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CONTINUATION OF GENERAL DISCUSSION oF CHAPTER v

Mr. COLOCOTRONIo (Greece) stated his belief that it would be desirable
to provide in the Charter for freedom of immigration as well as for fxeedom
of trede to help golve the problem of those countries faced with a surplus of
labour. Although he had no spe01fic proposals to make, he would support the
Italidn.delegoto’s statement on this point,

, The Charter seemed to him to be concerned primarily with obligations; in
nvery few instances did it directly note rights and privileges. As an examole
he referred to Article 2l, paragraph 5, which provided only that the
Organization should initiate discussions to consider whether other measures
might be teken in the cese of a general disequilibrium, He merely wished

to raise this point, without meking e specific proposal.

The fact that certain customs dutiss were designed'primarily as
instruments of fiscal policies, not neceséarily for protective purposes,
particularly in economicelly under-developed countries, should be kept in
mind when considering Article 17 providing for negotiations directed to the
substantial reduction of tariffs,

' It had been said that all types of economies had been represented at
_Goneva; However, he believed there was another category, neither
under-developed nor industriolized but what might be termed a fragile
_economy; of which‘his country was representative, The economy of Greece was
based largely upon two agricultural commodities generally not considered
’basic necessities, The fact that they were considered luxury products plus
custams end fiscal barriers and state monopolies in other countries, presented
considereble cbstacles to their export. |

Such fragile economies as Greece, dependent upon one or two products

i§E§ii§§EiS;gPsable to other countries, should be protected, even to the extent

of Permitting the use of discriminatory quantitative restrictions,
IR Mr, DJEBBARA (Syria) felt that the principle of most-favoured-nauion
r”“"'( ﬁ}éﬁi;;££~eétablished in Article 16 was just, but pointed out that exceptions
— /had been admitted
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had been admitted which would permit the continuation of existing prefprential
arrengements repregenting vested interests, However, there were certaj
countries, within the seme economiic area, having traditlonal relaticnships
which should not be overlooked even though these had not been formaliged.
His delegation had submitted amendments, both in Geneva and here, whic
would permit the conclueion of new preferéntial tasiff egreements for such
economic areas, . . L o ‘

His delegation would iiké to‘have clarifiedkthe'obligations new members

'wollld asgume under-Article 17: - For example, could a céuntyy refuss tol
negotiate on particular, 1tems or raise unoound items for fiscal purposes?

Article 18 required clarification, the principle of preventing the use
of internal taxes to mullify tariff congegsions vas acceptable, But it should
not be necessary to accord national treatment in the ovent there was n ;

"national production of uhe 1dent1cal product and no specific binding ; reement.,
B Although the elimination of quantitative restrictions was a good L
”_princ1ple it should be pos51ble to use quantitative restrictions for ‘he
:”protection of certain vital industries where tariffs could not accompl-sh
that aim, , 1

As for Article 22 countries which 1ntroduced restrictions becaus-‘they

lacked certain currencies should not be prevented from continuing to 1 port

~ from other countries with which they had & favourable monetary balaneev
| Artiole 33 should be recons1dered and nermiusible defense msasure-
against dumping strengthened.,

The anti-boycott measures dealt with in Article 39 should be extw ded and
strengthened but exceptions should be made where the vital interest of||a
country was concerned, ) |

Specific amendments ‘would be presented at the proper time ' oy

Mr. HAIDER (Iraq) while in full agreement W1th “the basic prinCip.es
of Chapter AV, felt that tariffs designed for fiscal purposes should,n»twbe
SUbJer to negotiation and hoped that & member who had been present a__,

the Geneva Conference and who had been 1nvolved in the negotiations lea in
up to the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade might clarify the | ;
1ntention of Article 17 in this respect In particular, would a prefe‘ﬁntial
‘margin established under Articles 15 or h2 _be subJect to negotiation v.der
Bricle 177 ‘ | 'i
‘ He believed that preferential arrangoments between small Uroducii;
areas having complementary trade would not cause the dislocation which
Article 16 was designed to prevent. Customs unions although permitten )
 under Article h2 required a long time to establish and involved admvn trative

difficulties.: Therefore preferential arrangements should be permitted ns

k‘well as customs unions and sunported the Syrian Lebanese and Turkish ;

vin this res ect.
p A /His delegation
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His delegation would have an emendment to submit to. Ariicle 39 to
~permit countries to utilize economic sanctions as a defensive measure where

their national interest was threatened, - The.situation of the Arab League
at the present time might necessitate resorting to such measures,
- Mr. HAKTM (Lebanon) felt that one solution for -the handicap of small
countries with limited markets was reglonal co-operation through customs
unions, free trade agreements,.or preferential tariff egreements. His
country knew the difficulties of- customs unlons and 1t was doubtful if many
would be formed..: He would present emendments to Articles 16 and 42 to allow
free trade and preferential agreements for economic regions. . He “saw no
reason why -the smaller countries should not exchange preferences in order
to compete with highly developed countries which did not need them or which
might not be ready to reciprocate, Also he urged that boycotts should be
allowed where the national interest of a Member was threatened, -

- Mr, HASKNIE (Pakistan) supported the- remarks concerning Article 20-
made by the representative of Ceylon, He suggested that under-developed
countries .should be permitted to protect their resources and to give
priority to essential imports, .

Mr, GONZALEZ (Uruguey) felt that the argument for quantitative
restrictions for agriculture as against industrialized products was -
Prejudicial»when it affected countries whose socle source of income was from
agricultural products, He felt that the right of a state to protect itself
within adequate limits could not be delegated to any international
orgenization. » _ - CE oo

Mr, STUCKI (Switzerland) felt there was a contradiction between
Chapter II and Chapter .IV. His counfny was faced with a problem. of exporting
merchandise which must be paid for in hard currency and which could be
considered as luxury items., He understood the concessions granted to ‘
under-developed countries and those with difficultles concerning balance of
payments, but he was-concerned with the possibility of unemployment in a
country whose chief industries were directed towards export. The application
of quantitative restrictions by countries permitted to do so under the rule
of Article 21 would involve Switzerlend in unemployment and thus defeat the
provisions of Article 3., His proposal was intended to assist-in maintaining
employment in the face of such & threat.

He recalled that there had been an international conference twenty
years ago which had sought to reach agreement on the abolitjon-of- prohibitions,
This Conference had produced a general and simpler:formula in contrast to
the complexity of the Articles of the dreft Charter,. This complexilty was a
‘most serilous.-obstacle to ratification by parliaments,- He wished to substitute

such a general provision for the whole of, Articles 21 to. 2k, . ..
/Mr, RICHARD (France)
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Mr. RICHARD (France) stated his government had approved the Genéral
Agreement, which éontained almost all of the Articles of Chapter IV of the
Draft Charter, and he stressed the provisional nature of the Agreement, He
pointed out that onme of the essentials of the Charter was the evaluation of
the balance of payments problem which would give rise to quantitative and
emergency resﬂrictions; this evaluation was left to the ITO which would
follow the opinion and advice of the International Monetary Fund. Here was
a new problem in that certain countries were not members of the Fund., Vhat
organizetion would have the task of evaluating their situation? The autonomy
of the Organization had not been clarified., If there should be one vote
to every member, he would not oppose that but this would be in conflict with
the weighted voting system of the Fund.

Mr. DEJOIE (Haiti) reserved the position of his delegation concerning
Aviicle 16. The twelve countries in the Central American trade zone sought a
preferential system. Thelr customs tariffs were for fiscal purposes and
there had already been some reduction on materials required for industrial
development and there would be others when their system of taxation had been
developed, ' ‘

Mr, AZIZ {Afghanistan) drew attention to the vital problem of
transportation as i1t particularly affected his country because of its special
geographic position., He would submit amendments to Article 35 asking for
rate reductions or "free zones", He would also submit amendments concerning
"breaking of bulk".

Mr. COOMBS (Australia) admitted the complexity of Chapter IV. His
government was prepared to accept the obligations of Chapter IV provided that
Members carried out the obligations of the other Chapters, particularly those
relating to employment. Should the conditions-of 1929 and the following
years prevail, he did not pretend that it would be practicable to carry out
the commercial policy provisions and his government would seek a review of
their obligations by the ITO in accordance with the provisions of the Charter.
His country would abide by the decision of the Organization should review
be sought. - ’ ‘

It seemed to him that some representatives did not understand the intent
of Article 17, It was true that the Article required negotiations toward
the reduction of tariffs and the elimination of preferences, but if the
experience of Geneva was a criterion, reassurance could be offered as to
ite operation.

His couhtny, looking forward to considerable industrial development,
had gone to Geneva determined to protect that policy and to use protective
devices for that purpose. Accordingly, reguests received for reduction of
tariffs were scrutinized, and whem they were not consistent with Australian

/development
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development policy, were rejected,

In some cases minor concessions were meds; in others it was stated they
were not prepared to bind the items, and thus they preserved-the freedom
necessary to raise the rates when future development was contemplated.
Australie preserved its freedom of action and itself decided what items
were negotlable,

Under the General Agreement bindings were not permenent. After three
years, it was possible to unbind e particular item without terminating the
agreement es a whole.

There was alsc provision in both the General Agreement and the Charter
for a country to seek release from obligations before the end of the three
year period, provided the concurrence of all perties was obtained. The ITO
would use its good offices in such circumstances, If a tariff was for
revenue purposes there was, as in the case of an industry, subJect to future
development, reason for withholding negotiations on that item. Even when
an item was bound, the duty could be increassd for revenue purposes provided
a comparable duty was imposed on the same domestic product.

He considered tariffs the simplest protective device in the majority
of cases of industries undergoing development. In some insgtances, however,
quantitative restrictions might be the most efficient and least restrictive,
but these were so fow they should have the prior approval of the IZO.
Australia was propared to accede to this,

The argument for regional preference errangements for economic
development had merit in some cases, but under Article 15 preferences for this
burpose were permissible with the prlor approval of the Organization.

Concerning the pcint reivsd by *hne representative of Pakistan regarding
the establishment of priorities on imports, he felt this would come under
Article 21 because such priorities would be necessitated by the very lack
of foreign exchange envisaged in that Article.

The problem posed by the representative of Switzerland was difficult
end complex and should be studied with the same concern as those problems
affecting the under-industrialized countries. Mr, Coombs could not believe
there was a contradiction between Chapter II and Chapter IV. As he
understood it, Switzerland was a hard currency country and had a positive
balance on current account, but because of limitations placed upon its
exports by other countries it was faced with a possibility of umemployment,
the method of resolving this was provided in Chapter II, A country which
stinulated internal purchasing power in order to sustain effective demand,
might incur balence of peyments difficulties. However, the Swiss economy

wag not in this position at present. To deal with the sltuation envisaged
/by the Swiss
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by the Swise-representativs by drafting the Qharter in more geheral terms
would allow a wide range of indsependent action lending to abuse.

He felt it would be far better to consider the problem in detail and
decide what specific provisions could be imtroduced into the Charter to deal
effectively with the situation, affording & maximun relief to Switzerland
with a minlmim of harm to other countries.

Mr. D'ASCOLI (Venezuels) was in agreement with those delegates who felt
that the excuptious from genecal principles to cover particular situations,
e.g. those to be Pound in Articles 16, 18, 19, 20 and 26, would havs to be
admitted for cowatries defending their uew industries or protecting their
national incomes, but he could not understand why the prior approval of the
Organizatiorn was required for some and not for others,

He strongly supported the nead for preferential arrangesrands. for such
groups of countries as the Kear Fagt, Central Americe, other Tatin-Anerican
countries and other geographic regions.

He would like a clarification of the position regavding the raising of
teriffs after negotiations had been cerried out and he referred to the
terms of Article 1, paragraph 4, which could be involved as ground for a
complaint urder Article 89, iHe also requested the amplification of
Article 21 to cover further contingencies.

The CHAIRMAY stated that the general discussion would be closed after
hearing the representatives of New Zealend and Argentina at the next meeting.

The next meeting would be held Taursdsy, 4 December 1947 at 4.00 p.m.

The meeting rose at 1,15 p.m.






