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More recer^tly; attention has focussed on the spread of "yeluntary"
,^xport restrairrts in situations in which even the criteria of Article XIX of the
GATT caudd have been rnet_ All this has given rise to an extensive literature on
the „Nevs+ Pratetttivnisrn`.

Howeve_r, there has also beèn a Lminority vie*, to the effect that was
bas been happening has 'âeen not so, much trade liber alizatian, but rather a
widespread recourse to discrimination in trade p6ii4ry and, in parallel, a shift
from relianee on the tarïff, (in the fashion of the early 1950s} to reliance on an
armory of other measures, wnich -ure have lUmped tagather umdef "the heading of
"contingency protecti'an". It wauld require extensive research to establish when
this vievr âegan'to be expressed, ce rta.inly far. a long. perivd, certaird y u p to t he
eariy years of the Kennedy Round (194.2-63) the, prevailing view was that what
had ber happening was "UôeralizâtioN"-, by and large, and that the grbwth of
world V-ade could be assumed to- be, in part it i-east, the. resuit of this process.
Hdwever, it is doubtful whetYiér the practitioners; that is,, trade polio officials
and rrnembers of the traide 4i^r, ever uncriti'cally shared the majority view; for
practitioners the stated majority view was, merely part- of the paiiticai
presencEation of the case for fusther trade negotiatiorLs, which were aarsceived as
being necessary to contai^ti proteçtionism:21 A nurnber of iriforrned
commentators have, over the years, taken the view that trade [iberalitation and
non-discrirninatiors were not whàt was happening. *For exarri-ple, in 1971 Mr.
Bruce C1ubb, then acommissianer of the U.S. 7ariff Commissianf expre^ssed his'
"belief that there has, been a.w idespread misundersxanding of the fareigri trade
policy. the United States has been p+srsuirtg in recent years» We have believed
that it was a liberal policy, leading toward a time of free;trade. In faf^t, it has
been a rather neutral policy; a pragmatic policy where restrictions have been
removed from some goods and irnpcsed on ot.mrs, on a case b} .Cas,e' b,asïs.
Although we iike-to talk only about the restrictions we femove,. the evidence
suggests that in trade terms these .are almost e quW ad by the restrictions we have
imposed, with the result that we are probably mo rmarar free trade now than we
were forty years ago.'"22

Since the Tokyo Round, there has been much more attention gi.vén to

encouragement and sponsorship of cartel-like activity, including that by

etaïled and 'ingeniaus prateC tianisrn to be fo+md in the Cont.ingency Sy.stem.
^rïticism of ti^^^^^mpïn^yst^rn, -and, of the anti-competitive aspects of
itrade poiïcy (which we shall note in the rlexc<chaptef) has piayed a part in this; at
more generai level, looi;ing at the trade policy system in the round, as a system,
a numb'er of trade policy practioners have directed attention to the restrictive
and discriminatory feature of trade policy, rather than being content with
mer6i. y re-stating the long-establïshed case-for reducing tariffs. For exarnpl-, in
a serïi^s of articles during and since tbe . Toky►o.R ound, j an Tumlir, the laxe G ATT
direcror of researçh, drev,+ attention to and noted the policy implicat'ions- of th e
movement toward a non-taaiff cèWntere-d and prbtectionïst trade policy system.
He expressed his cc;ncern# in a series of articles, as to- the implications of the
deciïne in the "international order" reiimd to the increase in -the use of,
giavernmenz-negatiate^ e x^d r.e5traints and to government encouraged
eaelfeazïoz (e.g. iftstee.l}.r H e made a.persuasive cas6 that the major canfiict
^tw^en corrrpetxc^^^llcy or polic3es auti4 trade policy is in the official

`i acpor-ters. In quanrtitative torms, and, rrtore'ïmportantly, in terrris of the thrèat
MeernaTiortal arder; this is of greater importance rha.i3 the diffefénces in

standards as between legislation dn dorriestic price discrimination and anti-r
durrtp'ing policy. -
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