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INTERVIEW 

Common Rules for Farming Policies within GATT 
Interview with Dr Sicco Leendert Mansholt, Vice-President of the EEC Com- 
mission, Brussels 

In the past months the public has been confronted increasingly with the problem of 
sufficient food supplies for a steadily growing world population. A large part of mankind 
is starving while not a few countries are trying to master the problem of surplus produc- 
tion. It is therefore no more than consequent that the member countries of the different 
international organisations agreed on an examination of their agricultural policies. The 
topical emergency of this problem is expressed by the FAO's warnings, the OECD Con- 
terence of Ministers of Agriculture and last but not least the agricultural negotiations with- 
in GATT. In this connection the EEC's notions of farming policy are deserving of particular 
consideration. In the following interview INTERECONOMICS* has asked the Vice- 
President of the EEC Commission in Brussels, Dr Sicco L. Mansholt--who as well is the Com- 
mission member competent for agricultural policy--to explain to its readers the most im- 
portant aspects of a worldwide conception of farming policy as are to be negotiated in 
the Kennedy Round. 

QUESTION: During the  Kennedy  
Round- -which  is the name used  for 
the current  tariff negot ia t ions  at 
Geneva  wi th in  GATT-- i t  is now 
the first t ime that  pro tec t ion is t  
prac t ices  used to support  farming 
have  been  the subject  of interna-  
t ional talks. The general  aim of the 
Kennedy  Round is an a l l round low- 
ering of such barriers to interna-  
t ional trade.  How will that  opera te  
regard ing  agriculture? Dr Mansholt ,  

would you kindIy expla in  to us the 
major  objec t ives  of this GATT 
Round as it will affect  farming? 

ANSWER: Unfor tuna te ly  it has 
to be admit ted  that  the  major  aims 
of the various par tners  in the 
Geneva  negot ia t ions ,  in so far as 
they touch farming, are widely  dif- 

ferent.  The EEC's ob jec t ive  in agri- 

cultural  pol icy is to secure for our 

farming output  a firm posi t ion in 
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the world. It will, of course, be  
necessa ry  for us to adapt  ourse lves  
in this process  to condit ions as 
they prevai l  inside and outside our 
Community.  

QUESTION: The EEC Commission 
has entered  the talks at Geneva  
with a special  concept ion  for its 
negot ia t ions  on agriculture.  Which 
are the basic ideas of this con- 
ception? 

ANSWER: The EEC is wil l ing 
and p repared  to make  its ent i re  
farming pol icy a mat te r  of negot ia-  
tion. In o ther  words ,  it is will ing 
to subject  this pol icy to rules laid 
down within the  f ramework  of an 
organisat ion like GATT. To be 
prepared  to t ie our practical  agri- 
cultural decis ions means  a change 
of major  impor tance  for our farm- 
ers, which implies, as a mat te r  of 
course, that  we  must  also insist  on 

full rec iproci ty  to be  granted  us by  

the other  GATT par tners .  

* Interview arranged by Christian Frand~ 
and Dietrich Kebschull. 
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QUESTION: What  then, a re  the  
differences be tween  the approach 
of the other  GATT par tne r s  and 
that  embodied by  the wishes  of the  
EEC? 

ANSWER: In brief, the o ther  
par tners  in GATT came to the  
negotiat ions with wide ly  di f ferent  
notions:  They wanted  to nego t ia te  
at Geneva exclus ive ly  on tariffs 
and market  guarantees ,  wi thou t  
discussing farming policies as such, 
or subject ing them to f ixed rule.s. 
The entire problem of farming was  
thus only seen  under  its t rading 
aspects.  And  therefore  t hey  advo-  
cated the wides t  f reedom in mar-  
ket ing farming products.  W h a t  
would have  been  the  effects  if 
such a pol icy was  to be left  to deal  
with by  individual  States,  which 
meant,  mainly  the import ing coun- 

tries. 

However ,  our own exper i ences  
have  taught  us that  a pol icy of this 
type will hard ly  be able to inten- 
sify exchanges of farming products .  
Past events  have  p rov ided  ample 
p roof - - ind iv idua l  countr ies  will al- 
ways  do what  they  like unless  their  
farming policies are based  on bind- 
ing general  rules. For instance,  it is 
not  difficult at all to lower  tariffs 
but, at the same time, to use o ther  
policy measures ,  say, subsidies  for 
product ion and exports ,  to obst ruct  
imports and to s t r eng then  the posi- 
tion of one 's  own  farmers.  The 
United Kingdom provides  a con- 
vincing example.  Britain a lways  
imported large quant i t ies  of eggs. 
Egg import  duties were  s lashed 
to the bone.  But gradual ly  we  
learned that  the Uni ted  Kingdom, 
though remaining  the b igges t  egg 
importer,  at the same t ime devel-  
oped its expor t  of eggs. Subsidies 
for British egg p roduc t ion  have  
vi t iated comple te ly  the effect  of 

low egg import  duties.  Much the 

same applies to fruit  and vege-  
tables. In spi te  of low import  

duties, mass ive  subsidies  make  it 

impossible to impor t  much. 

QUESTION : Originally,  it was  the 

aim of the K e n n e d y  Round to 
achieve a l inear  cut  of 50 % on all 
import  duties. But you have  just  

s tated that  tariff  reduct ions  alone 

do not mean  much for farming. 
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Now, what  does  the  EEC offer, and 
about  which addi t ional  subjects  is 
to be negot ia ted?  

ANSWER: In the  first  instance,  
the EEC offers to consol ida te  all its 
measures  of agr icul tural  p ro tec t ion  
in the future and, offer ing this, we  
do not deny  at all that  a cut in im- 
port  duties might  still be  poss ib le  
for cer ta in  products .  Thus, the  EEC 
has also submit ted  offers  of this 
kind at Geneva.  

As I have  shown  ear l ier  on, how-  
ever, general  p ro tec t ion  for farm 
product ion  does  not  consis t  in tar- 
iffs but main ly  in agr icul tural  pol-  
icies. There  are  subsidies,  equal isa-  
tion "skirnming-offs",  min imum 
p r i c e s - - i n  fact, the re  is an ent i re  
arsenal  of p ro tec t ion is t  weapons .  
The EEC refuses  point  b lank to 
take only  an isola ted  ins tance  from 
this d iverse  accumula t ion  and to 
negot ia te  only  on this, the  import  
duties. W h a t  may  be  sui table for 
industry,  whose  pro tec t ion  is main- 
1y based  on tariffs, cannot  s imply 
be imitated in the field of farming. 
Agricul ture  must  be  t ied down  to 
fixed universa l  regulat ions.  

QUESTION: The EEC offers to 
consol idate  its p ro tec t ive  measures  
for farming. Many  h a v e  been  dis- 
appoin ted  by  this offer, and crit ics 
have  main ly  ob jec ted  to a stabili- 
sation of present  p ro tec t ion  being 
pa in ted  as a concession.  Does this 
not ra ther  mean  that  the p resen t  
forms and scope of pro tec t ion  will 
be more firmly en t r en ch ed - - i n  con- 
trast  wi th  the des i red  l iberalisa- 
tion? Can you, Dr Mansholt ,  make  
it c learer  to us wha t  the  EEC real ly  
means in this respect?  

ANSWER: It is se l f -unders tood 
that  the EEC might  also cut down 
its agricultural  protect ion,  but only  
on the assumpt ion  that  its protec-  
t ive walls are too high. In draft ing 

our offers for the K en n ed y  Round, 

we have  tr ied to assess  the prec ise  

impact of our protect ion.  In most  

cases, the effect of overal l  protec-  

tion for any individual  farming 

product  finds express ion  in its price 

or, more exactly,  in the di f ference 

be tween  its prices wi th in  the EEC 

and in the world markets .  W h a t  

else could we do than to fix prices 

at a level  which can be consoli- 
da ted  wi thin  GATT? Perhaps, mere-  
ly as an example,  we might  have  
fixed the whea t  price not at DM 425 
but at DM 450 per  ton, enabling us 
to offer a cut by  DM 25 per  ton at 
Geneva  for consolidat ing at DM 
425 per  ton. But this would not  
make  sense, or would it? 

QUESTION: Does the EEC find 
the offers  of o ther  GATT par tners  
sat isfactory? 

ANSWER: No, in the same w a y  
as the  o ther  negot ia t ing  par tners  
are not  sat isf ied with the EEC's of- 
fer, the EEC feels that  it cannot  
praise  the offers of its par tners  in 
GATT. But that  seems to be nor- 
mal. At  the outse t  of any negotia-  
t ions nobody  will  ever  be satisfied, 
as it would  he foolish to s tate  r ight  
at the beg inn ing  that  anybody  is 
glad to h a v e  rece ived such good 
offers from the  others.  

Yet no o ther  GATT par tner  has  
made  such far-reaching offers as the 
EEC has done, and I should be sur- 
pr ised if our par tners  in GATT 
would,  and could, go as far as we  
did. 

QUESTION: Is it then a fact that  
the EEC's GATT par tners  prefer  to 
make  their  offers and concess ions  
mainly  in the field of tariffs, whils t  
the EEC's offer affects the ent i re  

field of protect ion? 

ANSWER: Yes, that  is true. Im- 
por t ing countr ies  are supposed  to 
make concessions,  whils t  expor t ing  
countries,  especia l ly  the Uni ted 
States, are far from wil l ing to im- 
pose, for example,  cuts on their  
expor t  subsidies.  Their at t i tude is 
comple te ly  one-sided,  for not  only  
import ing countr ies  cling to farm- 
ing protect ion,  thus causing the  
world markets  to deter iorate ,  but  
expor t ing  countr ies  do the same. 

QUESTION: Can it be said that  
the contes t  of the Kennedy  Round 
is main ly  one be tween  the US and 

the EEC? 

ANSWER: Each count ry  natural-  

ly plays  its own part. As negota-  

tions proper  have  only  just  started,  

the negot ia t ing  part ies  are still in 

a wait ing posture ,  mutual ly  tes t ing 



the i r  dif ferent  pos i t ions  and  eva lu-  
a t ing  thei r  po in t s  of depar ture .  You 
canno t  yet  say  tha t  g iven  a t t i tudes  
h a v e  grown rigid. Things  are  be ing  
discussed open ly  and  f rank ly  in  an  
a tmosphere  free of bias.  

QUESTION:Up to now, the  Agri -  
cul tura l  Commi t t ee  has  no t  done  
much more t h a n  l i s ten ing  to gen-  
eral  exp lana t ions  abou t  the  mean-  
ing of ind iv idua l  o f f e r s - - a l t o g e t h e r  
abou t  forty. How  is this  to  con- 
t inue?  At the  moment ,  i t  s eems  
more  promis ing  to b r e a k  ou t  f rom 
mul t i l a t e ra l i ty  and  to r e tu rn  to bi- 
la tera l  negot ia t ions .  Do you  b e l i e v e  
tha t  such b i l a t e ra l  ta lks  h a v e  
g rea te r  chances,  a t  l eas t  b e t w e e n  
the mos t  i m p o r t a n t  par t ies  to the  
negot ia t ions ,  in  o rde r  to ach ieve  
ce r t a in  concess ions?  

ANSWER: I don ' t  b e l i eve  tha t  
this  ques t ion  of m e t h o d  is as de-  
c is ive  as all  that .  I t  is more  a 
p rob lem of nego t i a t i ng  techniques  
whe the r ,  a t  a ce r t a in  s tage,  hi-  
l a te ra l  contac t s  a re  t a k e n  up. O n  
the  o the r  hand ,  we  mus t  ins is t  on  
e v e n t u a l  a g r e e m e n t  be ing  b a s e d  on  
the  mul t i l a te ra l  p lane .  Should  i t  be  
n e c e s s a r y  to p r e p a r e  for such a 
mul t i la te ra l  a g r e e m e n t  b y  b i l a t e ra l  
negot ia t ions ,  t h e r e  is no  ob j ec t i on  
aga ins t  this. 

QUESTION : T h e r e  is a n o t h e r  
question about negotiating tech- 
niques: the  EEC is ac t ing  for  the  
f irst  t ime  as a s ingle  nego t i a t i ng  
b o d y  r ep re sen t i ng  the  six indiv id-  
ual  countr ies .  I t  h a s  b e e n  g i v e n  a 
specia l  m a n d a t e  to nego t ia te .  Is 
th is  a useful  m e t h o d  of nego t i a t -  
ing? Has the  EEC Commiss ion  b e e n  
g i v e n  suff icient  a u t h o r i t y  for nego-  
t i a t ing  flexibly, or  m a y  it  no t  n e e d  
dur ing  the  nego t ia t ions ,  pe r haps  
ea r ly  in  1967 w h e n  t he  dec i s ive  
p h a s e  begins,  add i t iona l  powers ,  or  
a new  manda te?  

ANSWER: The  a n s w e r  to the  
first  ques t ion  is yes.  t t  is a v e r y  
useful  me thod  for the  Counci l  of 
Minis te rs  to i s sue  a nego t i a t i ng  
m a n d a t e  unde r  the  T r e a t y  of Rome, 
a sk ing  the  Commiss ion  to ac t  on  
beha l f  of the  Communi ty .  It would,  
o n  the  o ther  hand,  be  bad  to le t  
t he  Counci l  of Min i s t e r s  do the  
negot ia t ing ,  as has  b e e n  seen  clear-  
ly  dur ing  the  ta lks  w i t h  Br i ta in  up 
to January ,  1963. 

W h e t h e r  the  au tho r i t y  g ran ted  
to the EEC Commiss ion  up  to now 
for nego t i a t i ng  at  G e n e v a  wil l  be  
suff ic ient  c a n n o t  be  s t a t ed  wi th  
cer ta in ty .  For m y  part ,  I do no t  be-  
l ieve  t ha t  i t  is so. The  Commiss ion  
has  a l r eady  d r a w n  the  Counc i l  of 
Min is te r s '  a t t e n t i o n  to a n u m b e r  of 
points  on  which  fu r the r  dec is ions  
will h a v e  to b e  made.  But, for the  
t ime being,  it wi l l  b e  n e c e s s a r y  
first to n e g o t i a t e  w i th  t he  GATT 
par tne rs .  O n l y  af te r  t h a t  ha s  b e e n  
done,  we  m a y  say  t ha t  this  is in- 
sufficient,  b e c a u s e  a d i f ferent  pol- 
icy mus t  b e  fo l lowed and  add i t iona l  
concess ions  wil l  h a v e  to be  made.  
It wil l  t h e n  b e  n e c e s s a r y  to recon-  
v e n e  the  Counci l  of Min i s t e r s  for  
mak ing  new  decis ions.  This, of 
course,  pu ts  t he  EEC Commiss ion  
in a pos i t ion  t h a t  is w e a k e r  t h a n  
tha t  of i ts  nego t i a t i ng  pa r tne rs .  
Moreover ,  i ts  m a n d a t e  is fu l ly  
k n o w n  to e v e r y b o d y  at  Geneva ,  
which is no t  t ru~  of the  m a n d a t e s  
wi th  which  the  o the r  GATT par t -  
ners  h a v e  i n v e s t e d  t he i r  delega-  
tions. 

QUESTION: This  p r o c e d u r e  has  
much de l ayed  nego t i a t i ons  dur ing  
the  K e n n e d y  Round. Is the re  not  
pe rhaps  a d a n g e r  t ha t  the  Amer i -  
cans, be ing  compel led  to ca r ry  out  
the  p re sc r ip t ions  of the  Trade  Ex- 
pans ion  Ac t  un t i l  1967, mus t  l eave  
the  nego t i a t i ons  w i thou t  the  ta lks  
h a v i n g  a r r i ved  a t  a conc lus ive  
resul t?  

ANSWER: The re  is n a t u r a l l y  al- 
ways  the  r i sk  t ha t  nego t i a t ions  
take  too long. It is a p i ty  t ha t  we  
h a v e  lost  much t ime  dur ing  the  las t  
t h ree  years .  V a s t  obs tac les  h a v e  
got  into the  w a y  of ob t a in ing  any  
mandate .  It is t rue  tha t  the  mech- 
anism of the  EEC works  more  slow- 
ly and  p o n d e r o u s l y  t h a n  i t  is cus- 
tomary  wi th  ind iv idua l  na t iona l  
states.  But we  mus t  a lso no t  forget  
tha t  some th ing  comple te ly  new  is 
be ing  put  into  p rac t i ce  at  Brussels,  
and  t ha t  our  expe r i ence  in hand-  
l ing it is limited. 

We must now, of course, make 
haste to achieve the basic agree- 
ment till about February, 1967. If 
we succeed in this, all the technical 
questions could be cleared up in 
time until July I, 1967. I would not 
yet say that this is impossible. But 

the  coming  m o n t h s  up to F e b r u a r y  
wil l  be  decis ive .  

QUESTiON: Dr Mansho l t ,  w h a t  
do you  th ink  of the  s a y i n g  t ha t  de- 
l ayed  negot}at ions  will  be  wel-  
comed b y  p ro t ec t ion i s t  c i rcles  in  
the  US? W e  h a v e  h e a r d  tha t  the  
A m e r i c a n s  a re  a l r e ady  s o m e w h a t  
t i red  w i t h  the  K e n n e d y  Round,  and  
t ha t  the re  a re  forces  f avou r ing  
s t ronge r  p ro tec t ion i sm,  who  would  
much pre fe r  the  en t i re  K e n n e d y  
Round  to fal l  to the  ground.  

ANSWER: We would,  of course,  
g r ea t ly  r eg re t  such a d e v e l o p m e n t  
in  Amer ica .  I c an  fu l ly  u n d e r s t a n d  
A m e r i c a n  i m p a t i e n c e  and  dissat is-  
fact ion.  Tlde l ong  de lay  has  
s t r e n g t h e n e d  those  in A m e r i c a  who  
are  no t  i n t e r e s t ed  in the  K e n n e d y  
R o u n d - - a n d  b o t h  in Amer i ca  and  
in Europe  t h e r e  a re  p ro tec t ion i s t s ;  
a t  least ,  i t  has  s t r e n g t h e n e d  the  
h a n d s  of t hose  w h o  exe r t  p r e s su re  
on  the  US Admin i s t r a t ion ,  which 
con t inues  to suppo r t  the  K e n n e d y  
Round. On  the  o t h e r  hand,  I do no t  
be l i eve  in a d a n g e r  tha t  the  US 
G o v e r n m e n t  m i g h t  w i thd raw  from 
Geneva .  

QUESTION: The  EEC has  ac- 
qu i red  h igh ly  spec ia l i sed  exper i -  
ences  in n e g o t i a t i n g  techniques ,  
espec ia l ly  in  ty ing  and  u n t y i n g  so- 
ca l led  nego t i a t i ng  packets.  In t he  
l ight  of such exper ience ,  do you  
th ink  it useful  to n e g o t i a t e  a " t ied  
ba rga in" ,  as p roposed  b y  the  Amer -  
icans,  b e t w e e n  concess ions  in the  
f ield of indus t r i a l  and  in t ha t  of 
fa rming  t rade?  W o u l d  it  be  poss ib le  
to sugges t  to the  one  or a n o t h e r  
p a r t n e r  tha t  t h e y  should  m a k e  
wide r  concess ions  on  farm prod-  
ucts? 

ANSWER: I ag ree  w h o l e h e a r t e d -  
1y w i th  this  sugges t ion .  The EEC 

Commiss ion  also has  a lways  he ld  
the  opin ion  t ha t  such mutua l  " t ies"  

should  b e  created.  

WTe m u s t use  the  n e e d  for, and  

the  op in ion  t h a t  such mutua l  
r educed  impor t  du t ies  on  indus t r ia l  

goods for ach iev ing  p ledges  on  
farm produce .  A n d  we  do m a k e  
use  of such connec t ions .  If w e  
would  deal  w i th  agr icu l tu ra l  p rob-  
lems exc lus ive ly ,  I am afraid t ha t  
conflicts and  diff icul t ies  wou ld  

8 INTERECONOMICS, No. ii, 1966 



prove  to be so overwhe lming  in 
agr icul ture  a lone  as to p r even t  any  
solution.  

QUESTION: But does  this not  
a!so create  the risk that  failure to 
agree  on agr icul ture  may  affect  the  
industr ia l  markets ,  too? 

ANSWER: Such risks will  a lways  
exist.  But in spi te  of all this, I stick 
to the opinion that  the need  for 
concess ions  on industr ia l  marke t s  
g ives  us a g rea te r  chance for mak- 
ing some progress  atso in the field 
of farming. 

QUESTION: What  does this mean  
in pract ice? A "t ied deal",  after  all, 
would  m e a n  that  concess ions  for 
industr ia l  and  farming t rade  would  
have  to be judged  pure ly  quanti-  
ta t ively.  Concess ions  on industr ia l  
goods can be  measured  by  the  rate  
of impor t  duty, which will  then  be 
cut by, say, 50 %. But h o w  can this 
be  done  in negot ia t ing  for conces-  
s ions in overa l l  farming policy? 
How to measu re  them? Have  the  
Geneva  nego t i a t ing  par tne rs  any  
prac t ica l  ideas  about  this? 

ANSWER: W e  mus t  be c lear  that  
in our  negot ia t ions  for l inear  re- 
duct ions  of p ro tec t ion  it is not  pos- 
sible to eva lua te  p rec i se ly  each 
individual  concess ion ,  product  
agains t  product ,  as it used  to be 
done  during b i la te ra l  talks. But this 
is not,  after  all, the  mean ing  of the 
K e n n e d y  Round. 

Linear nego t i a t ions  have  to deal, 
above  all, wi th  the excep t ions  from 
the pr inc ip le  of l inear i ty .  Of course, 
negot ia to rs  will  a lways  ask them- 
se lves :  W h a t  do I y ie ld?  But it will 
not  be poss ib le  in the  case  under  
d iscuss ion  to ca lcu la te  the prec ise  
va lue  of all the concess ions ,  as 
h a p p e n e d  dur ing ea r l i e r  GATT ne- 
gotiat ions.  

QUESTION: In o r d e r  to solve the 
farming problem,  t h e  EEC has pro- 
posed  forming wor ldwide  agricul- 
tural  ag reemen t s  for individual  
farm products ,  e.g. for grain. And  
they  are  also be ing  cons idered  for 
meat,  da i ry  produc ts ,  and sugar. 
But wha t  chance d o e s  the EEC give 
such ag reemen t s?  Does  not  the his- 
to ry  of o ther  a g r e e m e n t s  show that  
they  opera te  unsat i s fac tor i ly ,  and 
tha t  t hey  h a v e  n e v e r  led to a long- 
te rm solu t ion  of the  problems they  
w e r e  des igned  to d e a l  with? 

INTERECONOMICS, No. 11, 1966 

once 

ELBSCHLOS5 

always 

 :LBSCHLOSS 
ELBSCHLOSS- BRAUEREI, HAMBURG 

ANSWER: W e  have  n e v e r  be- 
l ieved  that  any  comple te  and final 
solut ion of all the problems beset -  
t ing farming produc t ion  and farm 
products  t rade  can be achieved. 
This was indeed  neve r  the purpose  
of our proposals .  W e  can only  take 
a first s tep for making  wor ld  t rade  
heal thier .  This t rade  has been  de- 
p r ived  of m a n y  of its funct ions 
through numerous  s ta te  in terven-  
tions in product ion,  trade,  and con- 
sumption.  W h a t  we  propose  for a 
wor ldwide  gra in  t rade  means  only  
an ex tens ion  of our offers made  al- 
r eady  in the  cases  of o ther  farm 
products.  W e  be l ieve  that  world-  
wide  agreements  must  s e rve  the 
p reven t ion  of avai lable  surplus 
product ion  from reaching the  wor ld  
markets  in an uncont ro l led  fashion. 
Certain rules have  to be found for 
govern ing  the  ways  in which such 
surpluses  are marketed.  For ex- 
ample, we would  be will ing to pro- 
v ide  f inance for aid programmes,  
to deflect  such surpluses  to under-  
deve loped  areas,  thus  el iminating 
their  d is turbing influence on nor- 
mal trade. But an indispensable  
condit ion for this would  be agreed  
criteria for not ing  a surplus, and a 
consol idat ion of agricul tural  pro- 
tection, lest  increased  pro tec t ion  
led to addi t ional  product ion,  in 
spite of exis t ing surpluses.  

QUESTION :Does this p rogramme 
form also a special  EEC contribu- 
tion to deve lopment  aid? 

ANSWER: No, and I do not  be- 
l ieve that  GATT would  be the body 
within which to des ign  and carry 
out a new deve lopmen t  pol icy on 
farming. The problems of develop-  

ment  aid have  a much wider  scope. 
An ag reemen t  under  GATT could 
be no more  than  a first step, to be 
jo ined  up later  with in ternat ional  
organisat ions,  e.g. FAO. 

QUESTION: The EEC is only now 
on its w a y  to grow into a complete  
customs and economic union. It 
went  th rough  great  difficulties of 
its own. Only  gradual ly  does it 
succeed  in agreeing on common 
tariff and t rade policies. Would  it 
not therefore  be correct  to s tate  
that  the Kennedy  Round came too 
ear ly  for the  EEC? Would  the 
chances for success  have  perhaps  
been  grea te r  after Ju ly  1, 1968, 
after the common industrial  and 
agricul tural  market  has been  com- 
pleted? 

ANSWER: Yes and no. I be l ieve  
it was a good thing to confront  the 
EEC wi th  the Kennedy  Round as 
ear ly  as it did happen;  for it is es- 
sential  to know the  eventual  he ight  
of the future common tariff a l ready 
during the process  of its creation,  
especia l ly  for countr ies  which must  
raise their  import  duties. Otherwise  
they would  have  to increase  them 
and later  to cut them again. 

Perhaps  it is t rue to say  that  the 
GATT negot ia t ions  came somewha t  
p remature ly  for our agriculLure, be- 
cause we  were  not  able to make  
any offers before  we had a com- 
mon agricul tural  policy. And  this 
was indeed  the cause of the  well-  
known delay.  On the o ther  hand,  
we were  thus forced to become 
quick workers  in deal ing with our 
common farming and t rading pol- 

icies. 


