the fifteenth
session and the report on finance were inter-related, it was proposed that the
CONTEACTING FPARTIES should consider both questions at the same time, A
programme of meetings between the present and the fifteenth sessions had been
proposed by the Executive Scceretary (W.14/33). This programme included three
meetings agreed upon at the thirteenth session and, in addition, meetings of
the three Committees on Lxpansion of International Trade and a meeting of the
Working Party on Relations-with Poland which had been appointed at the present
session. 4 report on the 1959 budget position had been submitted by the
Executive Secrétary (L/997).

Mr. CAPPELEN (Norway) recalled that his delegation had proposed during the
discussion on anti-dumping and countervailing duties (SR.14/2) that the group
of governmental experts considering this gquestion should hold their next
meeting before the fifteenth session. He understood that such a meeting had
not been included in the programme of meetings to be held during the inter-
sessional periocd because of the heavy burden zlready placed upon thc resources
of the secretariat. However, in view of the fact that a number of contracting
parties had supported this proposal and that his delegation considered that a
long interval between meetings of the group of experts might have regrettable
consequences, he asked the Executive Secretary to reconsider the possibility of
inciuding this meeting in the programme.
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The EXECUTIVE SECRUTARY said that the programme of meetings to be held
pricr to the fifteenth session placed a considerable strain on the organization
both from the point of view of personnel end finance. It would be possible by
virtue of the financial measures described in document L/997 to provide facilities
for the programme of meetings which had been circulated, but as a result of the
decision of the CONTRACTING PaRTIES that a Ministerial meeting should be held
during the fifteenth session (SR.14/10) it would be necessary to make advances
from the working capital fund to meet additional expenses, as the present pro-
gramme would strain financial resources to the limit. The Zxecutive Secretary
said that it scemed an undesirable practicc to meet current expenses from the
working capital fund and expressed the hope that, in future budgets, appro-
priations would be so set that this action would not require to be repeated.

In seeking approvael for the measures described in his report, hc wished to
have specific approval for making advances from the working capital fund for
this purpose.

The Ixecutive Secretary invited the attention of the CONTRACTING PARTIES
to paragraph 7 of document L/997 and expressed the hope that the implications
of the situation which had been created, whereby the CONTRACTING BARTIES were
living beyond their financial means, would be taken into account in discussion
on financlal and budgetary matters at the next session. In this connexion,
he referred to pragraph 9 of the document which contained certain practical
suggestions which might help in the immediate future. If, however, the
CONTRACTING PARTIES were now emberking upon a serious attack on the basic
problems of international trade, the time might have come for the CONTRACTING
PARTIES to examine the financial and administrative implications of this

development.

With regerd to the proposal of the Norwegain delegation the IExecutive
Secretary said that the programme circulated necessarily represented a choice
of priorities. While he would have liked the work of the CONTRaCTING PARTIES
in the field of enti-dumping prectices, together with other important matters,
to be resumed at an early date, the programme represented his views on what
it would be realistic to undertake during the intersessional period. He
therefore suggested that the group of experts should resume their work early
in 1960, ’

Mr. C»PPELEN {Norway) said that his delegation accepted the views of the
Bxecutive Secretary and would not press this point.

Mr, ETIENNE (Bslgium) said that, in his opinion, it would not now be
appropriate for the Working Party on Commodities to nieet during the first week
of the fiftcenth session as had been decided at the end of the thirteenth
session. As the meeting of Ministers would be teking place at that time, the
important problems connected with commodities and their considerstion in the
working party might well not receive the attention they deserved. There was,
moreover, the fact that the Ministerial meeting would probably mean that therc
would be insufficient time available for the workiug party to meet. He would
like to suggest, in his cepacity as Chairman of the working party, that con-
sideration should be given to including the question of cammodities on the
agenda for the meeting of Ministers. If this were agreed, it would seem that
the working party should meet before the fifteenth session and, if such a meeting
ecould not be held in Tokyo, he would suggest that it should take place in Geneva.
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The EXECUTIVL SECRETARY said it was renlly not possible to modify the 1list of
meetings contained in document W.14/33, which rcpresented the meximum which
finance and personnel would pemmit. He would hope, however, that it would be
possible to arrange for Ministers to mcct for half of each day so that the
Working Party on Commodities could meet during the first week in the balance
of time that was available.

Mr. ETIENNE said he was satisfied with the suggestion made by the
BExecutive Secretary.

The CONTIRACTING P-RTIES approved the programme of meetings contained in
document W.14/33.

The CONTRaCTING PsRITES also gpproved the proposals containcd in
document L/997: (i) authorizing the Executive Secretary to draw from the
unappropriated surplus for 1958 to cover the increased expenditure in 1959,
{(ii) authorizing the Executive Sccretary to finance by an advance from the
working capital fund the additional expenditure arising from the decision to
hold a Ministerial meeting at the fifteenth session, (iii) authorizing the
provision of four additional officus in the basement of the Villa le Bocage,
and (iv) authorizing the new arrangements for the auditing of the accounts.

The CHAIRMsN said he wished to draw attention to the 1list of outstanding
econtributions for 1959 which had been distributed to delegations (L/999) and
asked thc delegations concerned to bring this to the notice of their governments.
It was hoped that the outstanding amounts would be received in the near future
as the delayed payment causcd embarrassment to the firancial administraticn of
the secretariat.

5e Subsidies -~ Date for Review of article XVI

The CHAIRM&N recalled that, when thiec CONTRACTING PARTIES examined earlier
in the session the report of the Pancl on Subsidies (SR.14/2), it was decided
to leave for later consideration the question of the time at which the review of
the opcration of the provisions of Article XVI should be conducted. The
Chairman proposed that, taking into account the preliminary work which had to
be done by the Panel including the collection of additional information, this
question should be referred to the Panecl itself with the request that it should
make rccommendations thereon to the CONTRACTING PaRTIES,

The Chairman's proposal was approved.
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6. Site of Tariff Conference 1960-61 (W.14/36)

The CHAIRMAN drew attention to-document W.14/36 in which the Executive
Secretary had reported on the possibility of holding the Tariff Conference in
Geneva or alternatively in some other town.

The EXECUTIVE SECRETARY said that as plens for the 1960 tariff conference
would have to be made at an early date he had intended to ask the CONTRACTING
PARTIES to take a decision on the venue of the conference during the sessicn.
However, in view of further information which had been received from the Geneva
authorities, more consideration would have to be given to the facilities which
might be available in Geneva. On the other hand, an interesting offer had been
made by the town of Lausanne and a decision on this offer would have to be taken
early in June. He thereforc suggested that the CONTRACTING PARTIES should
establish a special committee with the authority to take a decision. In order
to avoid complications the camittes might consist of the permanent representetives
of the contracting parties in or near Geneva.

This was agreed.
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Te Balance~of-Payments Import Restrictions — Review of Restrictions under

Articles XTI and XVIII:B (1./1005) and Reports on Consultations

(1L/1000 to L/1003 and Corr. 1)

The CHAIRMAN explained that Article XII:4(b) and Article XVIII:12(b)
provided that, after the revised provisions had come into force, the CONTRACTING
PARTTIES "should review all import restrietions applied for balance-of-payments
reasons. This review was made in 1958 but, as the report on the subject had not
been completed, the Committee on Balance-~of-Paymenis Restrictions had been asked
to prepare a draft. The report prepared by the Committee was contained in
document L/1005. The Committee had also conducted individual consultations on
balance-of-payments restrictions with France, New Zealand, the Union of South
Africa and the United Kingdom. The reports on these consultations were ocon-
tained in doocuments L/1000, I/1001, L/1002 and L/1003. As the Chairman of the
Committee, Dr. van Blankenstein (Kingdom of the Netherlands), had been obliged
to leave Geneva he had requested lMr. Meere (Australiz), who had been Chairman
of the Drafting Group of the Committee; to present on his behalf the report on
the review in document L/1005 and the reports on the four consultations.

Mr. MEERE (Australia) said that the Committee was given two tasks. The
first was to consider & draft paper, reviewing import restricbions under
Artieles XII and XVIII:B, which had been prepared by the secretariat in the
light of comments supplied by interested contracting parties on an earlier draft.
The second was to conduct consultations under Article XII:4(b) with the Union of
South Africe and France and under Articles XII:4(b) and XIV:1(g) with the
United Kingdom and New Zealand. The results of the work of the Committee and
AL the secretariat on the first task were embodied in the report on the review
(dosument 1/1005). If the CONTRACTING PARTIES gpproved this report, there
would be annexed to it a supplement oontaining notes prepared by the secrebariat,
in oollaboration with the contracting parties concerned, on the systems of import
restrictions epplied by various contracting parties for balance-of-payments
reasons. lir, Meere added that the review dealt only with balance-of-payments
restrictbions and did not cover restrictions applied for other reasons, Some
members of the Commitbtee had felt that the time was opportune for the CONTRACTING
PARTIES also to review those import restrictions which were not applied for
balance-of-payments reasons.

The consultations which the Committce hod carried out with Noew Zealand, the
Union of South Africa, the United Kingdom and France had been conducted in
cecordance with the procedures approved by the CONTR.CTING PiRTIES ot the
thirteenth session. The mein points discussed in the consultatioas were
sumarized in the reports submitted in doecuments L/1000 to 1/1003. As the
consultations with the United Kingdom were completed on 28 Muy, the report did
not take account of the significant liberalization of United Kingdom restric—
tions which had been annocunced on 29 Mey.

Mr. JARDINE (United Kingdom) said that he iwished to add to the brief
remarks made by Mr. Meere regarding the United Kingdom's announcement on the
relaxation of import restrictions. As from 8 June controls on imports into the
United Kingdom of many consumer goods from the dollar area would be removed.

In zddition, the so-called global guotas, open at present only to imports from
Western Europe and certain other non~dollar arcas would, from 1 January 1960,
be open to the dollar area. It had also becn decided to increase during the
present year cuotas of motor cars and most types of fruit from the dollar area.
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The effect of these measures would be to make a further substantial reduction
in discrimination against the dollar area. These measures were in accordance
with the undertaking given by the President of the Board of Trade at the
Cormonwealth Trade and Economic Conference last September.

Mr. FISK (United States) said that his delegation and the United States
Government warmly welcomed the United Kingdom's announcenent. The measures
concerned were a big contribution to the concept of non-discriminatory mulbi-
lateral trade and were important for the effects they were likely to have on
trade policies generally.

Mr. SCHWARZMANN (Cenada) likewise welcomed the measures taken by the
United Kingdom which represented yet a further step towards the complete dis-
mantling of diserimination by the United Kingdom. His delegatioa had sxamined
the list of commodities covered by the announcement and had found a large number
which were of interest to Canada and to other countries. Canadian exporters
would welcome the opporturity of regaining access to the traditional United
Kingdom market. In the view of his delegation, the United Kingdom had set an
example to those countries still maintaining similar restriction .
Mr. Schwarzmann went on to say that the reports on balance-of-payments import
restrictions were one of the most important matters dealt with by the CONTRACTING
PARTIES at the present session. The reports, which clearly demonstrated the
value of the new procedures for consultations, constituted a basis for a closer
understanding of the policies of the contracting parties who were consulting
and enabled them in turn to appreciate the views of other contracting parties.

Mr. CAPPEIEN (Norway) said that he wished to comment on the reference in
the statement of the Chairman of the Drafting Group to the desirability of
reviewing cuantitative restrictions imposed for reasons not associated with the
payments position. In the view of his delegation there was no great difference
between the hard-core problems az country had to face before and after it ceased
to have balance-of-payments difficulties, and it wouwld be in the common interest
of all the contracting parties to review guantitative restrictions as a whole.
One way in which this might be done would be by making another review of import
restrictions which would include information on the motives and background of
the restrictions applied whether or not they were related to the balance of
payments and monetary reserves.

Mr. SWAMINATHAN (India) said that administrative diffi-ulties had prevented
his delegation from contributing as effectively as they would have wished to the
work of the Committee and from seeking to have sufficient emphasis given in the
report on the review of import restrictions for balance-of-payments reasons to
the position of the less-developed countries. Unless these countries were por-
mitted to obtain foreign exchange necessary to finance development, contracting
parties could not expect an carly relaxation of impori restrictions in these
countries. Contracting parties could make a substantial contribution to the
liveralization of trade in less-developed countries by removing as rapidly as
possible restrictions which had a limiting effect on exports from these
countries, and by reducing the tariff and fiscal barriers to the trade of less~
developed countries which were being studied in Conmittee III.

Mr. JORGENSEN (Demmark) said that, if a comprehensive picture of a
country'!s economic situation were to be obtained, it was necessary to have
information on all the factors which affected its financial positiomn.
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Information on subsidies and State trading, etc., was obtainable and annual
consultations were provided for in the case of cuantitetive restrictions applied
for balonce-of-payments reasons or covered by a "hard-core' waiver. In the casc
of other guanbtitative restrictions, however, for cxample those pemmitted undex
Articles XI and XX, no information was available to the CONIRACTING PsRTIES.

As many of these restrictions were in the agricultural sector, Committee IT
would no doubt have its attention drawn to this cuestion, but net all the
restrictions would be covered in this way. As balance-of-~payments justification
for restrictions was progressively eliminated, cuantitative restrictions imposed
for other reasons grew in importance and the Danish delegation therefore agreed
with the Norwegian vicow that information on all types of gquantitative restric-
tions should be made availezble to the CONTRuCTING PARTIES. Mr. Jorgoensen
suggested that the Norwegian proposal should be given further consideration ab

the next scssion.

Dr. van OCRSCHOT (Kingdom of the Netherlands) said that he had been asked
by some delegations for clarification regarding the part of the statement he
had made at the first meeting of the CONTRACTING PARTIES (SR.14/1) regarding
the restrictions which the Netherlands still maintaincd. To avoid any misunder-
standing, he would like to repeat what he had said at that meeting, namely that
his Govermment recognized that the maintenance of some of the remaining
restrictions was not in accordance with the letter of the General Agreement.
His Govermnment trould continue with its cfferts to come completely into accord
with the rules of the General Agreement and the Netherlands delegation would,
in any case, hope to let the CONIRACTING PARTIYS knmow the outcome of their
Govermment 's consideration of this matter at the fifteenth scssion.

Mr, FISK (United States) congratulated the Netherlands delegation on their
Government 's success in bringing to an end their balance-of-payments difficulties
and for no longer having recourse to Article XII. His delegation was glad to
see that the Netherlands had ramoved a good part of the restrictions against the
dollar erca. Document 1/960 showed that restrictions ere still being applied
on o variety of goods, but his delegation appreciated the Nethorlands' statement
that, becausc of the liberal administration of the restrictions, their
restrictive effects were limited. His delegation looked forward to the further
information which the Netherlands delegation would in due course provide.

Mr. SVEC (Czechoslovakia) stressed the significance of the discriminatory
aspects of import restricticns. He was disturbed to see that the report on
France openly admitted discrimination against Czechcslovakia by the French
Govermment. He hoped that he would have the backin; of the CONTRACTING PARTIES
and the General Agreement itself when he took exception to this situation, and
he suggested that the French delegaticn, and any others concerned, should
endeavour to climinate such discrimination against Czechoslovakia. He reserved
the right to raise this matter again if necessary.

The CHAIRMAN asked whether the CUNIRACTING PARTIES were preparel. 0 approve
document L/1005 which contained the review of restrictions under Articles XII
and XVIIT:B and the repcrts on individual consultations contained in documents
1/1000, 1/1001, 1/10C2 and 1/1003.

The CONTRACTING PARTIES approved the report on the review and the reports
on the consultations with New Zealand, the Union of South Africe, the United
Kingdom and France.,
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8. Greek Import Restrictions

Mr. BEINOGLOU (Greece) said that his delegation had hoped to be able to
report during the course of the present session on certain modifications to the
import system which the Greek Government had made., Unfortunately, the report
had not been completed in time but would be transmitted in the near future.

At the moment his Government was not yet quite certain which provisions of
GATT should be roferred to in making the notification but, subject to further
consideration by his Govermment on this point, his delegation would have no
objection if, upon receipt of the notification, consideration would be given
to the cuestion whether the matter need be referred to the Carmittece on

Balance~of~-Payments Restrictions.

The CONTRACTING PARTIES took note of the statement by the representative
of Greece.

9. Membership of Committee IIT

The CHAIRMAN informecd the CONTRACTING PARTIES that, as there was no
representative of any of the Scandinavian countries on Committee III, Sweden,
with the -concurrence of the other three Scandinavian countries, had reouested
to be co-opted as & full member of the Committee.

This was ggreed.
10. Dates of the Sixteenth and Seventcenth Sessions (W.14/35)

The CHATRMAN pointed out that, when it was decided to hold two sessions
of the CONTRACTING P4RTIES ocach year, it was agreed that the date of each
sesgion should be fixed twelve months in advance. In document W.14/35 the
Executive Secretary had proposed that the sixteenth session be held from
Mondgy, 16 Moy to Saturday, 4 June 1960. So far as could be scen at present,
the accommodation that would be available in Geneva gt that time would not be
all that delegations might desire, but it was most unlikely that eny better
accommodation would be cvailsble ot cny obher time in April or Mgy next year.
The first weeks of March would be too early. If the dates proposed were
agreed, the Executive Secretary would endeavour tec find more setisfactory
eccommodation than that which could be promised at present. The Executive
Sceretary would also like to know whether the CONTRACTING PARTIES could decide
on the date for the sevenbeenth session, as the making of staff arrangements
would be facilitated if the decision was not left until November of this year.
The Executive Sceretary proposed that the seventeenth session should begin on
31 October 1960.

The proposals of the Exccutive Secretary were gpproved.
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11. Closing Address by the Chairmanl

Mr. GARCIA OLDINI, having pointed to the advantages which had accrued
from the decision to hold two sessions of the CONTA.CTING P-RTIES each year,
referred to some of the important matters which had been discussed at the
fourtecnth session. These had included arrangements for the provisional
accession of Isracl and for the closer association of Yugoslaviaj; Poland also
hed expressed the wish to enter into closer association with the CONTRACTING
PARTIES and this matter would be examined by a working party before the
fifteenth session. Incouraging results had come out of the series of con-
suletions on quantitative rcstrictions imposed for balance~of-payments reasons
and 1t was to be hopcd that, at the fiftecnth session, the Committee on
Import Restrictions would be able to rcport further progress in the field of
trade liberalization. Likewise, some progress had been made during the
session towards finding a solution to the difficult and controversial problem of
Import restrictions maintained by the Federzl Republic of Germany; this item
had been on the agenda of the CONTRACTING PARTIES for several years. Matters
of concern to Latin american countries, including their proposals for regiomal
economic integration, had 2l1so been discussecd.

Mr. Garcia 0ldini seid that, in his view, probably the most outstanding
event of the session was the strong support given by the CONTRACTLIG PARTIES
to the task of finding practical means for implementing the programme for trade
expansion., Tangible results had already bec: achieved. He stressed the
inter-related character of the work becing undertsken by the three committees
set up by the CONTR.CTING R.RTIES. In conclusion, lMr. Garcia 0ldini ex-
pressed the view that the work of thc session had further enhanced the prestige
of the General .igresment, which was increasingly becoming the most effective
forum in which countries could expound their economic end commercial problems
and find solutions to the difficulties with which they were confronted.

The CEAIRMAN declared the fourteconth session closed at 1 p.nm.

1 Mr. Garcia 0Oldini's statement is rcproduced in full in
Press Release GATT/454.



