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1. Newly-independent States (W.20/20)

The CHAIRMAN said that the Executive Secreary had distributed a note in
document W.20/20 in which he proposed a further extension of the de facto
application of the GATT vis-à-vis the new French-speaking, Statesin Africa.
These fifteen States had become independent in 1960 and had continued to apply
the GATT to, their trade with contracting parties on a defacto basis pursuant
to the Recommendation of 18 November 1960. Under the Recommendation a opted at
the last session each cf these States had asked for an extension of a further
year. Thus under existing arrangements they were expected to decide upon their
future relations with the GATT during 1963. Fer each country the time-limit would
expire three yers after the date of independence. Therefore these time-limits
would expire on fifteen different dates between the piresent session and the autumn
session in 1963. A number of these States had informed the Executive Secretary
that some of the complex problems which they had to reselve in their trade relation-
ships were not likely to be settled within these -time-limits. To meet this
situation the Executive Secretary suggested that the CONTRACTING PARTIES might
wish to grant a further extension of de facto application to these countries,
and at the same, time to, arrange for them a uniformtime-limit i.e. up to the
end of the autumn session in 1963, so that the stabus of this whle group of
countries might be examined at that time.

The Decision contained in document W.20/20 was adopted.
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2. Meeting Ministers in 1905 (L/1891)

The CHAIRMAN invited the representatives the United States and Canada
to introducetheproposal, put forward jointly by their Governmentfor the

convening ofameeting of Ministersearly in1963. The proposal had been
issued in documentL/1891

Mr. GRIFFITH JOHNSON (United States) said that he would commentonly on a

few aspects which seemed to beof particular relevance and urgency in terms of
the objectives and intersts of theCONTRACTING PARTIES as a whole, There was
the desirabilityofconsidering a new negotiating conference for thereduction of
tarilffs and opther tradebarriers andtodeul with the many problems which had been
limitingthe expansion ofworldtrade. Itwas against the background of these
problems, some newand others old and persistent, that legislation looking

towards futuretrade negotiations hadbeenadopted in the Unted Statesshortly
before the opening ofthepresentsession. The Trade Expansion Act provided the
basis for UnitedStatesparticipationin tariff negotiations of an unusually
comerehensive character and wasbased solidly on theGATT principle ofmost-
favoured-nation brentreatment.This legislationwould permit substantialreductions
and eliminations of tariffs on industrial goodsand ontemperateand tropical
non-industrialgoods. Special provisions, which were also firmly based on the
most-favoured-nation rule, hadbeen includedin thelegaslation to takeaccount
of the desirabilityofgiving particular attention totrade adjustments related
to the coming intoexistence of theEuropean Communityin its present,
or inits possible enlarged, form.

It was generally recognized that any tariffconference involved a substantial
period of preparation. Each countryhad its own procedures for its preparations.
In the ease of the UnitedStates, manyof these procedureswere set forth in the
legislationitselfand it wasthe case in theUnitesStatesand pobably it was
the casein othercountriesthat ittook some nine-monthsor a yearfrom the time

a decisionwas taken to hold a tariff conferenceuntilthetimeitwould be
possible to undertake actual negotiations. Inviewof the attention already
given at the last ministerial meeting to the possibility of further collective
action to reduce tariff barriers,it was thefeelingof his delegation that that
matter should not belongdelayed. For thisreason it was important that
governments should meet at an early datetoexchange views on the fundamental
issue of scheduling a major tariff conferenceand to take the decision to hold
such aconference ifthese weresufficient willingness proceed . It was clear
that if a programme of tariff reduction were to hesuccesfullyconcluded it must
be joined with action in fields other than tariffs. There were problems in
agriculture andtradewith less-developed countries which werenot susceptible to
solution on thetariff front alone. These problems must be met if the United
States and other countries were to be able make theirfullcontribution to a
programme of tariff and trade liberelization. TheUnited States Government
therefore proposed that a meeting of Ministersunder the auspices of GATT be
convened early in 1963. The purpose ofsucha meeting would beto set in motion
arrangements for a now programme of tariffreaction and to provide the necessary
initiatives for dealing with the ther related problems alredy mentiond. His
delegation hoped that the Ministers would take the necessary decisions to provide
a firm and positive direction for the future work oftheCONTRACTING PARTIES and
give the stimulus for at broad and comprehensive programmeof world trade
liberalization.
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Mr. WARREN (Canada) said that it was a matter of great satisfaction for his
delegation on behalf of the Canadian Government to join with the United States in
proposing that a meeting of Ministers under the GATT be convened early in 1965
to consider the major questions which lay ahead in the field of international
trade. The compelling reasons for the holding of such a meeting had been set
out in the joint proposal contained in document L/1891. The delegate for the
United States had already made clear the urgency and importance of dealing with
the difficulties in the field of trade relations and the important contribution
which a meeting of Ministers could make in this regard. This meeting should
establish a firm and positive direction for the work of the CONTRACTING PARTIES
in the challenging period which lay ahead and should provide the necessary
stimulus for a major programme of world trade liberalization in both primary
and secondary products.

With regard to Canada's particular interest in making this proposal, it was
the view of his delegation that the time was approaching when it would become
necessary to deal on a broad scale with the obstacles which had remained in the
way of the further expansion of trade on a mutually beneficial basis. The
formation in Europe of the European Economic Community and the possibility of its
enlargement by the addition of the United Kingdom and other European countries,
constituted inevitably a major change in the world trading situation and world
trading relations and naturally this process of change had involved and would
involve a certain number of problems for che trade of outside countries. In the
field of agriculture it had not yet proved possible to secure a flow of trade
satisfactory on the one hand to the traditional exporting countries, or on
the other to importing countries which wished at the same time to provide an
adequate measure of protection and income for their own farmers. The less-
developed countries had made clear the urgency they attached to securing more
satisfactory outlets for their exports, both for primary and manufactured goods.
All these problems had existed for some time, and had formed the subject of a
number of conclusions reached during the last GATT ministerial meeting. The
question had been how and when the trading world could move to find the solutions
which were so urgently required. It was the view of the Canadian Government that
the elements necessary to provide the framework for the solutions of some of these
problems were now at hand, or would be in the foreseeable period ahead. Far-
reaching authority for the reduction of tariff barriers to trade had now been
obtained by the United States. In the months to come, far-reaching and important
decisions might be taken as a result of negotiations now proceeding in Brussels.
The industrialized countries were increasingly aware of, and sympathetic to, the
trade needs of developing countries, and the direction in which necessary specific
action should be taken was more and more clearly identified and recognized. It
was against, this background that Mr. Diefenbaker, the Prime Minister of Canada,
had drawn attention at the September meeting of Commonwealth Prime Ministers, to
the need for a renewed, broad and comprehensive approach to world trading problems.
At that time Mr. Diefenbaker proposed that a conference of trading countries be
called at the earliest practicable date to give consideration to these problems in
a way which would be to the mutual advantage of all. This meeting should prepare
the way for non-discriminatory tariff negotiations on a most-favoured-nation basis.
Reciprocal reductions of tariffs should not be the only matter for consideration.
In this connexion the Canadian Prime Minister had also referred to the problems of
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tradeof the developingcounries generally,He suggested that work in the

tarifffield would need to be co-ordinatedout much be done through other
means, for example in the approach of commodity agreements.

Mr. Warrenalso recalledthat at the Commonwelth meeting the Prime Ministers
had expressed in aCommuniqué the readinessof their governmentsto join in
comprehensive international effortsby all avaialblemeans to expandworld trade

in both primary produtsandmanufactures. Subsequently, in an exchangeof
letters s between Prime Minister Diefanbaker and PresidentKennedy on theoccasion
of the signing by President Kennedy oftheUnitedStates Trade Expansion Act, it

mind their twocountries should join forces in recommendingaspecial meetingof
the CONTRACTING PARTIESatat ministeriallevel. TheCanadiandelegation felt that
it was essential that Ministersshouldcometogethertogive the necessary

and furtherexpandwould trade. However, it was notpossible at this timeto

taken on the holding of amjor tariffnegotiation in the period1963 to 1964.
Although in wouldtake sometimetoprepare a tariff conference, the decision

Ministers to prepare fortariffnegotiations would be particularly important.

wouldwishat a certainstage toprepare asinterim report tothe Ministersin

In the fieldofagricultureat seemed clear from whathad been said in

agricultural exports and wishing to participate in the tariff conference wouldwish
to be sure that the problems of agricultural trade which had been sodifficult for

them overthey years promised progressand solutioniftheywere to play their
fullpart in connexionwith thepossible ofreductionof industrialtariff's.For
the less-developed countries it would be necessary to ascertain the stageof work
which could bereached at the time thataministerialmeetinginthe ealy part of
1963 might most appropriately beheld. Work was already in progressin

Committee III andcertain actionshad already beentaken by GATT Ministers, and
it would then be a question ofmovingahead.In each of these fields it appeared
that moreand careful work hadto be done; closeconsultation between the countries
mainly concerned would benecessary before it could be determind what would be
thespecifics of a ministrerial agenda, as well, indeed, as theprecisedatefor
such a ministerial meeting in theearlypart of1963. Bearing in mindthe
questions of timing to which theUnited States delegatehad referred and bearing
in mind alsothe need for carefulpreparationandtheneedforthepresenceof the

neceassaryelemants of understanding to pormitpositive forward and constructive
decisions, the actual datefor the ministerialwould have tobe determined
at a later stage, possibly by theCouncil.It was thehope of theCanadian
delegation that from thenegotiations that would follow in ministerial meeting
would come the sort of broad movement forward towards thereduction of barriersto
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trade and the expansion of trade which the trading world so clearly required.
His delegation also hoped that in the course of those negotiations real progress
would be made in the field of agriculture, and that for the less-devloped
countries also it would be possible to find better opportunities for their trade.
The less-developed countries in the GATT and in all other forums were bringing to
the attention of the world at a political level, the insistency and the urgency
of their needs for export income and for increased trade outlets. This problem
must also figure very largely in the deliberations which lay ahead.

Mr. BARBOSA DA SILVA (Brazil) said that the joint proposal by the United
States and Canada had received careful consideration on the part of the Brazilian
Government. His Government agreed that the established practice of these
ministerial meetings served the purpose of giving political endorsement to new
ways and means for coping with situations which the GATT and its subsidiary
bodies had identified as requiring consideration and action. Such endorsement
was all the more necessary due to certain peculiaritiesconcerning the formal
status of the General Agreement amongst some contracting parties or the statutory
deficiencies from which the General Agreement suffered. His delegation hoped that
both problems might be corrected in the not too distant future.Ifnew provisions
for improving theeffectiveness of the General Agreement could be developed,
including the adoption of pertinent norms giving legal support to some of
Committee, III's recommendations one might perhaps hope that the GATT might reach
its full stature as an international organization. TheBrazilian Government
maintained that as matters stood the consideration of basic trade problems and
policies at ministerial level should take place with a determination to reach firm
and positive action on the part of participating countries. There were clear signs
of impatience on the part of public opinion throughout the less-developed world as
to the type of actions which should be taken to remove the causes which had been
aggravating their condition. There was a in those countries of
the importance of early and consistent action tothatend; it was gratifying to
acknowledge that an awareness was also being felt on the part of the developed
countries, but for such action to be possible a careful preparation of the agenda
for the proposed ministerial meeting should be made.However,asit would be
improper for contracting parties to anticipatewhat Ministerswouldliketo discuss
and recommend, the Brazilian delegation found in appropriate to c r to the
Council the fixing of a tentative agendaand the dateof the meeting, upon
specific instructions frorn Miinisters themsolves.Nevertheless, in thelight of
the recent work of the GATT and the views expressed thereonbycontracting parties
one might expect that they would like to address themcelves to problems as
indicated by the proposal related to a new programmefor reduction or elimination
of barriers to trade, trade in agricultural commoditios, the trade ofless-
developcd countries, etc. In this connexion it, could be expected that Ministers
might like to recommend, with regard to procedure for futuretariffnegotiations
for which directives had been laid down in theirlast meeting, that special
consideration should be given to problems arising to less-developed countries
resulting from recent forms of economic integration, a matter so fer not yet
contemplated in traditional tariff negotiations. Problemsrelated to tropical
products and primary commodities as a whole admittedly growing as an
unbearable threat to the less-developed coutries. The commendable efforts
made so far in this field had yielded insignificant or no practical results.



Mr. Barbosa da Silva recalled that the Executive Secretary in summing up the
conclusions of the discussions on the impact of commodity problems on international
trade had indicated that whatever had been done so far could only serve as pailiatives
and that paragraph 3 ofthe Declaration of 7 December 1961 should be borne in mind
so that specific programmes of action could be devised to give effect to intentions
expressed by Ministers towards the diversification of trade of the less-developed
countries. He recalled also that the Chairman in his opening address had emphasized
the significance of expanded trade for promoting development. It had beennoted that,
in this field the General Agreement had lacked the specific powers for bringing .,ç-
the speediest solutions. The number of less-developed countries had increased in
the GATT ard their interest in the organization had been stimulated by the new
perspectives offered by the work of Committee III, However, a large number of
countries were still outside the GATT. His delegation was sure that the GATT would
gain more universal support if through concerted and honest endeavour the GATT could
carry a new message to those coutries making them more active partners in the trade
community. The Brazilian delegation placeed great importance on the work the Ministers
would have to undertake and therefore gave its full support to the proposal for the
holding of the ministerial meeting early in 1963.

Mr. AOKI (Japan) pointed out that a new programme of tariff reductions would be
the most important item on the agenda of the proposed ministerial meeting. His
country's trade was still subject to widespread and various types of discriminatery
treatment which should be removed before any useful discussion could take place on
this programme. However,it was the intention cf the Japanese Government at present
to participate in such a meeting.

Mr. PARBONI (ltaly) speaking on behalf cf the member states of the EEC,
considered that after the meeting of Ministers held in 1961, the Ministers should
have occasion to meet again for an examination cf trade problems. He hoped that
the proposed ministerial meeting would have concrete results and would be able to
draw up a programme for action. There was need to prepare adequately beforehand
and to study in advance all the questions which should appear on the agenda of the
meeting. He agreed with the view that the Council should be given a mandate to
prepare the agenda and to fix a date for the ministerial meeting early next year.
The Executive Secretary might be instructed to convene the Council when he
considered that the basic elementss necessary for such a meeting of the Council
were present.

Mr. DATSON (New Zealand) said that during the current session and perhaps over
the last year or so, his delegation and no doubt other contracting parties, had ben
aware of a feeling of marking time, of waiting for developments with implications
much greater than the individual items which were being formally discussed. By 1964
this time of uneasy waiting might well he ended. At that time it would be known what
GATT held for New Zealand and for most Members in the future. For New Zealand this
was a time of crisis, a time that could not continue much beyond 1963, and his
country inclued the General Agreement enough to be deeply concerned that the crisis
should end in remedy and recovery. This was the reason why his delegation believed
that the decision to hold a further ministerial meeting could not be taken lightly,
There should not be another meeting which would result in expressions of sympathy and
good intentions for some time in the future. The intention to negotiate industrial
tariffs seemed clear enough, but success on this alone would mean failure for the
GATT as a whole.



SR.20/10Page147The New Zealand delegation was therefore reassured by the firmly expressed
recognition in the joint United States-Canadian proposal that specific progress
must be made in solving the problems cf the less-developed countries and the
problems of agricultural trade before a large number of contracting parties could
play a part in the proposed tariff negotiations. Even before the GATT was
established, New Zealand, a relatively immature developing country with its
industrialization still in the future, as an active member of the various drafting
conferenceshadhad doubts whether it could safely undertake the commitments
proposed. It was concerned that some of the rules might be more useful to the
industrialized countries and that in fact the balance of advantage in the rules
themselves might well lie in favour of the established industrialized trading
countries. New Zealand had weighed these doubts, and concluded that these possible
sacrifices had to be made. Firstly, because New Zealand of all countries lived
by its external trade, and the trade agreement had promised benefits and concessions
in exchange for the obligations New Zealand had assumed. Secondly, because
New Zealand wished to co-operate in the attempt to expand world trade.

Asa member ofthe General Agreement New Zealand continued to negotiate now
concessions. But as time passed it became obvious that what was promised was to
a large extent not to be given, and that it was becoming more and more pointless
for New Zealand to participate in new rounds of tariff negotiations. The
New Zealand delegation had pointed out on previous oceasions that the negotiated
obligations and concessions cwing to agricultural exporters under this negotiated
trade agreement had to a largo extent never been applied, or had been withdrawn
in one way or another. There was therefore a heavy backlog of concessions and
obligations owing over a number of years tc agricultural exporters. and his
delegation believed that this situation must be redressed in one way or another
before there could be a move forward in a balanced way towards the further
expansion of world trade. This could not be decided today nor could it be
settled at the ministerial meeting next year. But it was hoped that the
Ministers would meet in a frame of mind which accepted that the balance must be
restored and would make specific provision for action to that end, beginning in
1963. In this connexion, his delegation felt strongly that there must be adequate
preparation on all trade fronts before the Ministers meet, and there must be
adequate time te allow this to be done. There would have to be sustained and hard
work on finding areas and techniques for negotiation in the months ahead, but even
more important, there would need to be a preparation of attitudes if Ministers were
te be in a frame of mind to take decisions that would enable the majority of
Members in the General Agreement to play their full part.

By the time of the ministerial meeting his delegation felt that sufficient
work would also have tc be done on the lines of the constructive and moderate
proposals put forward by the less-developed countries to enable concrete action
tc. be taken in 1963. This wculd involve difficult decisions for everyone concerned.
Political and social problems were not the monopoly of any country or group of
countries. The lack of an effective decision on agriculture and on problems of
the less-developed countries at the coming ministerial meeting would be equivalent
to a negative decision. While the ministerial meeting would only be the beginning
of a hard journey, it must be a beginning with clear and unequivocal signposts
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delegation alsofelt that the movement towards trade expansion should be total, not
only in the sense that agriculture and the less-developed problems were to be
dealt with as well as industrial tariffs, but movement on only one or two agricultural
products would be less than adequate. The aim should be that by the end of the
tariff conference there should be three parcels - less-developed problems,
agriculture and tariffs, and that the final agreement on all should be dependent on
final agreement on each - that a singleagreement could cover the three parts of
the one parcel. His delegation believed that this entailed a beginning in 1963 on
at least the problems in agriculturaltrade, a beginning that should be delayed
only long enough to afford adequate preparation.

New Zealand still had faith in the GATT and wished to see it endure and expand.
It had already achieved much in the industrial field in a practical, realistic way.
In those fields where governments had been prepared to allow it to operate, the
GATT had worked well. The organization was one where the strong personel links
between delegates brought scmething constructive to relations between goverments.
It was a forum where frankness was combined with moderation. where discussion
was seldom colcured by political consideration. Moreover, and perhaps most
important, there was the outstanding nature of GATT's small and highly efficient
secretariat which had been largely responsible for the others qualities of the GATT
he had mentioned. Itwasfearedthatiftherewereno movement.
towards the expansion of trade on the broadest front. the GATT would be regarded
more and more as a limited industrial club. If there were such a movement, the
GATT would become in truth a world trade organization. On these understandings
the New Zealand delegation supported the proposal for a ministerial meeting.

Mr. PHILLIPS (Australia) recalled that at the 1961 ministerial meeting,
the Ministers had concluded that a broad initiative should be taken to push
forward the programme for the expansion of trade. This programme had its
origins in the far-reaching discussion arising cut cf the considerations of the
Haberler Report in 1958 when the CONTRACTING PARTIES had accepted the challenge
inherent in the contention that the GATT had become unbalanced, and that it had
made greater advances in securing tariff reductions of benefit to the industrialized
countries than in other spheres, particularly with respect to trade in primary
prcducts. That was the area where the exports of the developing countries like
Australia and the less-developed areas were concentrated. Contracting parties
were aware that it had not been easy to reach even the present collective position.
Much discussion lay behind in Committeas II and III, and whilst developing
and less-develcped countries had been patient the time seomed to have arrived
when it might be possible to pass from the point of discussion to the area of
negotiation, and it was hoped, eventual sett lement. It was for these reasons
that his delegation was most interested in thejoint proposal advanced by the
United States and Canada, and in the statements made by the delegates of the
two countries. The proposal was one which had as its objectives the effective
liberalization and expansion of trade in both primary and secondary products.
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to see dealt with at the ministerial meeting. The question of tariff
negotiations had been a cardinal feature of the GaneraI Agreement since the
inception of GATT and industrialized countries had received the major benefit
from past negotiations.Perhaps the very success of these past events had had
the effect of generating an attitude in which attacks on other areas, such as
agricultural protectionism, there progress was more difficult and problems more
deep rooted, were pushed aside in the minds of many because the attempt to obtain
progress towards an overall and balanced settlement would have delayed the move
ahead in tariffs. Whateverthe historical reasons,thepresent position and past
tendencies must come to an end. In other words, there must, be the same willingness,
indeed eagerness, to move forward in agriculture and theother pressing matters as

there was in moving forwardon industrial tariffs.If this link werenot fcrged
in the projected negotiations, Australiaand perhaps others would have little
interest in any further plans for tariff reductions.This condition was not
something in which his delegation saw advantages only for itself, but rather as
something that GATT must achieve or it would fall. The real hard-core problems
remained - namely agriculture, andthe additional problems of providing increased
trade opportunities for the less-developed countries. On agriculture, the
AustralianMinister hadsaid publiciy on many occasions. that Australia did not have
a doctrinaire approach about the nature of solutions. It was in this spirit
that Australia had supported the initiative of thelast ministerial meetingand
had approached the work of the Cereals Group and the preliminary meeting of the
Meat Group in a positive way. His delegation onfirmly believed that the present
imbalance of opportunity must bc rectified in the projected programme for
trade expansion. Failure to achieve a satisfactory and -L- cc'i outcome must, in
practice, he taken as a final acknowledgment that it was impossible or too hard
in the GATT to reach a situation where icreasingtrade opportunities could be
found for the developing and less-developed countries. ln such circumstances,
his delegation believedthere would be a natural and justifiaible temptation to
turn away from GATT, andto look alsewhere. Such a movewould be disastrcus
for theGATT and, in the end, prove to the disadvantageof thelndustrialized
countries themselves.

It was not apprepriatefor his delegation to indicate to the Ministers
the avenues that might existor were worth trying in a new approach. His
delegation realized that the way would not be easy and that there would be need
to give and take in an atmosphere akin to that of the immedite post-war years
when the GATT itself had come intobeing. Only if this could be achieved
could the GATT moveahe ahead, and become the balanced instrument and organization
that had been its objective. The plain fact of the matter was that the access,
in its broadest sense, thatexsted forindustrialized goods not only between
industrialized countries themselves, but also inother markets, far outweighed
the access Australia had for its butter, wheat and meat in the world's major
markets. It vvas with these considerations in mind that the Australian delegation
supported the proposal for the ministerial meeting, but it should be understood
that agriculture would he on the agenda not only for Ministers to discuss but
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eventually emerge. It was, therefore, a prerequisite to Australian participation
that this be understood and accepted. Others had spoken of preparatory work,
and his delegation agreed that this was necessary, However preparatory wcrk
alone was not enough. More important was the necessity for political conviction,
and the will to move ahead, and only Ministers could provide these. Until
it was seen that this would be forthcoming at the meeting in 1961, Australia's
support would necessarily be conditional.

Mr. VAVAL (Haiti) said that his delegation had no objection in principle
to the holding of a meetings of Ministers. However,when it was considered that
the 1961 ministerial meeting had been full of possibilities which had not been
realized, his delegation's lack of enthusiasm could be understood. His delegation
was not opposed to the proposed meetingand hoped that it would have satisfactory
results. He suggested that the Ministers should be accompanied by trade and tariff
experts who should have access to the meetings. The CONTRACTING PARTIES might also
have a preliminary meeting beforehand to determine the scope c,f future tariff
negotiations.

Mr. MIGONE (Argentina) said that his delegationwas fully convinced of the
excellent reasons which had given risc to this Important proposal, as well as
of the great urgency for bringing trade between industrialized countries and
countries exporting basic products out of the very low level where it now stood.
The current trend was towards an increase in restrictive measures affecting
agricultural products, and the maintenance of several obstacles to other products
of fundamental interest to developing countries. A new ministerial meeting could
be very useful in facilitating the solution of these problems. All countries
should be willing to do everything necessary in order to achieve the objectives
and ,&im.1 Further, their ideas should be clear and the programme should be
concrete .

It should be understood that the problems which affected the developing
countries were not fundamentally the consequence of tariff policies but of
market policies carried out by many of the great traditional importers of
agricultural primary products. In order to solve these problems. the proposals
should come from these countries so that there would be a Minimum basis for
negotiations, a basis which would allow work to be clone on firm grounds, so
that there would not be a lapse into abstract discussions which might as a
consequence lead to difficult situations, and the postponing of solutions by
a meeting of such a high level. Policies whic were to be followed by the
CONTRACTING PARTIES might affect everything that had been done within GATT so
far unless there were very positive efforts and sacrifices on the part of the
countries which had been the buidlers of western civilization. It was withgreat
hope hisdelegationsupported theproposal made for a ministerial meeting within
the frameworkof GATT.
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Sir EDGAR COHEN (United Kingdom) said that itwas clear fromthestatements
male that the proposal for a meetingof Ministers early in1963 was timely and

warmlywelcomed.Therewasno doubtthat therewaswidespreadfeeling thatthe

time had come to make a frosh assault on the problemswithwhich theGATT had

been faced for many years. In thesocalled "Dillon Round", it had not been
possible for many contracting parties to participate ;.>to thede facto
limitation ofthe negotiations totariffs on industrialgoods, and ithadnot

been possible in practice to achieve the death ofout andtheandthescope of tariff
reduction which some contracting parties had desired.President 'h a. had

now promoted far-reaching and ' p j 'yt in the UnitedStates which
opened up qrcrflOl possibilities for effective mOt;(iL tariffs' c.3>ifYL the
GATT countries His delegation welcomedthe propect of the "Kennedy Round"
However,ashad been pointedoutifall contracting partiesweretoplay their

partin these tariffnegotiationsand maketheircontribution to the further
liberalization of trado further specific progress must bemade in solving the
problems in otherareas,in particular, the areas of trade inagriculture and
the problems of the trade ofthe lessdeveloped countries.

It was plainly necessarythatit Ministers were togivethe offectiveand
practicaldirectives for the successof the "KennedyReund", their directives

must alsobeextended to these other problems. This meantthat a considerable
amount of hard workmust bedone by the CONTRACTING PARTIES in the next few

weeks and monthsin other to prepare for this meetingof Ministers whichwas so

important and onthe successof which so much depended. Itwasnecessary to
take fall account at last of these other problems and toensure that practical
solutions would result. In addition,thenecessary conditionsshouldbe
createdformaking thefullest possible use ofthe new powers that the

United States administractionhad now obtained. In order that thismightbe
done,he agreedwith previous speakers that it wouldbe ensured that the timing
of the meetingwasmight,the Council should be given theresponsibility to

supervise the preparatory work and tomakeits own judgmentin the light of the

progress on that work, asthebest dte for meeitngofMinisters.Inall
these matters hisdelegation would play its fullpart.

Mr. TENNEKOON (Ceylon)said that at the1961 ministerial meeting a

Declaration had beenadoptedand directive were tiven. In all ministerial
meetingshopeswereraised high but resulting achievements very oftenfell
far short of expectations.It was inthis context thathis Government viewed
the proposal for the holding of a ministerialmeeting. However, However,such a meeting

would reveal how far the CONTRACTING PARTIES had achieved the removal of

barriers totrade. If the achievements had fallenshort ofexpectations, the
Ministers, especially ofthe less-developed countries, would want special

attention tobe given to the early solutionof their problems over a widefield

so that their exchangeearnings for theimplementation of their development
programmes might be increased. It was mentioned at the lastmeetingof
Ministers that a programme of action, together with duty-freeentry of tropical

products, should be put forward, and considered. Unfortunately the only
programme of action put forward wasoneinitiated by the less-developed countries.
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His Government despite its disappoinmerts, would support the proposal for a

ministerial meeting, especially as it would consider agriculture and tropical
products, in which Ceylon was interested. This decade had been designated the
development decad. The highlights of the decade would be regional economic
integrations and unions, the Trade Expansion Act of the United States, world-
wide commodity and other arrangements and the increased useofinteruational
bodies to reduce the gap between industrialized and developing countries.Long
and short-term solutions weremore than ever urgently necessary. If the GATT
were also to play a useful rôle in this decade, if the less-developed countries
were to have faith intheconerate programmes ofthe CONTRACING ARTIES, then
the meeting of Ministers would haveto be meaningful in reviewing theprogress
made and in laying down new objectives and guidelines. His delegation realized
that only Ministers would be abletogive proper enphasis and political
direction at such a meeting. He hoped that the meeting of Ministers would not
result in new resolutions, but intheevolution of specific programmes, coupled
with a massive resolution to achieve the development decade infullmeaning
of the term. It is with these reservation and hopes that his delegation
supported the proposal, realizing the necessity for thorough and detailed
preparation for this meeting.

Mr. VALDEZ (Peru) said that his delegation also considered it advisable
te convene a ministerial meeting. What we now happening intheeconomic field,
had given rise tonew problemswhich should be solved at a highlevel. Forthe
developing countriesand developed countries this new contact at ministerial
level would be very useful and could be very fruitful. The agenda should be
carefully prepared and account should be taken of the increasingneeds of the
countries such as Peru which wouldlike to solve their trade problems. The
delegation of Peru, therefore, wholeheartedly supported the proposal.

Mr. ONYIA (Nigeria) recalled thatatthe last ministerial session it was
decided to establish some specific programmes of action. So far this had not
been done, and indications were that no was beingmade for establishing
such programmes. This and other issues had given riseto the impression in his
country that GATT was either becoming ineffective or was being emasculated.
Indeed, it was in this light that one rust necessarily view moveselsewhere for
the establishment of other organs. Nevertheless, his delegation would welcome
a ministerial meeting which would lay down specific programmes of action and
would restore the confidence that GATT was, and would continue to be, the best
forum for dealing with trade matters.

Mr. LALL (India) expressed the appreciation of his deletion for the
initiative which had been taken in proposing a meeting of GATT Ministers in
1963. His delegation recognized that pressing and important problems confronted
the CONTRACTING PARTIES in the field of international trade. It was noted at
the same time that the developments which hed taken place over the last few
years, while theatening in some respects to accentuate some of the trading
problems, had also succeeded in generating pressurs which had imparted urgency
to the need for resolving them. The present situation was one where trading
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Questions were being asked as to whether the General Agreement provided in full
the machinery as well as the scope for the handling of problemswhich had been
identifiedor whoch hadbeen thrownupbythemarch of economic development
Suggestions were being made that tho General Agreement needed to be reinforced
in materialrespects or other international organizationshad to be resorted
to if relief were to be provided. The ndiandevlegation would welcome the
opportunity fof the Ministersof the CONTRACTING FARTIES to meetandreview
theproblems inall theircomprehensive aspectsin order tobe able to give

that politiealdirection to national policy which seemed to be urgently calledfor, if faithinthemachineryofGATT were to be revived, and it the machinery
of GATT itself were to be adapted to the changing requirements of the world.
His delegation had been heartenedb ythe awareness which had been shown
throughout, the current session with respectto the problems which had remained
unresolved.His Government welcomedthis proposal more partioularly because
the Ministers themselves would havean opportunity of reviwing what hat been
doneinpursuanceof the Declaration which they had adopted on 30 November 1961.

It was regretted that the progreesso far achieved in the implementation
of the Declaration of 30 November 1961 was somewhat disppointing.This
proposal for a ministerial meetingwaswelcomed because itwouldperhapsenable
thenational governmentsto speedup decisions on pointswhich had beenlong
outstanding.Manydelegates had emphasized at length the needfor preparation
in dealing with problems relatedto the less-developed countries.There was
need for further technical preparation as well asforthe preparationof what
had beendeseribed by one delegation as politional attitudes and political
conviction. Inthefieldof technical preparation agreat deal ofworkhad
been done by Committee III. In this connexion the emphasisof Committee IIIsofarhadbeenontheorthodox remedies already providedin the TATTmachinery,
such as the enforcement ofobligations with respect to quantitative restrictions
and tariff reductions. With regardto the latter, Committee III had madesome
contribution by suggestingthat theordinarrinciples of tariff negotiation,
which required recirocityifappliedinthecase of the less-developed
countries,wouldnotsecure what wasnecessary for them. Sufficient attention
had notbeen paid so far tothe experience which certain countries had already
gained withregardto the systems which led to maintenance of a satisfactory
level of trade between adeveloping country anda developed country. The
experience which the United Kingdom had had indeveloping ormaintaining its
trading relations withthe deveoping parts of the Commonwealth such s India,
Pakistan, Ceylon andMalaya was goodexample of this approach. The principles
of duty-free entry and preferentialtreatment for developing economics which
in the early stages of development lacked the apparatus and efficiency inthe
fields of marketing nadproduction, providedfor a periodoftime the
opportunities such countriesneeded, if they were to playtheirfull part in
the developmentof internationaltrade and the community ofnations. Similar
experience had been gained by certain other metropolitan powers in developing
trading relations anddeveloping specific marketing policies with the countries
with which they were asseciated in the past. There had been a tendency to
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regard these systems as somewhat of an exception to a general rule. When the
General Agrcement came into being these arrangements were recognized as part of
the trading system at that time. For instance, provision was made as to how the
trade of its trading partners should be handled if ont of the countries which
had afforded special facilities became a member of a customs which.

Despite the Declaration which was made in 1961, and instead of attempts
being made to draw from the experiences of the kind indicated, there was a growing
tendency to regard all countries as third countries in the negotiation for the
enlargement of the European Economic Community. There hadalsobeen the tendency
to regard Article 23 of the Treaty of Rome as applicable not only to the alignment
of the standard tariffs but also applicable to any special tariffs. His
delegation suggested that before the Ministers met, as part of the technical
preparation, Committee III might try to apply its mind to finding out what
there was ofvalue intheexperiencewhich he had quoted which might provide
a solution for the problem between the developing countries as a whole and the
developed countries. He hoped that solutions which had been found by certain
developing countries to be of value to themselves and which they were suggesting
were of value as a solution for, the prohlems ofother developing countriesalso,
would not be abandoned before the Ministers met in 1963. This aspect was beyond
the GATT forum but it was part of the problem of political attitudes. His
delegation hoped that in all the negotiations which the CONTRACTING PARTIES
undertook betweeen now and the meeting of the Ministeers they would bear in mind
the central problem with which they were faced and the necessity for avoiding
any steps which would make it more difficult for this central problem to be
resolved when the Ministers met nearly in 1963. Unless this preparation were
made, both at the political and the technical level, his delegation had
apprehensions that this conferene, instead of serving a useful purpose, might
serve to convince a large part of the world that solutions for their problems
would not come from meetings of this nature. This statement was meant in a

constructive spirit, since if there were another meeting which dealt with
whether programmers could or could not be drawn up, and id not deal with the

question of what further programmer could be drawn up, then the disappointment
which had been expressed by many delegations might grow into a feeling of
frustration.

His delegation hoped that the far-reaching proposals made by the United
States would have adequate response from the other contracting parties. His
delegation also hoped that this movement towards free trade would not stop
at the products in which the industrialized countries were interested. There
had been suggestions made by interested parties which were not contracting
parties, which had given rise to the apprehension that there might be a tendency
on the part of some contracting parties to ask for exceptionally unfavourable
treatment to be accorded to products which might be of special interest to the
less-developed countries. This was a danger to which contracting parties should
give their attention, because if this happened and if adequate directives were
not forthcoming from the meeting of Ministers, then the feelingof lack of
confidence amongst the less-developed countries would continue to grow.
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to support the proposal for the holding of a new meeting of Ministers of the
CONTRACTING PARTIES in order to resolve anumber of problems which called for
a meeting at sucha high level. ln view of the fact that thus far there had
not been any results following the decisions taken by previous ministerial
meetings, his delegation suggested that the forthcoming meeting should have
before it a report onwaht progress had taken place as resultof the previous
ministerial decisions. Such a report should also cover the reasons why these
decisions had not been implemented.

Mr. ZAMAN (Pakistan) supported the proposal for the holding of a. ministerial
meeting early next year. A conference of trade Ministers of the CONTRACTING
PARTIES served the purpose of highlighing the obstacles to the tradeof less-
developed countries and of drawingthe attention of the developed countries in
a forceful manner to the problems being facedby the the less-developed countries
in increasing their foreingexchange earnings. The implementation of the
decisions taken by the Ministersin 1961 had been slow and disappointing.
Nevertheless his delegation considered it highly desirable that aconference be
held in 1963 at the ministerial level to review, amongother things, the work
done with regard to the implementation of the decisions taken at the last
ministerial meeting,and toidentifythe reasons which had delayed the implementation
of thesedecisions. Further, to consider way and meas ofremoving impediments
which were delaying the implementationofthe ministerial decisions. Two years
was a long enough period to justity such a review.

Mr. KRUNIC (Yugoslavia) said that his delegation supported the proposal
for the holding of a ministerial meeting early in 1963, becauseof the problems
of international trade, especially those faced by the developing countries..
The GATT publication international Trade 1961 clearlyshowed that the trade of
the developing countries continued to stagnate.This situation had also been
recognized by the Economic and Social Council of the Unitcd Nations and by the
conference of the less-developed countries which took place recently in Caire.
For these reasons the countries most concerned had supported the holding of a

United Nations international trade conference. GATT was therefer, called upon
to play a primaryrôle in solving theproblems of the developing countries, as,
defined by its subsidiary bodies and recognized by the conclusions and the
Declaration of the 1961 ministerial meeting. His delegation regretted that so
far little had been done in implementingthe ministerial conclusions particularly
with respect to the trade of the developing countries. The 1961 ministerial
meeting had given new impetusto the solutionof thoseproblems within the
framework of the GATT, and GATT had been regarded as themost important instrument
of international co-operationin thetrade field, but itmust be admitted that
the resultsachieved with regardto theproblems he had mentioned were very
modest. Hehoped that the next meeting ofMinisters would put forward concrete
proposals for the rapid implementation of programmes of action. In this
connexion the developing countries had put forward certain ideas for consideration
during the current sessionand at the ministerial meeting.
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Mr. BOSCH (Uruguay) said that the statements made by the delegates for the
United States and Canada, and by other speakers, show that it was necessary to
pose a number of problems, particularly those problems which were of interest to
the developing countries for early solutions.His delegation was of the view
that a meeting of Ministers, if well prepared, would offer an opportunity to
re-establish confidence in the efficaciousness of GATT. To the extent that this
meeting was inspired by a creative imagination it might perhaps face up to a
number of difficulties which had thus far led to an impasse. For this reason,
the delegation of Uruguay supported the proposalfor the holding of a ministerial
meeting early in1963.

Mr. MWAMBUNGU (Tanganyika) supported the views expressed by previous speakers
on the necessity of holding a ministerial meeting early in 1963.

Summing up the discussions the CHAIRMAN said that it was apparent from the
statements made that the proposal toconvenea meeting of Ministers early in
1965 was welcomed by contracting parties. He noted the different reasons which
had been advanced for the holding of such a meeting, as well as suggestions
regarding the points which might be submitted for inclusion on the agency cf the
ministerial meeting.He therefore suggested that the CONTRACTING PARTIES agree
to thefollowing:

(i) A ministerial meeting should be held in the early part of 1965
to consider a programmefor effective liberalization and expansion
of trade in both primary and secondary products. In this connexion,
full weight should be attached to the importance and urgency of
negotiating solutions to the problems of trade in primary products
and to the additional trade problems of the less-develcped countries.

(ii) A precise date for the meeting should be determined by the Council.

(iii) The Council should be convened for this purpose by the Executive
Secretary at the earliest possible date that ho feels that the
necessary elements exist for arriving at a decision.

(iv) In this connexion, due weight should be attached to the fact that
in order to enable the United Sates to play a full part in a further
substantial and early movement for the reduction of tariffs and other
barriers to trade, it is desirable that the necessary decision to
initiate such a movement be taken early in 1963.

(v) The Council should at the same time, in the light of the discussions
at the twentieth session, propose an agenda for the meeting of
Ministers and make adequate preparations for the meeting.

The proposals were agreed.
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5. French import restrictions (L/1921 and Corr.1)

The CHAIRMAN recalled that the CONTRACTING PARTIES had agreed at the
eighth meeting that a Panel should be established to examine, pursuant to
paragraph 2 of Article XXIII, the matter which had been brought to the
CONTRACTING PARTIES by the Government of the United States concerning import
restrictions maintained by the Govurnment of France. The Panel's report had
been distributed in document L/1921 and Corr.l.

The EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, who had presided as Chairman of the Panel,
presented the Panel's report. He said that the Panel, in considering the
problem, adopted the procedures which had become traditional in dealing with
matters of this kind. The members of the Panil first consulted with represen-
tatives of the two contracting parties and heard full explanations of their
respective points of view regarding the matter under dispute. The Panel then
drew up a set of draft conclusions and submitted these to the parties concerned,
affording them an opportunity to make observations on the draft findings.
Finally, the Panel completed its work in the form that was now before the
CONTRACTING PARTIES, taking into account some of the suggestions made to them
by the parties to thedispute. On behalf of the Panel the Executive Secretary
paid tribute to the restraint and moderation with which both parties had put,
their points of view to the Panel.He drew attention to paragraph 6 of the
Panel's report in which the Panel recalled the very important considerations
which had been given to the whole question of the use of Article XXIII during
the so-called Review session, and in the light of these considerations, the
Panel had indicabated that the first objective in the use of Article XXIII in
cases of this kind should be to secure the withdrawal of the measures which
were inconsistent with tha General Agreement. The Panel felt that the
CONTRACTING PARTIES in considering the report might reaffirm the opinion which
the CONTRACTING PARTIES had then formulated regarding the use of Article XXIII.
Having invoked this principle the Panel suggested that the CONTRACTING PARTIES
make recommendations to both parties. The Panel recommended that the
CONTRACTING PARTIES should recommend to the Government of France that it
eliminate the measures which were subject to the complaint; further, that the
COi1TRACTING PARTIES recommend to the Government of the United States that it
refrain for a reasonable period fromexercising its rights under the provisions
of paragraph 2 of Article XXIIIthe propose suspension of the application of
equivalent obligations or concessions. Finally, the Panel suggested that the
CONTRACTING PARTIES authorized the Council to deal with any proposals regarding
such suspension which the United States bright find it necessary to put forward.

Mr. PHILLIPS (Australia) noted that the Panel had addressed itself
specifically to the products referred to in the United States submission. This
was inherent in the Panel's work, but it would beintolerable if action by
France on the Panel' s recommendations should lead to a situation where there
was an increase in discrimination against other contracting parties. The
remaining discriminatary elements should be removed as soon as possible and not
later than restrictions specifically referred to in the United States
submission.
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Mr. MATHUR (India) commenting on the point made bythe, delegate for
Australia, said that there were a number of items on the United States list
on which the French Government had maintained restrictions, which were of
interest not only to the United States but to other countries such as India.
It was hoped that the restrictions on these items would be removed not only
in relation to the United States exports but also with regard to imports from
these other sources. There were also a number of other items which did not
appear on the United States list on which restrictions were also presently
maintained by the French Government, and on which France had also conceded
tariff bindings to certain countries. His delegation hoped that the French
authorities would give the same priority to the removal of restrictions on
these items as they were being asked to give to the removal of restrictions on
items in which the United States was particularly intersted.

The report of the Panel and the recommendations contained therein
were adopted.

The meeting adjourned at 4.45 p.m.


