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FIRST SITTING
TllUTISDAY, 21st SEPTEMBETI 1967

IN THE CHAIR : Mr. ALAIN POHER
President of the European Parliament

The Sitting was opened at. .'J p.m.

I. Opening of the }oint Meeting
The Chairman (F). - The Sitting is open. I declare open
the fourteenth Joint \leeLing of members of the Consultative
\ssernbly of the Council of Europe and mtmber" of the European
Parliament.
,\lay I remind ~·ou lltat the rules of procedure in force arc
Lho"r \\ hich were agreed upon jointly. on 22nd June l95:l, by the
Burrau of the Consultatin; \ssembly and tbe Bureau of the
European Parliament.
l would ask members who \vi,.;h to speilk to put their
names down on the list of speakers in room .\ 70 befon' lhe
close of this afternoon's sitling.
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2. Exchange of views
The Chairman (F). - We shall first hear the presentation
by Mr. Pedini, Rapporteur of the European Parliament, of the
Report to the Consultative Assembly of the Council of Europe on:
I. The European Community after ten years.
and political assessment.

An economic

II. Activities of the European Parliament from 1st May 1966
to 30th April 1967 (Doc. 94 E.P. =Doc. 2250 C. A.).
I call Mr. Pedini.

Mr. Pedini, Rapporteur of the European Parliament (I). In briefly introducing the report which I have had the honour
of presenting on behalf of the European Parliament, let me record
with satisfaction the substantial identity of political assessments
between my paper and the report of the Council of Europe.
The subject selected calls for a review of those ten years
which have imparted life and substance to the European Economic
Community.
When the Rome Treaties were signed, and when, sti:ll
earlier, the Treaty of Paris was signed, we were only too conscious that a political situation had been reached in which the
frontiers, and some of the functions, of the age-old European
nations had been overtaken by events. Peace, industry, security,
economic progress, scientific research-none of these things could
any longer be circumscribed by national boundaries. The
strength and prestige of great nations like the United States of
America or the Soviet Union originated still more in the juridical
fact of their political unity than in their economic wealth.
What made Europe so weak, so extremely weak, in those
years was less the economic gap than the political gap. The
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L nitrd States of America was already a great power because it had
a ~ingle government, it had unity, both of economic and of
political s1 mcture.

To give flesh and bones to the Treaty of Paris, first, and then
to the Home Treaties signified a commitment on the part of the
peoples of Europe emerging from a fratricidal war to the task of
establishing a new "Community-type" State, on a continental
scale in which the old-established nations could combine and
transcend themselws. If, then, the achievement of these ten
yenrs shO\\ s gaps and inadequacies, they are justified by the very
size of the task; which at the same time enhances the work
acromplished and the intuitive wisdom of our best elements.
In these len years, generally ~peaking, 1he proce~s o[ integraLion between the six countries of the European Economic Community has gone on and is still going on-this is thr interesting
point-without detracting from tl1e identity of the individual
nations that signed tlJC Treaty of Home: on the contrar~·, memhrrship of thr Comnmnit~· has enabled these nations to express
tl1rir political personalities and their economic attitudes still
more effectively.
There is, moreover, one fact that illustrates how, notwithstanding periodically recurring crises, the good will of the
signatory States of the Home Treaty has proved a reality. That
Treaty allows for recourse to escape clauses when economic
difficulties make the process of economic integration a dangerous
undertaking. Yet, in the ten years of the Community's history,
despite recurrent economic crises, no member State has ever made
use of these emergency provisions or jeopardised the building of
the European Economic Community on account of its own
doTIIestic dilllculties.
The account which I am
how, in the implementation of
what was required, \\e have
Co111munity act ion which \\ere
inal agreements.

placing before you demonstrates
the Treaty, we have gone beyond
contrived to initiate phases of
not actually foreseen in the orig-
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:\ year ago we were discussing in this hall the opinion of the
European Parliament on the economic programming of the six
EEC countries. But such programming was not prescribed in the
Treaty: it is the outcome of the actual realisation of European
integration in its essential aspects.
Undoubtedly, we must see in this progress of the European
Economic Community the fruits of the highly important functions performed by the Commission, then presided over by
Professor Hallstein.
We owe it largely to the imagination of the men of this
historic Commission that so many essential elements of the
Treaty of Home have been translated into practice.
The data showing the economic and social advance of the
EEC during these years speak for themselves. The gross national
product of the Community has gone up since 1958 by 45 per cent,
as against an increase during the same period of 29 per cent for
the United Kingdom and 38 per cent in the United States of
America. Industrial production has registered a 50 per cent
increase, and intra-Community trade has risen by 2:3H per cent.
And this economic development of our nations possesses an additional merit. It does not merely satisfy one of the fundamental
objectives prescribed in the Rome Treaty-to secure harmonisation in the development of living conditions for our severa I
peoples and human progress within the bounds of the European
Economic Community by virtue of the economic policy of individual and social freedom which is characteristic of our way of
life. What I take pleasure in emphasising in this introductory
statement is the fact that EEC's development has not been
achieved at the expense of the growth of the human family as fl
whole. The European Economic Community has not been enclosed within itself, it has participated adively in world trade, in
all those exchanges from which our contemporary society so
largely draws its sustenance in an age geared to large-scale
markets. The recent participation of EEC in the Kennedy
Round is proof of its firm intention to co-operate over the major
problems of the development of the international society.
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The European Parliament has on several occasions ex pressed
the hope~and it is still our hope~that the EEC may operate
incrrasingly in \vorld politics not as representative of the individual States but with the purpose of expres,;ing an international
personality of its own. For us one of the most encouraging
clcn1ents in the Kennedy Hound negotiations was the fact th,tl
the EEC negotiated in its own name. On the eve of another important international economic conference. that of U~CTAD in
New Delhi. \Ye trust that once again the Community may ad in
the fullness of its unitary personality, thus presenting to the
world a new pattern of State. a "Conmnmitv" State.
lncidrntally the EEC, in thesr last few year,;, has brought
into being a new t~pe of international relationship: a,;sociat ion
This relationship takes the place of what in the past was an
alliance between nations. :\ssociation is organic alliance, tolid
alliance, matching the exigencies of our limes. measuring up lo
the totality of our problems. requiring the integration of all
essential factors in the life of peoples.
The association of other countries with the EEC has hrought
about ll1e development, for example in the ::\[editerranean regioll.
of a new kind of relationship, a new form of international
snlidarit~. The EEC might well in this wa~', for instance, mah a
real contribution to overcoming the Middle East cri~is ami be lhr
means of promoting. in its own interests too, and more effectively
than the individual nations have done, a better understanding
between all the countries which face the Mediterranean.
"\nother chapter of association policy has been added to the
record of EEC with the Yaounde Convention on association with
JF~ :\ frican countries (\AMS). Like the Community itself. this
association is extensible to other countries: and it constitutes, in
anv case. a modern and ingenious model of all-round collaboration between highly industrialised countries and developing
cotlntries. In fact, only by basing relations with the new nations
on equality of sovereignty in form and in substance, and then
insrrting a network of commercial, economic and cultural rela-
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tions within that context, can we make a solid contribution towards the solution of the problem of the century: under-development.
What, then, are the reasons for the success, albeit partial, of
the EEC P In the judgment of our Parliament the essence of the
EEC lies in the "political investment" of which the Community
is the expression. The EEC was conceived by its architects as a
political instrument, as an indirect road to the political unification of Europe. And the institutions with which the EEC is
endowed are precisely the guarantee of its political content.
That is why this Parliament has always followed vigilantly
and supported with conviction the action of the three executive
Commissions, as it will always follow with vigilance the action
of the single Commission. In the efficient working of that
Commission there is indeed something more than the functioning
of a bureaucratic organ: through the success of that institution
the validity of the political substance of the European Economic
Community is attested.
If the EEC had been nothing more than a collection of commercial or economic agreements, if provision had not been made
also for the articulation of its institutions, if it did not constitute
a transition stage towards a new type of State, not only would it
never have achieved even that partial success of which we boast,
but probably it would not have any future at all, in face of the
complex new problems that are going to descend upon us
within the next decade.

It is just because of the value and political content of these
institutions that the European Parliament feels its function to be
important and has never let pass any opportunity-this I must
repeat-without voicing its aspirations for an increase in its powers
as soon as possible. The function of our Assembly is sui generis:
the powers of the European Parliament cannot be measured by
the same standards as the powers of a national Parliament.
The European Parliament is the expression of a new political and
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juridical reality in proress o[ formation \Yhich represents the
transition from national to Community life. But for this reason
too it is necessary to face up to the problem of elections and to
increase Parliament's powers of direct control over the budgets.
For the more the importance and prestige of the European
Parliament are reinforced, the more solid will be the political
substance of the Communities which. in our view, constitutes the
fundamental reason for their historical signifkance.
Yet the value of these institutions will be further enhanced
if we consider the undoubted deficiencies to be obsened in m:my
pages of the EEC's story and if we seek ways and means of
remedying them.
How many things must still he done!
The report which I have the honour to present illustrates
the dangers involved in not having achieved, so far, a common
commercial policy among the six countries of the Community,
notwithstanding the fact that such a policy was prescribed in the
treaties.
Then, the recent dramatic events in the Middle East have
high-lighted the perils arising from the absence of a common
energy policy, not only to ensure supplies for the large market
which we represent but also to be the goYerning factor for an
important chapter of the Community's relations with third
rountries.
The more we can build up the strength of our institutions,
the more chance we shall have of coping with the existing shortcomings in the record of the European Economic Community.
As we now set out upon our second decade we must not so
much keep our eyes on the pages already written as look ahead
to the pages that still remain to be written to complete the story
of the European Economic Community. That Community is
facing tasks of its own, but it is also required to deal with a mass
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of important problems now accumulating--problems which did
not exist ten years ago, in 1958, when international life under the
domination of the cold war was much simpler than it is today.
A great deal remains to be done, and if the outstanding
problems were not tackled now, the very survival of the EEC
would probably be jeopardised.
For that reason our satisfaction at what has been accomplished should never allow us to lose sight of what must still be
done. Hence the insistence in my report on the urgent need of
bringing to fruition the economic union prescribed in the treaties,
while duly maintaining the balance between the institutions--the
Council of Ministers and the Commission; for a rupture of that
balance would distort the very nature of the Community. The
emphasis in my report is on total implementation of the Treaty,
on the harmonising of legislation among the six Community
countries, on the elaboration of a corpus of Community law.
such as may procure the harmonising of tax systems and complete
freedom of movement of labour and capital.
But that is not all. In face of the progress in great markets
like those of the United States and the Soviet Union, it emerges
plainly that it is now necessary to move on beyond the simple
customs union to a true economic union, which will also involve
a structural transformation of industry and labour to bring them
up to European dimensions.
There will be no future for Europe if it does not have its own
aircraft inriustry, if it does not face up to the problems of modern
electronics, if it does not also cope with all the problems of the
peaceful use of atomic energy. A Community basis is imperative
for action in these fields, with participation by all the States and
at le(l.st a minimum of supranational authority. Steps must be
taken to deal with the problems of a common company law, the
unification of fiscal legislation and company mergers. There is
a whole corpus of company, economic and commercial law still
to be written, and with all possible speed, if the European Eco-
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nomic Community is to be enahlPd to move on to its second
fundamental stage, namely the forging of economic unity.
And this seems to me the moment to introduce the other
vital issue which is uppermost in our minds and which is treated
in both the reports presented to our Assembly. I refer to the
attitude of the European Economic Community towards requests
by other States to join, to the problem of its extension. 'Ve look
forward to the advent of new Members bringing with them new
interests; we hope I hat at no time will the negot iatious he
jeopardised by bungling. At the same time we hold that every
new entry must be placed in its proper political context, that tl1is
presupposes an accurate inventory of the various cognate problems. This joint meeting is perhaps the most suitable forum for
a rehrarsal of the impending debate.
The President of
rightly said yesterday
could be contemplated
instil utional substance

the nevv unified Commission, ~\lr. H.ey,
that no enlargement of the Community
it that were to involve a weakening of its
and political significance.

'\"e are utterly convinced, with him, tl1at this thesis is
correct. And the obligation incumbent upon us to forge al~ead
V\ilh the construction of the European Economic Community, in
accordance vvith the Treaty of Rome, is no less in the interests of
thosr States that will join the Community tomorrow: they will
need to find, not a Community \\eakened, but the effective structures of a new "Community-type" State, contemporary in its
dimensions and in which they may share with full rights of
citizenship.
It is necessary that this joint Assembly, both now and in
future debates, which we hope may take place more frequently,
should thresh out all aspects of the problem of the en! ry of Great
Britain into the EEC.

In 1964 the negotiations with Britain came up against specific
difficulties in regard to the common agricultural policy and the
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future of the Commonwealth. Well, these important problems
today appear to have been substantially overtaken by events.
The common agricultural policy of the EEC is a reality. The
.common external tariff is likewise an accomplished fact. Thr
relation between Community and Commonwealth could be fitted
into the relationship of association already established with the
Associated African States.
The truth is, however, that there are new problems now
going beyond the bounds of the treaties, and all these things
must be the subject of frank and all-embracing debate.
The negotiations with Britain must also bring us back to
Europe-and essentially to what seem to me today to be the indispensable conditions for European unity, not merely to survive
but to continue to function in conditions of freedom and in
accordance with the requirement of the international society of
today.
The world is divided between two super-Powers. A wider
and more united Europe would undoubtedly represent a valuable
new factor of the international equation. But what are today the
conditions for Europe to have a place in this constellation, for
Europe really to fulfil its distinctive function like any free Power P
We must talk, with anyone applying to join the EEC, about the
common action in matters of trade which all of us have to undertake together, especially now that adoption of the Kennedy Round
supplies a fillip for us vigorously to extend our trade with
America. We must talk, with anyone applying for membership
of the EEC, about security for our industrial development and
hence security for our supplies of energy. And, since today no
State enjoys prestige unless it is a nuclear Power, the nuclear
package must also be placed on the negotiating table, and the
negotiations must cover everything. :\ nuclear non-proliferation
treaty is desirable, but it must not impair the right of Euratom
to exercise its Community control. We must therefore know,
too, how our British friends intend to contribute to our energy
policy, mindful of their long-standing traditions and influence in
the Middle East. We must know what they propose to do in
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order to define with us a policY for the Middle East, how they
envisage a European nuclear poliry, that policy to which their
·~ontribution is indispensable, particularly now thal the latest
\merican plan for anti-missile missiles is bound in the long run to
deHtlue the nuclear strength of those European nations that
pot'sess nuclear \Yeapons. These are some of the major themes
with which the future of Europe is bound up: let us start discussing the:-;e problems here, in a manner that will be helpful to
t hr futurr negotiators.
The desired enlargement of the EEC will also compel us to
face up to certain problems which have been nraturing in the
lasl few _\ears, among them that of the det.entc. ~o 4.uestion but
that there is going on, on thr other side what is still called tlir
Iron Curtain, a far-reaching evolution, the effect of which is to
drrnolish many of the traditional dogmas of i\larxism.
In any case, this eYolution of Eastern Europe. if it 1s to be
helped along, requires more than political tinkering, it needs
''ide-open 'istas agreed among us all. \Ye shall he able to 111ake
real rontribution to this ferment in the East. the necessan
prenris~, surely, of a conceiYahle wider Europe, if we present
ourselves as \\·"estern Europeans. ready to establish contacts on :1
uni lt'r~a I scale. strong in the st.rength not simply of individual
national adrievenrents but by virtue of this Community per·
"onalit~" of ours.
And this same Community personalit~ i,; nece:-~an in order to tackle yet another problem, that of under-deYelopment, the problem on which the peace of future geiH~ratiom; will
artually depend. For peace rests on t>Yo pillars: political equilibriunr and social justice as between the n:J.tions. But help
for tlrr under-developed world will have a much more lirnitrd
effect if it comes from nations that are thern"ehes divided in a
divic!Pd \\orld; it will be effective, convincing and organic if i'
co1rres l'ronr nations united in one single Cormrmnity with a rlear.-nt personality.
In conclusion, this record of Len years of Community life
contains its gleanrs of light and its shadows, but, in essence, the
nressage is that thr road we have travelled is one which can be
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continued, with a view to the construction of a wider Europe.
The EEC is making a substantial contribution to such a construction: the institutional experience we have had in these years,
through the EEC, with its economic and legal components, is of
value to one and all. If it is true that the time is now ripe for the
transition from small nation to Community super-State, it is true
that the latter also needs its own institutions, its own rules, its
own security resources, its own means of action.
We believe in the future of a wider Europe: this aim will
have to be translated into reality with all possible speed, in the
interests of world peace and equilibrium.
In 1966 total world income was about 1, 600 milliard dollars:
745 milliard was accounted for by United States production,
535 milliard by Western Europe, including Britain, 350 milliard
by the Soviet Union. America is still in the lead with its
splendid development record which, as I have said, is the result
of the size and unity of its market. California alone producei
an income last year of some 81 milliard dollars for a population of
20 million, whereas France produced about 85 milliard for a
population of 48 million.
These figures tell us what is lacking in our productive
economy is that Community character, that continental-size
market· and that wide-ranging enterprise which today stands for
modernity. Wnat would those 535 milliard dollars produced
last year by Western Europe become if the latter could really
establish among its various nations a close collaboration for the
construction of a modern society, geared to its social responsibilities and to the technical progress which we must pursue?
What a new force of attraction there would be for the development of the poor peoples and for the close-knit collaboration
of the whole free world!
The picture is certainly one of responsibilities devolving
upon us, responsibilities which, in a new political context, require
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ne\\ resources and new spheres of action. But, the fundamental
theme in all this remains the obligation incumbent upon us to
suceed in deYeloping this Community of ours by strengthening its
institutions, by making of it the model of a new State adapted to
I hese new problems that have evoh ed in the last fe'' years.
One final word. A conspectus of the Corrmmnity's 10 years
of activity enables us to record ~ome important achievements;
but, above all, it enables us lo appreciate the democratic vitality
of the Community institutions that have engineerd those results.
The nearer we come to the goal, however, the greater the
obstacles lo br surmounted. For the transition from the nationul
to the Community State inYohes a real mental revolution, a
revolution of habits and of structures. (That is ~why we shall be
hound in the future to talk more and more about youth policy,
about educating future citizens Lo kindle the flame of the
European ideal.) The success or failure of our endravo11rs \vill
depend on what we can achieve in the next few years. This, our
Community, can become a robust entity, irrefragable, endLmed
vvith a distinctive personality-or else it will remain an unfinished
torso and as such doomed to disintegration and destruction. But
that would mean the end of our civilisation and the end of our
freedom. (_1 pplau se.)

The Chairman (F). -

The next Order of the Day is I he

presentation of the Heport by Mr. Haekkerup, Happorteur of the
Consultative Assembly of the Council of Europe, on "Ten ~·cars of
activities of the European f:omrnunities and the objectives to he
achieved lo bring about the economic and political unity of
Europe and more eflicient co-operation in the field of science and
trchnolog~ (Doc. 22GO C.A.).
I call Mr. Per Haekkcrup.

Mr. Haekkerup, Rapportellr of the Consultative Assembly
of the Council of Enrope. - "'lr. Chairman, Ladies and Genllemen,
the topic chosen for the Hth Annual Joint _\[ccting between melnhers of Lhr Consu!Latiw Assembly of the f:ouncil of Europe and of
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the European Parliament comprises two distinct themes. The first
part calls for an economic and political assessment of the European Community after 10 years of activity; the second part con·
cerns the aims still to be achieved with a view of the economic
and political unity as a whole and closer co-operation in the fields
of science and technology.
As regards the first part, I can be relatively brief. In my
I\eport I have concentrated on what has been achieved by the
establishment of the European Community up to the publication
of the Tenth Annual Report of the EEC Commission, on which
I have largely relied. I should like to take this opportunity to
pay tribute not merely to the technical competence of that body,
but also to its political vision.
As Rapporteur General of the Council of Europe, which has
long recognised the European Community as the nucleus of the
future economic and political unity of Europe, and as a representative of a country which aspires to membership of that
Community, I did not feel that it was my duty to criticise the
member States of the Community, or the Commission, for failing,
in the short space of 10 years, to set up a complete economic and
political union; but neither did I feel it my duty to record uncritically everything that has been achieved and to ignore the
failures and shortcomings. The members of the European Parliament, in their debates here in Strasbourg, do not deny themselves
the privilege of criticising the acts of the Community or the
elaboration of its policy. If members of the Consultative Assembly claim the right to do the same, this is a tribute to the success
of the Community, and I hope that my comments will he taken
in that spirit.
In my Report I have identified the two major achievements
of the past 10 years. In 1957, the European Community was still
an institutional experiment. The signing of the Treaty of Rome
was an act of political wilL Its full implications were grasped
neither by Governments nor by industry. To many, the dangers
of free trade were as great as its potential benefit.
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In 1967, the Conmmnity has been established as an economic
and political fact beyond the point of no return. lt has been
aln10st uni\ersally recognised as the only possible framt)\\ork for
I he future economic and political unity of Europe.
ln UJT>7,
Europe \\as ~till divided into a series of national markels each
prolecled by the traditional paraphernalia of tariffs and quotas.
In l %7. this d iYision has been Yirtually reduced to that bel ween
the "Free Trade" area of the Seven and Finland, on the one hand,
and the Cornrnon c\larket of the Six, Greece nnd Turkry. on th!"
other.
Tariff reductions negotiated m the Kennedy Hound will
reduce the present discrimination between the Six and the Seven
eren further.
How successful has the European Economic Community been
achiPring the specific ohjecli\TS laid dmn1 in the Treaty of
Horne!! Jn my Heport I have emphasised both the positi\e and
negat ire ciPrriCnts. The industrial customs union and the com111011 agricnll ural policy will ha' e been completed lR months
ahead of the time-table laid down in the Treaty of Borne. This
i~ the he!'t known success of lhe Common ,\larket though I hope
rncrnlwrs will not 111ind rnv pointing out that EFTA succeeded in
crealing an industrial Fn'e Trade area in an C\'ell sl10rler period
of I irne.
HI

On the other hand, if the customs uniou has been completed
ahead of schedule, the Six baYe as yet failed to agree on a common
poli<"~' of eilher lransport or energy.
\n enormous amount of
preparatory work has been done and a certain number of minor
decisions have been taken: but "e are still waiting for the kind
of hrraktbrougll that Dr. J\Iansholt achieved in the comn1on
agrit·ultural policy as early as January 19G2. The decision to
adopt a conlrrlon system of business turnover taxation. whidr is
the indispensable first step towards the abolition of export rebates
and iTIIport taxes on intra-Community trade has been rightly
hailed as a major success. On the other hand, little l1as been
done in practice to remO\'e tl1e technical obstacles to trade result-
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ing from divergent national laws of the production and marketing
of goods. A good start has been made with the establishment of
machinery for dealing with restrictive business practices and
monopolies.
But, no way has yet been found of overcoming the legal,
fiscal and psychological obstacles to the formation of European, as
opposed to national firms. The formation of a single market,
embracing 180 million people, does not automatically lead to any
significant industrial integration. As I have pointed out in my
Report, industry in the Common 1\llarket remains national. Some
progress has been made towards the liberalisation of capital movements between the Six, but, on the other hand, the creation of an
integrated capital market is still a long way off. A common
labour market in which workers may move freely from one
country to another without any loss of social security benefits will
shortly have been achieved, yet vocational training, that is to say,
the adaptation of the labour force to the structure of the Common
Market economy remains, to all intents and purposes, outside the
scope of the Community. What should also be borne in mind
is that the general level of working conditions and wages will
depend on the relative productivity of the workers. In most cases
they will be negotiated directly between trade unions and
employers.
Similarly, the progress made on guaranteeing the right of
establishment for the professions and services is not matched as
yet by any real progress towards the harmonisation of academic
qualifications and conditions of entry to the professions concerned. That is, of course, a field in which the Council of Europe
is equipped to make a big contribution.
The conclusion I draw from this very summary review of
what the EEC has achieved in the ten years since the signing of
the Treaty of Rome is that the Community still has a long way to
go to establish a complete economic union. Indeed, I would go
so far as to say that the customs union and the common
agricultural policy, which have provided the dynamic element in
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the Community's progress so far, are mere]~- the first step towards
economic union. The most difficult part of the task, namely. the
formulation of common policies and t!JC harmonisation of national
Ian, still ren1ains to be accomplisl1ed.
I would like to complete my remarks on what the Common
\[arket has achieved so far by saying something about the Treaty
of Rome. As I said in my lteport, long before the objectives of
the Treaty of Home have been achieved, the Community is already
mov iug beyond the Treaty of Home. Tho Treaty merely nims at.
the establishment of a common rnarket in whicl1 goods, lubour
and capital can circulate as freel.Y as in a national market. l3ul,
in the long run, this is probably less important than the pconoruic
policies which the member Stale!' as a group decide to lHH"SlH'.
The long-tenn planning now going on in the frame\\ork of the
\Irdinm-Term Econornic Policy Cornruittce may hold the ke~ to
the future development of the Cornmunity. Ult.imatrlv, as 1 point
out in my lteport, economic union means more than the establisllment of a common market; it means the merger of the econmnic
policy-making institutions of each member State, \\itb all tliat
thiR implie~ in loss of national ~overeignt~·.
Tl!is point brings me to the second part of rny f'peech.
namely. the prospects for European economic and political un ih.
I haYe already indicated what I consider are the airns to be
achieved with a view to completing the economic union of the
Six. I would now like to say something about the prosper-ts for
political union and tho problem of how to eKtend the econmn ir·
and political union of the Six to the rest of Europe, or at lt>asl to
the other member countrir!'< of the C.ouncil of F:uro]lP.
~~~·colleague, ~lr. ~essler, the ltapporteur of tlJC Consultative
_\ssernbly"s Political Committee, states in his introduction - l
quote- "there is a point of no return be~·ond which the economic
aspect ceasPs to be economic, i.e. \Yherc thr purely functional siJe
of the institution is no longer sufficient for the Comrnunit_v 's
purpo,.:es.

I think there is general agreement t.lwt the developlllent of
the Community in the rconomic field has reached a point ut
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which the need for political direction has become acute. Without
it, the Community will neither be able to normalise its economic
relations with Eastern Europe, nor assume its responsibilities
vis-a-vis the developing countries of the Third World. Nor is it
realistic to suppose that the member countries will be prepared
to merge their scientific and technological resources if they ha\C
no confidence in each other politically. Yet, if we do not merge
our scientific and technological resources, we will never be able to
create the economic basis for an independent EuropPan role on
the world scene.
There is, I think, a distinction to be made between political
co-operation and political union. As President Hallstein told us
long ago, the Common _\larket is not in business; it is in politics.
It is now absolutely clear that the complete economic integration
of the Six, which must sooner or later mean the adoption of a
common commercial policy, will imply a series of decisions of a
political nature and which will affect member States' external
relations. However, these problems could certainly be dealt with
without too much trouble by a process of regular consultations
and co-ordination between member Governments, which would
leave them perfectly independent as regards the rest of their
foreign policy. When the French Government proposes organisd
political co-operation between the Six, it goes without saying that
this does not involve a loss of national independence.
However, the mere fact of setting up a system of political
consultations to supervise the economic development of the Community is not the same thing as establishing a political union.
Political union means nothing less than the adoption of a common
foreign and defence policy, based on firm treaty commitments and
guaranteed by strong central institutions. It may he that some
form of political co-operation, like that proposed in the Fouchet
Plan, is a necessary first step to political union: but do not let us
confuse the Fouchet Plan with political union as such.
Personally, I am convinced that we will never pass from the
stage of political co-operation to that of political union by a kind
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of progres~ive e\olution. At some point, there will have to be
a dralllatic leap fonYard. Look at the l1istory of the existinu
Econontic Conmttmities.
The Treaty of Paris setting up the
l·:csc. and the Treaty of Home setting up tlw EEC. were not tlw
rc,;ult of a progressiYe evolution. The Communities were set up
\Yhcn tltr•v \\ere because the situation was ripe and because of L}w
intaginative leadership of one man-Sdtuman in 1~):\1; Spaak in
l~l:i:i-1!):\7. The political initiative vvas seized at the psycbologic:tl
lltOtliPllt. _\s fat· as the prospects for Lite establishment of a EuroIWan political community is concerned. that mmnenl seems as fal
:ma\ as it was in l!)Tl4-, and further a\\ay than it seemed in Hlil7.

I han• lwrn talking so far about the economic and politi,·11l
tmion of thP Six. This is not the same thing, ltowcn•r. as thf•
econontic and political unification of Europe as a whole. [n the
long nm. of cmuse, a V\ider conception of Europe, enthracing
both East and \re,.:t, may prevail. For the time being and for Lht•
for:-;ePahle future, the proces:-; of unification must be limited to thp
\\c,.;trr-n half of Olll" Continent, and, \\itltin the v\'c~tPI"ll half, to
those ,·cnmlriPs who~t· H~"stelll of Cmnmncnt i~ basPd on the
principle of parliantentar~- democracy.
Our ailll fllusl cle.-11·1~- he the p,.;lablishrnrnt of itll pconornically
and politicall~· inl!'grated Connnunity, including as rnanv European ("CJtrntrics a,; are \\ illing and able to take 1nrl. So111e count rip,; in \\~r,.:tern Europe might lw unable for political or institutional reawns to accept lht> obligations of full rnernhrrsltip. Our
itlllltl'diatf~ ai111 ,.;hould. therefore, he the establishnte11t of a Comltttmil\ consisting of a politically integrated nucleus of tPn, or
possihh Pin en, countries, and an outer ring of other drrnocrat ic
countrif's which \\ould be associated economically in \ar_viug
degrflf•~.

\s yon all kno\\·, the Pnlargeruent o[ the Community, whiclt
the ConsultatiYe \ssernhlv will he debating next week, has always
been closcl~· linked with the problem of thr political dcwlopnwnt
of tlw Community. The lHG~ negotiations on the Fouchrt Plan
came to grief, among other things, on the question whether the
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United Kingdom, which was then a candidate for membership of
the Economic Communities, should be invited to take part. The
breakdown of the negotiations with the United Kingdom in 1963
was justified in some quarters by the alleged effect of British
membership on the political orientation of the Community.
We are now once again faced with the question whether to
give priority to the political development of the Community, or
to its enlargement. My colleague, the Rapporteur of the Assembly's Political Committee, has suggested that the Six may wish to
consolidate their economic achievements politically before inYolving the Community in what is, for it, the secondary problem
of its extension. The Six may quite legitimately feel that as
founder members of the Community they have a right to ensure
that the various countries wishing to join share their views about
the way that the Community should develop.
The dilemma facing the Six is that they themselves are in
disagreement as to how the Community should develop politically.
If all that was required was a declaration from the new member
States that they were aware of the political implications of the
Rome Treaty and accepted them, there would be no problem. To
give an example, my own Government is perfectly weJI aware of
the political implications of the Rome Treaty and fully accepts
them. The British Prime Minister, Mr. \Nilson, has frequently
emphasised that the primary reason for his Guvernment's application is political. Furthermore, with the possible exception of
Sweden, none of the applicant Governments foresee any difficulty
about accepting any form of organised political co-operation that
the Six are like] y to adopt.
I think that the problem is deeper. The priority which some
people give to the political union of the Six, as opposed to the
enlargement of the Community, reflects a subconscious unwillingness to share the vital decisions about the future development of
the Community with the new Members.
This attitude seems to me to be behind the argument which
has been openly used about the effects of the enlargement of the
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Common \larket on the purely economic plane. It has been
sugg·t·sled in certain quarters that the increase in the number of
\lernbers from six to ten or eleven would mean the dilution of the
Cornuton '\Iarke! into a glorifled trading area.
I hope you forgive me for emphasising the irony of this
argument. In 19fi:l, we were told that the applicant countries,
or at least the leading applicant, was not yet "ripe,. for membership. \'ow vYe are being told that it is the Community which is
not ~-et "ripe·· for extension to other countries.
The argulllent that the EEC was unprepared to survive the
strain of enlargement might have been Yalid in the first few years
arLer the signing of the Treaty of Home, when the institutional
s~stcm was still untried and it had not yet been proved that the
Coinmunit.v method could produce results. However, one cannot
maintain that this is a valid argument in the light of what the
COJtt rnunit <s own spokesmen have repeatedly said about the
point of no return having been reached.
I have pointed out in my Report that the Community still has
a tremendous way to go to establish a complete economic union.
lf the enlargement of the Community is put off until this goal has
been attained, we will not have to wait two years, but ten, flfteen
or twenty years. I do not think that the rest of Europe would be
prepared to wait that long. Even if they were, putting off the
admission of new 1\lembers for another ten years would make the
problems of adaptation on both sides far more acute than they are
at the moment. Paradoxically, enlargement in ten years time
might subject the Community structures to greater strain th'ln
enlargement in two years' time.
The argument that the Community should be consolidated
before any new Members are admitted implies, quite unfairly,
that the four countries which have explicitly asked for memb~r
ship would act as brakes on the economic and political progress
of the Community. This is an argument which, as spokesman for
the Consultative Assembly, I cannot accept. On the other hand,
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it is undoubtedly true that the addition of four new Members from
the North of Europe, with their distinct national traditions, will
affect the centre of gravity of the Community and change its
political image. In the last resort, we cannot separate the desire
for an economically and politically united Europe from the desire
for a certain kind of Europe. It is untrue to say that the
prospective new Members will undermine the development of the
Community; it is perfectly true, however, that the political
weight of a ten-nation Europe will be greater than that of a sixnation Europe.
I am convinced, furthermore, that it would be a more
balanced Europe.
;\Iy final conclusion is this. The Community cannot and
must not stand still. It must develop economically, because the
present situation, where we have a complete customs union and
an incomplete economic union, cannot be allowed to continue.
It must develop institutionally, because strong central institutions
subject to proper democratic control are, for the smaller countries
like mine, tremendously important in the framework of both
economic and political union. It must develop politically because
that is the ultimate goal of the whole operation. And it must
expand, because the only way to ensure the economic and political
unification of Europe as a whole is to bring the future member
States into the Community at a formative stage of its development.
For the past 10 years, the Six have been the guardians of Europe:
the time has now come to widen the circle. (Applause.)

The Chairman (F). I call our former colleague
Mr. Edoardo Martino, whom I am happy to greet as a new member of the Commission of the European Communities.

Mr. Edoardo Martino (J). - Mr. Chairman, you know
how I feel about this Assembly, of which I had the honour to be
a member until recently, and I am grateful to you for having
recalled the fact. When I now take the floor at this Joint
Meeting of members of the Council of Europe Assemblv and of the
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F:uropean Parlialllent I am only too conscious that the prrsent
gathering occurs at a moment which may well he deci~iH~ for llw
future of European unity. lt was for lhiH reason, Ladies and
(~enllelllen, that, vvhcn selecting the spe1·ific theme of your nleeling toda~. you did not restrict yourselves to a suney of ten years
of Community activity; you have also shown your awareness of
the fact that we are at a phase in history when it will deprnd on
certain choices-In ~whicb each onr of us is required lo make his
due contribution-whether thr enterprise in which we are
engaged "ill be able to make headway towards complete economic
and political integration (on a wider and at the same time more
solid basis), or whether that integral ion process is to be temporarily halted, with consequences that might well be seriouslv
detrimental to the progress of our nations and the future of
Europe, as _\fr. Haekkerup said only just now.
The two reports by \fr. Pedini and the Rapporteur of the
Consultative Assembly have admirabl.v brought out the import
of the two alternatives before us.
Roth reports, showing a significant degree of identity of
Yiews, lul\ e laid stress on the positive aspects of this integration
process and the results achieved l1itherto; but they have also
indicated the necessity not to come to a !Jalt, hut press on \\ith
confidence and tenacity towards the objectives looming up hcfore
us tocla,v on the road to Europe.

T wish to express to the two Rapporteurs. on behalf of the
Executive of the Communities, our warm appreciation of the work
they have put in, which is indeed praiseworthy, as well as for the
speeches made today, which have summed up eloquently what lws
been done.
H has rightly been observed that the European Communities
have taken their place in the trend of our age towards a dialogue
het\veen continents and that, at the same time, they have conI rilmted to speeding up this tendency.
The Europe of the Six at the present time carries wright far
beyond the capacities of its individual 1\lembcrs; and this weight
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has been shown, as it continues to be shown, in the force of
attraction exercised by the Community, so that many third
countries are induced to take active steps to avoid remaining
excluded from the Community enterprise. These States have
asked to take part in accordance with formulas corresponding to
their respective potentialities, or else they have applied to have
their relations with the Community itself regulated through the
expedient of commercial agreements.
The Community's decisive role in matters of trade exercised
a considerable influence on the progress of the multilateral
negotiations in Geneva, the outcome of which will go down in
history as a particularly important stage in the growth of international trade.
But the success of which you are aware, and which you have
recalled once again today, can only be reinforced and consolidated in so far as the Community is capable of strengthening
further its own orbit, matching its drive to the imperatives of a
more wide-ranging collaboration such as our times require, and
in so far as it really remains true to its outward-looking vocationa vocation which is spelt out in the treaties and is intended to
orientate the Community's action towards the rest of Europe and
the world.
Doubtless under the first of these headings nobody can fail
to appreciate the importance of the stages scheduled for next
year, when the customs union for industrial products and the
single market for agricultural products will be a reality. Even
so, it will be necessary to complete the economic union, and that
as soon as possible, inasmuch as the coexistence in the Common
Market of a complete customs union and an incomplete economic
union is bound to be productive of imbalance and might even
lead to rupture.
Hence it is important to go ahead with greater decision and
incisiveness-as your Rapporteurs also indicate-towards those
forms of ever closer co-operation which are the essence of eco-
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nomrc union. And the fusion of Community structures which
has come about, irnolring as it docs a construcli\c rationalisation
of lhe Cormuunity as a whole, \rill prmide a real stirnulus to thl'
pursuit of our purposes.
"\\-c can ~a~· that, through the comrnm1 planning schPlllP they
lt:l\P rlaboraied, the six. S!atof' ha\e mapped out the general COiltnt within \vhich co1nmon policies \\ill have to be operalt·dpolicies 'vhid1 are destined to supply economic union with a nJorc
specific and all-embracing content.

\mnnl-£ the sectors towards which this increased dTort of
collaboration allJong the Six must he directed, priority is proposed
for scientific and teclmical ref'earcli. Both \[r. l'edini and
\1 r. llaekkerup have dernonstrated in this context the lll'Pd !o
rPgard this problem as one of urg·cncy, in other words to imparl
to the produl"live potential of the Community the iutpulsc and
support which "ill increase its competitiveness in the world :1t
largl'.
think, that the Coru rn unit~
comrnon know ledge,
arp now Pngaged in a thoroughgoing imestigation ·Jf
this Pxciting tlH'!lle, and that il will be the subject of a speci:d
dPhatc in the Council of Ministers at the end of Oc!ober: and ~uu
will also bear in mi11d that there is a rna:-sin• <'OnSl'nsus of
opiu ion "h ic:h recogni:-;es that no effecli \C 11olicy i 11 the ma :.ter of
technological prog-ress toda~· can do without tlw contribution of
Grl'al Britain.
It

1~

in~titutiorts

\nd so. in this connPdion once again, our attention is drawn
to one of lhe a~pec·ts to ''hich I have alluded: the most appropriate t!intcnsion for the Comnmnit,\ lo be able to continue to
pstablish itf'elf in tl1e "orld, not withdrawing into its own siH·ll,
which might dcslroy its present dynamic potentialities.
Our thoughts naturally· turn--and here I link up what I was
:<aYin!! at thl' beginning-to the choices \\ ith which \\C arc faced
"ilh rq,rard to the pmspccts of an clargPment of the Community.
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I realise that it behoves a representative of the Commission to
maintain complete discretion on this particular matter. But it
need not be pushed to the point of remaining utterly silent about
the problem of the applications for membership now pending
before the Council of the Community, a problem that is going to
be amply discussed today and tomorrow in this hall.
As you know, the Council of Ministers has charged our executive Commission to express an opinion on the applications for
membership of the Community, under Article 237 of the EEC
Treaty and the corresponding Articles of the ECSC and Euratom
Treaties.
You also know that this opinion is to be transmitted to the
Council by the end of September.
This means that the document which the Commission is
assiduously engaged in drafting is not yet finalised; and, even if
it were, it is unthinkable. that any of its contents should be
divulged before the Council has seen it.
What I can say, however, is that the Commission is in process
of completing a serious and objective analysis of all the problems
arising for the Communities as a result of those applications.
Following up the statement made yesterday in this hall by
our President, Mr. Rey, to the European Parliament, I may add
that, from the outset, in its discussion of the opinion to be transmitted to the Council, the Commission has had two preoccupations, has been guided by two exigencies.
Our first concern has been to provide the Council with a
positive contribution to the study of the internal problems raised
for the Community by an increase in the number of Members.
It is not a question, obviously, of indicating· here and now viable
solutions, which can only result from actual negotiations, but
rather of giving pointers, showing trends and lines of development-and this in a positive way, because we fully realise that
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an mdension or the CoUIIliU!litie:,;, which, after all, is foreseen in
the treaties themselves, ronstitutes a major, a decisiH~ step for'~;ud towards the constmction of European unity.
The second of our preoccupations is to see to it that an
enlargement of the Connuunities does not operate to the detriment
of their dynamic quality, does not involve any weakening of their
efllciency, strength or value.
For the rest, the Commission follows its President iu expressing the hope that tl1e Council of .\Linisters will consider, as
we do, that the time has come to open negotiations, because it is
only by direct contact with Great Britain and the other State~ concerned that it will be possible to im·estigate properly the whole
colllplex of problen1s and thus to determine whether or not the
llJOIIJenL has come to bridge the great gulf.
\Veil, f must not, at this point, hold up any longer the debate
on the documents that have been laid before our tv.-o Assemblies
whose mem bcrs are met togetl1er here today.
l am sure that this debate will be in keeping with the splendid
I radition

of these Joint Meetings; and it ''ill not fail to shed light
on the chief problems which our continent has to face, to probe
the implications involved, as the 1\apporteur of the Council of
Europe has sou~fht to do.
All I want to say is that the
the course of this debate with
the trends reflected here are, in
expression of the aspirations of

Commission will certainly follow
the utmost attention seeing that
actual fact, a most representative
our various peoples. (Applau.se.)

The Chairman (F). - Thank you, Mr. Edoardo Martino.
I call Mr. Furler, on behalf of the Christian-Democrat groups of
the l\~o Asf'emblies.
Mr. Furler (G). -Now our debate is to begin-it is always
an impressive affair-and I am privileged to speak on behalf of the
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Christian-Democrat groups of both Assemblies. It seems to me of
some political importance that they have succeeded in agreeing
on a common spokesman. That shows that, so far as the Christian Democrats are concerned-and I notice the same with other
colleagues-ideas about European development inside and outside the Six have in the last ten years drawn much closer together
than we dared to hope when EEC was set up.
I was very glad to see Mr. Haekkerup's comment in his report
on behalf of the Council of Europe that, although we are still
divided economically, the situation has become simplified. He
finds that the European Community is not just a free trade area,
not just a customs union, but a joint economic territory on the
way to becoming a common market; it is actually the pattern on
which the new economically unified Europe must be modelled.
In order to achieve this, ~Ir. Haekkerup says-and I am entirely
with him-we surely need something more than the ~=Ec pattern
with its evolution confined to the present European Community:
we quite definitely need an extension of this EEC pattern to the
whole of Europe. I shall have something to say about that later.
The first point I want to put to you, then, is that-at least on
the theoretical level-we are much nearer together in our political
contentions and conceptions than we were six of seven years ago.
After the great setback of EDC came the Messina Conference and,
in 1957, the Rome Treaties. In those years it was not generally
believed in the outside world that the six States could agree over
such an up-to-date undertaking. When, nevertheless, they did
agree, there was the attempt to create the greater Free Trade Area.
Members of EEC feared that their basic ideas would come to grief
in the process. The greater Free Trade Area project broke down,
partly because of EEC itself, partly owing to the attitude of one
of EEC's particularly important member States.
At that point EFTA was established. I can quite understand
the reasons for that. When agreement between EEC and the
other States proved impossible, the latter tried to find a solution
among themselves. EFTA, however, was constructed on quite
different principles from EEC.
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The fourth stage: Jn nl61 Britain, much to our surprise--!
rrruernher this ver~ well as a member of both Assembliesapproached EEC and asked to join; and along 'vith Britain other
~tales.
Yet others. such as Switzerland, Austria and Sweden,
sought association, as they had certain reservations because of
their neutrality status.
You remember the dramatic situation in 19G:L The negotiations were in full swing when any further discussion of economic
unification on Lhe basis of this up-to-date EF:C pa1tern was
sha llered by a veto.
fn tltis year of 1%7, hmvever, Britain has rnad(• a fresh approach, and other States with her, for the purpose of establishing
this economic union-1 shall have a few words to saY later about
political union. L knmY then' are great dilTkulLies. Do not
forget, nty frimds, that the EEC Treaty sa.\s quite plainly: the
acceptance of ne\\ \lernbers requires a unanimous decision.
1 ant IH'vertheless convinced-and I think the overwhelming
ntajori I y in both Christian-Democrat groups is Like\\ isc con vi need
- I bat I his enlargement is going to come about.
lf noL today, it
will he tomorrow. It is inevitable-! am speaking still of the
economic union-because v~ c haYe recognised that there is no
other and no better way. For Ille, a Europe divided economically
for all time is no l':urope. Only a unified Europe, especially in the
t•cononlic sphere, represents what we seek for the future.
1\ow there have been many change~ in the \vorld in the last
ten ~·ears. Detente has set in. The pressure on Europe to unite
is perhaps somewhat weaker on that account-though L regard
that as questionable. \Ye nerd unity as much m; ever. Do not
irnagine that the detente makes a unified Europe superfluous!
\\- p are determined Lo go on working towards our goal.
\Ve
want. above all, to go ahead with these negotiations.

J can presurnabl~· lake the reports as read-though the_y arc
voluminous. Botlr ~lr. Prdini's and \lr. Harkkerup's reports arc
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admirable, as is also a report which I shall return to briefly,
that of Mr. Reverdin, which is specially interesting but also
particularly difficult and not very suitable for exposition here,
because it contains a very great deal of scientific and technological material.
Well, the EEC, everyone knows, has completed its customs
union. It has instituted a common agricultural policy, thus once
again astonishing half the world-for nobody really supposed
that we should succeed in reconciling the conflicting interests of
the six States in this matter. We have overcome them, at the cost
of sacrifices. Not everybody has the same opinion as to the
excellence or the advantages of this agricultural policy. But
there it is, and I believe that it is going to work out, that, in
particular, the farmers in the six States are fairly satisfied with
this agricultural policy.
In the matter of freedom of movement we have also had
decisive developments. The right of establishment still leaves
something to be desired, but we are moving forward here too.
There is one thing on which I would lay particular emphasis,
also for the benefit of members whose countries do not belong
to EEC. Our Treaty provides for a common policy on foreign
trade which will be expressly binding on any other States that
JOlll.
This is very, very important, and we shall press for the
full implementation of the Treaty on this point, however many
Members we have.
We have also gained useful experience with certain agreements in the field of economic and structural policy. Again, as
we have seen quite recently, EEC has helped in establishing a
fairly stable monetary policy on a world~wide basis.
Now, there are certain points to which particular importance
is attached in the Haekkerup Report, and I should like to make a
few reassuring comments on them.
Mr. Haekkerup says it is essential that tariff frontiers should
not be replaced by tax frontiers. That is indeed among us in the
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EF:C an extremely important consideration. \V e certainly do not
want that. :\nd this is why we have instituted the added value
tax. Once we haYe oYercome the tax frontiers, we are going to
do neryLhing- possible to prevent any others from gro>ving up.
For eYen in a larger Community, if one is thinking- in
national and not European terms, it is not diflicult to bring about
the dissolution of a real and genuine common r11arket by a deliberalt' policy of differential taxation. \Ve can assure I he
l\apporteur !hat we \\ill not have that, nol ewn for an enlargf'd
Cnlltmunit~·.

\I r. Haekkerup then has something to say about patent Ia ~'.
\s a veteran patent lawyer, I am tempted to expatiate on this.
But all I would say is: I am not keen on replacing thr nat ion a I
pah·nt by a six-countrv patent. but am in faYour of trying to settle
the~<' mailers on a wider basis.

There arc still, [ agrPe. 111any imperfections, as there are also
in EFTA, a" there are in uncommitted countries, as therp an· all
OYl'r the world. But the European determination to overcome
thP"r deficicw·ie~ and imperfections about which !hP two Hapl•orteur~ ltaiP spoken is something Yery great.
[ nmv come on to speak about enlargement of the Community. And, please. do not misunderstand me when r say tilat
there is no sense in expanding !he European Coiiimunity unless it
is to remain strong, that is to say, provided it runs no risk of disintegrating or being weakened. For in !'llch a case we shotdd
certainly not achic,-e what 'lr. Haekkerup has in his admirable
rPport afllrrnrd to be our goal: an up-to-date, large-scale economic
lllliOJl.

"hen ever the Community adopts a conwwn aLii tude, as bas
been shown. it is notably successful. Our new President,
l\1 r. Hey, together with the Commission-and even lhe Council of
;\linisters-has given us a perfect example of this. The common
altitude of the Community States was certainly a very big factor
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in bringing about the considerable success of the Kennedy Round.
Do not forget that the Kennedy Hound, that brilliant inspiration
of the assassinated American President, was prompted by the
existence of the European Economic Community! Jt is true that,
when he brought out this idea, President Kennedy still thought
Britain would come in-the talks were still going on; but when
that enlargement of the Community came to grief temporarily, he
continued the negotiations, as did his successor after his death.
For the Community to remain an element of impulsion thr
institutions of the Community must remain robust, and I am
referring especially to those institutions which have a specifically
European vocation: the Commission, represented by '\Ir. Rey,
whose task is typically, not to say exclusively, European, whose
function is to seek European solutions, and the European Parliament. True, we in the European Parliament have no overridin~
powers, we do not possess the sovereign status of a national
Parliament, but we have, all the same, some important prerogatives-and I think I may say that we have won for the Community and for the cause of demonacy a position commanding
respect. Our demand is that, on the occasion of the impending
fusion of the Treaties at the latest, the powers of this European
organ shall be strengthened. For I cannot imagine an economically unified Europe without the genuinP representation of the
European peoples in a Parliament.
And now I shall say a few words about the report I referred
to just now by our Swiss colleague, Mr. Reverdin, a report at once
interesting and rather pessimistic. He says that technological
progress is necessary in order for Europe to remain up-to-date, in
order that we may keep pace in our standard of living and technical development with the United States and Soviet P,ussia. He
comes to the conclusion that we have indeed developed a very
feeble European conscience-to my mind it is a guilty conscience,
but let us hope it will become a clear conscience!-but that deeds
are lacking.
Mr. H.everdin makes the suggestion of an additional Technological Community, but the crux of his report is that we need a
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new Europe. l have just been ~peaking in the L'nitl'd Stales.
People there think that a larger Cornmon Market, a real cornttton
market~-en•n of our kind~would powerfully strengthen the
industrial and general trend towards a modern technology. >vltidt
is sirnply not possible in small lmncated regions.
\nd now 1 come on to the necessity for enlargement. \1'
party stands, as I do myself, for tlte nece.-;sitj· of expanding this
J<:conomic Community. It is essential that Britain becomes ~~
\lember of this Conmmnily, and also other Slates which so desire.
Let me say, hovn•yer, that on this we are not doctrinaires and
we are not sticking out for a single model. Besides actual
membership there is also association. Five )ears ago there vHre
some Stales whirh simply could not join the Cornrnunity becau'it:
the.v had certain dilliculties in the matter of foreign polic~.
These Stales rllusl be given the possibility of belonging to the
Community through association. There is al.-;o prm is ion lur
special treaties to meet the case of suclt States. I am thinkinu
no" of Au:-;tria, who wants to go \\ilh us, for \dtont it is \ilal \!)
collaboralc with us, but \Yho can do so onl~· thrnut.rh a :-pecial
agreement. In this connedion, l cannot refrain from the sontf'"
\\hat biller cotnntent --1 ant speaking for the Contrlltmit.v~t hal
\us! ria h:.ts hren wait.ing and wait.ing eH'I" "ince 19(i:J or 1%4. I
deplore this. llerr we are in l9G7, and the I reaty is not ) el
contplPtcd. Then vH have examples of association, and we haw
had good rxperiences with them~! will not raise matters of
dornestic politics. 1 helie\e that. by means of mclllhership,
association, and sperial treaties, Europe could be ntade into an
even st.rottger economic unit.
\nd now the political aspect. That is a particulal"l)· dillicull
for EEC and for the other European ccnmtric~.
ll is so easv to sa)·: politically we \\ant a United Stale:; of Europe.
Ladies and Gentlemen. anvone who has been \\orking on this
issuP for the last l ri ~·ears knows that it is easy to proclant I he
purpose hut. dillicult to achieve it. But I should like to sa~· om
thing: at the same time as these econornic connections, we also
qucst.ion~both
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want to produce a new Europe politically, not a confederation, as
was perhaps the customary notion in 1815, but a Europe in keeping with the world situation in the year 1980, or 1990 at the latest,
and that means, as I see it, a federal, really effective Europe with
indispensable common organs.
There is now talk of transitional solutions. But such transitional expedients do not really get us any further, because there
is too much uncertainty about the sectors of foreign and defence
policy. I am in agreement with what \Tr. Rey said yesterday:
let us make an effort to come together on an empirical basis, let
us endeavour to forge a common European foreign policy case
by case. But I need only point to certain problems and you will
see at once how difficult that is going to be. Our goal, however,
is still a politically united Europe. Do not underrate, in this connection, the importance of an effective Common \Iarket, of a large
common economic area. The contemporary State, after all, has
become predominantly an economic instrument. Social policy,
transport policy, energy policy all represent a far larger percentage
of government activity in the sovereign States of Europe than in
1750. The State must live by money, and where are the resources
to come from for a sovereign foreign policy if not from the
economy? Let us therefore rejoice that we are at any rate making
some progress in the economic sphere, that we are developing
common ideas and setting ourselves common tasks.
I am glad to think-and this is my conclusion-that we have
made an advance in our joint discussions in these ten years-not
only in fact and in law but in the concordance of ideas which now
prevails in these two Assemblies. l think we have reason to be
satisfied with that. (Applause.)

The Chairman (F). -

I call Mr. Reverdin.

Mr. Reverdin, Rapporteur of the Committee on Science
and Technology of the Consultative Assembly of the Council of
Europe (F). - Since our debate a year ago Europe has developed
a much greater appreciation of the very serious problems for its
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future well-being arising from its backwardness m tl1e fields of
science and technology.
The Assembly of the Council of Europe, for its parL, has set
up a I!e\Y Committee, with instructions to follow these problems.
This Committee is endeavouring to find its way through the
jungle of European organisations; its ambition is not to be a
bu~~·body hut to do a useful job.
On behalf of this Committee,
I shall now supplement its report with a few remarks.
Opinion in Europe is becoming agitated; it feels threatened;
it fears the consequences of the scientific and technical hackwarduess of Europe.
~lr. Furler, a moment ago, said he thought our report \\a!' too
pessimistic. J believe this pessimism lobe substantially justified.
on an~ anal~·sis of the pre~ent situation. \Vhicb does not lllean,
of (·onrsr. that we should relax our efforts to gel out of that
situation-on lhr conlran!

Schellles for gelling out of it are appearing thick and fast:
"·hat is required is to find a cormnon denominator for them.
The crisis \\Ould seelll lo have brc•n for a time most acute m
the field of space researcl1. And Cllle good effect of that crisis will
htn·e been to make us alert lo lhe situation in whicl1 wr find oursrln•s. Thr fact is that, to stimulate our effort in the field of
science and technology, what is lacking i~ a precise. cmnpulsive
moli,atinn. Our big partner~ and coTIIprtitors, the l;nitcd State~
and the Soviet L'nion. han• a will to power and a military polic~·
\\hich are suflicient motivation for the scientific and technical
efforts to which theY are devoting a very substantial part of their
"t'a l1 h and best brains.
Europe, loo, doubtless has its motivation: the fear of falling
inlo a stale of dependence 1'is-rl-vis the United Slates. because of
the inadcquac,Y of its technical and scientific development.
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And yet this fear does not seem so far lo have induced a finn
determination to do what must be done to escape from the
predicament. In any case, negative motivations are very often
misleading. After all, in the forties the motive force for the
creation of the Council of Europe and its Assembly was also fear,
fear of the Soviet lJnion, of Communism. That fear produced a
rallying of forces and, now that the threat is diminishing, we
have witnessed a progressive loosening of the ties.
I am doubtful, therefore, whether a purely negative motivation could be enough. And I am afraid that some people may
want to base Europe "s scientific and technical endeavour on an
emotional anti-Americanism. That can never bring us all
together nor be an encouragement to action.

Of course, Europe, in this field of science and technology,
has some very impressive achievements to its credit.
The example always quoted is CERN.
There, of course, we are dealing with fundamental research,
where co-operation is easier than in technology. However, there
are certain lessons to be drawn from the successes achieved bv
CERN.
The problem which faced European physicists at that time
was the very size of the apparatus which they needed. So what
was done was to entrust a European body with the task of
constructing an instrument of dimensions mch that no single
country could have provided it with its own resources.
The dimensions have grown remarkably since. I think the
decision to be taken during the next few months about the new
300 GEv accelerator which CERN plans to construct will be a
touchstone of European scientific co-operation.
If our physicists do not have such an instrument at their
disposal there is considerable danger that the teams will break
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up and Ihat ~:urop~ will be deprived of the e:-;sential element:-; of it~
:-;in'llglh in a SjJhere in which it bas <'Ontrin•d to be a malrh for
o: hPr Pm' f'rs and, often indeed, to surpass their achiercments.
This question of scale, wlrirh is the bedrock of ally succe"sl'ril federalist policy, howner it be conceived, is fundnrnentaL
\nd I \\onder whether some of the difficulties of Eural.om, for
cx:u11ple. do not arise precisely from the fact that this institution
includPd in its schedule undertakings \\hirh were s:ill on lhe
scale of the national State, with the result that certain countries
ha\l' outstripped and competed \Yilh them, which ha:- meant, of
comsr, a dispersal of effort'
Tl!r significance of CEI\['1 for Europe is no I rnerel~· that it is
a rnode I of co-opera! ion hut a Iso that it bas displayed a 11 the
dwraclerislics lo be t>xpectccl, for the purposes of scientific reSl'arch, frorrr the existence of \Yhal might he callrd a "\lt>cca."
CF:I\~ lras illdeerl become !he "\lccca" of European physicists;
they !!O there in the spirit of pilgrillls, tlrey meet their colleagues
il!rrc, thry take part in the experiments that arc going on, and
then theY go borne intellectually and scientifically enriched,\\ i:h
('tli'OIIragemenl to pursup their efforts on the national plane.

ln Ihe field of molecular biology, one of tlw disciplinrs which
ha~ 110\\~

come to occupy a posit ion in the Yangua rei of rc~earch, it
is dP~irable that Europe should create an organi~alion comparable to CEHN.
The European Conference on 'llolecular
Biolog~-. which nret this spri11g, is heading in this direction.
Tl]('rP again, we hare a problem of scale. The inf'truments of
rp~earch 1':111 probably still be cmrstructed hj individual countries.
hul nrobilisation of the personnel, and the contacts lwt\\ccn them,
\\Ould he easier if there \\ere in this flcld a European organisation
and a ,ioinl endea\CHlr.
So far as technological co-operation is concerned, it is obvious
lhat one cornt:s up straighlawaj against existing economic structures .. , But is there not in Europe a tendency to perfertionismi1 Our tradition ir11pels us in the direction of disinterested
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research and speculation.
exploiting our discoveries, to
and technological endeavour,
compromising ourselves by
interests.

We are frequently unskilful in
the point where, in our scientific
we often seem to be frightened of
coming to terms with economic

Yes, I think we can say that where Europe has been least
successful hitherto-and I think the crisis in space policy is an
illustration of this-is in the transition from scientific discovery
to technological innovation and then on to industrial exploitation.
The very different way in which ESRO and ELDO place their
orders shows that we are still unsure as to the best way of
proceeding.
Our weakness-and that is one of the reasons why there is
no cause for despair-is not in the brains of our scientists or
technicians. On that score we need fear nobody. We are on a
level with the greatest; perhaps, indeed, we can flatter ourselves that in some fields we are better than they are.
It is in organisation, in what is called in English "management," that we are weak. In the organisation of our endeavour,
up to now, we have shown hesitation, we have been erratic, we
have set up a great variety of undertakings, of organisations, in
somewhat incoherent, disjointed fashion, and without having
a clear picture of what would need to be done, once the initial
results had been obtained.

In that very fact, however, there could be an opportunity
which we should be very wrong to let slip.
European scientific and technological co-operation has not
taken final shape either in the framework of EEC or in that of
EFTA. It does not conform to the logic of either of these two
associations.
Doubtless the Community is in process of groping its way
in this field. The political working party on scientific and tech-
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nical research of the Medium-Term Economic Policy Corrunittee
-whose Chairman was for a time _\Jr. "'larechal and is now
_\Jr. Spaey-is engaged in exploring tl1is whole subject, and I know
lhat its programr11e includes investigation of the question: what
ought lo be the geographical context of scientiflc and technical
collaboration P
l was \'Cr~- glad just nm' to hear \lr. Edoardo '.larlino lay·
stre"s on the dangers that the Communi!)- would be running if it
withdnm into its :-;hell. 11 conm1ands only a portion of the
European scientific and technical potential hut r helic\e lhat \H'
need all that potential to safeguard the independence of Europe
and that. in consequence,-this is the conviction arrived at after
lengthy dPiiherations by the Committee of which I an1 Chairman
-a policy of collaboration open to all countries which arc
in I rrested for good reasons is the best policy.

Does not this offer the possibilit)' of immediate, non-institutional. enlargement of the Community, which might pave the way
to oilier extensions~
The ideal solution, of course-and that is the wry ohjrct of:
our deliberations-is to put an end to the European economi•;
schism.

The Committee on Science and Technologv of the Consultathc
Assewbly, in lhe course of its discussions, speculated-opinion
wa:-; fail'ly diYided on lhe subject-as to the extent to which tl1r
ab~tmce of a large-size European l1larket was at present an obstacle
to technological co-operation.
For my part, I am convinced that the piecemeal character
o[ our endeavour and the plethora of organisations arc obstacles.
The ideal would be to have plenty of projects but to entrust the
work to a small number of organisations. But this would not he
enough.
If we had a wider market we should succeed more easily in
resolving problems such as the manufacture of aircraft in Europe.
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Not long ago, when talking with the manager of a national airline, I asked him to what extent his company was contemplating,
by way of encouraging technological development in Europe,
choosing European aircraft now being developed, for instance the
Concorde. His reply was rather disappointing. He said: "vVe
study the market and we buy what is available and what suits us
best." As long as that attitude persists, there will be little
encouragement for the efforts now being made to safeguard the
European aircraft industry.
There is an urgent task awaiting us, one which I hope can be
accomplished on an all-Europe scale: namely that of supplying
computerised scientific: information. A European convention
which established certain common rules so as to make possible
the exchange of information between the various centres would
be an immense advantage for the future. Let us avoid the mistak0
that was made in the field of television, with its PAL and SECAM
systems, the consequence of which is that colour television programmes, in Europe, are going to be stopped by new frontiers!
Those are the few remarks I wanted to make reflecting the
deliberations of the Committee whose spokesman I am. I would
sum them up as follows. The members of this Committee, to
whichever of the economic groups they belong, are convinced
that we must avoid any further European divisions and must opt
resolutely for a system that will provide an open door for all those
who wish to collaborate, so that there shall be no sacrificing a
scientific and technological potential which is only just sufficient
to allow Europe to hope that some means will be found of overcoming the scientific and technical gap which is causing her so
much disquiet.

The Chairman (F). - I call Mr. Dehousse, on behalf of
the Socialist group of the European Parliament.
Mr. Dehousse (F). - We have had the good fortune this
afternoon to listen to three very remarkable and full reports,
reports that were also packed with material covering a host of
questions of all kinds.
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ft is obviously impossible, e\·en in a ~peech made on behalf'
of a political group, to deal with all these problems. That is why,
pPrsonally, I shall confine myself to Lhe question of the enlargelllent of the Community; and even that alone is <p1ile an ambitiou~
airn.
\Yhen I haw finished my statement .von will notice that I
shall actually h<ne tackled only certain aspect~ of lhc extension
of I l1c European Communities.
l shall not no\v dilate on the questions relating to accesswn
fur our debates ha\e shown clearly for a long lime that in both
of our :\ssemblies there is a very subo-;lanlial majorilv favourablt>
to the idea of adding a number of new countries as \lembrrs a-;
soon as possible. Olniously, on a question which is so delicat<•
and so diflicult, there may well be certain nuances in lhe Blental
approach, -differeiwes of conception; hut on principle the broad
and rntirel~- favourable current of opinion has asserted itself \111mistakabl~·, and this exempts me from pressing that particular
qup~tion.

So I propose to turn my attention rather to the problt>m-;
relevant to association. You will soon sre that theY are numerou~.
cun1plex and calculated to cause considerable controvers~'· \\ hile
r arn about it, I shall nol simp!~· be interpreting the ideas of IllY
political group, but I shall yenture to introduce a certain nun1hc•r
of distinctions or rny 0\V n.
Talking of association. \lr. Pedini told us that there was rw
definition of it either in 01e Treaty of Paris or in the Home
Treaties. On the \vhole, the wittiest and also the mo~t accurate
definition iu my opinion was given by Mr. Jean Rey when he was
not yet President of the unified Commission but Commissioner for
external relations. He said, "association begins a little way
be~·oml an ordinary cornmercial Treaty and stops a I ittle way short
of full and corn plete memher:-;hip."
I myself have a rather simpler formula for it: association, in
the context of the European treaties, is a nebula in quest of its
comet.
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Actually, of course, there can be as many different types of
association as there are, or will be in the future, particular treaties
giving that association shape and form.
But there are a certain number of principles to which we
must pay heed, if the result is not going to be, with regard to
certain associations, a kind of perversion of the philosophy which
inspired the creation of the European Communities. In other
words, we are dealing here with ideological problems which 1
have already discussed in a report which I presented at the May
Session of the European Parliament and which was adopted.
Albeit, before tackling those ideological problems, I should
like to place in a separate category, among the forms of association, the case of Austria and to repeat how very anxious we are,
in all European circles, particularly among progressives, that
Austria should be associated with the Community.
It is not unknown to you that some difficulty 1s being
encountered at the moment. When she signed the State Treaty
in 1955 Austria made a declaration of neutrality, and the Soviet
Union apparently considers even simple association with the
Common Market incompatible with that declaration.

This is the time to make it clear that the neutrality of Austria
is purely military and it is only by a very stretched, not to say
distorted, interpretation of the notion of military neutrality that
any such conclusion can be drawn.
We are liYing in a period when people are fond of talking
about detente, and here is a magnificent opportunity for the Soviet
Union to give proof of her will for detente. Otherwise many European circles are likely to interpret her negative attitude as anything but an encouraging sign for the prospective rapprochement
between East and \Vest.
I know that to use this sort of language will not please everybody, but I felt it had to be used.
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So much for that. 1 now rome to what is reall\ the main
point or my ~peeclr, namely the cases of Greece and Spain, wbiclr
I regard as imcparablr, as I am 11ow going to try and show vou.
Greece is a signatory of the 1950 European Convention on
Ilurnan Hights. Il is only necessary to follow the course of
nent" in tlwt unfortunate country to realise that the present
Covcnmrcnt is commilling numerous breaches of almost all the
fundarrrental rights listed in that Convention and \Yhich Grerce
is bound to guarantee: for example, the right of tire nation to
give itself a parliament through free elections, the right to life.
the prohibition of torture and bodily mallreatment. the right i o
[ibertv and security, the imioJabiJity Of private life~and ) \YiiJ
onl~ nrention for the record freedom of thought and freedom of
t•xpre~sion as \\ell as freedom of assembl~· and of association.
\i this point a striking piece of e1idence has to be produced.
In a document distributed to certain members of the Europ1•an
Parlianrent aud of the Con~ult.ative Assembly of the Council of
Europe, the Centre Lin ion in exile tPils us that four Greek Dcputi'~~
who arc rrteruhcrs of the joint Parliamentary Cornrni[tce of tl1c
EuropPan Parliament and the Greek Parliament--in other 1vords.
the Comnrittee re~ponsible for exercising parliamentary control
mer the Treah- of \ssocia1ion~were arrested without :m~· wnrrant
and !Hnr been ewr since either in prison or in a concenLration
carrrp. They arc \li\1. Zighdis, Chassapidis, Loulis and CharalamLopoulo~. and it seems there is another name to be added:
,\( r. Papaconst.antinou.
I~ il because gatherings of more than five person:-; arc forbidden in Greece today? Anywav, the facl is that fi ye l)c ]Julies
belonging to one of the bodies in contact wilh the Europc.1n
Corrrnrunitics haw been deprived of their freedom.

The extraordinary thing about this affair, according to that
document which I mentioned, is that these arrests occurred
onlv a few hour" after the visit by .\lr. Bruno Pittermamr, ChairTllan of the Socialist International. It is indeed disheartening for
~anrc
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parliamentary organisations to send missions or emissaries to
countries in such a state.
The fact that obligations undertaken in the European Convention on Human Rights have been violated is thus indisputable,
and the European organisations would lose face, would forfeit
their very souls, if they were to remain impervious and indifferent to such a spectacle.
It is possible to envisage two courses of procedure. One of
those courses, indeed, seems to have already been followed by
three Scandinavian States, who have lodged an application against
the present Greek Government with the European Commission of
Human Rights.

I do not doubt, and someone has already alluded to this possibility, that the Greek Government will invoke a provision of the
Convention which authorises, in certain contingencies, suspension
in whole or in part, of the rights listed, for instance when there
is a threat to law and order or a disturbance of the King's peace.
It will be for the Greek Government to demonstrate-somewhat surprisingly-to the European Commission of Human Rights
that on 21st April 1967, the day when the military coup d'etat
happened, there was a threat to public order and that this
threat was so dire as to justify the suspension of almost all the
freedoms enumerated in the Convention.

The effect of Article 15 cannot be appraised unilaterally like
that. One of the essential characteristics of the Convention, one
to which its architects attached the greatest importance when it
was being drafted, is that the rights listed there are placed under d
collective guarantee. It is thus not a convention of the type of
former times, it is a convention equipped with collective organs
designed to secure collective supervision. Consequently, unilateral
interpretations are irrelevant and cannot just be accepted to order.
However that may be, the procedure is certainly slow, as
Mr. Rutschke pointed out this morning when speaking on behalf
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of the Socialist group. The European Commission of Human
Bights is bound b.Y a time-table duly prescribed in the Convention
itself. 1f it accepts an application, the Con11nis~ion nmsl first
set up a sub-commission, which has to produce a report within :;
CPrtain lime-lim it. Then, the plPnary Connnission exa111 ines tlJC
report. This procedure, therefore, may well take a year or
eighteen months or even more.
\loreovrr, there is a risk in adopting this procedure, owing
to Lht• fact that the European Commission of Human 1\ights is
not a commm1ity-type bodY and has no pmn·rs, not even limited
pmHrs, of its own. The European Commis~ion of Human Hig·ht,;
aims at obtaining a friendly ~elllement that presuppost•s COli·
cilialion. .\nd conciliation. in turn, postulates good \Yill on the
part of applicant and respondent.

Tl' such good will is not forthcoming, where does the CornTlllsston stand~
ln a casP like this, there are theoretically l\YO possibilities.
One, which was used recently in a ca~e affecting Belgium, is to
bring the matter before the European Court of Human !lights.
which does possrss the powrr to pass judgment. Rut the prerequisite for this is tlwt the respondent Stale :-;hall have recognised, b~· an express declaration. the compulsory jurisdiction of
thP Court. \ow Greece has been careful not to do so; she is not
included in the lisl of States !hat have accepted compulsory
jurisdiction.
There remains one alternati\e only, but it is not without
importance, since it is before the Committee of \linisters of the
Council of Europe that the case can be brought.
ln tlwt C\ent the procedure assumes quite a different complexion. It is no longer a question of proceedings of a strictly
judicial character, as it would be before the Court. The issue
hecon1es a political one. for it is handled by \linisters. hence by
the Govnnments.
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Despite its uncertainties and its slowness, the procedure
initiated by the Scandinavian States seems to me perfectly justified, because it will give public opinion in Greece the feeling of
substantial moral support in the outside world.
There you have, as I see it, the real signifiance of the
initiative taken by the Scandinavian States.
But there is another course of procedure which is equally
possible within the context of the Communities. The Common
Market concluded an association treaty, the Treaty of Athens, with
the Greece of yesterday. And here we are up against the ideological problem to which I have already several times alluded.
Can there be association with a State which does not subscribe
to the tenets of democracy? There is a certain resemblance between association, in the sense of the European treaties, and
marriage: anyone is free to get married but not necessarily with
just anyone.
The Communities likewise are free to contract the sort of
marriage that goes by the name of association; there is no doubt,
however, that, according to both the spirit and the letter of the
European Treaties, the States with which the association is concluded must be democratic States.
So as not to be drawn into boundless controversy, so as not
to be involved in an interminable debate about the notion of
democracy, I suggest that we abide by the definition contained in
the report which I presented, on behalf of the Political Committee, to the European Parliament last May-namely that
democracy, before all else, is respect for human rights and funda·
mental freedoms.
Once you start from that idea, in a European environment,
you obviously come in the end to the rights laid down in the
Rome Convention of 1950.
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It iR clear, then, that association with a non-democratic
regime is in contradiction with the spirit and the Jetter of the
European treaties. It really is a perversion of them. It is distorling them completely to start out or to try to start out in a
different direction.

The present case is difficult because there has occurred what
I would call an accident on Lhc wav. \Ve have here a Stale
which has switched from democracy to dictatorship after having
concluded and implemented a treaty of association with the
European Economic Community.
1\'ow, obviously, this tree~ty cannot he just repudiated. The
European Cornnmnity certainly has neither the intention nor the
right to rrscind such a treaty unilaterally, but what it can do iR to
;o;uspencl its application during the whole period in which the
associated State operates at hollle a system which is not m
accordance with the democratic ideal that I have ju:-t outlined.
Let us not forget that treaties of association-and l sav thi:<
alw for the brneflt of those among our colleagues who do not
hrlong, or do not yet belong, to Community Europe-arc often
planned to the advantage of the associated Stair. The associated
Stales get the chief profit from them.

\\ell, Greece, too, has definitely bcneflted from the agreement. Thus the Comnmnity has there a rneans of pressure much
~tronger, much more practical and much more elllcacious than
the procedure before the European Commission of Human Hight~.
\Yhat is more, indeed, by the very circumstances of the case,
the association agreement is in practice inapplicable in respect of
the prescribed parliamentary control. For how are you to operate
a joint meeting representing the European Parliament and the
Greek Parliament when there is no Greek .Parliament any longer,
"hrn the nJPrnbers of that Parliament, who are also rnrmbers of
the joint committee, arc either in prison or in a concentration
('illll p?
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It is quite plain that the machinery has seized up, that the
system worked out by the Treaty of Athens to supervise the functioning of the Treaty of association is completely at a standsti!I
here and now.
Those are the few observations I wanted to make about
Greece.
And I put Spain in the same category. The two cases, in my
mind as in actual practice, I am convinced, cannot be separated.
If any European organisations are contemplating some kind of
action with regard to Greece, it is inconceivable that they should
not act in the same way with regard to contemporary Spain.
Either association with both of these States has to be refused, or
else both of them must be allowed association. At all events,
what is unthinkable is to act with regard to Greece and to refrain
with regard to Spain, since the latter is open to exactly the same
kind of reproaches as those that I have registered against the
Greece of the present time.
I shall not hark back now to the various causes of com·
plaint. They are in truth too weB-known. As you know, Spain
has not asked to join EEC: anyway, she is not ripe for such 1
development, she has not got a suJliciently robust economic structure. But she was once a candidate for association. Her application met with considerable hostility in many quarters, in socialist
circles, certainly, but also in many others which are not influenced by socialist ideology. Then, surreptitiously, the idea of
association has undergone a metamorphosis, and the instructions
just given to the unified Commission by the Council of Ministers
are to initiate talks with Spain with a view to a preferential
agreement.
What is preferential agreementP
It is an agreement designed to lead on to a customs union.
Otherwise, it will not obtain acceptance by GATT. You know
as well as I do that GATT admits preferential agreements only
when their objective is ultimately a customs union.
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lt all comes to the same thing. If the agreement is a step
towards customs union it is, for the Spain of today, a de,ious
mpan:,; of evading the objections made to association and of continning, despite cwrytl1ing, to set her sights extremely high as
regards sharing in the life of the Communities: it is an ingeniou~
de\ icc for getting round the difficulty. If. on the other hand, the
agreement under negotiation docs not provide for a custon1s
union, it will not b8 nccept8d by GATT. In either case. there·
fore. such negotiation seellls to me extremely open to crit ic:ism.
and f cannot protest too strongly against this unfortunate tendency. particularly prominent in the Council of M inistcrs. I•J
f:nour at any price-[ should even he tPmpted to say by any
means-the association of non-democratic Slates \\ith Llle F:uropc
m process of formation.
\Yhen the Communities came into being, they not only purported to be the embr~-o of a more exlcnsi\e comn1unity; thn
also claimed to be the nucleus of a future democratic Greater
Europe.
~o. to champion the thesi~ I haxe been championing, to
exclaim "ilh all the force of an upright consciPnce against ti1e
as~o,·iation
\\ ith our democratic in~titulions of States th;il
repudiate their philosophy, is to remain strictly within the migina! line of thought, to respect the system of ideas which inspired
the neation of the Cmnrnunities, and to follow the intention!" of
their founders. (,1[JtJlaasc.)

The Chairman (F). - I call ~fr. Nessler, on behalf of the
Political C:ommillee of the Consultative \ssembly.
Mr. Nessler (f/). - The Happortcnr of the Political Comrnittce of the Consultative Assembly has a delicate task in speaki11g
after we lwvc heard such wide-ranging, complete and exhaustiYc
SJH'e,·hes, \\hether irmnediatel~ on the subject or going beyond it.
I shall, ho\\ever. \enture to make a few comn1enls designPd not
to draw conclusions but to analyse certain situations that are
deYclopi11g under our ver~- eye:s.
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The term "political economy'' has never seemed to me less
ambiguous. How is one to draw the line between an economic
objective and the political vistas which its very existence opens
up? There is no doubt but that those who promoted the Treaty of
Rome were assuming that the processes of economic alignment
must end up, sooner or later, in a political entity, the shape of
which, incidentally, is still not yet determined. I put it like this
because I am speaking on behalf of the Consultative Assembly
which embraces 18 countries. To turn the searchlight on the
European Economic Community by itself would seem to reduce
the problem and the prospects. This is to say without further ado
that when we speak of Europe in terms of our wishes and our
hopes-I shall not repeat the expression "from the Atlantic to
the Urals," which is not of my coining-~we are talking of a
Europe which, one of these days, will have its geographical limit-;
restored.
That being said, with regard to the nucleus, the solid core,
which is the European Economic Community-where already,
through a process of continual improvement and, in particular,
through the unification of the Communities, the stage of political
decisions is approaching-there is no doubt that the extension of
EEC, prompted, as at the beginning, by economic considerations
might, to some extent, call in question certain of the aims already
attained. I make this reservation with all due caution because it
is called for at this moment when difficult negotiations are about
to start.
If, however, we assume a solution is found for this problem
of a politically-orientated Europe, we must still come back to the
postulate which I, for my part, have so often stated: there can be
no political Europe until and unless there is a European policy.
Now here we are entering a domain which is no more within the
province of the European Parliament than of the Consultative
Assembly: namely, foreign affairs and defence.

There can surely be no question-and I venture to say this
en passant-but that, so long as we have not achieved in this
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sphere a harmonisation or at any rate a common purpose-and
ala~ we must record divergences every day-the kind of future
insl.itulions conceivable on the mere political plane will remain.
if 1 nwy he allowed the expression, purely academic bodies whose
deci~ions \vill be, if not barren, at any rate no more than pious
aspiration~.

That is why the Political Committee of the ConsultatiH·
:\ssembly, after taking nolc of the brief report which I haYe
tabled, considered Lhat, starting out from the realities such as they
exist, whether \\e like it or not~-that is to say the Governmentsanangements could be made for the respective policy-makers to
r11cct rrgularJ~~ and be in increasingly close touch wilh one
another-something of the sort \vas mooted in connection "ith
the l',ome Conference-and this might suppl' the opportunity, if
nol lo elaborate a plan for future institutions, at least to produce
thai common policy 'vhich is. in mv \ie\Y, the necessary and
sufTicirnt condition of the forr11at ion of an organisrd and conslilutPd political Emopr.
[n thi" particular connection-to carne ba1·k to tl1e more
modest role of the "\~scrnblies to \\hich we belong-the Polilical
Cormnillee of the Con8ultative Assembly has ventured to express
thP wish Lhat joint meetings, in which the problems are approached frorn a slightly different angle owing lo the co!llposilion of the two \ssemhlies, should be convened al more frequent
intcrYals. That will perhaps makP it possible to shed fresh light
on the fundamental problems which we are respectively required
to deal with.
The Political Committee of the Corrsullalivc Assembly tlwught
fll, un this occasion, Lo make onl~" a modest intervention, because

lhe problem:-; are so big, so various and so difficult that they
cannot be settled in the context of a report like this which I ha \ e
had the honour to present to you. \'Vhat we have endea\Oured
In bring oul, quite sirnplv is the ever greater irnporUmce of
exchanges of ideas and of the dialogue process, this dialogue
which, in our debates in the Consultative Assembly. we conduct
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in an atmosphere of perfect courtesy and which we should like
to see repeated as frequently as possible with the European Parliament too. (Applause.)

The Chairman (F). - I call Mr. Berkhouwer on behalf of
the Liberal groups of the two Assemblies.
Mr. Berkhouwer (N).- As you say, Mr. Chairman, it is
on behalf of the Liberal groups and their associates in the two
Assemblies that I have the honour of speaking to you about recent
developments and the prospects of achieving the next aims of the
Communities. The most obvious and most urgent of those aims
are well-known: they are the merger of the treaties, the development of the customs union into an economic union and an expansion of our external relations through accessions and associations.
I should like to make it clear, on behalf of all my political
friends, that these questions are of equal importance to us and that
we have no desire to award any of them priority.
We also feel that it is most important to respect the obligation, prescribed in the Treaty, to achieve a common trade policy.
Nor do I regard this as merely a Treaty obligation. W~hen it is
realised that almost all the European countries trade with
countries of the Eastern bloc as they think fit, it becomes manifest
that it is in the interests of us all to agree on the line we should
follow.
Clearly our lack of agreement is not lost upon those in the
East European countries who are interested in trade with lhe
West. Naturally they play our countries off one against the other
and are choosy about the offers they accept. In the last resort it
is our merchants who are the dupes. Any unfair competition
between our countries is exploited against them. In short, our
trade suffers from the absence of a common commercial policy.
Surely that is yet another reason for doing all in our power to
adopt such a policy, which will ultimately benefit our West European trade.
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In what follmvs I shall take as rn~· text what :\Ir. Haekkcrup
has called tiJt' Cormnunit~' in Europe and the Community in thP
\\Orld. :\t the end of his :-;perch _\lr. Ilaekkerup said: "We must
widen the circle." \\ ith that I entirely a~<ree.
ln paragraph 45 of his Heport \[r. Haekkcrup saJS:
"The economic unity of Europe as a 'vhole requires
enlargement of the Community to include all countries
willing and able to accept the obligations of rnember:-;hip and
tl1e association of the countries I hat cannot."
So far as the exl.ension of the Cornrnunity is conccrnrd, the
interest cPntres in the applications for accc,.,sion from
C rca I Britain and the Scand imn ian countries. Before saying any
more about this, I should like to pay a tribute to our ]ale lamcntPd
President Gaetano \lartino by quoting some words which he used
in this House. I shall try to quote them in his own language, to
which he \\as so attached. Ile said:

primar~·

"Una Comunita curopea senza l 'Inghilterra e inconcepihile."
\Yith
behalf of
anxiou~ to
spokPn by

that statement, Mr. Chairman. I wholly agree. On
the Lihrral groups in both Assemblie:-:, too, I am
make it clear that vH~ associate ourselves with the words
:\[r. Hey.

\Ve hope that the deliberations of the Commission will lead
to positive results and that, as '\Jr. 1\ey said in his introduction,
the second essential premiss can also he respected: the extension
of the Communities must not result in reducing their strength
and Lheir dynamism.
f share '\Ir. Ilackkerup's view that an increase in the number
of the Community's .\!embers is in itself capable of extending our
influence.
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I should also like to say a few words on our British friends'
application for accession, and in so doing throw into relief a
parliamentary aspect from which, as European and even as
national parliamentarians, we shall unquestionably have benefited.
All those who have so frequently tried in this House to widen the
powers of our Parliament-and among these I include myselfcannot give too much attention to that aspect.
What happened in Great Britain before its request for accession was tabled~ The Prime Minister said to the House of Commons: "We intend to join the European Economic Community."
Members gave their agreement by an overwhelming majority.
If I draw attention to this event, if I attach profound importance to it as both a European and a national parliamentarian, it
is because the procedure for acceding to our Treaty takes place in
accordance with an older formula, unlike the procedure for
association. The prior approval of this House is needed before
association can take effect, but subsequent ratification by the
national Parliaments is not required.

Accession, on the other hand, must be unanimously decided
upon by the Council of Ministers and then ratified by the national
Parliaments. I would therefore ask the following question: Can
we prevent one of our six national Parliaments from stating, as
the Netherlands' Second Chamber did in the middle of this year
in regard to the Association of Israel with the EEC and as the
British Government did before Parliament, that the Community
should admit Great Britain and the Scandinavian countries on the
basis of the Rome Treaty-which indeed invites its signatories to
do so, but unfortunately only in the preamble and without
introducing a mandatory clause to that effectil I do not think we
can prevent any of the six Parliaments from declaring the accession of Great Britain, and that of the Scandinavian countries, as
desirable, possibly on the initiative of those of their members who
belong to one or other of our Assemblies.
The members of the Council of Europe are responsible to
their national Parliaments. The situation may vary from one
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country to another, but 1 venture to say that none of the six Par!iarnents "ill fail to declare the accession of Great Britain and the
Scandinavian countries to be desirable when it is asked to make
that declaration. Would the Co unci I of _\1 inisters of our Community then be able to dec ide that accession is impossible i'
I mentioned just no>Y the que~tion of aswciation, and more
particularly the association of Israel. 1 clTll sorry to see that
\ustria is not more closely linked with the European Community,
and l shall listen with great pleasure tomorrow to what the EI·:C
Cornrni~sion can tell us on that subject.
Y est erda) 1 read in Le Figaro an article by General Beaufre
entitled: "Pourquoi 1'\utriche?". In other words. why do \\C
think it useful, and even necessary, as doeR the author of that
article in his capacity as a French writer, that ·\ustria should be
more clo:;ely connected with our Community? Let us suppose
that in a few year;;' time, as Ccneml Beaufre writes, we can
transport our cargoes, hv means of a Hhinc-'llain-Danube canal,
from Hotterdarn to the Black Sea. Mr. Dodson must know a good
deal about that and I am not tPI!ing him an)Lhing ne\\.
I\ he11 that happens. na viga lion bet ween Vienna and the
Black Sea will in practice be almost entirely in Soviet hands.
1 \\as vrry glad t.o sec that the French ne\\ :-paper l ,iust
men I ioned insistent! y urges us to do everything possible on our
side for closer linb with \ustria.
1s it not regrettable that what [ may call an outworn
irredentism is being practised by extremist groups in certain
European countries having rommon frontiers! Tlte establishment
of closer link!' with Aus tria seems at present to be meeting great
diflicullics of that kind. \Yhat the Commission has to say on the
matter will consequently be of great interest.
'1\r. Harkkerup spoke about the Community in Europe and the
Cornrnunity in the \Yorld.
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The Community in the world used to include and indeed
still includes the Middle East. Yet, although we have vital
interests there, we have never to the slightest degree presented
ourselves in that area in the guise of a Community, nor do we so
presented ourselves today, and consequently we are quite incapable of speaking there with a single voice. All sorts of voices
have been lifted up in the Middle East, but they have not always
given off the same sound-and incidentally it is a sound that
changes rapidly. I could perfectly well say that this is a
regrettable fact, in our view, having regard to the vital European
interests which are there at stake.
I shall now turn to the Community in the rest of the world,
in connection with the journey to the United States and Canada
which we made recently as delegates of the European Parliament
under your enlightened leadership, Mr. Chairman.
Our experiences there rather resembled what Dvorak called
Eine Symphonie der N euen Welt. The motive for the journey was
the commemoration of the centenary of the Canadian Confederation.
If we listen to all that they say to each other, how we can
envy these great American Federations which many of you were
visiting for the first time, when we see that thus both the one in
1787 and the other in 1867, took the great political decision not to
work in isolation, but rather in common, since both are Federal
Unions. The strangest thing is that these two countries of the
North American continent, Canada and the United States, took in
the past the political decision which we are hopeful of taking in
the future. They took that decision in order to unite and it was
not until later that they settled the economic questions. I am
thinking, in the case of the United States, of the important laws
put through by Sherman and, about a century later, of those of
Clayton when the decision was made to bring some degree of
order into the economic jungle which went with political freedom.
We for our part are endeavouring, stumblingly and haltingly, to
do the opposite, in other words to pass on from some form of
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e<·onornic unification to political unification, and in saying this I
anr ol' course aware thai it is now no longer possible to distinguish the 1\vo \cry clearly one fronr the other, as :\lr. Furler
Ira" said.

1 now come lo some of the most notable episodes in our
journey Lo \nrerica fror11 which we have just
rrlurned. \\-e had talks !herr, albeit somewhat disjointed and
unullicial, \Yilh, I nra~- safely say. senior personalities of ihe
\rnerican Covel'llHH'nl. \\'e wrre once again assured, and this
I find consoling in view of the criticisms and anti-Anglo-Saxon
decbtrations of all kinds so frequently heard in Europe, that the
l:nilecl t'lal!•s support the idea of a "l.,nitecl and open Europe." and
I quote. \\ r should therefore make e\ery effort to ensure that
Europe establishes or presenes thr necessary parliarnentary
dernocracy. That is whv T strongly support the accession of Great
Britain and the S<·tmdinavian countries, which are in a position to
g·iH• us a dose of parliamentary democracy that may well slaml us
in good stead.
parliamentar~-

Tbe second sl riking evrnl was our 'tsrl to CapP Kennedy.
\lr. \lelzger alrradv spoke about thi~ yesterday and \Ye have just

!wen hearing of the "technological gap" and silllilar mailers.
that I am. upon my arrival at Cape Kennedy 1
renreTnberecl tllP \\ ords uttered about Europe in 1D4G or 1947 by
llre (;pnrran plrilosophPr Karl Jaspers. That great Europeon, who
nroreover is a liberal, had this to say about Europe: ''_\!an rnuss
ldwn mil de Ill Globus \Or Augerr." How apt those words seemed
to rue when we stood before the gigantic project which is going
forw;rrd a! Cape Kennedy!
f~uropean

The picture conjured up by Jaspers was the first impression
lraJ. ~mYadap the earth is being observed from satellites out
in space. The second impression was of a tremendous contrast
between the progress of technology and the opportunities it offers
nraukind.
Technology is opening up the cosmos to us; it is offering- us
at·ce:-;s to othrr planets. starting with the Moon. Soon we should
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be able to live in the cosmic age and yet chaos still dominates the
world and international relations: we have only to think of the
introductory works used by the Secretary General when addressing
the United Nations. What a contrast there is between the technological cosmos that should be ours and the state of chaos which
still reigns throughout the world!
I should also like in passing to say a few words about the
technological gap of which Mr. Heverdin, who unfortunately has
left us, has already spoken. \Vhen we gaze upon these vast
super-Powers, we are led to feel that all our subjects for complaint
are the fault of ourselves. We bewail the technological gap, but
all that is needed, it seems to me, is to redouble our efforts and
our will for unity.
Unhappily, whereas the super-Powers have already formed
themselves into union, the Europeans, instead of uniting, have
spent all their time conducting fratricidal wars whose traces they
have not yet obliterated. Therein lies the explanation for the
greater advance by the super-Powers.
At Cape Kennedy, where everyone can see what's going on
around him and be fully informed, since the budget is accessible
to the public, I asked: "Are the Russians doing as much? Can
you, now that you are co-operating with the Russians, get to know
what their budget is?" The answer was: "No, but we are convinced that the Russians spend more than we do, in proportion to
their national product, on the development of astronautics."
I was deeply impressed, Mr. President, by the fact that the
budget of NASA is as high as the whole national budget of the
Netherlands.
We shall never be able to talk in terms like that until we
unite.
Here and there in Europe fears are expressed about American
business and American bigness.
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Jn that context I vvould reply that fear in itself is never a good
\\hen all is said and done, to go back to a view I
have already expressed, evPrylhing that 111akes us frightened can
only lead to our mobili~ing our forces. If the fear is justified \\C
shall be able to surmount it only if we pull together. Hence, if
we are afraid of American rconomic influence, if we arc worried
about the brain drain-and on that point, as on the question of
the technological gap, our fears may be justified-will not the
brain drain necessarily induce us to unite, to build on a larger
scale, in a word, to catch up ~with the countries which hare forged
ahead?
cutlii~t>llor.

Up and down the world a political reproach is also often
Ie,·ellcd at the Conununit.v. I am speaking in terms of political
dirnrnsions. In connection with the Atlantic Alliance, which we
in thr European Parliament have always supported, the Americans are sometimes criticised as follows: the United States are at
prPscnt aiming at a lessening of tension, to the exclusion of us alHl
mn our heads. rather like the way France once sel up the Cnion
of l'trecht in the Netherlands, but above the heads of the Dutch
and\\ ilhout including them in it. 'Vith that idea in mind, the
critics go on to add: the llnited States are seeking to lessen ten>'ion in the world without consulting us; let us then also seek a
ksst•ning of tension with the Russians by our own means. At
bott.om, it's a case of "chacun pour soi ct Dieu pour tons".
IloweH'r. the latter hope may well proYe to he Yain.
Tn my opmwn, ;m isolated altempt to reach a world detente
lw each country is foredoomed to failure, for all these countries
are too small to act in isolation towards that end. There have
been some recent examples. Certain countries have turned
towards the Soviet Union and in the Soviet reply one could read
betwern thr lines: "You are too small to settle the affairs of the
\\oriel on a fooling of equality with us." And yet there were large
countries among them, but for the Soviets they were too small.

All these solitary, free-wheeling exchanges are foredoomed to
failure. They only bring grist to the Soviet mill, as you may read
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in a recent article from Pravda reproduced in Le Figaro only a
few days ago. They are simply bringing grist to the Soviet mill,
which works according to the principle beloved of the Romans:

Divide et impera.
Why are the United States seeking a detente on their own
account? Because, taken separately, none of us is a valid partner.
Taken together, we should be such a partner. We have often
heard it said that the United States would be only too happy if it
could strive for a lessening of tension hand in hand with us.
I believe that even today the ideal is to achieve a detente
together, and I think that most of my Liberal friends feel as I do.
Surely that is better than seeing the Americans acting on their
side and the Europeans on theirs, according to the principle of
national sovereignty a la Bodin. And what is there left of that?
I have put forward a series of arguments to show that all
complaints about the position of our Community in the world are
rebounding on our own heads. If we march forward hand in
hand, we can find the remedy ourselves, however often we
complain.
Let me turn now from macro-integration, integration on the
world scale, to micro-integration, one of my hobby horses.
There has been much talk of "!'Europe des patries, !'Europe des
nations, !'Europe des Europeens". To my mind it is much more
important to create an "Europe des citoyens", a "Europe pour
to us les citoyens".
This leads me to ask a question: What does the average
European really see of Europe P I think the question is worth
while; Today, as at other Sittings, we have discussed many
matters, but what would be the answer of the man in the street,
say in Strasbourg or Amsterdam, if he were asked what he understood by the technique of association described by Mr. DehousseP
The latter's speech was extremely valuable to the jurists among
us and I greafly appreciated some of the other speech~s, but what
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about tbe Emopeans, the men in the street!' vVill they be any the
wiser about the Europe we arc trsing to build!l
\lr. President, we lwve just come back from the holidays.
In Europe, the holidays are sometimes the trough of the wave.
For proof of that let me quote you this headline from the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung: "Haben Sie etwas zu verzollen il"
During our holidays, when crossing from one country to another
we often see queues of cars stretching for miles at the frontiers,
in spite of cn·r~thing that we are doing here. lt is always the
same question: "Haben Sic etwas zu verzollenP", or in the case of
the French and the Belgians: "Rien a declarer P" in the hope that
you won't declare anything. The Dutch put the question rather
more positively, naturally in the hope that something will come
out of it.
\\Teare now progressing from the customs
economic union. \\'hen you come back from
may '<Vel! ask whether the customs union is
customs ollicers and for customs ofllcers, or
without customs olficers.

union tmvards the
your holidays _you
really a union of
an internal union

l know of course that some control is necessary over movements of goods and in the ;\'etherlands I have heard a ,\linister
say that it vvas also necessary because of reg·isfration dut>s. lt
also seems to be necessary for statistics.
Let us get back to America. There you \\ill find purchasr tax
which affects all the States individually. You will also flnd
statistic,; on inter-State commerce, but you wori 't find any customs
ofJicers. I should like to submit these facts f(Jr deliberation by the
<:mrunission. It is obvious that we arc still going to see customs
officers for many ,vcars.
In 1911 my grandfather-my Dutch friends know this story
because I have often told it in the "'elherlands-went from
-\rnslerdanr to Istanbul without a paper in his pocket and with
only 100 Dutch guilders. lie got along very well wherever he
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went and had no mishaps of any kind. Recently I went from
Amsterdam to Paris-you don't always need to go as far as
Istanbul-and l was questioned five times. I don't know whether
I make a bad impression, Mr. President, but I was questioned
by a policeman in the Netherlands, a customs officer in Belgium,
a man with a tricolor badge in the train between Mons and
Valenciennes and tutti quanti. Now, I'm a European, I'm working for Europe, but it may be wondered what I'm really working
for. The German customs officers always ask if you are importing
tobacco or coffee, the Belgians whether you are importing butter.
Incidentally, Europe only functions if these gentlemen are
not on strike. For this the Germans use the nice word "Eiferstreik" (working to rule). If these gentlemen work to rule,
Europe is quickly forgotten.
Once upon a time a strange thing happened. Many Dutchmen take a bottle of gin with them when they go to Belgium.
I have heard it said that the last time the Belgian customs were
working to rule, the bottles of gin were piled up high on the
Belgo-Dutch frontier!
Be that as it may, Mr. President, this situation is too
ridiculous to last much longer. The EEC Commission and the
Assembly may he sure that there will always be officials trying
to prove that customs officers are needed, but the day will come
when Europe will have to say: "Customs officers go home." It
will be enough if we have a few such officers at Europe's frontiers,
preferably wearing a European uniform cap, a Community cap.
I hope, that .they. will also get Community salaries, which would
be the best thing for the Community.~
It would also be a good thing if the Commission could
examine what all these customs services cost and what profit
they yield every time someone is mulcted a few cents or a few
guilders on a bottle of gin or, a fortiori, of champagne. Basically,
what possible interest is there in these practices P Shall we not
sooner or later have to put an end to them?

JOINT MEETING OF 21st-22nd SEPTEAIRER 1967

71

Before I conclude I should like to pause for a moment to
consider the obligations created by Article 9 of the Euratom
Treaty, namely the establishment of the European University,
which [ consider as a service rendered to European learning, on
the lines of what Jean Fourastic writes in today's Piyaro: "La
technostructure et ses lacuncs".
That eminent writer expresses the following idea, with whicb
\\e entirely agree: "Une des prises de conscience los plus decisivr•s
de Ia science contemporaine, c"est celle de !'autonomic, l"originalitr de Ia personnalite de chaque Ctre vivant."' lt is in that
spirit that I bring my remarks to a close. I shall also regard it
as a last tribute to l\Tr. Caetano .\lartino, for whom the European
l nirersily was such a chcrislwd idea.
The communique issued after the llonw Summit Conferenn·
said that every effort must be made-l arn quoting freely-to S(•t
111 1110tion again the work of creating- the European !Jniver,..ity.
This is a question in which I take a lively interest and I
should be g-reatl~ obliged to \lr. Hey. for l know that the Euratom
Commission, now the unified Cornmission. is dealing with the
qttesl ion, if, as Pn·~ident of the new body, lre had sornet hi 11g
positiw to tell u:-; on the lllal.ler. C1pplau.se.)

The Chairman (F). - Ladies and Genllemen, at the be{!iuning of the !'ilting I asked those of my colleagues who \\ishcd to
take part in the debate today and loruorrow to be ~o good as to put
their wmres do\\ n in Room .\70 before the end of the silting.
f Jwye the nantes of sixteen sprakers for tomorrOW JJJOrllillQ".

\lay 1 rrruind .vou that any members wishing
111orning. or in the afternoon if we continue
ings, nrm;l gd their names put dmHt this evening.
after the adjournment of tbe present ,;ittin!!, the
closrd.
lllOITO"

to speak toour proceedImmediately
li"t will be

f call "'"· Trihoulet, on behalf of the European Dernorratic
l nion political group.
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Mr. Triboulet (F). - We are dealing today with a twopronged theme which is covered in the reports of Mr. Pedini and
Mr. Haekkerup: the two subjects are the activities of the European
Parliament from May 1966 to May 1967 and an assessment of the
first ten years of the European Communit).
My job in all this is to be the spokesman of the European
Democratic Union, to describe the work of a group, the burden of
whose growing pains years ago I shared with Michel Debre, a
group which ever since has made its contribution in these
Assemblies-only yesterday we had echoes of this-sometimes in
a minority, but always as an active minority.
I hope that when I have finished I shall have shown th:1t
there has been a certain degree of development and that, in point
of fact, in these two European Assemblies of ours the majority
and minority sections have, on many points. come satisfactorily
together.
First, then, the European Parliament and ''hat it has been
doing during the year.
To this theme Mr. Pedini has devoted nearly 120 of the
145 pages which his report contains. As a result, this Assembly
of the Six-of which I have become a member again only in
recent months--is providing the Council of Europe with an
extremely flattering picture of the activities and the zeal of the
European Parliament.
On every subject, we find questions, propos.1ls, reports,
debates, resolutions. So far as I am concerned, l shall restrict
myself :to seJecting f.rom·all thi8 parliamentary activity two fundamental matters in which the European Democratic l'nion has
played a particularly active part: agricultu raJ Europe, and he! p
to the developing countries.
On the subject of agriculture in Europe, \lr. Pedini writes as
follows:
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"Thus one member State asserted, not without reason.
that the common agricuUurol policy could scarcely have
progressed as it had done unless that State had emphasised,
by resorting to political means, the importance it allached tD
the achievement of a common agricultural market."
France has been recognised as that "member State." :\s
for the political means to which France has resorted, it is of
course the President of the Hepublic and the French (;ovcrnment
who have applied them. From which it is plain that the European Democratic Union has done everything possible in the
European _\ssr.mblies for the promotion of agricuiLural Europe.
That \\as, for us, to achieve an essential element of the Europe
of realities.
When I say the Europe of realities, Europe as it actually is,
will n•(·ognise H~r)' well the fundamental orientation of
Gaullist thought. om pas~ion for analysing the fads \\ith the
utmost precision and then Illakinl! the very most of the practical
t·onsrquences to hr drawn from those facts. I can imagine the
disnet'l surprise of some of our colleagues. \Yhorn J knew well
a few years ago as faithful devotees of traditional libendism, when
thev sre where agricullural Europr is taking us. If they are
lllC'IIlhers of the European Parliament, they will he getting in
thPir mail every week an anlanche of regulations bearing on
levies. rebates and all manner of rules regulating agricultural
products in minute detail.
~Oll

\\e are evidcnll_v a long wa~ from the liberal tradition!

vV c simply had to organise tl10 Europe an agricu It ural market
"ith precision and care, and in the face of many difllculties, for
\\ e were in duty bound so to do. The old-established States of
Europe have, each one of them, historically and socially !heir
foundations in agriculture. The political importance of agricullur;_d problems is immense. They had therefore to hr dealt with.
Siner there is little scope for expansion in agricultural markets, we
had lo worr.v about the quantities produced, \YC had lo establish a
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ratito between production and prices, in a word, we had to
organise.
That is how we got involved in the complicated mechanism of
levies, rebates etc. Willy-nilly, all of us found ourselves committed to these things. I attended the most interesting session
of the European Parliament on 19th July, when agricultural prices
were discussed. There was something like unanimity, apart, I
think, from a few reservations by the Socialists, in calling for a
revaluation of present agricultural prices.
The basis for our work was the first agricultural report made
by the European Commission to the European Parliament, an
extremely interesting report which should certainly be widely
disseminated.
As for the question of aid to developing countries, that, too,
is a necessity for Europe.
Present-day Europe, as such, is an old-established Europe
which used to colonise-some European countries, at all eventsand, in any case, the influence exerted by Europe continues to be
world-wide.
We cannot disinterest oursehes in the backward countries.
I am not speaking, of course, about food aid. That is a very
special subject. It is called aid, but it is chiefly a means of
getting rid of our surpluses. Doubtless, there is a charitable element in it, in many respects, but it tends rather to militate
against development, since the first stage of development consists
in feeding ourselves, by one's own efforts. What I am talking
about, then, is the aid which we are endeavouring to supply to
a certain number of developing countries.
With regard to this question too, the European Democratic
Union has continually urged the study and analysis of the situation of backward countries.
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The foundation of their economy, obviously, is agricultural.
Their basic products, the commodities on which they live, are
agricultural commodities. otherwise called tropical prodticts.
Yet \Ye notice witl1 some surprise that there is a constant
to tr.v to evade these realitie,;.

tendenr~·

For example: the Foreign Helations Committee of the
European Parliament on 22nd :\ ovemher 1966 wa,; seized of a
Communication by tl1e Commisc;ion to the Council, in which therr
were suggestion~ for granting to the developing countries tariff
pn•ferences on finished and semi-finished goodt>.
lt "as not a difncult matter to show-f did so on behalf
of tile F:uropt•an Democratic Union group-that in tlwse developing countries eYen finished and semi-finished good~ are almost
ah1·ay,; agricultura 1 in origin: vi oodwork, fooclst uffs, leather.
\\hal is more, ll1ese ever so slightly processed products, in the
nwjorilv of the developing countries. represent onl~· a tiny portion
of thr national income, less than 10 per cent. Thr national income of thesr counlrief' is buttre~sed entirely on agricultural
tmpical product'.
Take. for example, the hory C:oa~t (Ci'>te-d'hoire), a cotmtry
II ich II a~ been exceptionally succ:es,.,ful. I took part. as a member of the French GO\erument, in au investigation of a developlltellt plan for that country, based in part, and very sensibly, on
its own resources. But the collapse of the price of a sinf!le
tropical product was enough to ruin tl1e \\hole programme in one
fell s11 oop and to render any other kind of help virtually useless.
So "e went hack to the task of organising agricullnral, and this
tiiiiC tropical; market". There you have the problem. I am
delighted to see tl1at those colleagues who had misgivings at first
on uccounl of their liberalism have come to acquire a greater
appreciation of the necessity for the European Parliament to lake
an intcrrst in the world commodity agreements relating to the
111ajor al!ricultural pmducts. ~orne of which are of concern to the
dnleloping countriPs: cereals, catlle and, above all, sugar. _\
11
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world conference on sugar is announced. It is a very important
element in both European and tropical agricultural market structures.
The point is that we set the example. The European Eco·
nomic Community signed a Convention at Yaounde-it was my
privilege to sign on behalf of France-with a certain number of
developing States. Out of a total of 750 million dollars, 250 million are earmarked for stabilising the prices of tropical produce
and diversifying crops. 500 million go to carefully planned aid
under the aegis of the European Development Fund. I congratulate the Commission on this, and particularly Mr. Rochereau,
who has been devoting himself to this task for a number of
years.
The European Democratic Union group endorses accordingly
the comment by .Mr. Pedini when he says that: "the arrangement between EEC and the Associated African States and
Madagascar is now seen as the most comprehensive and modern
form in the world of organising relations of interdependence
between highly industrialised and developing countries."
The reason I chose these two subjects, agricultural Europe
and aid to developing countries, out of all the parliamentary
activities of the European Assembly during the last year is that
they seem to me to illustrate well our conception of Europe.
We believe in a Europe which goes realistically to the root of
things, which requires organisation, which involves decisions and
practical achievements. A few years ago, some colleagues seemed
to contemplate a Europe limited to trade in industrial products.
under the inspiration of virtually total liberalism, with a supranational authority, to be sure-that is what they demanded-but
an authority which would be careful not to interfere, which would
abide by the motto laisser jaire, laisser passer.
Now, it seems to us that there has been a very satisfactory
process of development. "'fr. Pedini, in his report, even dared
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Lo sa!- a \Yord of criticism of the Kennedy Hound, with the comment that the negotiations were incorn plete, that they dealt only
w-ith customs problems. He consider" that the major economic
problems of the world are very much wider and that we must go
much further. He went as far as to write: "Even in a liberal
economy, programming is essential."
So, then, tlJC Europe that has come into being, which you,
Ladies and Gentlemen, have made, which your Gonrnments have
made, is the Europe we always wanted. lL is the real Europe.
The European Economic Community is a great succe:-s. There's
no doubt about that. l\lr. Hey, in l1is very realistic statement
yesterday-. totally devoid of rhetoric, \\as able to say that the
\Yhole world was concerned about its relations with the European
Econornic Communi!)'· That, surely, is proof that the Community is a :-;uccess. _\]r. Pedini, in his report, reminds us that
the principal targets have often been achieved before the end of
the transitional period provided for; ev-en objectives of common
interest which were neither prescribed nor recommended in the
Treaties haw been achieved or arc in the process of being
achieved.
Finally, in his oral statement, _\fr. Pedini quoted some highly
encouraging figures showing the measure of the EEC's success.
Hence I can fairly say that the European Democratic Onion
group is most gratified by the practical success that Europe has
achieved and very much wishes that Europe may go further,
may go forward to greater things.
Mr. Haekkerup said just now that the most difficult part of
our task remained to be done. Yes! We are convinced that it is
essential to embark on economic and social activity in greater
depth, and the fusion of the Executives, the fusion of the treaties,
may well mark a stage in that direction.
_\lr. de Lipkowski, yesterday, when replying to Mr. Rey on
behalf of our group, well said that we were all for encouraging
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the Commission to use its right of initiative to go even beyond
the Treaty, for example in the matter of industrial organisation
and research.
I now come to my conclusion. What is the
tion? It is how we should go forward in existing
-what was the right method in the past and what
future. This is the only point of disagreement
between us and other political groups.

point of friccircumstances
will be in the
there can b8

We are entirely in agreement over the political objectives of
EEC quoted by Mr. Pedini, viz. "achievement of a common policy
in the various fields and consolidation of the Community's
capacity to act," and nobody in either of the two Assemblies can
deny that over the last ten years our group has also done its
utmost to hasten the realisation of the European Economic
Community.
But it is objected to us: you are not in favour, as things are,
of supranationality, whereas, for the rest of us, nothing less than
supranational authorities can ensure the advance of Europe. l
must confess that this distinction seems to me a debating point,
fundamentally a matter of words, mere "verbiage," as we say.
Yes, it does seem to me that we have there an abundance of worris
and not all that amount of substance.
For who are the most ardent champions of supranationality?
They are, most of the time, the persons who give evidence of
the most thorough-going liberalism and who, in practical
negotiations, are often the partners most reluctant to agree to
certain sacrifices and securing practical achievements through
reciprocal concessions.
So we come back to the observation that I have already made.
Verily, Europe could already be a supranational entity; supranational officials might already be taking the place of Governments
in making certain decisions if we were concerned only with a sort
of free trade area, with exclusively customs problems to be settled.
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But that is not in fact the Europe which has come about. and,
consequen lly, the supranational method was not the one to he
applied. For once J-ou go beyond customs agreements, once you
begin to intenene in the policy of the individual Stales. once .vou
set about organising production, fixing prices, organising trade,
harmonising taxes- \I r. Ilaekkerup very rightly mentioned what
has been done towards universalising the added value tax-once
you seek to elaborate a corpus of Community law a!Iecting each
of our national systems of law-the Community law for 'vhicl1
;\lr. Pedini appealed just now-then the situation is plain: either
.vou gel the agreement of Governments or else you do nothing al
all! .\Jr. Pedini expressly said so in his report. He said in so
many "ords that if it has proved possible to beat the deadlines
and go beyond the stated objectives, it is as a consequence of
,,hat he calls a "dynamism of expediency" which received the
a~sent of the six States.
:\nd he adds that the Common ~larkct
has made progress only when all six Governments realised it to
be in their common interest.
On this point we had an exchange yesterday between \lr. He)'
and om colleague .\lr. Furler, whose talents I often had occasion
to adwire when he was President of the first parliamentary assenlbly. that of the ECSC, and whom I was very glad to hear speaking
hrre just now.
\1 r. Furler, after hearing .\fr. Rey say "\I y chief concem is
to agree with the Governments . . . , " replied to him: "\h notake your stand on the Treaties; the Commission should be wary
of contacts with the Governments, let it keep its independence."
Thus, by a strange paradox, I saw .\Ir. Furler adopting precisely
the sort of attitude of splendid isolation for which-quite wrongly
I think-General de Gaulle is reproached. Mr. Furler wanted the
Commission to remain aloof from the Governments. That is a
sort of all-or-nothing position: let Europe perish, providing principles have been upheld t An extremely dangerous position t
And I must say I was delighted by .\Ir. Hey's answer. He
contented himself with saying: "But Mr. Mansholt did just the
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same thing to secure his success on agricultural Europe.
Mr. Mansholt could never have made his contribution to the
success of agricultural Europe if he had not taken constant care
to visit the Governments in order to bring their points of view
into harmony." "I myself," Mr. Rey added, "before the Kennedy
Round got under way, went from country to country in the
endeavour to get the Governments to agree. Otherwise I should
not have succeeded." Mr. Rey made it clear that, as now head of
the Commission, he had every intention of continuing the same
sort of practice. We congratulate him on this.
Actually, we have come to realise that, when all is said and
done, everyone is becoming resigned to this pragmatic technique.
which amounts to taking a step forward only when you are
previously assured of the agreement of the Governments to each
practical solution. M. Haekkerup also told us that he considered
the Fouchet Plan perfectly acceptable-as a first step, he added.
There I think he was wrong. The Fouchet Plan would represent
a further step along the road-a sequel to the numerous sleps
already taken in order to achieve the success of the EEC. It
would be a further political step which would certainly enable
us to make progress in the long journey on which we are engaged.
In short, I think Mr. Pedini was
chapters: "The reason for the success:
nature." And this means that it has
efficacious and practical fashion, with
the Governments.

right to entitle one of his
the Community's political
been built up in realistic,
the unanimous support of

So the European Democratic Union group no longer feels at
all that it is a doctrinal minority. We simply feel that, in our
speeches, we reflect what is actually being done with· the agreement of all of you, Ladies and Gentlemen, with your' overwhelming majority-! was going to say, your unanimous support.
For ten years you have been helping your six Governments
and the Commission really and truly to build Europe! We shall
come up against the same difficulties, inherent in our age-old
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national civilisations, but the same unanimity and the same
methods will enable us to bring our labours to a satisfactory
conclusion, to achieve that con~trucLion which we all wish and
hope for and which \Ve have long bren working for, united
Emope, true to its most venerable traditions but ~trong, d~·namic
and eternally young. (Applause.)

The Chairman (F). -

1 call Mr. Bolunan.

Mr. Bohman. - As \1 r. Haekkerup is underlining in
Chapter III of his very interesting Heport, it is today open to
question whether the actual attempt of Great Britain and four
other EFTA countries to enter the enlargement of the Common
_\[arket Cornnmnity will be any more ~mccessful than the last
applications. It is not my intent ion to debate on I his point.
\\"!tat, bmvewr, from the Swedish point of view, is interesting is
.\lr. Ilaekkerup's explicit declaration that this enlargement could
not be reached through the association of other countrirs to I he
(:ow rnunity.
The association formula can hardly be appropriate for Britain
and most of the other industrialised EFT\ countries. ln rny
opinion, as in the opinion of om Happorteur, no developed European country can be expected to accept an economic intrgration
with the Community without some form of participation in the
latter's deci~ion-making process. In this connection, there arc
sc•veral reasons, indeed, for discussing the Swedish situation and
Sweden's possibilitie~ to contribute to the extension of Lh~ European Communities. \\e are all, T think, aware of the fact that
the Swedish application to the Common Market made in July tbis
summer caused puzzle in Brussels by not mentioning the Article
of the Treaty of Home, according to which the application was
made. Delivering the Swedish request to the European Commission, the Swedish ambassador underlined, however, that the
Swedish Government, for its own part, did not wish Lo exclude
any of the forms laid down in the Treaty of Home for participating
in an enlarged EEC. Bearing in mind that the Swedish request
for negotiations six years ago was explicitly aimed at an economic
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association between Sweden and the European Economic Community, it seems quite understandable that Europe today asks if,
and to what extent, Sweden has changed its earlier opinion.
Against this background, I find it natural to present my view~
on this, for my country, extremely important situation. I wish
to stress, however, that when doing so, I am talking as a Conservative Swedish parliamentarian, and not as a representative of
the Swedish Government. Although there is today in my country
a broad public opinion in all democratic political Parties that
Sweden has to play its full role among the other democracies in
an economically integrated European unity, there are still certain
shades in the opinion as to the most appropriate ways and means
to negotiate with EEC. Of course, these shades arise out of the
necessity to conduct a policy of neutrality. As you probably
know, the Swedish ambassador, when delivering our request,
underlined that the determining factor for the Swedish Government is that this policy of neutrality has to remain unchanged,
and that the special requirements which follow from this policy
can be met.
First of all, I wish to stress that the Swedish foreign policyas a consequence of our geographical position and of traditions
and experiences during more than a hundred years-is based upon
our determination not to join any great Power alliance, and thus
be in a 'position to stay neutral if war should come. To fulfil
such an independent foreign policy we have to maintain a strong
national defence. But this is not enough. Our economy must
also possess such a strength that it permits us not onl)' to pay our
high defence expenses, but also to a great extent to be selfsupporting in case of war.
Our neutrality is not internationally guaranteed. Nor is it
based upon any treaty with another country. It is for Sweden
exclusively to decide about the contents of, and the limits for, the
neutrality. In this respect, our freedom of political action is
limited, however. And here we face the third prerequisite for our
foreign policy: a condition more difficult to define and delimit.
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Sometimes\\ e call it the quest ion of crcdibilit~. In otlwr \Vords.
our declared policy of neutrality would not be of rtllwh value il'
Sweden. in its political actions, behaved in such a way that our
a~pirations on neutrality might be ~eriousl~· questioned by other
States.
To ;noid losing the confidence in the political purposdulnc"·'
or Sweden in this regard, our policy must be compatible with onr
assurances. Even if, as l have pointed out, it is com plet el;y· up to
S\\ Pdcn itsPlf to decide where the limit should be drawn for
action,.: which correspond to the aims of our foreign pol icy, it
111ight be difficult to define exactly where these limits should be
dr:m 11. 1\'e\ertheless, we haYc to do so in several international
~ituations, and in such situations "e could in no circumstance
i\('f'('pt that otl1cr States try to exert their innuence on us.
To illustrate such problems of delimitation, I should like to
n•nJind vou or the declaration of my countr.v that S\\eden is not
neutral as regards ideology. As one of the very oldest democracies
of Europe, Sweden is closely connected to the European democraciPs. \\"e are always prepared to repeat this, even if it does not
bring us positi\'e reactions ontside tlw democratic world.
B~ tradition, Sweden has also a close co-operation \\ith the
other Nordic countries. In the economic, legal, social and cultural fields-especially within the scope of the Nordic Council-we rndeayour further to strengthen this co-operation. After the
ri~P of EFT\ this co-operation has been furl her deepened, and th'~
<'l~onomies of the Nordic countries arc today integrated to such an
rxtl•nt that it seems unthinkable for us in Sweden, as well as for
our friends in the other Nordic countries, [ hope, to return to the
Parlier state of things.

This far-reaching co-operation has been a substantial part of
Sw(•den's foreign policy, in spite of the fact that Norway and
Denmark arc '\lembers of NATO and in spite of Finland's defence
trraty with the Soviet Union.
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In the centre of the debate in our country there is now the
question whether Swedish neutrality policy can be preserved if
we sign the 1\ome Treaty. The answer is to a great extent
dependent on the quest1ion whether Europe is interested in
accepting Sweden as a participant in the European integration
and in accepting Sweden's policy of neutrality as well. It was
for that reason that the Swedish Government, on the occasion of
making its application last summer, expressed "the hopes that the
possibilities and problems which arise in this connection will be
further clarified during the negotiations which have now been
requested."
On the Swedish side there is the conception that there should
be a strong European interest in the continuation of Sweden's
independent foreign policy. At an earlier period, it is true, the
opinion was often expressed that by its policy Sweden placed itself
outside European solidarity and did not make its contribution to
the building up and defence of Europe. One does not meet this
opinion very often today; on the contrary, there is a common
comprehension of the truly positive contributions to peace and
relaxation of tension in Northern Europe, and in Europe as a
whole, which Sweden offers by its geographical position and by
its independence. In other words, it is an advantage for our continents that Sweden is enabled to continue its present foreign
policy.
Already, for that reason, the European Community should
have come to comply with the Swedish desire to obtain such
clauses at a possible accession to the Rome Treaty as will mean
that Sweden's policy of neutrality will not be obstructed. On the
part of Europe there should also be a strong economic interest in
giving Sweden an opportunity to take part in the intensified
integration activities. Even if Sweden is not a big country, it is
still of importance for the European economy, and still more so
are the Nordic countries as a group. During recent years the
exports from EEC to the Nordic countries have been about the
same size as the exports from EEC to the United States. Sometimes they have been larger, and sometimes exports to the United
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States have been larger, but on the whole they ha'e been at the
same level.
Last year lhe COTlJmon Market countries sold goods to tiHJ
Xordic countries for 3.6 billion dollars, while in the same period
thrir exports to Eastern Europe amounted to 1 .G billion aud to
Latin ,\merica 1.8 billion dollars. This means that the trade
hctwern the Common Market and thr ~ordic countries is bigger
than the lolal Common Market trade with Eastern Europe and
Latin America.
The conclusion of all this ought to be that the Comm011
?llarket countries should have a positive interest in facilitating
S" eden's cnl ranee to the Common ::\Iarket and thus in offering
Swed(•n the necessary clauses to enable it to pursue its neutrality
polic.\·· Oncr again, ] should like to point out that on this condition, in accordance with our application in July of this )Car.
S\\eden is prepared to accept full mrmbership.
The S\\cdish attitude today is, of course, based upon tl1e
intPrpretation of the Rome Treaty which Wf' have made our:-eh-es,
hut nlso on the applicntion of it which, in practic:c, has taken
place. The so-called Luxembourg Agrccmrnt and the general
devrlopmcnt of trade policy in Europe have been significant. Lf
tiJf' el1'orls towards a still closer politiral co-operation witl1in the
ColiJJJJOll \larket \Vere intensified and went be~-ollli the nome
Treaty, S'Yedish participation y,-ou ld, of course, be rendered moro
difficult. But it is not such a far-reaching political ro-opcration
which \\Care discussing today, hut the question of Sweden-and
oilier EFT.\ countries-signing the Home Treaty.
Jn my opinion-and I emphasize again thnt I :<peak only for
myself and as a represcntati'e of the Conservative Party in nn
country-there is nothing in the Rome Treaty which pre\'ents
Swedish membership with the neressal)" s,,edish neutrality
dau,;es. In making this stalrment J attach special importance i'J
\rlicles 110 and 224- of the Home Treaty. The funclamenlnl prinri pies in Article 110 have rPgard to a policy di rectcd on a common,
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harmonious development encouraging world trade and prevent for
instance, majority decisions which could aim at using trade exchange as an instrument for military or strategic purposes.
Article 224 presupposes that member States have that right of
freedom of action which a neutral State such as Sweden must be
given in times of international crisis, facing the threat of war
or in the event of war.
I hope that I have sufficiently explained that it is a clear
Swedish and European interest that the negotiations in Brussels
shall lead to such a result that neutral Sweden can fully and
completely assif't in the future enlargement of the European
Community. (Applause.)

The Chairman (F). - I call Mr. Couste.
Mr. Couste (F). - I should like to make a few comments
on the report by Mr. Haekkerup, which I regard as a remarkable
document. I shall focus these comments on what seems to me Lo
be the most original and illuminating passage. This is what
Mr. Haekkerup writes:
"In one major respect, the situation has become much simpler
than it was in 1957. It is now generally admitted that the
European Community represents the nucleus of the future
economic-and political-union of Europe."
We may recall the decisions, in the same sense, adopted last
year by the Assembly of WEU, as well as the Consultative Assembly of the Council of Europe, with whose members we are sitting
together today. l\lr. Haekkerup goes on:
"Ten years ago, it was proposed to 'absorb' the EEC into a
wider European free trade area. Now it is assumed that the
EEC will eventually 'absorb' EFTA, whatever solutions may
be adopted. for each of the Seven individually."
That, if I may be allowed to say so, reminds me of the
discussions in which I found myself engaged when I was not on
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the hrnrh 1\hrre I am now, but at the back, when r Waf' sitting,
in a consultative capacity, as a delegate of the \Vorld 1\s~embly
or \ Oll th to the Council of Europe.
[ rerucmber discussing the mrrits of I hose t\\ o altornati ve::;
\\ ith IllY Danish, Swedish and British friends of the ·world
As,.,emhly ol' Youth. J supported the European Economic <:ornmunitv. They said to me: "Oh no, it will be protectionist, that
"ill not be a good thing ... " \Vel!, now we haYe the European
Economic Community in the end, through tl10 Kennedy Hound.
providing F.:lll'opc with the 10\vest common external tariff of all
tiro industrial countries in the world .
.\nd tlrrn my friends used to ask me: "How are wr to accept
thr invohemenl, the special links with the African c:ountrics
oYrrseas!l'' \Yell, ultimately, everyone has come to acknowlcdg<:
that the sovereign remedy for the troubles of the overseas and
dr,eloping countries is not simply financial aid through inveslJH<'nt, but aid th mugh the prO\ ision of markets in a h ighl)
industrialised arra with substantial purchasing powrr.
I can still call to mind the fact that my friends with ''horn
I was discussing these things did llOt understand our de~ire tu
ha rnronisn legislation to e~tablish common pol icirs. \Yllat, howrver, l1aYe we done in these ten ycarsP \Ve have laid the
foundations and now we sec in operation the most complicated
undertaking, thai i~ to say the common agricullural policy.
Ewr.YOlH' reali~es, after looking round the world, and making
comparisons, that it is precisely agricullural problems ''lrir-!1 are
cwr~ where the 111o~t difllcu lt, enm in rr planned economy like
that of the lSSH.

And that is \vhy, I can assure you, if this text written by a
Dane, from a member country of the European Free Trade \rca,
should C:OlliO to the eves of my \Yorld Assembly of Youth l'riends,
thev \Yould exclaim: "\Vhat a long \vay we have comr!'' And [
shall ~ay the same tl1ing.
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Now, why is it that my friend and colleague from Denmark
took such pains in his speech just now to stress the necessity of
enlargement? To be sure, it is because of the Community's
success.
As I am in the habit of speaking frankly with my friends,that is the way to make progress in solving real problems--let me
say that I do want to be quite sure that the desired expansion is
not a pretext to hinder the European Community, the unified
Commission, the Council, in other words the institutions of the
Rome Treaty, from functioning and progressing.
What must not be allowed, in a word, is anything that spells
expansion for expansion's sake.
After all, this is only a means.

What is needed is policies.

As I see it, it is in this context that we must stress the importance for the Community, after these ten years of successful
achievement, to contrive in the following ten years a further
advance in those spheres where we are still behindhand. We cannot conceive of a virtually complete customs union when there is
not yet an economic union in harmony with that customs union.
Let us then catch up on transport policy sphere, on the common
commercial policy with regard to the rest of the world, and on
social policy. Europe cannot be anything else but a major success
for mankind. Allow me to say that this applies equally to industrial policy, regional policy-as has already been intimated-and
likewise energy policy, more especially as regards nuclear power
and research. :\nd then also we must have-because it is essential to look beyond immediate events and the decisions which
our Community,oUJ:l~ ..Six>is r~quired to take now-we must have
a monetary policy and, on top of everything, a political Europe.
We must seize the opportunity, provided by the Rome meeting on the occasion of the tenth anniversary of this Community,
to extract the full substance of it-whoever we are, in Governments, in the Commission or representatives of public opinion-
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with a view to doing everything to ensure that political Europe
does not remain a dream but becomes a reality, at all events in
regard to matters of foreign policy and defence.
To conclude my speech, I shall just add that we must haYc
a policy for youth. That is a task for the Commission and the
Council of Ministers, naturally, but our Parliament must watch
over it. And it is, to be sure, the primary conclusion we have to
draw today. (Applause.)

3. Date and time of the next Sitting
The Chairman (F). -As we have come to the end of the
speakers for today, the debate is adjourned until tomorrow.
The Secretariat has given me a lif't of speakers down for
tomorrow. They arc: :\l\1. Rodgers, Gustafson, Sandys, Dequae,
\loreau de :\lelcn, Max ·weber, de Ja Vallee Poussin, Oele, llousiam:, Blumenfeld, :\loe, Gtilek, Edwards, Hossi, Peel, Erling,
Petersen, Vos, Jannuzzi and Sclmlz.
Of course, member:-; of the Commission o[ the European
Communities may put their names down if they wish. .\Ir. Jean
He~ ha:-; already done so.
Docs

an~·onc

else wish to put his name down? ...

The lisl is closed.
The next Sitting will be held tomorrow, Friday, 22nd September, at 10 a.m. and 3 p.m.
The Sitting is closed.
The Sitting tvas closed at G.:55 p.m.

SECOND

~lTTlNG

FlUDA), 22ncl SEPTEMBEH 1967

IN THE CHAIR : SIR GEOFFREY DE FREITAS
President of the Consultative Assembly of the Council
of Europe

Tl11' Sittinu was opened ut 10 a.m.

The Chairman. -

The Sitting is opened.

I. Resumption of the exchange of views

The Chairman. - \Ye will now continue tiJC exchange of
views hel '' een the members of the Consultative Assembly of the
Council of Europe and members of the European Parliarncnt.
\lay I remind ~·ou. Ladies and Gentlemen, that the list of
speakers for our exchange of vie\\ s wa~ closed last night. For our
meeting toda~· I lrave lR speakers on the list, and also \lr. Jean
He~·, \Yho "ill intervene in our discus~ions this morning.
Thi~
means that there are Hl speakers. and then, of course, the Happortem and members of the Commission may wish to reply.
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Like you, I am very encouraged by the great interest aroused
by our theme this year. But if we are to conclude our work at a
reasonable hour I must ask all speakers to be as concise as
possible.
I call Mr. Rodgers.

Mr. Rodgers. - It is tempting, as the first British speaker
in this debate, to range wide into a general discussion of Britain
and Europe in the light of Britain's application to join the
Community; and this temptation is all the greater in view of
'Hr. Jean Rey's statement of Wednesday on the attitude of the
Commission to the opening of negotiations. However, I shall
resist. My colleague Lord Chalfont is due to address the Assembly of the Council of Europe on Tuesday. It is better that I do
not anticipate what he will then say.
I therefore want to take as my starting point the wise reflections of _\Ir. Pedini in Part III of the political section of his
Report. I have noticed his remark about the continuing "need
to seek roads which lead to unity of political action for the Europeans.
I have also noted what he says in passing about Europe's
relations with the United States. It is to this latter specific point
of relations with America, and not to the wider issues, that I want
to address a few remarks.
In a speech that I made to the Assembly in April I said that
the question of Britain's relationship with the United States has
caused some of our friends on the Continent to wonder about the
strength of our commitment to the Common Market. I then
admitted that we in Britain had been guilty of talking "a good deal
of nonsense about a special relationship with America". I argued
that in practice our links with the United States would not
"inhibit us from being full and whole-hearted European partners".
The relationship of any single European country and of a
united Europe with one of the great Powers is a legitimate subject
for discussion. We are bound to examine this relationship in
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detail and to reflect upon what it means to us. lt is right that we
sh01ild do so in the Council of Europe as rlsewhere. All I would
ask is that the question should be exurnined without emotion.
If it is nonsense to talk about a special relationship between
Britain and the United States, it is conversely hut equally nonsense lo imply that a close relationship with North \merica is
peculiar to Britain.
The plain facl 1s Lhal all the countries of vYestern EuropP
hcnP a practical relationship with the United States based on hislory and self-interest; and that none of these countries would
benefit if such ties were snered. Occasionally, 1 detPct an un\YOrlh~· and irrational anti--\mericanism in the discussion of European relationships with .l'iorth .\rnerica. Bul in the last resort I
do not really lwliew that any of us would wish to see "Go l10rne
'tank·· scrawled across the map of Europe.
Lel us nol forget that the ~orth \mericans-unlike. for
ex.arnple. the Asians and thr \fricans-are essentially the product
o[ Llre culture of Europe. Although the F:nglish language predOJuinatcs in 'orlh \ rnnica every European nation has made its
distinctive contribution. for example, the French in Canada. the
llalians in New York, the Germans in Pennsylvania. From lime
to time \Ye may have flinched at what has seemed to us a
"bastard .. culture which has returned to us across the Atlantic.
Hut, at the same time. the countries of Europe have not generally
hesitated to draw upon the generosity of the Lnited States in the
cultural field. \Ye have all benefited from the usc of "counterpart" funds which have hecn used to finance schemes of educational exchange. \Ve have benefited, also, through the work of
the great American Foundations-Ford, Carnegie, H.ockefellerand the work they have done to promote the common cultural
heritage of Europe and North :\merica. Institutions and individuals in all our countries have been prepared to turn to these
Foundations when in need. But the nature of our relationship is
clearest in the economic field.
I vvas struck by l\lr. Pedini 's description of the Community's
origin "not as an autarkic phenomenon, but as an 'outward
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looking' commercial and economic structure aiming at the widest
collaboration." This coincides exactly with the British Government's view of what should be Europe's future trading relationship with the rest of the world. And it applies-and, indeed, has
applied-as much to trade with the United States as with the
developing countries.
·while, as was to be expected, the biggest increases in the
trade of both the EEC and EFTA since their inception have been
in intra-Community and intra-EFTA trade, the rise in trade with
the United States has also been impressive. Between 1958 and
1966 the Community's imports from the United States rose by
115 per cent, and their exports to the United States doubled. Between 1959 and 1956 EFTA's imports from the United States rose
by 85 per cent and their exports to the United States by 72 per
cent.

I have no doubt that the success of the Kennedy Round, by
far the most spectacular reduction of barriers to trade which has
ever been achieved in any commercial negotiation, will lead-as
Mr. Pedini also believes-to even closer collaboration among the
great economic areas. During these negotiations, of course, all
the participants, including the EEC and ourselves, were negotiating to obtain the best possible bargain for themselves. The
United Kingdom could not have negotiated as though we were
already Members of the EEC. But one noteworthy result of the
negotiations was, I think, the degree of success that was achieved
on the issues where the British position and that of the EEC was
very close.
The present Community is already the largest trading unit in
the world, for its exports last year roughly equalled those of the
United States and its imports comfortably exceeded those of the
United States. Britain's entry will increase still more the Community's significance in the world trading pattern. We can look
forward together to a trading relationship with the United States
based on a more equal partnership of mutual interest.
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This mutual interest, for the most part, also gmerns Europe's
allilnde to the question of United States investment in Europe.
ft has been the polic)' of all British Governments since the war to
encourage _\ merican investment in Britain not on I he basis of
financial takeovers, but by establishing factories in Britain which
have hrought technical cxpf'rlise and created valuable emplovrnent. The figures published by the United Stales Department of
Commerce show that dming 1flti:1 and 1D64 American pri' ate
direct investment in the EEC \vas four times, and in 1D6il nearly
three time's, as great as that in Britain. This investment will certainly have made a contribution to the rate of economic gro\\ tl1
achieved in recent years by the countries of the Six.
In the defence field there are, of course, differences of
emphasis in the relationship bet\Yeen different countrie:-; in
\\'estern Europe and the United States. But T am sure that the
great majority of countries share our view that there is no
conflict between their policies in Europe and their policies for the
,\tlantic Alliance. The first requirement of any country or group
of countries is security. I noticed that in the joint statement
after the Federal German Chancellor visited Washington, Dr. hirsinger and tl1e President said, "\Ve agree fully that Europe anu
the United States arc dependent on one another for their security .. ,
,\l.v Government is entirely in accord \Yith this view. We belie' c
that the security of Europe depends on the maintenance of the
\Ve:-;tern Alliance. I believe that the majority of countrie~ in
Europe '>Yonld say tbe same.
The important point-and may I emphasize this-is that tlv~
relationship in defence matters should not imply domination on
the part of the United States or subordination on the part of
Europe. On the contrary, as Mr. Harold Wilson said in the
\ssemhly of the Council of Europe in January, "loyalty must
never Inean subservience".
This is not the occasion-particularly, .\Ir. President, as .You
have called on all speakers to be brief this morning-for me to
develop more fully this theme about Europe's relationship with
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the United States. The point I am making is simply this-that
whereas Britain has no special relationship with the United States,
there is no absence of relationship between the other countries of
Western Europe and the United States. I do not believe tha.t
Europe would have it otherwise.
I wonder whether, In fact, we ought not to look at the other
side of the picture. We are obsessed about our side of the
relationship; perhaps this speech of mine is further evidence of
this. But what about the attitude of the United States towards
Europe~ Ought we not to consider whether there may be a real
danger that over a period of years the Americans will withdraw
once again within their own frontier~ Do we really want to see
an isolationist America which has washed its hands of the rest
of the world?
All of us here are committed to building a more united
Europe. We in Britain believe that our membership of the European Economic Community will be a step in this direction.
Mr. Per Haekkerup, in a shrewd and closely argued speech yesterday, referred to the weight of a ten-nation Community being
greater than that of a six-nation Community. Let us look to
North America out of self-confidence and in the knowledge of our
growing strength.
I cannot believe that our mature and sober view is that the
United States should retreat from her present responsibilities and
obligations. The time may come when Europe-and I am thinking here of a Common Market in which Britain and others of our
friends and allies are included-may be actively seeking to persuade America to stay.
I have dealt briefly with one aspect of Western European
external relations, both because of its intrinsic importance and
because of misunderstanding about Britain's position. I have
been anxious to make clear where we stand and to consider
whether our position is in any way unique. In ending, however,
let me say again that we seek closer co-operation with Western
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Europt> as not on]~- necessary hut naturaL ln 8eeking to join lit!'
Comutunily \H are not nwYed solely bY cal~~ulalion. \\'e reco?£nize that an act of faith was rrquirrd len years ago to create lhe
Community and an act of faith i~ required now of those who
seek to join. \\-e have made our decision. 1 hope that there \~ill
be no long delay before we can join our desliniPs mon· clos(•l~
togPlher. (A[IJ!lrwse.)

The Chairman. -

l now call

-~fr.

Custafson.

Mr. Gustafson. - The subject of this debate also includes
the question of more efllcient European co-operation in 1he fit> Ids
of science and technology. This qtieslion is at present bring dis·
cussed in almost every international organisation with European
mernbership. \\ e haYe two new catchword:-, "the lechnological
gap'' and "the brain drain." Both these catchwords givr tlH•
impression that the United Stales are far ahead of us and thai
there is a dangPr that we in Europe may be falling· behind.
In Llte Consultatiw \ssemhly· of the Council of Europe \\t'
had a debate on this subject some months ago with reprrsentatives
of the United States Congress and \YC shall continue our work
\\hen I he result of the exten:<ine studies going on on both side,;
of Lite Atlantic haw been made available to us. One thing, howi'vt~r. is alreaclv now abundantl:v clear.
As was shown bv lhe
Chairman of our nrw Cornmitlee on Science and Technolog)'.
Professor HeYerdin. -'esterday. in llis excellent speech. no separate
European country is big euough to compete dfPctively "ilh Ihe
t:S \, and also the EEC, big though it is, is too small in thi.~
respect.
\Vhat is now needed is a closer European econm11ic unity
corn prising all the industrialised nations in \Vestern Europe.
\Yhen we now meet the challenge of the l'nilcd States it \\ould Jw
futile for the EF:C and EFT\ to have a Ia riff ''a II between thclll
behind \Yhich they entrench themselves. \Ye need a joint European effort to make progress in the techn()]ogical Held.
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From this point of view it is essential that the EEC should
be enlarged. I am very glad, therefore, to support the British
application for which Mr. Rodgers has now so eloquently spoken.
If, however, the United Kingdom gets in, what is to be done
about the other EFTA countries? Should they remain outside in
the cold il In a report to be discussed in the Consultative Assembly next week, a French Rapporteur, Mr. de Preaumont, says
about such a situation, "Such a possibility must be resolutely ruled
out in the name of that solidarity which unites all our countries
within the Council of Europe."

But there we come across the question of the neutral
countries. They belong to Europe as much as any other European country. Their policy of neutrality does not mean that they
have isolated themselves from European economic co-operation.
On the contrary, they have been very active in that respect.
They cannot possibly be left outside the common tariff wall. Five
years ago it was said in some quarters that a solution of the problem was very simple; the countries in question would have to
abolish their policy of neutrality.
Fortunately, we have not heard anything like that in this
debate. Taking Sweden as an example, it is widely acknowledged
that the Swedish policy of neutrality has been a stabilising factor
in Northern Europe. Furthermore, it has been made clear by
representatives of all political parties in Sweden that our policy of
neutrality is a sine qua non and that if we should be compelled to
choose between that policy and access to EEC, we would have to
place ourselves outside the EEC. But it should be made clear
that that is not something at which we would look with
equanimity. On the contrary, it would be a sacrifice forced upon
us.
No economic benefits offered could change our position, for
the very simple reason that our neutrality has not been established in order to obtain economic benefits. I said here five years
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ago that our policy of neutrality was not for sale, and that position
rmnains unchanged. But "e trust that a situation like that 1 haYe
lllentioned will neYer occur. T cannot see that it would be in the
interest of Europe. Sweden has made an application for nrgotiations "itlt the Community with a 'iew to enabling Sweden to
participate in the extension of the European Economic Community
in a form which is compatible with a continued Swedish policy of
neutrality. ~When delivering our application the Swedish ,\mbassador, .\lr. Sl.en Lindh, said that the Swedish Government, for
its own parl, did not wish to exclude any o[ the forms laid down
in the Treaty o[ Home for participating in an cnlargrd EEC pro' ided that our policy of neutrality remained unchanged and that
the special requirement raised by that policy could be left. Thus,
the formrr application regarding association was not repeated.
lnstPad, the application has a form which makes it natural to
as(·crtain, as a first step, whell1cr it is possible to combine fnll
meTnber;.;hip of the EEC with Sweden's policy of neutrality.
\\hen Sweden has made its application it has been becam;e
\\e haw the wish to make an effective contribution to the econo!llic integration in Europe. v\'e arc not out to try to obtain
benefits without making an rffecti\c contribution. vYe are not
out to try to obtain brnefits without undertaking corresponding
obligation,.:. Our 1\linister of Trade, Mr. Gunnar Lange, said in
St.rasbou rg some IIIOnths ago that s" eden is technically equipped
and economically deYeloped to participate fully in a united
integrated market in our part of the world. \Y c are all, from our
different points of view, aware of the need for closer European
integration. I hope that this debate will pave the way for a close
European economic unity. (A pplanse.)

The Chairman. - I call "'lr. Jean Hey.
Mr. Jean Rey, President of the Commission of the European Communities (F). - 1 have come up to the rostrum, 110o
with any intention of making a long or important speech, but for
the more practical and simple reason that I do not wish to turn
my· back on the House while I am addressing it for a few
moments.
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You know that for quite a number of years there has been
a tradition that when the two Assemblies, the Consultative
Assembly and the European Parliament, meet together, the
President of the Commission of the European Community and
his colleague more specifically concerned with external relations
-for years myself-come here to attend these debates.
Now that a single Commission is taking over from the previous three Executives, we are anxious to continue this tradition.
This is why my friend Mr. ~Iartino, who has succeeded me in the
task of dealing with our external relations, took part in the
debate yesterday and I am doing so today.
As we said in the European Parliament two days ago, this
debate does not come at a particularly propitious time for us.
Our Commission was instructed by the Council of Ministers,
in accordance with Article 237 of the Rome Treaty, to express
its opinion on the problems raised by the accession of new
Members.
We agreed with the Council that this document would be
submitted to it on 30th September. Although this work is well
advanced it is still not quite finished; even if it was, we should
naturally first of all have to communicate it to the Council.
I thought all the same that, with the agreement of my
colleagues on the Commission, I could give the European Parliament two pointers, which I repeat here.
The first is, that our study consisted of exammmg in detail
the internal dilficulties that might be caused to the Community
or Communities by the accession of new Members, and it was
conducted in a positive spirit, because we do not believe that the
statement or study of difficulties need lead to discouragement.
On the contrary, an attempt must be made to indicate means and
lines for their solution.
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Our second conct:>rn was to see to it, in all that we propose
and all that we are considering, that under no circumstance,.;
~hould lhP present drive and strength of the Cornnumities he
weakPned lw their t:>nlargernent.
We thought, finally, that to settle these problems, to succeed
m achieving solution,;, the time for unilateral studies was a Imost
owr and consequently the moment had come to sit around the
table> and discuss together \vhether there was an~- wa~ of sohi11g
I hcnL
This is what I said the day before ~-esfer·day in this same hall,
and J could perhaps have linrited myself to repealing it, had
~·csterda_Y's debate not raised one or two questions LhaL n~'i'c lire
l'x.change of Yiews WP held in the European Parliament on our
i11sl i tnt ional machiner~-.
You \\ill have heard that frOTll this !'Ostrum r stressed the
finn deternrination of our Commission and ils new Pn·sidmt
to Tllaintain the closest possible relationship of confidence witlr
a II the GoYcmment;; of member Stales.

\t'r~

Scnne lllPIIlbcrs or this \ssenrbly, from rnore or less all
groups, whiiP noting what there was of good in this-a~ has been
seen in thr past-drew our attention to some drawbacks that
rniglrt possibly be entailed by this ne\~ \\orking nrethod.
This j,.., a domestic discussion between our C:onnnission and
l'arliarncnl, and I should nol ha\e referred toil had I not understood that some peoplf•, while favourably disposed to us and
inclined to stress the positive aspect of this \\HY of working, had
giiPll the irrrpression thai the Comnru11il) machinen proper, our
institulionalmachiHery, \\Ould not be of much importance.

J should likP lo be quite clear on ilJis point, particularh :Jt
thi:-; Joint \leeting .
.lust as I haH' lwlie,cd rn the past-! lul\e said so Ill regard
lo IIH• t'OIIIJilOTI agricultural polic~- and the Ke11ned~· Hound-and
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continue to believe in the usefulness of these direct contacts, not
only between institutions but between ourselves and member
States, so I believe that our institutional machinery should on no
account be weakened. I wish to explain myself on this point at
this time when several European countries wish to enter our
Communities and, we can say, when the fusion of the treaties i"
completed, to enter the European Community.
What, then, is a community? That is the question to which
I should like to draw your attention.
A community has two elements, one spiritual and the other
institutional. First of all, a community is a group of men who
have a common faith, a common belief. The faith may be
religious, political, national or regional, but if a community is to
exist there must be a certain common feeling among those who
participate in it, and not just material interests.
We Europeans-there is no need for me to prove it in this
hall, because we all share the same convictions-are perfectly
aware that Europe is something more than merely a geographical
part of the world, something more than States that yesterday
were completely sovereign and separate; we share a number of
beliefs, a certain culture, a certain way of looking at life, and we
are animated by that faith in' ,viitue of which we now have a
continent to build up.
A community, however, must also necessarily have an institutional element. It would be impossible to animate and run a
community if there were not a man, a g~oup of ~en or some
institutions to do it.
I have little experience of religious communities. I believe,
however, that it would be impossible to get them to live harmoniously if there were only monks and no abbot at their head.
A local community could not operate if there were only municipal
or borough councillors but no mayor, burgomaster, aldermen,
deputies-call them what you will-in the various political and
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administrative organs responsible for running it. It would be
irn possible for a limited company to work if there were only
sharrholders and no board.
Exactly the ~ame thing applies in our firld. I had occasion
to draV\ this comparison-some of you who heard rne will excuse
mr for repraling it-from the rostrum of the parliarnrntary
\ssembly of \\"estern European l'nion in Paris in 19(ii\, at a time
when, as you will remember, we were at the !wight of a nisi,.:.
T made the comparison brtween our Community machinery
and the machinery, or rather lack of machinery, of Benelux.
I ant very much attached to Benelux; [ always lvne been and
vvill continue to be so; but when we compare Benelux and our
Community machinery "e see that sornt>thing essential is lacking
in Benelux, which is precisely this institutional element.

In Benelux. it was possible to establish the customs union
inllnediately, hrc:ause this was decided by lhr Treaty; hut it has
nn-er been possible to formulate common policies there, because
thr necessar~- institutional machinrry was lacking.
\s Minister for Econm11ic \['fair~. L had a seat for four year~.
fro111 19:\4- to 19:\~. in the Bene7ux Councils of Ministerf'; the~ mrt
vpry regularly, we \Yere among friends togelber, we spoke with
cor11plet.e frankness. But when problems wrre not solved after
a da,\·s session they were held over until the next month. The m~x.t
month there \Vas another meeting. but no progress had been
made. Since nobody "a~ responsible for studying the problellls,
working out contpromisrs, making proposals, the cliscussio11 "as
rrsumed "here it had left off, hut with no more suc:cei'is, and it
''as adjourned once again.
I must sa~· right away that it is not a rnattrr of thr lllf'll.
})('cause thr same men who failed to formulate any common
policies in Benelux succeeded in formulating them within the
Comruunity. T ant thinking of rny friend :'\Tr. \lansholt, who
for t\\che :rears was his country's \lini:-;ter of \gricullure. Every
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month for four years Mr. :\Iansholt, Mr. Spaak, \Ir. Luns,
Mr. Bech, Mr. Sijlstra and many others whose names are familiar
to you, with myself as Belgian Minister for Economic Affairs, mei
together, but we did not succeed in formulating common policies.
On the other hand, in the Community the same men, and
above all Mr. Mansholt, succeeded because at last they had
institutional resources. It is important to remember this. It is
essential for those who wish to enter our Communities to know
to what extent institutional machinery is absolutely fundamental
for us, as much as that common belief of which I spoke a little
while ago.
Do not be surprised, then, that the present leaders of the
Communities should be so deep!)' attached to this institutional
machinery.
What I am telling you today, I said in practically the same
words to the British Prime Minister, vir. Harold ~Wilson, when he
made his tour of the capitals with 1\lr. George Brown; and what
he was told by the qualified members of our Commission,
Mr. Harold Wilson heard also from l\lr. Harmel, Mr. Fanfani and
Mr. Bech. Everywhere, even in Paris, people told the British
Ministers-who certainly realise it--that the institutional elements
of the Community were essential and that, far from weakening
them, it was necessary to strengthen them. The more of us there
are, the stronger the institutions must be.
I think it was as well for me to say this from this rostrum.
without withdrawing an)·thing that l said the day before yesterday
in the European Parliament.
If, however, this appears rontentious and raises difficulties,
if we do not share the same view of the matter, there is only
one thing to be done, and that is to meet around the table and
cease these purely unilateral declarations; it is to gather round
the table and see whether we can start negotiations and whether
we can carry them through to a successful end.
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If this were lo occur, I and my colleagues belicYe that \\e
should ha\e passed an essential stage in what lies ncar to all our
hearts, what appears in our three treaties, and at the heart of the
Treat:; of \mulgarnation of r;th \pril 1%:>: European unity.
( :1 pplrm sc.)

The Chairman. - Thank _vou, \Jr. Hey. It is a great
pleasure for me once again to preside over a meeting at which ~ou
speak. On behalf of all the members of this Joint \lecting, Lwish
lo thank )OU,
L shall Bow call

~\lr.

Sandys.

Mr. Duncan Sandys. - It is a privill'ge to follmY afin
.\lr. Hey. 1 should like to take this first opportunity to co!lgratulate hint on his appointment as President of the Connnissiou.
\\ e are, r am sure, all of us, glad that he interprt'ts his assignIt tent in a positiH• st'nse, and that he intends to he an animator,
as he said, and not merely an administrator. His inspiration and
leadership will be a great asset to the de\ clopment and progn"'S
of Europe. He enjoys the <·omplt'te confidence of all trup Europcaw;, and he carries with him our \\hole-hearted good \\ishPs
for the suct't'Ss of his lti:4oric mis~ion.
I propose to focus my re111arks this ntorning- on one singlrissue, and you \\ill not be surprised if the issue about which 1
wish to speak is Britain's application to join the l·:uropean l·:conornic CommunitY. This question is not onl~" u matter of great
cmtct'rn to nrv cmmtr); it is of cnwial irnportance for the whole
fnttn·<• o[ F:urope.
L1 is not just a que,;! ion \\ hether or not to
adrnit a particular cotmtr_\.
\basic principle is imolved. b Lite
door to Europe open to other members of the F:uropt'an falllil~ ;\
Or is thr Comtunnit~ to be restricted to an exclusiH' group o!"
six ;l
The decision that is taken on that i:-;sue will detenuine ''hat
is to be Europe's future place in the world; whether the g-n•at
ideas which in:;pired the Treat,- of Home are to be realise<l;
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whether the Community is to grow in size and strength and
influence; whether Europe is to become one of the giants of the
modern world, or whether she is to be no more than an important second-class Power. That is the fundamental issue which is
at stake-and nothing less.
Five out of the six Governments have made it clear that they
would welcome Britain's entry and that they genuinely want to
see the enlargement of the Community in accordance with the
declared aims of the Treaty of Rome. We understand, also,
from Mr. Rey that the Commission's Report will recommend the
opening of negotiations. Unfortunately, a much less welcoming
attitude has been adopted by France-or, to be more accurateby General de Gaulle. For I do not believe that on this issue he
represents the views of the majority of the French people. I propose, therefore, to take this 'opportunity to examine some of the
principal objections which the French President has raised against
Britain's en try.
His main argument seems to be that it is not possible for
Britain to join the Common :V[arket as it is, and that our entry
would introduce what he has called "disruptive difficulties". He
seems to ignore the fact that the British Government have
repeatedly emphasized that they seek to join the Community as it
stands, as it exists today, and that they are not asking for any
changes in its institutions or procedures.
The General has expressed the view that Britain's dependence
on imported food would make it impossible for her to accept the
agricultural regulations of the Six. The Six are not themselves
self-sufficient in food production. The difference between them
and Britain is really only one of degree. Take, for example,
cereals. Britain imports about 40 per cent of her requirements.
The countries of the Common Market import about 25 per cent.
The British Government have said that they accept without
reservation the basic principles of the Community's agricultural
policy. They have, however, pointed out that the existing
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financial arrangements if applied without modification to Britain
would result in a most unfair sharing of the financial cost of thr
lev~ system.
In fact, Britain might Ita ve to pay as much a:;
:1G per cent of tltr total income of the Fund, and about twice as
lllllch as thr next large~! contributor.
The British Cowrnment, therefore, hope that tl1e Six will
:Jgree to a more equitable distribution of the burden; and r
believe that, in their bilateral talks, tlwv hare met with understanding fron1 most of the other Governmenb.
General de Gaulle lws said that the rising prices in Britain.
"hich v\ould result from our entry. v\ould force up wages and tlw
co~t of manufactured goods to such an extent as to make it dillicult for us to t·ompete in the export market:-.
That is surely a Illatter for us to judge. II is t·ertainly not the
view of the Confederation of British Industry, which represent;;
nwnufaclurers of all kinds. They have reported thai entrv into
lht> Conunon 'llarket \\ould, in their opinion, bring a dt•finite and
prngre~sivcly increasing advantage lo British induslJ)· as a whole.
Pre;;ident de (}atllle also tells us that. owinf! to our halance-ofdifficulties, we would not be able to allow the full
lllO\PllJent of capital from Britain into other part:-; of the Comnmnitv. L do not kno\\ why he says that. Our Prime }finister
has given an assurance that. after a reasonable transitional period,
Britain \\tmld be quite prepared to allow the free movement of
capital as envisaged in the Treaty of Home. fn any case. it should
not he assumed that capital movement" would be all one way.
Jt is probable that many individuals and business concems 111
other ConlliiUIIit,- countries would wish to invest in Britain.
pa~nJents

President de Gaulle has objected to the fact that the
£-sterling is a reserve currency. lt is. of course, true that the
£ is used in international commerce to a much greater extent than
continental currencies, and that certain countries hold their
rc'Sl'l'ves in stt>rling. In the interests of world tn1dc sorne national
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currencies have to perform these functions, l\lr, Debre has himself recognized this. Indeed, the French Franc is used in much
the same way, though to a more limited extent, in the Franc
zone.
Mr. Wilson has specifically declared that if we join the EEC
the British Government do not intend to invoke Article 108 of the
Treaty of Rome for the purpose of seeking assistance to deal with
difficulties arising from the fact that sterling is a reserve currency.
In addition, the British Government have stated that, so far as the
role of the £ is concerned, both as an international and as a
domestic currency, they are ready to consider any necessary
changes, subject only to safeguarding the interests of the present
holders of sterling. Those, I submit, are two very important and
far-reaching statements of policy to which insufficient attention
has been paid.
The President of France has rightly drawn attention to what
he has described as "the advancing tide of American competition
in the technological field," and the resultant threat to Europe's
economic independence. But that is surely an argument for
enlarging the Community, and, in particular, for bringing Britain
in. The amount of money that Britain spends on research and
development is equal to 70 per cent of what is spent by all the six
c:ountries of the Community put together.
Britain has also established a leading position in the development of nuclear power for peaceful purposes which would be an
immense asset to Euratom. The merging of Britain's technological resources with those of the Six would thus without any
doubt greatly increase Europe's power to resist the pressures of
commercial competition from across the -\tlantic.
General de Gaulle has frequently said that he regards
Britain's links with America and the Commonwealth as obstacles
to her participation in a truly independent Europe. As my
colleague "'Ir. Hodgers has said this morning, it is wrong to
imagine that we claim to have any exclusive relationship with the
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United States, apart front the fact that '' e speak more or less llH~
language. \\e are, of course, allies in XATO; and Wf~
recognize \merica 's vital contribution lo Europe's defence. Vv c
collaborate \Yith the _\mericans in nuclear research. But this
docs not impair our independence an~· more than il impairs the
independence of the United Stale~.
~HTill'

\fembership of the Commonwealth 1s also not in any \HI!
itH'Oillpatible \YiLh participation in an economically and political!~
united Europe. Ever~- Commonwealth country is free to pursue
its own policy. Commonwealth Slates in Africa are members of
the Organisation of African unity and they say all kinds of things
there with which \\e do not necessarily ugrce. Some Common\\l'alth countries in the \Vest Indies belong to the Organisation of
-\merican Stales. '\uslralia and 1\ew Zealand haw nen :-;ent
an ned force,; to fight in Vietnam without in any "ay im olving
Britaiu.
Our trade with other Commonwealth countrie~, of conr~e.
raisPs certain praclical problems. But given a reasonable period
of transition, \H' are confident tlHtt acceptable solutions can he
found. It is relevant, I think, to point. out that France has
retainPd very close links with her fomwr colonies, not only in
n~gard lo Pcono111ic matters but also in the political and defence
spheres. No one suggests that this makes her any the less EuropPtlll. \ ur has membership of Lhe EEC prevented General
de Caulle fmm trying to establish special relationships with 'l
Ya riel v of couut ries outside the Coru mun ity~Hussia, Poland.
Eg~pt, Lalin \merica and even Quebec.
The creation of a united Europe does not require us to cut
oursehes off frorn the outside world. Tf Europe is to be 11 •vorld
PO\vcr. she must be outward-looking. In order lo be European,
it is not necessary lo be anli-\merican.
General de Gaulle has thrown out the suggestion that
Britain might he content to become an Associate "'fcmber of the
Community. I find it difficult to take that proposal seriously. lt
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would be quite unthinkable to ask a country of the size and
importance of Britain to join the Community as a second-class
Member without voting rights and without any share in the
formulation of policy.
As an alternative, President de Gaulle has suggested-and
these are his words-that Britain's entry into the Community
should be postponed "until the great British people have accomplished the economic and political transformation which is
required before they can be united with the continental Six". He
went on to say. "If one day this were to come about, France
would greet with joy that historic conversion."
It is very good of the General to hold out to us the hope
that, when we are a little older and have learned our lessons, we
may be allowed to sit at the table with him. But Britain cannot
accept that she needs to be transformed and converted before she
is fit to join the European Community. Britain is every bit a-;
European as General de Gaulle. In many ways our outlook is
more truly European than his.

Some people are beginning to wonder whether he really
believes in Europe or only in France. They say that he wants
to keep the Community small so that France-that is to say,
General de Gaulle-can continue to dominate it. They say that
he fears that if the Community were enlarged, he might not
always be able to get his own way.

Mr. Moutet (F). -Very good! Very good!
Mr. Duncan Sandys. - That is what people are saying.
I personally believe it will be proved that those imputations are
unjust. For it is really inconceivable that this great man of big
ideas could allow his vision of Europe's future to be restricted
by such a limited horizon.
So far as Britain is concerned, the Six need have no anxiety
about the sincerity of our intentions. If we are admitted to the
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ComJHunity, ''e shall have one overriding aim-to help make a
success of this great enterprise, for the joint benefit of all. :\,., a
member of the team, we shall seck to play our part with you in
building a strong, prosperous and independent F:urope, and \\e
lwlie\·e that \Ye have a \\orthwhile contribution to make.
objections are raised against Britain's entry, they must he
examined. If they are real, solutions must be sought m
a spirit of co-operation. If they are imaginary or exaggerated,
they must not he allowed to obstruct progress.
J(

full~-

:No useful purpose will he served h_y further bilateral meet.ing~
bC'lween Governments or unilateral pronouncements at PrC',.;s
Conference's. ThC' time has come for formal collecti\e negotiations between the Six and Britain-and the sooner they start the
bC'Itn. (Applause.)

The Chairman. -

1 call l\1 r. DC'quae.

Mr. Dequae. (N). -Mr. Chairman, it is the Committee on
\griculturc of the Council of Europe that has chosen me to de:Jl
with the agricultural problems involved in enlarging the European Economic Community. There is no doubt that such
enlargement raises a series of delicate problcmR in the agricultur,11
sector-not just because agriculture throughout the world has for
centmies been somewhat allergic to free trade and integration,
but also because the standard of living, indeed the very livelihood,
of so many people and families arc directly affected. But it
should be noted that the European Economic Community has
achieved a very important initial aim with regard to the common
agricultural policy. Witbin a few months there are to he n
standard market and standard prices for the greater part of agricultura 1 produce. It is gratifying to observe that integration in
the Conununity is more far-reaching in the agricultural sector
than in industry.
The Com rnittec on Agriculture of the Coucil of Europe has
e!Tccled a comparison of the present agricultural policy of EEC
with the policies of the countries now applying for admission.
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This Assembly is sufficiently familiar with the agricultural
policy of EEC for me not to need to dwell on it at length, but
I should nevertheless like to underline the fact that the market
regulations form the essential part of that policy when considered
in conjunction with the aims set out in Article 39. The objective
is to keep prices at a reasonable level in order to ensure a decent
standard of living in agriculture, while at the same time maintaining normal stocks, adequate incentives to productivity and a
reasonable price level for the consumer.
All the necessary techniques for implementation of the
market regulation are at hand. They are indeed very complex, as
was stressed in this Assembly only yesterday. Only exceptionally are subsidies used. The European Agricultural Fund has
structural responsibilities in the improvement of agriculture and
the marketing of agricultural produce. It also finances export
rebates, a large part of which serves to compensate for agriculture's processing activity. This is unavoidable in view of the
higher price of feeding stuffs for livestock.
The agricultural policies of the countries under consideration
for possible extension of the EEC are completely different, and
moreover vary very greatly from one country to the other. The
difference is especially marked in the case of Great Britain.
Indeed, present agricultural policy in England is practically
diametrically opposed to EEC policy. Imports are effected at
world prices; domestic production is maintained by means of
subsidies-"deficiency payments"-which are admittedly selective. Thus the changeover will inevitably raise a series of grave
problems.
I am thinking of the problem of the cost of living, which
has already been touched on here time and again. The cost
of living is continually being raised by price increases. This has
repercussions on cost prices and competitiveness. Both have in
their turn important consequences for the balance of payments.
As one of the previous speakers, Mr. Duncan Sandys, pointed
out, it is necessary for an enormous contribution to be made
to the European Agricultural Fund.

.TOI\T YlEI:"I'fM; OF 21st-22ml SI\I'TEJTH/W 1!i(i7

One of the candidates for accession to EEC is Denmark.
That country is primarily an exporter of agricultural produce
sold at \\orld prices. Tlrc market has been and still is n~r~·
restricted. This is undoubtedlY due to the quantitative limitation" that exist throughout the world and to the fact that in quite
a nrnnber of cases world price:-; for agricultural produce are
,.;urplus disposal prices; they are thus hardly norrnal prices and
certainly not rrurunerative ones.
There arc also lreland, :\onvay and Sweden.
The fhe countries arc also faced with a series of \en special
problerns that "ill not be easy to tmhe. Examples of tlwm arc
thP special agricultural links between freland and England,
tuounlain farming in 1\"orwa~· and, as far as England is concnned,
suftar growinl! in thp British \Yest Indies and dairy farminl! m
thl' Conllnonwealth countries, rspcciall~ New Zealand.
This situation must not makp 11s despair; it rnusl alert us to
the nerd for serious el'forl. ft may be askrd \\It ether implernentat ion of the de<·isions taken at the time of the Kennedy Hound
cannot bring about ~orne rapprochement. \\ell now, C\Cn that
will not fundamentally alter the position I have outlined briefly.
\s you know, the proposed international agreements on
specific agricultural product~ were unfortunately not proceeded
"itlr; they ne\N came to anything. But there is no doubt that
the Kennedy 1\ound has produced sornething positive in the
agricultural sphere-I am thinking of certain agreements in
sper·itic f'eclors of agri<·ulture and of reduced import duties on
beef, 'cgctables illld fruit, with particular reference lo preserveshut the scope of all this is of course very limited and docs not
affect the total picture. Even the food relief to be given Ly
nraki rrg wheat surpluses available will have repercussions on the
price of wlteat that should not be underestimated.
From all this the f:ornmittee on Agriculture of the Council of
Europe has tried-and you will admit that it has not been so easy
-to draw a few conclusions.
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It has found that the extension of the common agricultural
policy in particular is a very complicated matter. The consequences are immeasurable; to a large extent they cannot be taken
in even now, and they cannot be assessed with any certainty for
the future. This is primarily true of the indirect effects on the
cost of living, of the incomes policy, on public finance and on the
balance of payments.

Psychologically and politically, too, such integration, as well
as further integration with other countries, will certainly be
difficult to achieve.
This may be a further reason to seek the advice of the European Agricultural Organisation when preparing for integration.
Here we can perhaps follow the English example. In England
the advice of agricultural organisations is constantly taken on
agricultural policy.
It also follows that we shall have to show the necessary cau ·
tion and flexibility in seeking concrete solutions. The basic
structure of agricultural policy in the European Economic Community must be preserved and stabilised. However, this does not
exclude alterations and adaptations in specific points that do not
affect the fundamental structures. On the other hand, firm
transitional arrangements will have to be made to avoid serious
disturbances on either side.

The Committee on Agriculture considers, finally, that
negotiations with the applicant countries need to be on the
widest possible scale. l\lultilateral discussions are admitted!y
difficult, but separate bilateral ones involve the danger that new
insurmountable difficulties will a rise the further one progresses.
This is especially true in the case of the last comers. (Applause.)

The Chairman. - Mr. Bousquet has asked whether he
might intervene for a moment on a question of fact in relation to
what Mr. Sandys said about President de Gaulle.
I call Mr. Bousquet.
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Mr. Bousquet (F).- _\lr. Chairman, !hank ~ou for allLminl! rrre Lo Hial,c a HT~· brief slalcrnent.
T nru~l sa~ lhal I wa~ 1cry nruch shocked by the 11urds
\Jr. Duncan Sand:vs scm fil Lo LISP at Lire beginning of his speech
regarding lhP position laken hy lhe President of tire French
HqHrblic concerning the acn·s~ion of Great Britain to LIH• Corrrrrron \larkel. \Jr. Sand·vs on that occasion cast a personal reneelion on Ceneral de Gaulle. He let il he clearlv understood lhat
lile leading personality of our counlry did not represenl lhP \icws
of lire rnajorih of the French people regarding British accession.
In olltt'l' 11ords, lhr fornrer British \linislrr indicated that in lhis
rnaller General dr (}aulle wonld be follcmcd onl~ by a rnirwritv.
If all~ French \lenrbn of Parliament, r\en a mcnrbcr o[ lhe
Opposition-a.; \l.r. Duncan Sandys is-allowed himself in lhe
F:uropt•all l'arliarnenl lo dispute \lr. \Yibon's aulboritY, indicalillf! lhat thr Brilish Premier did not represent the majoritY of the
F:nglish peoplf•, I am sure that such a decl;tration 1\0uld LluitL'
rif!hllv pron1ke frorn the l nitecl KingcloJrt a reaction similar to
I hal 11 lticlr ntv prolesl locla1· is intcncled lo exprrsfi.
Th<tl. \Jr. Chairman, i~ tile quite ,;imple but ver~· definitr
rernark I hal I 11 i"h lo make.

1 anr anxious to make my protest with the utnro~t ('OUrLPs\
I011 a rds \1 r. Duncan Sand1s, 11 ho is an oulslanding Brit ish
pcrsorwlily-which makes what hr said Pven more regrettable.
I could not allow his remarks to pass without pnltinf! Lire
nTord straight.

The Chairman. -

I c:all '\[r. Giilek.

Mr. Giilek. - Tl is a privilege to speak al a JoinL \IPeting
of llte Consultative :\ssernbl:v of the Council of Europe and Lhe
Pa rlia tnen I of the European Economic Community. I should like
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to add my tribute to Mr. Rey for his stimulating talk this morning, and wish him success in the great task which lies before him.
The European Economic Community has been a tremendous
success, an unprecedented and historic success, a success which
would have astounded even Rip van Winkle; but what has been
achieved is nothing compared to what can be achieved and, I am
confident, will be achieved both in the economic and political
fields, for the success of the European Economic Community has
not been only in the economic field; its success has been a contribution to world peace as well, and the reason has been that the
Community has been directed against none.
Of course, there have been shortcomings. They are there.
The economic unity of Europe is far from what it could be and far
from what it should be. Surely there is not enough done in the
political field, for the political reality of the EEC exists and the
final aim must be political.
In this connection, I should like to quote an eminent European, Dr. Hallstein, who said, "The European Economic Community is not in business; it is in politics." A divided Europe has
no chance of life, as against the example of America, with its huge
potential. Of the world total income of $1500 billions, the share
of the United States is over half. This example is before us.
To achieve unity the European Economic Community must
be enlarged. The weight of the Six will be nothing compared to
the weight of all free Europe united within the same Community.
There will be the economic weight and there will be the political
weight. Enlargement of the Economic Community will not
weaken it but on the contrary will strengthen it. Those who have
applied for membership should be admitted. There is a case for
Austria and there is a case for Sweden. Neutrality in the case of
both has been thought to be an impediment. Austrian neutrality,
however, which was imposed by treaty, is political neutrality and
not economic. Swedish neutrality is neutrality by choice.
Neither should be an impediment to the inclusion of these
countries in the European Community.
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EFTA has clone extremely valuable "ork in Europe and that
be taken into consideration.

~hould

Of those v.-ho have applied for membership of the European
E:cmlOJilic Community, Britain is a special case. Britain could
haYe lwen one of the founder ,\[embers of the EEC. It is a
misfortune for Britain not to have been in at the beginning.
Thrrr may have been reasons and problems at that Lime ·which
accuunl for this____:-thr problem of agricultural policy, the problem
of a ~pecial relationship with the l'niteu Slates, and special
nelationship 1vith thr Commouwealth. These problems, howe\ cr.
are no longer present. It was right to insist on the European
aspect of Britain at the time. Britain could not haYe special
relationships witl1in the European Community and hau lo make
up her minu about being fully European. Britain, however, h,1s
nwdc up her mind; she is European now. Indeed, Britain is a
part of Europe and a European Comnmnit~- cannot b~ thought of
"ilhout a European Britain.
Europe can lin' only if she keeps pace with the tedmological
achance of 11w world. Technological research is basic for liff' in
r11odem industrial technological society. Europe has to think of
tht> \\orld o[ lH!lO and of the ''orld of the 21st cenlury. ln thi~
e(·onon•i•· and technological advance, Europe is behind the lime~.
TherP is a definite gap between Europe and the United StatP'l,
and !.his gap is bigger than tire gap between the developing
,·orllll ries and F:urope, not on I~- in nuclear resea rclt but in research
111 tht> technological field in general.
To close this gap Eurol)f' nm,.;t unite. Hesearch requires
great re~om-ces and the F:uropean countries one by one cannot
prm ide the great resources needed for modern technological
rpsparch and advance, so that Europe must pool its resources anti
unite. The "brain drain" is a problem not only because more is
paid for brains in the l'SA, hut because more possibilitif's in
resrarch are pro\ided and more can be achiewd with the same
talPnl. To meet this position Europe has lo unite and pool ils
rewurces, anu the accession ol' Britain, Sweden, Austria. ancl so
on, "ill add to Europe's technological potential.
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The role of the EEC is not only economic; it is also political.
It is fundamental in keeping the peace. The fundamental base
of peace is not only economic; it is political and social. There
can be no peace in a world where "haves" and "have nots" are in
sharp contrast to one another. There can be no peace in a Europe
where "have and have-not" nations are opposed to one another
Peace depends upon social justice. Just as individuals within a
nation, within a national community, have social rights, so
nations within a community of nations have social rights.
The concept of international social justice is one to which
great attention is needed to be paid. The developed countrie~
have great responsibilities vis-i1-vis the developing countries.
These responsibilities are not a matter of char it~·. Aid to developing countries is an enlightened self-interest. It is not only aid in
money. It is aid in know-how and aid in technique. The
developing countries cannot repay the aid in money or technology
that may be extended to them by the developed industrial
countries, because their possibilities are limited.
Usually, their main products are agricultural, and the production of agricultural commodities is dominated by the developed industrial countries; and while agreements for agricultural products are of some use they are not enough to enable
the developing countries to repay the aid that must be given lo
them. Such aid, therefore, must be grants to the developing
countries.
One method of aiding the developing countries in Europe is
by association in the EEC. Association is a great advantage for
the developing countries. Associate members have a tremendous
task before them. They must prepare for membership. It will
take a long time, but this is of vital importance to them.
Preparation to be ready to be full Members of EEC is a matter in
which the advanced countries of Europe must help the developing
countries which are today associates.
In all these respects enlargement of the European Economic
Community is a 'must' and in this I am sure that all that has been
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:"aid up to now v\ill lt:etH' a deep
\lpetill!'. (.lp[!llluSe.)

i111pre~sion

upon

thi~

Joint

The Chairman.- I now call !\Ir. \lax: \Ydwr.
Mr. Max Weber((;).- \lr. Chairman, Ladies and (;(·ntlemen. I 1'hould like to thank \lr. Pedini and his colleagues for tile
\'PI)' full awl informative report which they ha H' producPd 011
tile lOth anniversary of the European Economic Corun1unitv.
The results achieved are indeed very impressi \c. Tariffs lia \ e
no\\ been reduced by kii per cenl and the ComnJunilv lias gone
l\\O thirds of the \\av towards establishing the conrn1on Pxlemal
larifl'. Despite great difficulties it has been possible to neall' ~~
uniforru agricultural market, and standardisation has begun in a
nurnher of fields. The growth of the national pmdncl in 1lw
COIIIIIIUnit~· has been very gratifying and bas contributed to ill('
iiii(H'OH'IIICllt in the standard of living. The or!'anisat ions of l iJ,.
EEC liiHV fake pride in these adJit'H'rnents.
\lay I 110\\, hm\l'Ver. point onl that there is abo anotiH·r
jubilee to record, which may and should he men! iontd licrt·. II
i~ a jubiiPe n1ea,.;urcd not in Year,.; hut in pcrforn1an<'e.
\t the
(•nd of last \ear EFT.\ attained its primary objecti,c. II has found
it pos~ihle to cornpiPle the whole of its programnll' of tariff
reductions on industrial products, and lo do f'O \\ithin a space,,:·
li l /"2 years, thn•e years earlier than emisagcd in the Sto<'kholm
.\gTPPilll'nt. The tariff' reduction progranl/lle is l 00 per <'l'llf cornplele. though \\ith the resenation !hal agricultural products an'
ex,·ludecl. This has no doubt considerably helped IIH• pro<·P~'-'.

\\c rna~· clai111, lwwpver. llwf tlJP first frpc trade area in the
\\orld 011 l'twh a S<'ltle-corr1prising eig·ht countries nith sorne
100 111illion inhabitants-has proved its worth. II reall~ '"
asl<mishing that this tariff reduction has corn<' about in so short
a lirne and with a minimurn of di"lurbatH'l' and diflicuiiY. If i~
also a rnalter for surpri,:e that all this has been ad1imed \\ itlroul
any legislali\e hannonisalion. in fad\\ illwut a comrnon external
tariff, each IIH'rnber State preserving its <'OTJirucrTial aulnnont~·.
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We may also note that the system of certificates of origin, the
use of which had at first been regarded as impracticable, has
played itself in quite well and presents no obstacle to trade
development.
EFTA has at any rate proved that a free trade area is a
practical possibility. In doing so it has made use of an institution, and here I agree fully with Mr. Rey: such an institution,
such an apparatus, is necessary. But because agricultural policy
was excluded, it was able to manage with a very small staff. So
far EFTA employs barely a hundred persons in its administrative
secretariat.
In EFTA, too, tariff reduction has created increased competition. That is precisely its purpose. Price pressure was
created, although consumers complain that they have seen no sign
of any price reduction. This is not quite correct. In manv
sectors there is definite proof of lower prices. In many others
these have been offset by inflationary factors. I agree that the
most difficult sector, agriculture, has been excluded, although
there have in fact been some ad lwc arrangements between individual EFT A Members.
For the present EFTA will carry on, unless there is some
amalgamation between individual countries or all its countries
and the EEC. It is perfecting technical standardisation. It is
working on a harmonisation of patent law, and discussions are
taking place on anti-cyclical policy. It is also intended to remove
all other barriers to trade. Steps are being taken to eliminate
administrative shortcomings and to prevent. privileged treatment
of domestic producers when public tenders are awarded.
In my opinion it would have been useful if a report on EFTA
could also have been submitted at. this joint meeting in order to
show you that admittedly modest results may be achieved even
with quite modest resources. That of course was not the task of
the Rapporteur, Mr. Pedini. I have, however, made an appropriate suggestion in the Economic Committee of the Council of
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F:urope. and perhaps such a report will be provided at
future date.
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Ladies and Gentlemen, I ask your indulgence for lul\ing
introduced this aspect. J feel however that iL is an integral
part of the wlwle pattern.
I now come back to i\lr. Pedini's report. It contains combetween the development of the Common i\larket and
that of the EFTA countries. Allow me to supplement tl1e~e
comparisons in one or two respects. On page 7 it is pointed out
that from 1%8 to HHi5 the gross national product in the EF:C
ros!' h~- 4-:J per cenl, but in EFT,\ by onl~- :H per cent. II ma.\ he
lhoughL that this could be attributed to the different forms of
integration. I believe that a further factor has to be considered.
The l;u·gest member country of EFTA, Great Britain. lHts for some
year~ been experiencing a kind of stagnation.
This was a Iso
brought out by the comparison in Mr. Pedini's report. Leaving
Creat Britain a;o;ide, the EFTA rountries achieved an increase in
gross national product of 44- per cent, that is to say about the sa1nc
a~ the EEC countries.
Further, the Lrade bct\H'en the EFT\
partners is not much Jess, if Great Britain is excluded. In six
vears the Scandinavian countries almost trebled their reciproc:ll
trade. In the case of Switzerland and Austria reciprocal lrade
incrPased 2 1/2 times.
pari~ons

I should ]ike to point out that not only the method of integralion. but alw the economic position of the individual countries
is an illlportant factor. The present stagnation in the Federal
Ht>puhlic of Germany will no doubt exercise a restrictive effect on
trade in the EEC.

Perhaps I may make a further comparison. In the EE:C
countries external trade-imports and exports combineda mounted in Hlfi(i to 584 dollars per head of population, in the
EFT.\ conutries to GGD dollars; in this case Great Britain is
included. Therefore the EFTA countries had a some\\hat larger
external trade. This is chiefl)- due to the fact that the Scandi-
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navian countries and Switzerland have an extremely active trade
m goods with Europe and the rest of the world.
In mentioning this I did not wish in any way to minimise
the great achievement of the Common _\;farket, but to show that
the countries forming another, though smaller, community have
also made progress.
Moreover, for EFTA the creation of a free trade area is not the
ultimate aim, hut only a transition, in preparation for the formation of a really European economic community; so far only the
first stage has been reached.
The question now arises: what is the next step? I will not
comment on the external problems of the Common \Iarket but
merely remark on the relations between the two groups. As you
know, six of the EFTA States have applied for negotiations with
the Common ,\larket; these requests may perhaps differ in their
degree of urgency. Page 45 of the report mentions the relations
between the Community and third countries; reference is made
to Austria, Denmark, Norway, Great Britain and Ireland.
Aus tria has been conducting negotiations for 3 1/2 years and has
made no progress. The other countries must wait until Great
Britain is admitted, and the process has not yet even begun.
They cannot join independently of Great Britain because their
trade with that rountry is so large that they cannot do without it
or cannot allow it to be disturbed by a reimposition of the tariffs
which were removed within EFTA.
No reference is made in the report to Sweden and Switzerland. Probably this omission is due to the fact that these States
had at the time made no new applications to enter the Common
Market. Since then, in August, Sweden has corrected this
omission. Switzerland has not done so. I should, however, like
to say that this does not mean that Switzerland has no interest in
further integration. On 27th June in the National Assembly the
Federal Council made a statement to the effect that Switzerland
still adheres to its application for admission made in 1961.
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Tn order to ren1ovc an~- possible douhl ahoul the altilude of'
the s,Yii's Government, 1 \Yill quote !he relevanl passages from !he
dec:laralion n1adc at the lime. \lr. Schaffner, Ft>deral Counsellor.
Head of !he Swi~s Tkparlmt>nt of Economic \('fairs, staled:
., S" i I zcrlaud hopes, lwwncr, I hat the efforls begun some
years ago to create a comprehcnsiH~, outward-looking f:uropran \larkct will eYenluallv be successful. Should il he
possible to come closer lo l11is object by "idening the I<EC,
Switzerlall<l would decide lo take pari in an.'- such deH•IopIllenl. fls CCI11raJ f!eographica[ position, the inlcnsitv and
\aril'ly of ils reciprocal economic and cultural relations.
\\hich we are constantly concernt>d to promole and den•lop.
cons! i lui e factors which are probably not found on a Juon·
intpressin• scalP in any olher Europt•an third comllrv. Consequentlv, S\Yilzcdand does no! consider il Jlere:-;~ar:;, in ll1e
prt"scnl ltncNiain :-;ituation as reganls polilical integralion.
once again to rnake a special declaration of intent in Brus~el~.
L'\L'Tl thoug-h other EFT\ Stales Jlla~- take such :-;lt'ps in lhl'
next I'PII ,n•eks."
This 11as a rrference lo the further ilflplicalion b~ S11eder1
which has sinn• hrrn ntade.
"The S11iss :tpjlliration lo start rwgolialiom; rnnde on
l:Jllt Decemlwr 1%1 has been deliberate!~· maintained because thl' purpost' in view, as dcscribt"d at the tirne, i.e. lo
find a solution \vhich enabled Switzerland to collaborate in
further extending an integrated European rnarket. while fullY
Inainlaining ils permanent neutrality, has not lost il:-; \"alidity.
S11 ilznlawl was prepart'd to rxaminc irnparliall~· an) measures
for so doing 11IIich Illa_Y he propost'd. Furll1er. it \\ould l1v
no llleans rejecl an~- possible new solutions, such as baH·
bePn hinted at reccnth by sorne EEC Stales. provided !hat
the\ include a right of co-deterrnination appropriate 1o the
polilical status of our countr~, and arc reconcilable with our
constitulional structure. s,vilzerland is hardl\ in a po~ition
to influence in any decisive w:ry the direction which European
inlcgralion 11ill lake. Newrlhcless it is following such
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efforts with the greatest attention,
sary degree of preparedness, so
what attitude to take if and when
permits and the situation has in
clearer."

while preserving the necesthat it may finally decide
the general development so
its own judgment become

I wanted to quote these observations by Federal Counsellor
Schaffner, in order to remove any possible doubts.
You are aware that our country, too, has certain problems
which are causing difficulties. I will simply enumerate them.
As in Great Britain, there is the agricultural problem. Further,
special to our case is the question of the labour market, and
lastly-perhaps the most difficult problem-our nation's right
of referendum, direct democracy. For the present, however,
Switzerland is waiting until such time as the other EFT·\
countries, particularly the United Kingdom, are able to commence
negotiations.
The obstacles to Great Britain's entry into the Common
.Market are well known. There is no purpose in minimising
them. A year ago, on 24th September 1966, at the Joint "Ieeting
of the Council of Europe and the European Parliament I referred
to the difficulties caused by the negotiations with Austria. I then
added that I reckoned we might possibly have to wait five or six
years until Great Britain became a full Member of the Common
Market; in the meantime, trade would seek other outlets and the
two blocks would drift further apart. A year has gone by since
then. In reality the fundamental position has not changed and
realism demands that we still allow for four or five years
elapsing before Great Britain attains full membership.
At the time I made the proposal that the agricultural question, which was particularly difficult to solve, be excluded and
that the possibility be examined of reducing tariffs on industrial
products, at the same time standardising industrial tariffs against
third countries. This was in fact attempted in the Kennedy
Round, where it met with significant partial success; I suggested
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the preparation of even lllore ambitious solutions. The Rome
Treat.' is not to be affected thereby. \Ye should, however. be
flexible and not adhere rigidly to fixed attitudes.
The Kennedy Hound is nuw behind u~. lt achieved a reIIl:ukable success: the result sho'' ed that the reduction of industrial tariffs was easier than had been imagined. I \vould clain1
that iu particular sectors, e.g. machinery, most industrial
countries would find it no burden to renounce tariffs altogether.
Of course, the preliminary period for the implementation of
the Kennedy Round must first conunence: i.e. the beginning of
next year. and for the EEC not before lsl July of next year. ~You
kiJow. however, how long the preparations for the Kennedy
Hound took. I am therefore of the opinion that negotiations for
a link-np of the EFT:\ countries with EEC should begin as soon as
possible; but since a long delay must be expected. efforts should
he made at the same time to take advantage of the sncce~s
which has now been achieved in GATT. r consider it quite
possible for such efforts to proceed concurrently with the execution of the Kennedy Round and with negotiations for the entry of
the EFT\ countries into the EEC. (Applause.)

The Chairman.- T now call \lr. Mon•au de c\lclen.
Mr. Moreau de Melen (F). - \lr. Chairman, \H have had
excellent reports presented to us. Their authors have been most
lucid. They have not yielded to the facile temptation of expatiating on the satisfactory results, but have drawn attention to
the shortcomings of the balance sheet and the dangers that
Europe runs if care is not taken. \Vell done Gentlemen! ~Wish
ful thinking has never been a very effective political process.
\Ve all realise the shortcomings of European activities. \Ve
are all aware, for example, that the customs union is not an
economic union, whereas the treaties require us to achieve it.
There arc, then, still many obstacles to be overcome, if only those
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resulting from the difference between our legislations, which all
the Rapporteurs have stressed.
It is difficult, after all, to uproot national habits, particularly
when these have been translated into written laws. We are a very
old Continent, in which traditions are not by any means the least
respectable feature; we must, however, sometimes be prepared
to sacrifice them to higher interests.
Although I realise the difficulties that are in store for us, I
should like to return to the remarks made by Mr. Pedini, who,
in a way that I admire, has sought the reasons for the success of
the European enterprise.
The first reason he finds is the political nature of our Community. The six European countries have made a political as
well as an economic choice. Logically they must continue along
that road and impose silence on individual interests.
Mr. Pedini also, however, made an interesting practical
remark, to the effect that progress has been achieved above all in
those fields for which the Treaties laid down a compulsory timetable.
This seems to me to be very important.
Some people are naturally virtuous without effort;
must lay down for themselves a framework plan.

others

In my view Governments belong to the latter category: they
must lay down for themselves a framework plan, set themselves
a time-table. You will remember some marathon efforts. A few
hours before time was up, no decision had been reached. However, simply because people saw that the hands of the clock were
going round, because the expiry of the time-limit was imminent,
these men of good will eventually made the essential concessions
and reached an understanding, sometimes by the fiction of
stopping the clock.
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TlH' main thing is to ha1e a framework plan.
should lihc us to bear this necessity in mind 11hen \H' arc
··ailed upon lo amend or alter the Treaties. \leanwhile, it would
be a good thing for Governments frequently to pmsue tl1is san1e
polin and set thcn1selves a precisr time-table.
\lr. Pcdini also stres:-:ed the importance of the Parliarllf'liLary
i nst itut ion, howel-er in co Til plete. Nei I her the Co unci I of Europe
nor the European l'arliament has an~- truly- legislative pow(T.
The~ both, however, prolide a place of Tlleeling and for uiS<'llSr;ion and those who niticisc the institution too oflcn remain
:-ilcnt regarding the imaginative effort provoked lw the exchange
of vie11 s and thl· refining and polishing of ideas tlwt result from
join I cxaminal ion of problems.
You are quite right, then, \Jr. Pedini;
our cornpetence.

we must reinforce

\\l11· do authoritarian regimes frelJUently founder, unless it
is because their leader~ have no opporltmit~ l'or such an cxchangr
ol' YiC'IIS, ha1c not had the benefit ol' comparing ideas, ha1c
i~olatC'd themsehPs and h;ne not maintained essPnlial contact
\\ill1 olht'r human beingsP
I therefore \Yarmly welcome the
tlw Commis~ion of the European
rnull i ply pcrsoual contacts with the
Stales. at the samP lime, of course.
machinPr_l~, '' hich is essential.
But
PSSPil I ia J.

fact that the President of
Contunmilie~ wishes to
Gcnernn1ent s of rncrnher
retaining the ins li tu lion a I
contacts, too, an' jus! a·~

f congratulate him, too, because it is the first time that I
ha ,-e spokPn here since lte bef·ame head of the European Commission.
\Jr. Hey. vYe wore out. the seats of our trousers on the sarne
benches. At that lime, l did not dream that you would become :J
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kind of "father confessor" of Europe, as you said just now: I
greet you in these favourable circumstances, and I should like to
say that we are all very happy at the view you take of your
activities.
At all events, I warmly welcome your intention to maintain
essential contacts. Nothing can take the place of a conversation
and a handshake between men of good will.
Ladies and Gentlemen, our task is certainly a difficult one.
A great deal remains to be done within the framework of the
Six, in the matter of merging and in enlarging the Community,
about which several speakers have rightly been concerned. We
have faith, however, and I am confident that moved by that
faith we can and will succeed. (Applanse.)

The Chairman. -

I now call Mr. Finn Moe.

Mr. Finn Moe. - I have asked for the floor not because
I can add very much to what has already been said in this very
interesting debate, but to warn against an idea that is mentioned
in the Report which is before us and which has also been mentioned in this debate. That is the idea that the EEC now has
the choice between developing itself into a political Community
or extending itself by accepting new members. This idea of a
choice is a very dangerous one, because if the EEC will only aim
at consolidating itself politically I am very much afraid that it
will become much more difficult to have a really united Europe.
I am very much afraid that if the EEC should wait too long
in carrying out its extension, then developments in EFTA will
also have to go in the direction of more integration, with the
consequence that Europe will be even more split than it is today.
This is a crucial period in the development of trade and trade
policies in Western Europe. We should keep in mind that our
decisions will shape the political and economic future of Europe
for many years to come, and that we are running the risk of
having not a united but a divided Europe.
A common feature in the trade of all the countries of Western
Europe in the past years has been their increasing dependence
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on one another. Although the trend has been accentuated by
the establishment of EEC and EFT\, it was in evidence long
before the effect of their establishment began to be felt. The
present prosperity of Europe is largely based on trade among the
European nations themselves, trade which in only a small measure reflrcts the artificial boundaries delimiting the Six and the
Seven.
On average, individual EFTA countries send one half o[ their
exports to \\'estern Europe, either to the EFTA countries or to
Members of the EF.:C; and they also draw half their exports from
the EFTA and EF.:C countries. One of the most important facts
about this rxt raordinary dependence of European countrie~ on
trade among themselves is that so much of this trade flows
across the arbitrary barrier that we have created between EFTA
and the EEC. But we now face a serious threat, that the tariff
discrimination is beginning to disrupt the flow of goods and to
distort the pattern of investment.
It was fairly easy to recognise the direct dalllage which a
continued economic division of v\-estern Europe could bring
about. I believe that the economic future of e\•ery European
country is being jeopardised by the creation of a totally artificial
division of the Continent into two preferential trading groups.
On the other band, it is evident that it is only when we have a
common single market that Europe will possess the means to
develop its full potential economic strength. Only then will we
be able to offer the European peoples the vastly higher standard
of !iYing \\ hich is within our grasp if our resources and skills
can be put to work to their full effect; only then will Europe be
able to meet its responsibilities to the poorer nations of the world;
and only then-and I should like to stress this-\Yill Europe he
able to makr its influence fully felt in the world.
I conclude by saying that the alternative that has been
mentioned in this debate-that the. EEC has the choice between
extension on the one side and political consolidation on the other
-is no real alternative. Or perhaps it is, but then it is an
alternative or a choice between a united Europe and a permanently split Europe.
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The Chairman. - I call Mr. de la Vallee Poussin.

Mr. de la Vallee Poussin (F). - Mr. Chairman, in my
childhood I had a great dislike for old Cato, because he continually repeated the same thing and because he wished to destroy
Carthage.
I still deplore that he should have wished to destroy Carthage,
but I agree that he was right to go on repeating himself, because
I do the same in this Assembly.
Indeed at each Session I come here and tell you that in the
present crisis only one thing is of importance, namely that Great
Britain accede to the Common Market; all else is of secondary or
minor interest .
I was glad that the Rapporteurs of both our Assemblies spoke
along the same lines, and showed how a Europe without Great.
Britain was an incomplete and mutilated Europe, incapable of
playing in the world the part demanded of it by its ancient
tradition.
Mr. Nessler said that before forming a "political Europe" it
was necessary to reach agreement on a common European policy.
What strikes me about those who underline the difficulties of this
task is that they refuse not only to create any institution, but even
to take the first steps towards elaborating a common European
policy, even without any kind of supranationality.
At this point, I should like to say how much I approve thf\
new method being tried out by Mr. Rey, which he explained al
the beginning of the meeting.
What are the first steps towards a common European policy?
Do you think that a common European policy can ever be
made if six or seven Ministers for Foreign Affairs, in their
respective capitals, surrounded by their own officials, with their
national interests and outlook, prepare, each of them separately,
a policy in order that a sort of aggregate of these various policies
may subsequently be formed by dint of mutual concessions?
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;\ common policy is not an aggregate of different policies
prepared separately. A common policy is a policy that is jointly
thought out, jointly elaborated, jointly defined; up to this point
there is no kind of supranationality.
A common policy presumes that independent rnen like the
members of the Commission can meet together and consider
together, not their national problems, but problems of European
policy, that is to say at a much higher level, taking into account
not very limited national resources, but all the resources available
to a United Europe, basing their work, not on national concerns,
but on those peculiar to a United Europe.
It is only then that they will be able to consider what
objectives of world policy might be envisaged.

This preliminary study is simply a study by competent men
of good will who, working together, can in a wider than national
context conceive something new, succeed in creating something,
give European action a normal dimension.
Once this new thing has been created, it is in relation to it
that the Ministers for Foreign Affairs will have to assume their
responsibilities and decide whether they can adopt as a basis for
their discussion the policy thus drawn up, with all the possibilities and prospects that it opens up, or whether they must fall
back on the national policies which each independently had in
mind, cramped and mysterious as they are, since it is said that
the great secret of the statesman is that he invariably allows an
aura of doubt to surround his plans.
But to come back to the main point: we have not yet reached
the stage of having a common European policy, but are merely
concerned with England's entry into the Common Market. This
is today's objective. On this point I should like to make an
appeal to Mr. Jean Rey, President of the Commission, since we
have the good fortune to have him with us and an opportunity of
engaging with him in that essential conversation that we cannot
hold with others.
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Mr. Rey has told us that by the end of this month a document
now being prepared will be submitted to Governments, setting
forth the objective points for the debate that must be held with
Great Britain in order to provide a precise and specific basis for
discussion.
It seems to me that this is the essential starting-point. We
should be doing a great wrong to Europe and be false to our best
intentions if we were to continue to bandy about between
countries vague formulas, verbal arguments without any weight
or evidence.

What I should like to ask Mr. Rey is what picture he intends
to convey of England when he analyses what England contributes
to the European Community in acceding to the Common Market.
Is he going to present the abnormal situation of the England
of today and ask himself what it would cost Europe to support an
England, which for certain reasons is at present in a weak
situation P Or will he present-the only true picture-England
as she will be when she is within the Community and able to rely
on Community solidarity, as the Six already are P
These are two fundamentally different things.
England at the moment has her weaknesses, which are both
very apparent and in some respects very superficial. England is
still an extremely powerful political, economic and social community, one of the most powerful that the world has known.
England is, however, a community that has suffered from the
ordeal of war and has not yet fully recovered from all the losses
it sustained, particularly the loss of :its cash reserves, those
reserves of essential wealth which served to support its general
economic activity and its monetary policy.
Ladies and Gentlemen, if England has lost these cash
reserves, it must be said that it was very largely in our service
and on our behalf. All the countries that were saved from Nazi
oppression by England must remind themselves that it is their
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moral duty to help her to overcome her temporary difficulties
today, since they, too, benefited from her sacrifices.
That country is suffering from another weakness, the crisis of
the pound sterling, of which I do not wish to sav any more today,
because l spoke of it at the last session, and in spite of my love
or repetition I do not wish to overdo it.
England today is suffering from being in au anon1alous po~i
Lion, because she is not sufficiently closely linked with a large
market of continental dimensions at a time when no sma II State,
much less a large one, can remain in isolation. \Vithout the
support of the European Cormnunity, England is in a way in the
air, rootless, not knowing on \\hat basis to found its industrial
development policy.
To express myself in more specific terms, L should say· that
we are very \Yell aware that British industry is in a difficult
situation, because for a number of years it has stood in need of
large-scale i1ne~tments, extensive renewal of equipment, techniques and sutwrvisory staff. Altl10ugh it is sometimes said that
the British \Yorker is paid too high a \\·age for too low an out put,
thi~ is largely because in the important sectors, essential capital
invet'tment has not been forthcoming and cthis has reduced tbr:
productivity of labour. England is not lacking in capital, savings
and resenes to modernise herself. But I put it lo you, how can
vou expect those directors of large firms, those responsible for big
business, hesitating about the fate of their financial resources, to
take a decision to inYest capital if they do not know beforehand
along \vhat lines they should proceed or in view of what rnarkct
l hey· must invest?
H the United Kingdom entt~rs the Common .\larket, investfllPnts \\ill have to be guided by interests wholly different from
those "hich must prevail if she does not join .
.\t the present time \\e have before us a Great Britain which
It must not be forgotten,
moreo\er, that in the technical sphere, to which some speaker~
ha' e referred, Great Britain still has the rnost technologically

1s still a ver~· great industrial Power.
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advanced industries in Europe and is making every possible effort
to enable us to catch up with the United States in the fields of
science and technology.
But the England of which I speak is for the time being
paralysed. We are allowing a part of Europe to fall behind.
leaving it in a dangerous situation because we do not allow it to
take those decisions of which it stands in need.
This, Gentlemen, is a regrettable situation for which we, too,
are paying very dearly.
Let me present to you an anecdote that
early days of the Common Market.

IS

typical of the

During the first or second year of the Common Market, I w:=ts
at a meeting of Belgian bankers. They said to me: You are a
great supporter of the Common Market, but we have had some
studies made. So far the Common Market has contributed
nothing. It is true that customs duties have been reduced by
10 per cent-this was the beginning-but all our economists,
officials and employees have clearly explained that this reduction
in customs duties was making practically no change in the economic situation. According to them, then, the Common Market
could not be given credit for the extraordinary development that
was taking place throughout Europe at that time.
What was the reason for that development? It is very
simple! Certainly the 10 per cent reduction in customs duties
was not responsible for the investment trend that rescued Europe
from the 1958 crisis and resulted in developing its economy. The
determining factor was the certainty that a great market was
open, and this was an irreversible policy. People knew why they
were investing, because they knew what their market would be.
The certainty that the Common Market was starting was in itself
a starting point for vast economic development.
The day when England knows that the Common Market is
open to it, even before the first practical steps are taken, you will
witness a complete transformation of its industrial policy.

JOINT MRETING OF 2Jst-22nd SEPTEMBER 1967

135

France and England would be the first to benefit, because such a
country as England, when it invests, necessarily becomes a large
purchaser abroad.
l\Ir. Chairman, these are the remarks l wished to make. I
am not concerned with explaining to Governments the weaknesses
of England today and the difficulties she is encountering; what
must be explained is what England will contribute when she i-;
placed in such a position that she can once again become one (Jf
the driving powers behind the economic advance of all F.urope.

Ladies and Gentlemen, I have reached the end of my speech.
[ have only one final remark, on which T shall not dwell ber:ause
[ lwve already made it very frequently. When England has tak1m
this great step forward, she will most certainly suffer a fresh
crisis of the pound sterling. Then. however, all the countries
of Europe will know the reasons for that crisis. They will know
that it is a starting-point, and indeed the proof of a renewal
of economic development. Europe then, I think, will have the
react ions of a good banker, who willingly lends money to
businesses that are dewloping in favourable conditions.
This is no Lime, Ladies and Gentlemen, to go into these problems and engage in actuarial calculations with regard to the more
or less large number of difliculties that lie before us. vVe have
nmv come to the hour o[ decision and determination. We must
kncm how to take a political decision. And decision plus determination constitutes faith, as \lr. Hey said this morning.
\lr. \loreau de \lelen used the same terms.
Ladies and Gentlemen, if we have faith in Europe, we shall
then show that all Europeans, at least those who are well infor!lled and know the position, understand that the entry of
England into the C:omrnon Market is the essential step forward
that we must take at this stage in our higtory, and that ar:cording
to whether we lake it or not, mankind will either have to endure
a formidable ordeal or undergo a brilliant revival. (Applause.)

The Chairman. -

I now call Mr. Oele.
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Mr. Oele (N). -Mr. Chairman, numerous speakers yesterday and this morning discussed the political consequences of the
rapid development of technology and the threat that Europe will
fall behind. The prevailing impression that those speeches and
interventions have made on me is that the particular line of
reasoning put forward has its value as a highest common
denominator but is, I feel, one-sided.
If I may summarise the argument, the following picture
emerges:

Europe is in danger of lagging behind as a result of the rapid
technical development which in the United States has, and in
the Soviet. Union soon will have, a better base than the geopolitically divided structure of our continent affords. Advanced
technology is necessary in order to play some part in the world.
The peoples of Europe wish to play their part in full, if only
because the development of technology and its connected structures is necessary to the continued growth of the economy and
prosperity. For that reason-this is the conclusion that is
drawn-there must be brought into being, in the sphere of science
and technology, comprehensive functional co-operation that will
enable industry in the countries of Europe to gain or retain the
lead.
I should add that this is not the only correct interpretation
of what has been said here about Europe's backward position in
the technological field-the "technological gap." The observations made on this question have been accompanied by the conclusion that the contribution of the countries of Europe outside
the Six, and more particularly of the United Kingdom, would be
big enough to constitute an urgent reason in itself for England's
accession to the Community in the near future.
I agree with that, but it seems to me that other conclusion;;
can also be drawn from this observation. Before putting them Lo
this Assembly 1 should like to dwell on the importance of technology and of political co-operation in the technological sphere
to our political structures in Europe.
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Technology is more than the driving force of the econoruv;
it is eyen rnore than the basis for modern defence in the arms
race or for a com prehensi 'e industrial policy.
Technology and its development are at ransfonning power in
social relations in our countries, our Communities and our enterprises. That means that technology cannot be. used simp!~· as ,1
jack; ways and means must be found of making it sene the wellbeing of our peoples~not just prosperity measured approximately
in statistical terms. It also means that the potential role in our
social structure of our countries' governmental policies and of the
policy for science and technology that is ncce,;sar~- at European
len·l is all too often underestimated.
\Ve~I am speaking nmv on behalf of the Socialist group i11
lhe European Parliament and, I hope. of both the Socialist groups
in this House~do not view technological development as an
en I irdy indPpendent phenomenon. For us the futnre is not
shaped deterministically by historical forces. Tt is not mere!~·
diffencnt; we can choose i1.

How far automation, for instance, strpngthens or w cakPIIS
our societ,v and enriche~ or undermines our demotTacy "ill
depend on u~-and, I would add, on our policy with regard
t n sc iPncr and techno1og,v-and on the extent I o \Yhich we gi' c
the ~ocial sciences their due place.
lu this connection it has giYen me great satisfaction to noiP
thai lhe Council of Europe has not merely shown understanding
bnl has taken the initiative in becoming active in this field. I
am thinking of l.he rno\e to set up an institute for futnrologv~~
a "look-out institute"~within the framework of the Council.
Science and technology a !so invoh e questions that rcqui i'('
short-lerm solutions. ln the short run technolog_v confronts us
with a crucial problPm of choice. E\er,vone \\ill understand
''hat l 1t1ean. Defence policy in \Vestern Europe is on the
\genua. and this problem of choice may be defined as the question whether technological co-operation must be made to serve il
policy of detente or must remain subordinate to the defence efforts
of the individual countries.
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For me the choice is not difficult. I am convinced that the
primary task of European science and technology is a peaceable
one, and that their contribution to our common defence must be
made subordinate to it, and indeed set in an Atlantic framework
as far as that is necessary.
Mr. Chairman, I hope that these remarks have made it
sufficiently clear that, for my political friends and myself, the
question of science and technology has wider political dimensions.
The problem has more to do with the European Economic
Community's final objective than with its functional point of
departure. Technical co-operation is more than a way to remove
an obstacle to economic progress. It is also a political means
to make the economy serve the well-being of citizens and detente
in the world. This has implications for the question of the accession of the United Kingdom and other countries that have said
they are prepared in principle to accept the letter and spirit of the
Treaty of Rome.
I should like to name some of these implications. The first
is that the formulation of a comprehensive European policy for
science and technology cannot wait any longer. Secondly, such
formulation will have to amount to more than just making
industrial policy in the EEC viable within its own limits. The
reason for this is not merely that European industry wishes to
extend its activities beyond the narrower union of the Six, but
also because the contribution of English and Scandinavian democracy is indispensable in the search for a suitable technical
structure.
Another implication I should like to mention is that diRcussion of technological co-operation cannot be made dependent
a priori on progress in the negotiations on the accession of
England and other European democracies to the Community.
In saying this, may I express the hope in ad vance that those
negotiations will quickly lead to a positive result in themselves.
My political friends and I would like nothing better than that
England and the other democracies that have applied for entry
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should be able lo accede in the near future, and that it should
!hen he possible to continue the discussions on technological
co-operation within the framework of the European Economic
Community.
However, we wanl to he realistic and not to close our eyes
to prac1ical difficulties. Some of these are connerted with the
1in1e that is ner,essary to rome to specific al!reements of a
markedly supranational character. There is also the lack of any
legal basis in lhe Treaties of Home and Paris for working out an
actiw science policy at Community level. The difficulties arc
nol in the last resort connected with the attitude of the present
Frenrh Government. Present-day realities therefore dictate that,
parallel with the negotiations on the accession of England lo the
Economic Community, preparations should be made for a European technological community. The time has already rome for
the Governments of the democraries of \Vestern Europe to 1hink
about the substance of a treaty for scientific and technologiral
co-operation. It would be a good thing if in the near future ;:;
joint conunitlee of politicians and gm·ernmen1al and scientific
expPrts were to be set up to draft a trea1y for a technological
conJrnunil~·.
The wording of the draft would have to he compatible \vilh the rxisting Rome and Paris Treaties in the sense
that short-term, or if need be long-term, fusion should be possibll'. The draft in question, no less tl1an the EEC Treaty, should
aim at the establishment of an independent political High Authority equipped, in the manner so aptly described by .\Tr. Rey
this morning, with the necessary knowledge, means and right of
initiatiw to give European science and technology a political
foundation and opportunities for development on their own.
\Tr. Chairman, if the six countries of the European Economic
Colllmunity co-operate in this, it will give an extra impetus to the
negotiations that are to begin very soon on England's accession.
lf-\vhich I should regret-not all countries of the Comrnunit~
wi=-h to take this course, that need not, in our opinion, prevent
the others from going further in the direction indicated. lt
"oulcl be a bad policy to stake everything on one throw in striving
to c;x1 end eronomic and political co-operation.
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Mr. ,Chairman, I am now coming to my conclusion. In the
coming year a broader and deeper political basis must be found
for co-operation in Europe. The shortest way is to widen the
European Economic Community. But it is not the only way.
Another way is to integrate our technical structures in the political framework of a technological community. We need not
await the' result of the negotiations on accession. Let the
countries that want to look further than the hounds of little
Europe not hesitate to take that other path if necessary for,
l\Ir. Chairman, we have not much time to lose. Let us therefore
seize all the means available to us. 1970 may already be too late.
(Applause.)

The Chairman. - I now call Mr. Blumenfeld.
Mr. Blumenfeld (G).- Mr. Chairman, I gather from your
call that I am the last speaker in today's morning discussion. I
shall endeavour to comply with the wishes of our colleagues not
to detain them too long, in order that they may adjourn for lunch.
I should, therefore, after listening to the interesting joint debate
with our colleagues of the European Parliament, prefer not to
make the contribution I originally intended; it would probably
be a wearisome repetition of what previous speakers have already
said. I would rather confine myself to making a few remarks on
the reports o'f \Ir. Pedini, Mr. Per Haekkerup and Mr. Reverdin.
I feel, Mr. President, that it should be said during this
debate that we can take pride in what has been achieved in the
course of ten years. The excellent report of our colleague
Mr. Pedini made this abundantly clear. This year we are
celebrating the lOth anniversary of the Economic Community.
We should, however, say equally clearly that we have every
reason now to call a halt to the mutual handing-out of bouquets
and to our jubilee reflections, bearing in mind the formidable
tasks with which we are faced, and in view of the real difficulties,
which will only begin in the coming year, and about which the
famous "man in the street" in Europe is still surely quite confused. As a result of the rose-coloured optimism which pervades
the speeches of the statesmen of the Six he believes that at least
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from next year onwards many things will have been sohed aTHl
lktt \H' already lune a great measure of unity. There will br
a rude awakening and I can only say that I very much welcomed
_vr~lerday's speech by our colleague _\lr. Berkhouwer, who was the
first to speak about this "awakening" and about the developments
which we may expect. Here in this circle of parliamentarians.
\Linisters and mrmbers of the Commission-we have just heard
it said by the latter's Chairman, :\Ir. Rey, that he is under no
illusions-\\ c are fully aware of the difficulties "e shall have lo
0\'PITO!llt'.

The reports of _\]r. Haekkerup and Mr. Heverdin-1\apporteur~
from two neighbouring European countries, which so far are not
\lcntbers of the EF:C-have for the first time set out, unambiguously )'et in a politically constructive spirit, and with forthright, logical analysis all the points of criticism which may he
madr against us. For my part [ should like explicitly to thank
thrse two gentlemen for the survey they ha1e providrd in their
reports for us and for the Europran public. \Ve may note
particularly the emphasis they place on the problems with which
we shall hr concerned, such as a common trade policy, standardisation of taxation, a common energy or transport policy. Onlv
when all the~e problems are solved shall we be entitled to claim
that \H' conduct a common policy and have thus become :1
<'ornntHnity which-1 may add from the point of view of the
Gcrrnan delegates to this Parliament-cannot of course remain
a com rnunity of the Six only.
Thr reports before us show clearly-and this is a further
great merit of the reports of Mr. Haekkernp and Mr. Rcverdinlhat the decisive moment has now come to negotiate on the
admission of Great Britain, and to negotiate with Great Britain
and not abont C~reat Britain in the framework of the Six, as is or
has so far been the expressed wish of the French Government.
1 hope that "has been" is the proper tense.
lt is clear from these reports that even within the Community of the Six we arc in the course of changing, modifying,
extending or improving the Treaty of Rome. This is no criticism
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of the great work of the Rome Agreements, but a recognition of
the trend over ten years of successful work. After ten years, faced
with the future tasks of the technological and industrial world m
which we live, and whose challenge we as Europe must boldly
take up if we wish to survive as an economic and political Power,
we must-as Mr. Duncan Sandys and other speakers have so
eloquently pointed out-be fired with the desire to see a further
development of the Rome Agreements, and we do indeed have
that desire. And what better moment than the present for discussing the future, together with our friends from Great Britain,
the Scandinavian and other countries who have applied for admissionP Their wishes too should be included in the far-reaching
negotiations which must and will come.
For these reasons I cordially welcome--and I say it advisedly
-the submission at the present juncture of the reports on which
our joint meeting yesterday and today are based. I can say
without exaggeration that they are of considerable importance and
we owe the Rapporteurs our thanks.
In view of the observations made today by Mr. Rey I hope
that the Commission, and perhaps also the Governments concerned or the members of the Council of Ministers, will when they
attend the meetings in the coming weeks, ensure that serious
negotiations with Great Britain commence not later than the end
of this year or the beginning of next. I cannot here speak for
the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany, but I feel
sure that the Federal Government will insist that negotiations
with Great Britain start immediately.
This-although it may not have been very clearly stated-is
also the wish of the German Federal Parliament and of the
German public. We have no time to lose. There comes a point
at which the patience of the wide public in Europe is overstrained. I would not wish that point to he passed. Therefore,
as freely elected delegates we should say very clearly in the European Parliament, to those who so far have perhaps not realised,
what European opinion is. I think you will understand to whom
I refer.
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Negotiations with Great Britain and other countries will be
diflicult and protracted. Even if they are successful, as we all
hope they will he, in view of the fact that elections are to take
place in our countries in 1968, 1969 and 1970, and that no
agreements can be ratified in lhc various national Parliaments
before there arc new elections, it will take at least three years
before the entry of Great Britain and other countries is completed.
In 'icw of the need to conclude a harmonisation in the various
fields previously mentioned by me-trade policy, taxation policy,
energy policy etc. ,-this period is very short. On the other
hand, as a result of rapid technological and economic developments, we have no time to lose. Negotiations on the admission
of Great Britain and other countries should therefore commence
without delay.
In the circumstances. ~lr. Chairman. I should like to conclude b.v saying that all questions of whether we should in the
first place seek a political community, a common policy or go
ahead with economic matters do not go to the heart of the
matter. If, as l\lr. Rey said, we are really united in a common
realisation, with the will to build and develop a common Europe
out of our history, our tradition, our culture, then, if we have
overcome all economic, industrial and trade obstacles-and a:;
you know there are still many-, a common policy, a common
external and defence policy will, as it were, follow of its mv!l
accord: only then will the policy have a basis and a platform
of its own. It would be wrong now to adopt the attitude that
''c should fin;t try to become a political union. That would
throw us back. I venture to predict that it would confront
Europe, even the Europe of the Six, with a test of strength
which we should not survive.
~lr. Chairman, I wish to thank our two 1\apportcurs once
again for the survey with which they have provided us, and to
make an urgent appeal to all those who have influence that they
ensure that negotiations with Great Britain, with the Commission and with the Six commence as soon as possible, lest tne
patience of the peoples of Europe become overstrained and reach a
point which would involve great risks, and so that we may al
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last go forward on the road towards the formation of a greate1
Europe and of a European economic power. (Applause.)

The Chairman.- We have a few more minutes this morning, and, as Mr. Housiaux has withdrawn his name, I shall call
Mr. Silkin. That will leave six speakers, five different nationalities, for this arternoon.
Mr. Silkin. - I am grateful to you, Mr. Chairman, for
giving me this opportunity to say a few words. I want to deal
quite shortly with two matters: llrst, the broad issue with which
this debate has been mainly concerned, that is to say the expansion of the Community; and, secondly, with a rather more
detailed matter, that of harmonisation of legislation, which lies,
of course, within the competence of the Legal Committee of the
Council of Europe, of which I have the honour to be Chairman.
The current of opinion in this debate, as, indeed, in so many
other similar debates, both in the Consultative Assembly of the
Council of Europe and in these Joint Meetings, has shown the
preponderance of view of parliamentarians, first, that it is right
that the Community should be expanded and, secondly, that the
time for doing that is now rather than later. I am particularly
grateful for what my friend Mr. Blumenfeld has just said on that
score, and for what Mr. Rey-whom I also wish to congratulate
on his new office-said earlier this morning, to the effect that the
time is now ripe for negotiation.
My colleagues Mr. Rodgers and Mr. Sandys have dealt with
the detailed reasons which are sometimes given for the opposite
point of view, and I could not hope to improve on what they
said; but I am sure that they will forgive me if I take up not so
much these detailed arguments on the subject, each of which
I believe can be and has been effectively dealt with, but rather
what seems to me to be today the fundamental issue which is
facing the Community itself and which was put most eloquently
yesterday by Mr. Haekkerup.
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It is the question whether the time has now come to expand,
or whether the time is still one for consolidation. This as I see it,
is the fundamental issue. :Mr. Haekkerup said yesterday, following that train of thought, that the question is not so much
whether the countries applying for membership arc ready for
rrwmlwrship, but rather whether the C:omm unity is ready to
receive them. If I may be permitted to embellish that wise statement, I would say lhat the question is not so much whether the
applicant countries, including my own, are sufficiently European,
but whether the Community is sufficiently European.

Having said that, I recognize, none the less. that there is a
great problem. There is always a problem in the case of an
organisation which is successful; at some point it has to decide
whether it should continue to consolidate or whether the time
is now ripe to expand. That is always a diflicult question for any
organisation, but I want to point out to my friends, especially
from France, who may take the more conservative Yiew of the
situation. that if you set out to climb a mountain you will always
see in front of you a peak which seems to be the last one, but
wht>n you ha w• climbed that peak there will be yet another one
ahead.
lt is precisely the same with this process of consolidation.
You can continue to consolidate and consolidate and consolidate,
but if you do that there is the very grave danger, it seems to me,
that when you have climbed the utmost peak and rt>ached the top
of the mountain and look around you will find nobody in sight,
because I firmly believe that the countries which are now applying for membership of the Community, European as they are and
anxious as they are to join, will find that public opinion within
their own countries will not allow them to remain forever waiting
at the door. If they have shown themselves sufficiently EuropearL they must expect a sufficiently European attitude in return.

Let me go on from there to deal with the other point which
I said that I would raise. I read with great interest the paragraphs in Mr. Pedini's Report on the efforts of the Community
to harmonise legislation, and particularly I read about the efforts
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to harmonise legislation in the fiscal sphere and in the sphere
of company law, and I could not help recalling to myself that
these are matters which go far beyond the boundaries of the
Community; they affect all the nations of Europe which are likely
to trade with the Community and all the nations in Europe in
which the tentacles of the various companies are likely to extend.
Not only that, but they are the very matters which my own
Committee, the Legal Committee of the Consultative Assembly of
the Council of Europe, is considering within a European context.
There will be a debate during the course of the meeting of the
Assembly itself on the Intergovernmental Work Programme; and
during that debate the point will be made--certainly in the field
of law, and it may be in others as well-that there is not sufficient
evidence from our side, from the side of the Assembly, of a real
desire and enthusiasm to co-operate and collaborate with other
organisations, and particularly the EEC, in this process of
harmonisation of law. But it may well be that that lack of
enthusiasm, if it exists, is not confined to our side. It may be
true of the other side as well.
What I am certain of is that if we have the idea of a European company, for example, it cannot be a European company of
the Six alone. It must be a European company of Europe as a
whole. If we have the idea of common fiscal policy it cannot and
should not be a common fiscal policy of the Six alone, but should
be of Europe as a whole. I urge both parties to this reunion,
therefore, to take seriously the question of harmonisation of law
over the field of Europe as a whole; to take every possibility of
getting together, both as parliamentarians and as Ministers, in
order to accomplish that aim. I do so because I' believe that
within the transitional period, before the Community is expanded,
far more can be done in a practical way by getting down to details
of this kind and producing harmonisation and assimilation of this
kind than by all the great speechilS on principle and policy which
are so eloquently followed in this Assembly. (Applause.)

JOT NT JH\ETJNG OF 21st-22m/ SEPTEH BEll 1967

147

The Chairman. - Mr. Rey, we are grateful to you for your
courtesy in sitting throughout the whole of our Session this
morning 1o listen to our exchange of views.
\V c will now adjourn until this afternoon at 3 o'clock
precisely.

The Sitting was adjourned at 12.55 and resumed at 3 p.m.

The Chairman. -

The Sitting is resurned.

I call 1\Ir. Edwards.

Mr. Edwards. - I have listened with very close attention
to the speeches we have had during the last t\\ o days, and I have
read w-ith very great interest the two Reports which are before us
-two very comprehensive Reports indeed. It would seem that
there is very little to add to the debate that has been so constructive. But, nevertheless, I have a duty to perform on behalf of
my delegation and I propose to deal with one or two issues which
seem to be of great importance.
The issues before our Europe now and for the immedia Le
future seem to me-and this view is obviously shared by many
who are participating in this discussion-to be whether the Econmnic Connnunity is about to consolidate its gains and move inwards, or enlarge itself by bringing in my country and other
members of the EFTA nations who are willing and interested
in joining the Community. These are the t\YO isucs, the two
vital issues, which we really have to consider in a debate of this
nature.
I am sure it is our experience that when you read1 a point of
great success and cease to ad vance, stop your movement and go
imvards, invariably you create difficulties for yourselves and start
to quarrel among yourselves; and I have a feeling that that is
what is bound to happen if the decision of the European Community is one of consolidation. We will miss a glorious oppor-
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tunity that comes but seldom in history if the application of
Britain to become a full, active Member of the European Community is missed for a third time. And it may well be that this
time this opportunity will never come again, and history will
condemn us for refusing to accept the grand opportunity.
The greatest mistake men and Governments make in the
history of the world is to refuse to grasp great historic opportunities. Men are great because they have seized such opportunities, and countries are great because they have been ready to
take the risk of new development and new advances.
It is perfectly true-and I feel that the French Government
are justified in reminding us of it-that we have had two opportunities of becoming part of the European Community. We had
the grand opportunity during the debate on the Schuman Plan,
out of which developed the great Coal and Steel Community, the
great revolutionary development in functional economic organisation; and we swept that opportunity aside and refused to participate. We had a further opportunity when the discussions began
out of which came the signing of the Treaty of Rome.

We refused as a country. Why il We refused because,
rightly or wrongly, we felt we had a destiny in the world; we
were then a great world Power with treaty obligations to 23 countries, and with forces and bases in 23 countries. Rightly or
wrongly, we thought we had a role in the world, in the Commonwealth, and in Europe. We had three functions to perform; and
who can blame our French friends, and particularly the great
leader of France, General de Gaulle, and his countrymen for
saying, "Well, has Britain still this claim to be a world Power?
Does she still want to bring into Europe the problems of the
worldP"
I do not subscribe to the rather harsh criticism made of
General de Gaulle, President of the great country whose hospitality we are enjoying in our meetings. I do not subscribe to this
harsh treatment of General de Gaulle. I think that he is a great,
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colourful statesman who has brought initiative to our world.
He makes a few mistakes from our point of view, but, nevertheless, he is a great Frenchman. Some of his activities we
should applaud rather than criticise.
Nor is the view expressed by my good parliamentary colleague, ~Ir. Duncan Sandys, the view of my Government. Our
Prime Minister, l\Ir. Harold Wilson, reporting on his discussions
'' ith the Heads of Governments of Europe, reported to our House
of Parliament how courteous, friendly and constructive were his
discussions with the General and with the representatives of the
Frenc!J Government.
1 can understand the annoyance and frustration of l\h. Duncan Sandys, because we worked together after the war to build
~~uropc, to create the will for the unity of Europe. He has been
a very good European, a very active European, over these years;
and, of course, we want to see in our lifetime the full fruit of
this, we believe, great and increasing demand of the people of all
Europe for the unity of our Continent.
These are days of decision. The consolidation of the Community will not solve the problems which the peoples of Europe
are facing today. It will not solve the vital problem of our age,
the "idening of the technological gap between 1\merica and
Europe, a gap which, if not narrowed, will mean that our Europe
will not be participating in the great technological revolution
'vhich will abolish scarcity and bring the living standards of our
people to a higher level than was ever envisaged when people were
writing about the Utopia of the future. vVe can only handle the
di!Ticulties which arise out of this technological revolution if we
exchange our know-how on the basis of a great new technological community for Europe.
tast year, the whole of the European
exported only 50 aircraft to the nations of
America sold more than ten times as many in
this process goes on we shall have no aircraft

aircraft industry
the world, while
Europe aloni'. If
industry, because
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it is not possible to produce great new aircraft when you can sell
only 100 planes; you need a market of 1,000 planes. If our
Europe is to start with I ,000 sales for every. new type of aircraft
produced, it can be done only on the condition that we unite
our technological forces. If we refuse this challenge we shall
shatter the living standards of our people and they will not enjoy
the full fruits of scientific discoveries made by their forbearsbecause it was Europe which was the cradle of the Industri11.l
Revolution. It was the great scientists of Europe who made the
great discoveries of our age, but we have not been able to take
these new ideas and apply them in our production. We can do
this only if we cater for a very large market. These things are
self-evident. Eighty per cent of the computers in Europe come
from America or are American-produced. The only computer
industry in Europe is the British computer industry. We have
a great deal to contribute to an enlarged European Community.
I saw an article recently in that very fine French newspaper
Figaro which contained a quotation from a London paper, the
Evening Standard, which stated that a British Minister, whose
name was not mentioned in the article, had said that we must go
into Europe to prevent the tendency for Europe to become the
Third Force in the world, and that was why General de Gaulle
rejected Britain's application. There is no truth in this statement. It is more dangerous for us to allow the technical
domination of America over Europe, or of the Soviet Union over
Europe, the new technical domination which threatens us. This
is a much greater danger than thP. development of a Third Force,
because it is my considered view that the world needs a third
peaceful, constructive development based on economic strength
which can talk on equal terms with the great Powers whir.h
dominate our world.
I hope that out of the discussion today will come a real
decision to resolve the question whether the Europe of the Six
could be enlarged.
President Rey made a short but profound contribution. It
was short and profound because he talked about functionai institu-
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lions. Here, we get to the root of the difference between EFTA
and the Community. The Community has its institutions, its
functional organisations, which provide the machinery for a continuous flow of ideas and continuous discussion on all social,
economic and industrial problems in the era in which we live.
Because it has created this functional machinery to enable discu~sion to go on all the time, the Community has been able to
Kohe many of the basic problems which, a few years ago, seemed
in~urmountablr.
vVe have no such function a I machinery in
EFT:\, because EFTA has been accepted, certainly by the Socialists, ''ho believe in European unity, as a kind of bridge, created
lo last until the day when the whole of the 16 nations of ·western
Europe form one great political, economic and social community.
l notice in the Report a very important statement, on page 2,'\.
thai tile decision to bring the three Communities-Euratom, the
Coal and Steel Community and the Economic Comrrnmitylogelht>r was a decision of Governrnents, taken at governmental
levt'l, and not di:<cusscd at any point in the Parliament of the Six.
l think that this is a very dangerous tendency, and that Britain,
"ith our great parliamentary traditions and institutions, could
help the European Parliament to see that the work of the Comntis!'ion beca!lle more and more and not less and less publich
accountable, which is always the decision when strong, centralised organisations are working with success, as the Community
has norked.

[ thought these few observations worthy of making, and I
hope that out of this discussion between the two Parliaments of
Europe we shall be able to express a unity of ideas which will help
to Pstablish the Europe w ltich I and all of us want to sPe in our
lifPLime. (Applause.)

The Chairman. -

I now call Mr. Rossi.

Mr. Rossi (F). - Mr. Chairman, the debate has now gone
on too long and the hour is too late for me to go into the
gratifying results of q\t; Comwon ~[arket, which so many com-
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petent speakers, starting with our admirable
Mr. Pedini, stressed yesterday and this morning.

Rapporteur

I should merely like to express the wish, as I have often done
before, both here and in committee, that certain delays that are
likely to weigh more and more heavily on the economy of Europe
will be made up more quickly than at present.
On the one hand we have the unhoped-for initial progress
of the customs union and the very positive beginnings of
agricultural Europe; on the other, common policies which are
barely initiated, be they those provided for by the Treaties, such
as energy and transport, or those which have, since then, shown
themselves to be necessary, such as regional policy and research
policy.
All of these problems, whether or not the Council of Ministers
has made a start on deciding what to do about them, have been
the subject of studies and proposals by the former three Executives. This shows the importance of an institutional system in
which some body independent of the Governments is responsible
for giving a lead.
It is here--I should like to mention this briefly now that
we are on the point of entering into negotiations about amalgamating the Communities-that the dispute about supranationality
which arose when the Paris Treaty was being drawn up seems to
me somewhat out-of-date today.
Supranationality does not mean the existence of a body
which has full powers, but rather the existence of a body which
is independent of Governments, even though that body be only
empowered to make proposals. Supranational means above all
the presence of a watchful guardian of the treaty, I might even
say a "witness" that will prick the Council of Ministers like a bad
conscience.
I am delighted, then, to see a Commission of such high
quality presided over by so competent and brilliant a man as
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'\lr. Hey, whose stature as a world personality has just been firmly
established by the Kennedy Round.
rt is with due respect for institutions that have proved their
"orth that we must contemplate the future, whether it he a
matter of geographically enlarging the Community or of bringing
about the economic completion or political reinforcement of the
Con11mmity.

So far as enlarging the Community is concerned, I find the
attitude taken by the Committee that negotiations should he
opened is very wise. \Vhatever views one may have on this
matter, it would be poor policy to exclude candidates for acce8sion or for association without even giving them a hearing. Only
the future will reveal whether dilllculties \Yere technically or
politically unsurnwuntahle or no I.
The future does not depend solely upon this negotiation.
\Ye must not lose sight of amalgamating the C:omrmmities, the
logical conclusion of amalgamating the Executives.
As regards instituting common policies, I said that I \Yould
not refer here again to the risks that their delay entails for the
whole economic structure, giving it more and more the appearance of a free trade area, and less and less that of a Common
\larket. I should, howe\'er, like to stress once again the need
to do our utmost to make up for lost time, aho\'C all in the fielrl
of a common trade policy. the achievement of which is all the
more urgent hccau:-;e it is due to he introduced at the end of the
transitional period.
That poli•y is all the more necessary because we arc entering
into a period of greater liberalisation of world trade, a sign of this
being the Kennedy Ptmmd. It has indeed become a commonplace to recall that our Community is the second economic Power
in the world. It therefore cannot continue to advance in open
order. In any case, next year we shall again have to deal with
an important part of this universe, the third world. It is to be
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hoped that on that occasion Governments will understand that,
as in the Kennedy Round, it will be desirable for the Commission
to negotiate on their behalf.
In concluding, I should like to refer to a problem that I
think most important, and that the previous speaker also stressed,
a very pressing and serious problem, namely that of technological research in Europe.
There is no time to repeat all the disturbing figures which
have been so often quoted on this subject. I merely ask the
Commission to give it high priority as part of the "medium-term
policy" which Mr. Marjolin defined in this connection as also did
a memorandum presented by France. The study stage should
now be sufficiently far advanced for us to be able to go on to that
of concrete proposals.
A united Europe, whether in economics, politics or research,
can be achieved only within the framework of institutions that
transcend the merely intergovernmental framework. We have
such institutions. We must therefore preserve them at all costs.
And since institutions are worth just what their men are
worth, I should like to pay tribute to the Council of Ministersafter having so frequently criticised it-for having made so happy
a choice for the benefit of the new Commission.

The Chairman. -

I now call Mr. Erling Petersen.

Mr. Erling Petersen. - Even after listening to the speech
of Mr. Edwards, so forcefully delivered, I dare say that this has
been a very peaceful debate, taking into consideration the importance and implications of the issue. 'Ve are analysing ten years
of activity in EEC. Put in a nutshell its achievements may be put
in this way: in some fields, impressively much; in other fields,
regrettably little.
As an economic enterprise the Common Market undoubtedly
has been a success. To the delight of economists it has proved
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beyond doubt the advantage of large markets; but then, of
course, the same experience has been demonstrated by EFT!\__
In Loth cases intra-member trade has expanded, production has
increased and the standard of living has improved more Jlwn
ever before. Also, in the field of harmonising economic policy,
for instance, agricultural policy, the achievements of EEC arc
indeed remarkable.
\\hen it comes to the political field as such, however, results
aftPr ten years are very meagre. \Ve all know that there is no
political unity in Enropt>; there i;;; not even political unity in the
EEC and there is no unanimous political will in E~X:. ]n ten
years, progrPss, if there ha" bet>n any at all, has been very "low.
\Ye arc abo debating the future of u<:c anrl especially it~
enlargement. That is the main problem for Europe today.
EYPrybody f'Cerns to agreP that the ultimate goal mu~t he a Europe
unitt>d economically and politically. In prinriple, therefore.
tltne ~honld be a firm foundation for the enlargement of the
CoilllllOn \larket. But in smne quarters-and we all kno\v where
tltev an•-the qualifiration is made, "not now,., and, morpover.
not at an~· definite date. For all practical purposes that is a
purely uega l i I'C attitude.
L:nfortnnalely, viPIYS may still differ as to the proper time
\ll1en an enlarged Common "larket may he operative, but there
slwuld be no reason for anybody not to accept the opening of
negotiat.ions. H, after ten years' experience, the time is not ripe
CH'n for starting negotiations then the future of a united Europe
"uuld cer-tainly seem to be very dark and it would be a heavy
re,;ponsibility to be the cause of surh a future.

ln these day!" four countries are mentioned as participants in
the flrsl round of the forthroming negotiations. They are:
l nited Kingdom, Denmark, Ireland and Norway. As a Norwegian and a European I am very glad that ~-orway is now included
in this group. For mainly formal reasons the Norwegian applica··
!.ion to the EEC "as not deli n~rcd until some two months after

156

CONSULTATIVE ASSEMBLY --EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT

the other three countries had applied, but Norway seems now to
be in line. I should have liked, however, to see another name,
that of Sweden, in the group of countries which may start negotiations in the near future.
I feel that there is reason to regret that the Swedish Government, in its indecision as to formal attachment to the Common
Market, may have put Sweden in a somewhat isolated position.
When I listened to the excellent speech of \fr. Bohman yesterday
I got the impression that the Swedish reservations are not seriou~>
obstacles to full membership in an enlarged Europe.
As Members of EFTA, the Scandinavian countries, since
lst January this year, have had tariff-free borders. For instance,
today goods flow freely across the very long border between
Sweden and Norway; and those who travel by car do not even
have to stop as the border for any kind of frontier formalities. It
will be a lucky day for Europe when all frontiers between our
countries are reduced in significance to the same degree as the
Swedish-Norwegian border today. On the other hand, it will be
a tragedy if the enlargement of the Common ~[arket should have
the consequence that the advantage of the elimination of frontiers,
now obtaining in some cases, is again lost. It is, therefore, very
important that this consequence should be prevented. (Applause.)

The Chairman. -

I now call Mr. Jannuzzi.

Mr. Jannuzzi (I). -Mr. Pedini's report-praiseworthy for
its completeness and clarity-has brought out the results of the
first ten years in the life of the European Economic Community,
both from the economic and the political angle.
I should like to make a few comments on what Mr. Pedini has
said so admirably.
In the first place, it behoves us to recognise with satisfaction
that no insuperable difficulties emerged during that decade and
that such difficulties as were encountered stemmed from natural
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cansrs, namely from the inherent diversity of interests of the
individual member States of the Community among themselves
and between tho ~(embers of the Community and the Community
itsrlf as the vehicle of a common interest.
The overcoming of these natural difficulties could only be
the result of a determinate political will involving a choice, by
each individual State, between the general advantages of belonging to the Community, with all the consequential economic and
social effects, and the negative implications which in a given case
could flow from execution of the Community rules.
\Veil, we must recognise llwt this choice, translated b~- rach
Stale into a sort of day-by-day algebraic calculation of pm;itiv!' and
negative quantities has been hitherto effected to an appreciable
extent in a Community sense, with the result that the march of
the EEC has been more expeditious and more fruitfuL We must,
I think, all be extremely pleased by this fact.
The 1\apporteur shows that progress has been swifter in
mallcrs such as the customs union, the free movement of workers,
the common agricultural policy and the competition policy,
whereas advance has been a slower and more difficult process in
other sectors. Actually-apart from the transport sector, bound
up largely with the economy and thus witl1 tbe domestic policy
of each State-1 consider that, as regards a common commercial
policy, for which the suppression of customs barriers is only the
prelude, and as regards a common monetary policy, the slowness
of the Community's progress is not so much the result of deliberate resistance by member States as of the fact that these are
two sectors closely linked with problems of general policy extending beyond the Community's scope and that these commercial
and monetary problems will more readily find a solution within
the Community after they have been tackled and resolved in a
world-wide context.
The second thought suggested by the record of these ten
years is that, in proportion as the common economic policy
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moves forward, the evidence accumulates of its interdependence
with that of the other sectors, particularly with the policy and
defence problems of the individual States. All of which indicates
the urgent need of an ever closer co-ordination between economic
policy, foreign policy and defence policy. The Rapporteur justly
observed, for example, that in the technology sector it is impossible to separate the portion concerned with the economy
from that concerned with the defence and general foreign policy
of the member States, as such, or as participants in other international, European ·or world organisations.
It may be suggested that this comment opens the road to
assertion of the pressing need for a European political Community; but, while it is essential to work with determination to
bring such a Community into being, it is quite plain that so long
as that objective has not' been attained, we must affirm more and
more robustly the need for unity of vision as between the general
policies of the various countries.

The third consideration to be deduced from the Pedini Report
is that the Community requires a policy programming, even
though it is not expressly provided for in the treaties.
Even in a liberal economy-the Rapporteur writes-programming is essential, the difference being that in the free
countries as compared with totalitarian regimes it is not something of an imperative and coercive character but rather a frame
of reference to which all the development hypotheses must be
related in order to compare them with what is really and feasibly
in practice.
European programming would be greatly facilitated by the
existence of national economic programmes, of which the
European programme might be the projectio~, once the national
programmes had themselves been impregnated by the common
policy with its rules and objectives.
Moreover, it is as plain as anything that the existence of
national programmes and European programmes ·requires co-
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ordination and interdependence of analyses, predictions and
instruments of execution.
And here I cannot avoid referring to my own country, Italy,
\\here a law has recently been passed sanctioning the national
economic programme, in which both the external element and
the link behveen the individual sectors of the Italian economy
and the economic policy of the Common Market are resolutely
stressed.
The fourth and last comment that I would wish to make
about the Pedini Heport raises a fundamental question. Every
clay it becomes clearer that a radical reform of the Community
institutions cannot he postponed. The European Parliament must
be directly elected by universal suffrage, either through a single
election in all member countries or, preferably, separate elections
in each. Separate elections, on a proportional representation
basis, would preserve the individual political physiognomy of
each country. The European Parliament must have powers of
decision, law-making and not merely advisory functions. vVe
must have. either through a devolution of po,vers, or by virtue of
the functions it is called upon to exercise, a truly representatiYe
Parliament taking the place, in some sectors, with its supranationa [ powers, of the national Parliaments .
.\s clearly emerges from the Pedini Report, and from this
debate, we have still a long way to go, both in respect of the
action which the European Community must take, and in the
matter of reform of the Community institutions. vVhat we can
say, however, with considerable pleasure--and the European
Parliament and all the Community are to be congratulated on
this-is that the work of the Community has been sound in
every sector, and this is a firm foundation for a still better future
for the European Economic Community. (Applause.)

The Chairman. Mr. Peel. two brief points.

I now call Mr. Peel.

I want to intervene in this debate only to make
First, as a member of the Opposition party in
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the British House of Commons I should like to thank most
sincerely Mr. Jean Rey for his helpful speeches both in the
European Parliament the other day and this morning with reference to Britain's application to join the European Economic
Community.
I have had the privilege of hearing Mr. Jean Rey on previous
occasions in other places and have always very greatly admired
his cheerful and practical optimism. I think that this initiative
of his at this very important moment has come at just the right
time and in the right way. I am sure he is absolutely right that
the need for all concerned to get round the table and thrash out
the problems involved in carrying out the principal objective of
the Treaty of !'lome, which is to establish the foundations of ever
closer union amongst the European peoples, is extremely urgent,
and it is urgency which I wish to emphasise.
We have heard, unfortunately, a very great deal both in the
Press and on radio and television, mostly emanating from France,
that there is no need for haste, that the passage of time will not,
in fact, make the enlargement of the European Economic Community more difficult, but, on the contrary, that as time passes
Britain will become progressively more European, and that,
therefore, delay will become beneficial rather than disadvantageous for Europe.
With this I simply cannot agree. It seems to me now both
invalid and f.alse, and, what is more, I think that even its
genuineness is suspect. All the indications are that delay in the
enlargement of European unity, especially in the political field, is
increasingly disadvantageous to Europe both economically and
politically, as Mr. Pedini shows so clearly in his excellent report,
particularly in the first part, in which he deals with the political
aspects. The signs are that unless Europe takes another step forward in economic and especially in political co-operation and
co-ordination in the near future we shall fall further and further
behind the United States of America both economically and in
our influence on major world problems.
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On the political front, the pathetic ineffectiveness of Europe
in the recent Middle East crisis is just one more indication of the
need for haste in strengthening the collective voice and influence
of Europe in the world. The argument that Britain is not yet
sufficiently European is to my mind now totally invalid, and has
become rather tedious. I do beg particularly France, but also
all those concerned, to cut out the cackle and get down to
business urgently. (Applause.)
The Chairman.

~

I now call Mr. Vos.

Mr. Vos. ~ Five years ago we were in the midst of negotiations between the Community of the Six and the United Kingdom.
vYe all know that, and how those negotiations broke down. I
need not repeat what was said at that time nor that part of the
speech of Mr. Sandys this morning. We know the troubles in the
Community which followed and how, in the long run, they have
been oYercome. Now, five years later, it has not yet been decided
to open negotiations, or to reopen them, but a decision has to be
taken, I think, next month. The Report of the European Cornmission will be published this month, and we are grateful that
the European Commission will propose to the member States to
start negotiations.
The Heport of the European Commission will be before the
Ministers ~when they come together on 2nd and 3rd October.
Perhaps at that time, though they can not yet decide on the
proposal of the Commission they could decide to decide at the
next meeting on 23rd and 24th October. ThiR procedure to
decide to decide at a later date is very well known in the Community. [ hope that the decision to start negotiations will not
be too long drawn out and for the rest of my speech I will take
it for granted that negotiations will be started without too much
delay.
How have the positions in Europe developed during the past
flve years? First, we have had drvcloprnents within the Community, achievements and failures both; but for the time being
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we have to look at the achievements. The very able report of
Mr. Haekkerup has shown us again that there are two very outstanding achievements. First of all, there is the reduction, and
next year the abolition, of all tariffs within the Six and the coming
into being of the overall outer tariff. Already in the Kennedy
Round negotiations we had significant proof of the importance
of this growing together.
There has been-and it was the only possibility-the European Commission that sat to act and negotiate within the limits
of a mandate agreed by the Ministers, but it was a common
adventure. Here, the old question of supranationality was decided
in the way which had been put forward in the Treaty of Rome
itself. I draw attention to that because of the partly different
positions in EFTA and the EEC. We all know and appreciate
that within EFTA, too, the internal tariffs have come to an end.
EFT A has been faster in this part of its work than EEC could be.
Yet EFTA has not and until now has not intended to have an
agreed common external tariff and during the GATT negotiations
the EFT A countries did not and had no need to act as a single
entity. This difference should he borne in mind. It is not
insignificant in relation to the position in the coming negotiations.
As we now know, three of the EFTA countries have applied
for membership and they all accepted the structure of the Treaty
of Rome, that is to say, a common outer tariff; and I believe that
in the treaties to be followed if the Common Market is extended,
with Austria, Sweden and Switzerland, one of the features, too,
will be the adherence to the outer tariff of EEC. This outcome
will be easier to get now after the Kennedy Round because the
Kennedy Round will lead us all to a diminishing of this outer
tariff.
The difficulties in overcoming the rest of the differences
will be less than they were before, but here I should like to make
a proposal to my EFT A friends.
Would it not be possible now to start a study of the possibility of having in EFTA, too, one outer tariffP That will
facilitate matters later on for the EFTA countries if they join the
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Common "'larkct in iLs trade policy, because there \\ill be only
I he s<tme scheme to be taken for alllhe countries of EFT.\. I will
not go into furlher detail. "'ly only objective is to ask the EFTA
countries to look into this part of the business beforehand and
thereby to show Lhat they really intend to give up some parL of
their :~ctual soverrignty, as they will have to do under the Treaty
of Home and as the Six have done for ten years already.
The other important achievement of EEC, work animated and
supcnised by my compatriot Dr. \lansholt, has been on the
agricultural policy. Here, too, I have to say that the ComIIlllnitics have come to a real supranational policy after all the
wry ditlkult and long-lasting Ministerial conferences. This last
ucltievernent to some extent makes it easier for the counlric;; to
join because they know \Vhere Lhe Community has come to and it
is easier for them now, I think, to formulate propositions than
it \Yas bdore on how they can come to the same structure, and to
calculate the imputations.
I believe that the United Kingdom and Denmark have already
made up their mind and look forward to negotiations on the~e
projects, wl1ich need not be too difficult, allhough difllcult they
\\ill be. There \Yill be the question of financial complications
and of tbe transition period. In my opinion, those will he the
preponderant issues in the agricultural part of the negotiations.
I hope that negotiations may start soon and that this part of
negotiations
not be too heavy.

''ill

For the sake of breYity I will pass over other achicvmncnts
of the Communities, but I would like to draw attention to that
part of Jh. Haekkerup's Report which points out what has yet
to lw done and how much better we could try to find a way
together, not only as six but as all European nations. Transport
policy has not yet been clarified in the Six. An energy policy has
yet to be forrnulated. There is no industrial policy nor is there
any monetary, scientific or technical policy. For all these policies
we have to take quite openly that the Six have not made any really
important development. In my opinion this is partly due to the
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fact that the Six are too narrow in scope for these broader
policies. It is not possible to formulate a transport policy only
within the Six. In atomic energy one cannot leave out Great
Britain, which today is in atomic energy; and in a common
industrial policy we have to find a way together. The same
applies to scientific and technological policy if we are to be in a
position to compete together in world markets.
If one looks not only at the development of the Communities
during the past five years, but also at developments in the EFT A
States, one sees much more desire and much more accepted
policy in all these parts of Europe. It is quite clear from all that
has been said by the Government of the United Kingdom and by
Her Majesty's Opposition, and it is quite clear, too, in respect of
Ireland and Denmark, and, I think, from the repeated questions
from Austria on negotiations and decisions in these negotiations
with the Six, that in all these countries the move to real European
unity, which is much more than overcoming the gap between the
Six and the Seven, has gone on and is now in a more decisive
state.

To take the Six as separate countries, we all know that in five
of the six countries the Governments quite agree, not only with
negotiations as soon as possible, but also with short negotiations
designed to bring the United Kingdom into the Community, to be
followed by the other applicants. Naturally, we know, too, as
France does, that a common operation of 10 or 13 nations may
prove to some extent more difficult than an operation of six
countries. But we are quite aware, too, that we can overcome
these difficulties, as within the Six we had to overcome a lot of
very important differences sometimes-and we succeeded, be it
not always quite happily.
We know, too, that in the financial field-! repeat, the Six
did not do much until they got in their own Community-there
could be dangers in the extension; but again, in this financial
field we have already-we had already-to go to the formation
of the group of ten countries to do the work that was necessary

JOL'\T MEETl'VG OF 21st-22nd SEPTE'rlBEJI 1967

u1 the international monetary field.

165

The Six have too small a

scope for that.
So in the monetary field the enlarged Community vvill not be
alone; nor will it have to work alone. There is not any possibility of "going it alone" in monetary policies. There is not any
possibility of "going it alone" in the monetary field. We cannot
fight each other. France cannot fight the United Kingdom;
Europe cannot fight tho United States. So we have to come to
n orld agreements on monetary affairs, and it will be more fruitful
for Europe if we have one common structure. I need not repeat
that the position of the Franc was not very sound during tho
negotiations in Messina. The Treaty of Rome clearly shows this,
in its protocol. Yet the Five took the final positron as it was
then, with all the dangers it could imply to their monetary
system.

\r e know that the French Franc has always been of less
importance to the world market than the British £, but the decision to have one European reserve currency, if we will play our
part in world affairs, as we intend to do, will have to be taken at
some time; and in my opinion the accession of Great Britain to
tho Corurnon Market need not be a hindrance in this process, but
could be a real asset.
In trying to evaluate the position of France as it is now,
after five years, and the position of its Government, I feel that a
change in that connection might be enough-we do not know
yet-to overcome the hesitation to go to negotiations very soon
no\\. and that that might be enough to come to a favourable conclusion of the negotiations during the next months. I have hopes
that changes in France will be enough for that-and a politician
should never be without hopes. I would enjoy it very much if
this hope would materialise; we should like to go further with
France.
But I have fears, too-fears not only for the construction of
the Europe that we look forward to, but also for the Communities
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and for France. Going against the will of the most outspoken
majority of the nations of Europe-! think that I can formulate
it in this way---will fall back on the work of the Communitieswe have had proof of that in former times-and also on France
itself. Can the Five, for their own solvency, for their own
authority in the world and for their own dignity, accept a second
refusal of what they take as the most real achievement they could
come to in this period of the history of Europe? Would they not
be forced to look to methods and means outside the Communities
for further achievements? As I formulated it in my own Parliament, there are more roads to London than only the road through
Paris.
I do not look forward to this reappraisal of our policy in
Europe light-heartedly. I think that in the Communities we are
on the right way. But this rig·ht way also includes extension
of these Communities. The time is ripe for a decision. I hope
that altogether we shall take the right way. (Applause.)

The Chairman. - I call Mr. Schulz.
Mr. Schulz (G). -Mr. Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen,
to some extent I shall be taking the words out of the mouth of
my esteemed colleague Mr. Vos, who spoke before me. However,
as a fortuitous rear-light at the end of so long and distinguished
a list of speakers, may I be permitted a dash of that, perhaps
I should say, "professional optimism" which should warm the
heart at the conclusion of every parliamentary debate. In
antiquity, as you know, seven Greek cities, or islands as the case
might be, contended for the honour of being the birth-place of
the legendary Homer. Here, at the present day and at this joint
meeting the two parliamentary bodies ought to be disputing for
the doubtful honour of exactly which of them was meant by the
reference in the French Parliament to a "lifeless whale," stranded
on the shores of the Rhine. Some have supposed that the Consultative Assembly was meant, others that it referred to the
European Parliament. But perhaps, as far as the German news
transmission was concerned, it was only a case of lack of informa-
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lion, since the reference was to a "Council of Europe Parliament,"
and there is of course no such !J1ing.
Be lhat as it may, in my opinion the debates of the last
day~ havt' proved that both Assemblies still lack a good
deal in the way of competence and real power-but certainly do
not !act vitalitv.
I.\YO

In these recent days there has again bet'Il much discussion
of the cnlr~- of Great Britain into the European Communities.
\\ ith all respect to Grt'at Britain, I would rather not press that
idt•a: it is too narrow. Particularly in the last few months, so
nwch has begun to move in Europe that, generally speaking, \ve
should refer to a widening of f.l1e Communities, the entry not only
of (;rcat Britain, hut of a number of oLher countries which in llJC
meantime have applied for membership.
Perhaps, however, it may be useful at the end of the debate
to seck to ascertain in a symbolic sense what malerial changes
h:tH· occiHTrd ~incc last year, when we discussed the same subject
in tbil" Yer~- room. At that Lime it was mainly a que,;tion of
d ifTicu lties in he rent in the subject itself, difficulties which loomed
so large that we were seriously considering alLernati vc arrangellH'nts and wondering whether there might not he a structural
nHnprornise between the Lwo European economic groups. \Ve
slarlecl from a recognition of the lack of readiness of some EFTA
Stales lo take the road into the existing Communities, ~\-ith all
Llwt it inmlved. Bnt we also took as our basis another phenomenon" hich, if not totally discarded, appears at any rale to he
ps~-chologically largely overcome.
I recall having spoken about
!IIi~ phenomenon myself a year ago, i.e. about the autarkic selfcornplucency shown by the EEC, which could be an advantage
lo it economically from an introvert point of Yiew, but which
had little European Yalue in the context of the neighbouring
Stales, \\ho for generations had been associated in human, cull ural and ethnic terms with the EEC countries.
As compared with those days we have undoubtedly made
pmgress. Today we no longer speak of re-constructing

('HonHou:-;
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economic blocs, which undoubtedly would have caused some
debasing of the bloc that was already more highly integrated;
on the contrary, the countries which are prepared to enter the
EEC leave no doubt that they are clamouring for admission with
intent to enjoy all the rights and to assume all the obligations.
In place of the objective difficulties of those days we now
find ourselves confronted with clearly definable subjective
resistances of today, based on a political philosophy of the future
of our continent completely different from that held by the great
majority at this meeting. Such resistances existed of course even
then. However, during the past year they have become more
visible, more visible perhaps in proportion as the objective
difficulties of a larger integration process-in the sense of a
broadening of the Communities-have been dispersed. To
remove these resistances-as has been repeatedly asserted in the
debate-will take time. During that period we shall suffer disappointments, disappointments which will sometimes degenerate
into political and moral depressions.
There is however one asset on which we may confidently rely:
the idea of an extension of the Communities as a revival, a
relance of the European idea is beginning slowly but surely to
take possession of the consciousness of our peoples and thus
become a public force. If I call to mind the mood of my own
country, I must admit that between September 1966 and September 1967 there has been no change at all in the readiness of the
great majority of all parties to support the widening of the
Communities, although we of course at that time had a Little
Coalition where today we have a Grand Coalition. Nor is the
position any different beyond the boundaries of my country. On
the contrary; in fact during the debate some speakers from EFTA
countries pointed out how impatient their public opinion had
become and how strongly it has the justified feeling of suffering
discrimination, if there continues to be talk of negotiation ad
calendas graecas.
Thus I feel that there is but one possible alternative: either
the European initiative will propagate itself irresistibly from the
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bottom up\vards, or democracy itself will become a "lifeless
\\hale," and not only the democracy of a European order of
lortiOITow, but the existing democracies in a national framework. because their organs have not understood how to reflect
the recognisable will of their peoples.
This joint meeting was in one sense also a jubilee. It is
trn and a half years since the Rome Agreements were signed.
[n t ho;;:e ten years there has been a clear chronological divide:
aL tile beginning were the five fat years in the biblical sense,
followed hy five lean years, years which for Europe were
deprrssing and at times dangerous. Yet after the most recent
developments we may take heart and assume that we have left the
worst behind.
In conclusion, may I express a wish which may perhaps
apprar paradoxical; I look forward to the day when there vvill
no longer be a joint meeting. because it will no longer be
necessary, Lhe day when all the powers of the Consultative
\sscmhly. to which [ have the honour to belong, will have been
Iran~ferred to a European Parliament able to function with real
tasks and as a real parliament on behalf of a much larger Community-with larger tasks both horizontally, having regard to
geographical extent. and vertically, having regard to its powers
and the subjects it covers. It may still be presumptuous lo
envisage such a goal, but I feel that the more this goal appears
lobe oh:-;cured and the more evidenre there is of deliberate efforts
once again to obscure it, the more passionately should we think
about it and so contrive each of our steps as to make at least
sowe small approach to our objective.
Our lwst contribution would be a firm determination to live
to see Lhe day when the goal has been reached. That will not he
vouchsafed to all of us, because it is not in our power and because
it does not really matter. But, all in all, Mr. Chairman, Ladies
and Gentlemen, with this appeal to our own physical, spiritual
and political vitality we dedicate ourselves-in contrast to the
irnage o[ a "lifeless whale"-to the historical task of our generalioJl in !£mope. (Applause.)
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The Chairman. -

I now call Mr. Pedini.

Mr. Pedini, Rapporteur of the European Parliament (I). This debate certainly cannot be closed without mention of the
dignified tone of our discussion and the highly political flavour
of the speeches delivered. Anyone who has been following our
discussions from the galleries will surely be convinced of the
value of a political debate such as this, as a focussing point for
pressures coming from every environment and every sector and
grounded in the human and moral aspirations common to our
peoples.
It has been a debate rich in substance: to comment on every
speech would take up too much of the time of this Joint Meeting
and try its patience too hard. So I will just thank all the
speakers collectively, and not least for the benevolence shown
to the report that I had the honour to prepare. And then I may
be allowed, in this brief reply, to bring out a few of the political
assessments that have emerged here and on which, it seems to
me, the consensus of opinion, both on the part of the members of
the Council of Europe's Assembly and of the members of the
European Parliament, has been unanimous. So it is that we are
in full agreement, ten years from the signature of the Treaty of
Rome, on the fact that our Community "adventure" has been a
success, not only economically but also politically, and thatmay I add-it has marked the affirmation of a political system,
the European system, based on liberty and democracy.
'i'~te EEC in these years has created something which is today
useful to all States, even those that do not yet belong to the
Community: for it has prefigured the experiment of the new
Community State required by the new times we live in. The
EEC-as hm; bern reiterated here by everybody-is a Community
which is creating a new economic and legal order under conditions of freedom, and its progressive development along these
lines is the wish of all the free peoples of Europe.

This debate has rightly, and at times implacably, emphasised what stands on the debit side for the Community, and,
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in so doing, it supplies an inducement to see that the Treaty of
HorJJe is ('Xecutcd, lo make ~ure that all those hound by that
Treat) (Gowrnmcnts, nations and Community institutions) shall
\\Ork for tlw application of the Treaty in full. But, \Yhile everyone has been in agreement on the vitality of the EEC and on the
importance of its continuance, everyone has also insisted that the
sw'Ce:-s of the Cornmnnit~- should be attributed above all to its
institutional content: if, then, the Community, whether or not
it is c'<panded, is to rontinue it~ life, its in,_titutions musl be used
to the best adYantage .
.\n example quoted this morning by l\lr. Hey 1s a good
ill1Jstration of this assertion.
The Community's institutions are fundamental a" guannlces
nf its Yery essence, as guarantees of the equal status of all mernhN
States that join it. Substantially, those instil ulions arc the
e\prrs~ion of a judicial order whereby the Community must be
regula lc<l.
The acknowledgment of this fact by the Council of Europn
seems to me to be of special importance and links up with another debate, like1\ise held here, in the course of which so many
col lengtH'" have spoken: I refer to the debate on the technological de' elupntcnt of Europe.
" c have had speeches he1 c, on the basis of the va lua hle
reports by our colleagues, about the technological gap. and this
has been singled out as being one of the most delicate aspects
nf the political imhalance between Europe and l11c United States
of \I!Icrica.
\'ot many months ago, in this very hall, the Head of tho
British GoYernment spoke with au Lhori ty about a European
technological community-which has still to flnd adequate
definition. \Yell, we can discuss all the technological projects
1\e like, we can tackle the most important themes of contemporary industry; but [ am still conYinced that technological
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collaboration also requires its institutions. It is not possible to
achieve effective collaboration among the States of Europe, even
on the technological plane, unless such collaboration is supported by Community institutions capable of securing equality
of rights and duties for all Members. Institutions of this sort
must provide that "super government" which is necessary in the
technological field, too, in order to fulfil the interests of all the
countries of the Community.
Let us consider any aspect of the contemporary industrial
market, and we shall see that technological development cannot
be entrusted to private enterprise alone, that it requires participation and commitment by Governments, through the medium of a
higher authority which is in a position, by placing orders, to
instigate ambitious research projects.
The United States has achieved great results in the technological sector, among other things because she has available an
organisation like NASA through which, thanks to military orders
and public financing, more active collaboration between industry
and State authorities has been obtained.
So the technological factor--this emerged from so many
knowledgeable speeches-is yet another element reinforcing our
conviction that it is necessary to carry out the Treaty and, above
all, to go on strengthening the institutions.
But the institutions should also be strengthened in view of
another political development which has been discussed here and
which is the unanimous wish of this Joint Meeting: extension of the
Community. This is the theme which has most stirred our
emotions, even leading to a very gentlemanly controversy between certain colleagues, especially when we were led to touch
on the delicate issue of the entry of Britain into the EEC. (I
should explain why this subject was not included in the written
report: the report was presented to the European Parliament
before the Council of Europe had decided to take up this
question.)
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Our belief-and it seems to me almost unanimous_:__is that
enlargement of the Community is a necessary step: indeed I arn
con vinr:ed that it will come about by sheer force of circumstances.
The negotiations must begin at the earliest moment, and we
arc convinced that no resistance can check the course of history.
Bnt the desired extension cannot take place without a strengthening of the Community, and particularly of its institutions.
To accept other countries into the Co111munity is not a problenl of geography; it is abme all a problem of political will.
And so it is entirely right and proper to require guarantees for the
continuance of the Community pattern in an enlarged Community
and lo insi~t on avoiding a lvatering down of its political content.
As l1ctwecn an enlarged Comrnunity in ~which anarchy would
prevail and an enlarged Community with still more political
sub;-;tancc than at present, '' e must work for the victory of the
second alternative: the enlarged Community must be more and
more political in proportion to the increase in the number of its
!\I embers.
Surely no one can dispute the Europeanisrn of Britain, just
as no one can deny the British element in European culture and
ciYilisalion: nobody who knows anything of history can dispute
tliis. It is essential, howeYer, for all to understand how, in face
of the comprehensible stale of necessity of Britain, who wishes
lo join (or rather rejoin) the European Community, is the state
of security of those who do not want to sec the "hole house
collapse under the strain of its enlargement. To avoid this
danger is a problem of precautions, of timing, of ways ami
rncans, of hard facts, and not simply a matter of good will.
Nevertheless the time is ripe for an extension.
Tlw Rapporteur "lto was my opposite number spoke very
well about the noed for a politicol lmp forward. And indeed it
seems to me that conditions are becoming ripe for that to happen.
The world political framework has expanded. There are serious
world issues which must he faced, because Europe is not isolated
from I he rest of tlJC 1Yorld, it is part of that world. Commit-
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ments such as peace, social justice, scientific research, defence,
which are of vital import for all of us, are commitments not only
for Europe, they are world commitments.
Let us accordingly look forward to the entry into the Community of new Members as a spur both towards the total insertion
m the world content.
A divided Europe-we are convinced-will count for little
in the world, and that has been said again and again. A united
Europe will count for a great deal. But the most solid foundation or that united and inter-Europe is the Community of today.
Could Europe be united without a common agricultural policy,
without a common external tariff, without all these things that
the Community has accomplished?
Hence it is not enough for a country to say, in order to join
the Community-and the debate we have had is confirmation of
this-that it will accept the Treaty of Rome. That might still
have been good enough a few years ago. The European Economic Community was born in 1958 at a time when we in
Europe could do precious !ittle in the way of foreign policy, at
a time when we were delegating all or almost all our responsibilities to the Atlantic Ailiance, at a time when, in other words,
the world was still dividell rigidly into two opposing blocs.
Today, ten years later, foreign policy is becoming polycentric, and we in Europe can C(JDStitute one of those centres of
decision, while maintaining our ties of friendship and alliance
with the United States of Americ:L
To accept the Treaty means accordingly to accept it with the
object of achieving a greater Europe. but also of facing up to the
new themes of international politics and of exerting an influence
on them.
Entry into the European Community implies that all Members, old and new, shall together confer on the Community the
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cssenlial prerogatives of a modern Slate, sovereign powers, including those relating to defence. (That is why the European
Pari iament has all the time had some resenations about the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons treaty, in so far as it might
endauger tlte independent control powers of Community Europe.)
ben ibe ancient, essential and irreplaceable relationship of
alliance with tbe United SLates, about which \Ye had speeches
this morning, will change in character. vYhen we haYe con~ti
luted a greater Europe in the circumstances described, the alliance
will ad vance from a collection of confused and diverse special
relationships to assume the lineaments of a partnership, \vhich we
cannot ask for if we are not ourselves strong in our unity.
The Kennedy Hound is itself a testing bench for balancing
lhe economic potential of the tvvo worlds, and for calling out our
<>\\ u imagination and boldness.
But any real parity of political power, which is the essence
of partnership, can come about only from a world political
hai<JIICC. only if L11e United States of America is eventually
flanked by the United States o[ Europe.
Ts this ;m impossible targetil The \vords we have heard here
l'dw a sentiment that is common to all the European peoples.
\n tl l !wse peoples say that such an ambitious pro~pect, maybe, is

not ttlopian. The goal of a United States of Europe is above all
a goal of re!<ponsibility.
That is \\hy, to conclude, I should like particularly to recall
the words of those colleagues who have exhorted us to shed the
trappings of optimism and, instead, to show a more real appreciation of the difficulties in store for us. This does, indeed, seem
the best "ay to compass, after len years of striving, a full realisation of the European Economic Community-and, above alL the
best way to secure its continued forward march towards new
political horizons.
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The Chairman. - I now call Mr. Haekkerup.
Mr. Per Haekkerup, Rapporteur of the Consultative
Assembly. - I want, first, to express my gratitude to my fellow
Rapporteurs because the four of us have agreed that we need only
one answer to the debate, and so I shall be the only one speaking
on behalf of the Rapporteurs of the Consultative Assembly of the
Council of Europe-unless they find they wish to add something
after I have spoken.
Next, I should like to say that the debate which we have had
has been very interesting. I think that we ought to pay tribute, as
you did, Mr. Chairman, to Mr. Rey, for his attendance at our
debate here. I understand that for good reasons he could not be
here this afternoon, but, nevertheless, I should like to add my
thanks to yours for his interest in our debate. For the record,
I should like to say also that I was fully in agreement with what
Mr. Rey said, when he explained so clearly to us the necessity for
strong international institutions. The account which he gave of
his own experiences in Luxembourg, compared with what he has
experienced in the Community, is a clear demonstration to those
of us who ma.Y not have been at a certain time convinced of the
necessity of strong international institutions.
As I said in my report, I think that countries, especially
smaller countries like mine, will find their greatest security in a
clear treaty, and strong international institutions to carry it out
and to interpret such a treaty. So I feel very much in line with
what Mr. Rey said, and I feel confident, for that reason as well as
for others, in his leadership of the Commission.
I should like also to thank other speakers in the debate. I do
not think that I need to mention all of them. We have had a
number of important contributions to our thinking here-contributions that have clarified our own thoughts and have proved
that the discussion which we are having is on a very high level
and actuated by the common interests of shaping our future
Europe. I do not want to go into any details of the debate. I
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Lltink that I shall find other opportunities-! am not speaking now
as Happorteur, but as a member of the Consultative Assemblyto discuss with our Sv, edish friends \vhat they are really thinking
and what their policy really is. I think that they are almost as
confused as we arc about Lheir policy; but I will find out later on
and in another place what their policy really is.
ln a way, if I may use this impolite expression, part of our
discussion has been a kind of "shadow boxing." There has been
something absent in this Assembly. This shadow has had t\\o
spokesmen here, Mr. Triboulet and :VIr. Couste. 1 should like to
say a few words to those two spokesmen of the shadow.
1\Ir. Triboulet said that what I said in my report was wrong so
far as the Fouchet Plan was concerned: he said that the Fouchct
Plan is merely another political step in the development of the
Comrnunity. This may be so. I felt I was gentle in saying that
the Fouchet Plan could be a further step in the development of the
Community. But I also added that, to my mind, we will in the
not too distant future find ourselves in a position where \VC need
a real step forward; and I was looking, as I said in my report,
for Lhe personality who could take the lead in such a situation.
\Ve arc still, I think, looking for that, but I would not accept that
the plan should be a sort of alternative to a real political Comnnmit.Y in Europe.

1 also want to say to Mr. Couste, who made some critical
comments on my report, that when he says that he was surprised
to listen to some of the \Vords I used, because he remembered his
youth, I am prepared to admit that when we met 10 or 12 years
ago--and I think that you, Mr. Chairman, were a member of the
Consultative Assembly at that time-we felt that the six countries
which were trying to establish the present Community were too
optimistic. When we offered them our good wishes we did not
really believe that they would succeed. Now they have succeeded,
and we must admit that the.Y have succeeded and ,;o carried European co-operation much further than we sincerely believed would
he possible when \Ve discussed this matter 10 .rears ago.
That is why I am willing to say that I am convinced of this
development. It is right for all of us to learn from experience,
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and the best lesson which we can take from that is to use it as a
basis for our deliberations on what will happen from now on, in
the next five or ten years. Let us be courageous, as they were at
that time and we were not.
There is one further remark by Mr. Couste to which I want to
refer, because here we may be taking a wrong route. It concerns
the relationship of the Community with some of the developing
countries, especially in Africa. I am afraid that with the special
links which have been established between some of the African
countries and the Community, and with the special links between
some other African countries and the Community, we are embarking on a route where the Community is creating special relations
with some developing countries, and so transferring the present
division in Europe into a division among the developing countries.
This is a very dangerous field.
I think, therefore, that the countries which are Members of
the Community, as well as the Members of EFTA and other
industrialised countries, should, before we get to the next
UNCTAD conference in New Delhi, try to find a common attitude
towards the problem of the relationship of industrialised and
developing countries. It would be a pity if the temporary divisions which we have in Europe should result in what may be
more permanent divisions between the developing countries so
far as their co-operation with the industrial countries is concerned. I hope, therefore, that we shall be able to agree to
consult each other, whether we belong to the Community or not.
That is all that I want to say. I think that the discussion
which we have had has been a very profitable and fruitful one
and another good example of the importance of having an exchange of views between the Consultative Assembly and the
European Parliament.

The Chairman. - I am very grateful to Mr. Haekkerup.
I am sure that the members of our Joint Meeting would wish me
to thank Mr. Pedini and Mr. Haekkerup, in particular, for laying
such firm foundations for our debate.
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All of us at this meeting believe in building Europe, or we
should not he here. Some of us-a minority, but an important
and powerful minority-do not see the expansion of the Community as being an urgent matter, but the majority, and an overwhelming majority, takes an entirely different point of view.
·what this majority wants is action, not words.
\Ve have had a most interesting exchange of views, and I go
further and say that it has not only been interesting, but it has
been valuable.
Members of the European Parliament and fellow-Members
of the Assembly of the Council of Europe, we have heard today
Members of Parliament from 11 different countries: Belgium,
Denmark, France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlandfi, Norway,
S\veden, Switzerland, Turkey and the United Kingdom. Obviously, the subject has aroused a great deal of interest.

2. Closure of the ]oint Meeting
The Chairman. - It has been a great honour for me to
preside over this 14th Joint Meeting. I declare the meeting
closed.
The meeting was closed at ./.45 p.m.

