
er;Og75 idae me•,a 8ube£47 ou the ground that "the prectfte 1m ques±4 0a vas a 

tax law, and tax laws ere not eubsidiee- to the taxpayer '12! their terns are. 

generally available.
à1.9 Thé judge's cements an the broad rule ee general 

availabilacy, or  specificity do Met eenstitute-a bindin4 precedent,. Erm s,;;évér, 

the fact  thé t be went to great Iengthe to criticize:the 1:1'.a reasene £ot a - 

apeci'Ficlty test -ameto distfnguieh hls rul:L'ng from the precedent eet by 

Ca: -.:1 -Isle indicates an tinWillingnese. on the part e£ at lea- 	one 'Ildge en the 

ceuzt t  acceez zhe .7.-Dinterpreterom of chi s gentian of tilQ act'. R4.e 

1171-.-edm tb,ils create acme umcertaint? •beut the attength of' .the-specificity test' 

-In U.5. •ountervailing duty laW, • 

Recent Cases Znvelvinz Canade 

In its recent denisienS, the 1.1.à4 .has contitued.to councérail euly 

those suheies the: are targeted to ePecific ezter7irisee,, industries :, groups .  

- 

	

	 Or' industries, or regions Ln a ozuntry The specificity test 

was appiied-to Canada's benefit ,tn two recent cases ,, One ease was CerZain 

Solftwood Frzdumrs  etem Canada (Sofrwood .prod=ts .),
20 

Tbe:othet vas Live 

Sarrl. ?reeC1id. as ,4 7r-ovin e--k 	 Cana 4e (-51,ze 

Im_Softwcod ?roducts, 

 

Pork). n  

• umerous federal and provimcial -prnu'ams - vere 

found te ceneer subridies because assistance was made available omly to 

certain industries or  rn certain regions. These programs w.ere nor. 

cvuzz=tva14ee, bdvaver, because  the tec ad' valorem subsi4ies were de u22,nimia 

léSs tha n the .5 percent level required in the La w 	 fedezal 

programs -dep. t. derermimed to. CZnIe7 SUbSidieS: 


