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NOTE TO READER

Appearing at the same time as the English edition are editions in the six other official languages
of the Communities: Danish, German. Greek, French, Italian and Dutch. The English edition
contains the original texts of the interventions in English and an English translation of those
made in other languages. In these cases there are, after the name of the speaker, the following
letters, in brackers, to indicate the language spoken: (DA) for Danish, (DE.) for German.
(GR) for Greek, (FR) for French, 1lT.) for Italian and (Nl,) for Dutch.

The original tcxts o[ these interventions appear in the edition published in the language
spokcn.

Retoltttonr adopted dt sttttng\ of 2) to 26 March 198 t appedr rn the O.fficul Joarnal
o.f the Ewopeail Crrnrilil,utter C 9t) of 2 1. 4. I 98 t.



Sitting of Monday,23 March l98l

Resurnption of the session:

Procedural motions: Mr Pannella; Mr Bange-
mann

IN THE CHAIR: MRS VEIL

President

(The sitting was opened at 5 p.*.)

President. - The sirting is open.

1. Resumption of the session

President. 
- 

I declare resumed the session of the
European Parliament adjourned on l3 March 1981.

I call Mr Pannella on a point of order.

Mr Pannella. 
- 

(FR) Madam President, I wish to
point out that what you are doing is conrrary to
Rule 16 (2) of the Rules of Procedure since simulta-
neous interpretation of what you have jusr said is only
available in two or three Community languages. In
these circumstances [he sitting cannot be regarded as
legally open.

President. 
- 

I call Mr Bangemann to speak on a
point of order.

MARCH 1981

2. Strike by staff

Mr Bangemailr. 
- 

(DE) Madam President, while
Mr Pannella was speaking I tried all the channels and
noted that everything is now being rranslared inro all
the languages. Mr Pannella spoke in Italian and ir was
not necessary to translate his speech into Italian.

If however. . .

(FR) I now change to French since there is clearly a

rranslation or intelpretation problem in the Chamber
because of an event which is very serious for the future
of Parliament.

Because if we don't now really make an efforr, we all
together, to overcome rhis difficulty, it won'r be a

social siruation rhat has caused rhe difficulty, ir is rhe
parliamentary sys[em as such and rhe Parliarnent in
Europe as such which will be in danger.

(Applause)

(DE) Ve are not a Parliament, Madam President,
which has akeady found its place. Ve are a Parliament
looking for a seat and our smff should show at least a
minimum of solidariry with its own Members of
Parliament in order to help us in the search, I feel
obliged to bring these matters to the notice of those
Members who are not aware of them.

(FR) Ve had a meeting with the staff. The staff
refused to discuss the social consequences of our
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Bangemann

sitting here. They simply demanded that a decision be

taken regarding the meeting-place of Parliament and,
Mr Pannella, until now. . .

(1I) Recently, only soldiers have. . .

(Applause)

(FR) lf we accept this decision by the staff it will be

the first time that staff have decided on the place of
meering of Parliament, and rhis would be unaccept-
able, Mr Pannella!

(Applause)

2. Stihe bttof

President. - The Bureau and myself have endeav-

oured on several occasions in the course of meetings

and contacts which have taken place at all levels with
the representatives of the staff to guarantee the essen-

tial technical facilities to ensure the running of the
institution.

Unfonunately, I have to inform you to my deep regret
rhat all our effons have so far failed.

The Smff Committee has laid down, as an essential
preliminary condition, a commitment on the pan of
the Bureau to organize some of the parliamentary
activities of the current year in Luxembourg.

The Bur6au and the political group chairmen were
unable to make a commitment of this nature as they
took the view rhat it was the responsibiliry of the
Assembly alone to decide its places of work.

(Applause)

In these circumstances and with the agreement of all
'the political group chairmen, with the exception of Mr
Pannella, we will decide tomorrow morning at 9 a.m.
whether it will be possible [o vote on the amendments
to rhe repon by Mr Luster.

As regards this evening's sitting, I am obliged, in view
of the impossibility of holding debates in all the
Community languages, to adjourn the plenary sitting
which will be resumed ar9 a.m. tomorrow morning.

The sitdng is closed.

(Tbe sitting @ds closed at 5.10 p.n.)



Sitting of Tuesday,24 March l98l

Procedural motion: Mr Pannella

Sir Peter Vanneck; Mr Forth

l. Order of business:

Mr Pannella; Mr De Goede; Mr Romualdi;
Sir Peter Vannech; Mr Gautier; Mr Frangos .

2. Speahing time:

Mr Pannella

IN THE CFIAIR: MRS VEIL

President

(The sitting was opened at 10.30 a.m.)

President. - The sitting is open.

Ladies and genrlemen, I wish ro begin by apologizing
for the delay in resuming our business; but rhe
chairmen of the polidcal groups who met yesterday
evening after the sirting had been adjourned tried
again this morning with the Bureau Delegarion ro
discuss the possibiliry of a normal resumprion of our
work, which is something which we regard as of the
highest imponance.

In line wirh rhe enlaiged Bureau's decision we pointed
out to the staff that we were prepared ro discuss all
items on the memorandum presented by the staff
representatives except that on the choice of place of
work for this institution and its bodies.

The Bureau and the chairmen of the political groups
took the view rhat such a choice could only be made in
accordance wirh rhe Treaties and the provisions laid
down in rhe regulations and in rhe last analysis by
Parliament and Parliament alone.

24 MARCH 1981

General reoision of the Rules of Procedure:

Explanations of oote: Mr Simmonds; Mrs
Vayssade; Mr I. Friedrich; Mr De Pasquale';
Mr Patterson; Mr Romualdi; Mr Pannella;
Mr Nord; Mr Tuckman; Mr Plashooitis; Mr
Capanna; Mr Vlaboroulos; Mr Nyborg

Agendafor next sitting

I am therefore obliged, once again, to make a public
and formal appeal rc the staff and other servanrc of
Parliament and ro remind them of their responsibiliries
at a difficult dme both for the Community as a whole
and for Parliament.

At the same time I would also poinr our thar, in line
with the requesrs of the Staff Committee and in view
of the difficult working conditions some political
group chairmen and myself have undenaken, where
decisions regarding cenain acriviries connecred wirh
rhe place of work depend on us, ro consider rhe possi-
biliry of carrying our cerrain acriviries in Luxembourg.
Let me give you an example: I am to chair a meeting
of the presidenm of rhe narional parliaments at which
no Member of this House will be presenr. In line with
the wishes of the staff, this meeting will be held in
Luxembourg. In the same way certain polirical group
chairmen have undenaken, with the agreement of
their political groups, that rhe groups should conrinue
to meet in Luxembourg as has hitherto been rhe case.
On the other hand we have made it perfectly clear rhat
no undenaking is being made with regard to Members
who do not wish !o come to Luxembourg.

As to the orher items, nego[iations are to continue on
working conditions.

The Bureau and the chairmen of the polirical groups
have shown the grearest possible openness ais-i-ois the
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President

Staff Committee's requests; however, the basic righr
of Parliament have in no way been called into ques-
tion.

Negotiations with the saff representatives are continu-
ing. However, I wish rc add that negotiations have
been suspended for one hour as the Staff Committee is
informing staff here in Strasbourg of the terms under
which we are prepared to negotiate.

It should be possible to resume business at 11.30 a.m.
which rime the staff should be informed of the
resumption of work. A General Assembly of staff will
have to take place in Luxembourg as most of the staff,
in panicular the translators, are there. Staff will have
to be informed of the course of the negotiations and of
rhe agreements reached between the Staff Committee
and the political chairmen. This General Assembly of
smff will be take place either this evening or
tomorrow, after which we hope that it will be possible
to resume normal work.

Therefore we hope that work will, in principle, be
resumed at 11.30 a.m. when we should know at what
time the General Assembly can take place.

(Applause)

I therefore propose that the deadline for tabling
amendments to the Ligios repon should be fixed at
6 p.m. this evening in the hope rhat the debate on the
report can proceed normally.

I call Mr Pannella on a point of order.

Mr Pannella. 
- 

(FR) Madam President, I must
remind you that, according to the terms of Rule 15,
we are working under totally unconstitutional and
unacceptable conditions.

'W'e have been forced, Madam President, to listen to
you speaking in a language which, according to the
Treaties and rules of this Parliament, we should not
have been obliged to hear.

Madam President, I think we can gather rhar you have
made a statement. It is quirc obvious thar we canno!
possibly move to any vore, because in doing so,
Madam President, you would be violating rhe
Members' rights, since they should be able to follow
the debates in all the official languages.

Therefore, Madam President, I do not think that any
motions should be put ro rhe vote because we are nor
in a position to debate them. I myself, Madam Presi-
den[, am now being forced to speak in a language
which I normally choose of my own free will, and I
find this completely unacceptable.

President. - Mr Pannella, unfortunately I can see no
other place to inform all the Members that business
will be resumed at 11.30 a.m. rather than at 10.30 a.m.
I have done so out of courtesy to the House. I am also
suggesting that the deadline for tabling amendmenrs
be fixed at 6 p.m. The tabling of amendmenm can be

dealt with formally at 11.30 when I hope it will be
possible to resume normal work with the interpreters

Present.

I call Sir Peter Vanneck.

Sir Peter Vanneck. - Madam President, after Mr
Pannella's usual attempt each morning to sabotage our
business, I rise on a point of clarification. Your state-
ment, Madam President, didn't make any mention of
the place of meeting of committees, and I wondered
whether the Bureau have said anything rc the staff
about committee meetings. I hope that there is no
implicit promise that committee meerings will be held
in Luxembourg unless the relevant committees so
decide. Perhaps that could be clarified.

President. - Sir Peter, neither I, nor the Bureau, nor
the enlarged Bureau made any commitment regarding
committee meetings. I simply undenook - and I
repeat here what I said to the Bureau and the enlarged
Bureau - to ask the committee chairmen to take up
the master with their members; but the decision lies
with them. The only commitments I entered into
concern a possible Bureau meeting, with the agree-
ment of the Bureau members who were present, as

well as a meeting which I alone will hold with
members outside of Parliament. In other words the
only commitment I made concerning committee meet-
ings was to call the attention of committee chairmen to
the matter.

I wish everyone - Members and staff alike - to
understand clearly the commitments made.

I call Mr Fonh.

Mr Forth. 
- Could I ask please if you and the

Bureau would give consideration ro rhe possibiliry
that, if we are not able to resume our normal work as

per our agenda at 1 1.30, that another possibility would
be that this House proceeds to the vote on the Luster
amendment which does not require speeches and
could be conducted in a simple and suaightforward
manner. It is important that this House shows the will
to proceed with a major portion of its business and we
would serve our future business by disposing of the
amendments on the Luster repon in this sitting. I
would propose that this be brought to the House at
I 1.30 if we cannot conduct our normal business.



Sitting of Tuesday,24 March l98l

President. - Ve shall fix our agenda at I 1.30, when,
I expect, we shall be able to begin rhe vore on the
Luster report since we shall rhen have all we need to
take a vote.

I wish to say to Mr Pannella who is protesring because
there have been other speeches, thar he himself did not
refrain from speaking. I exrended the same right to
other Members who wished to speak.

Ve shall suspend our business undl I 1.30 a.m.

(The sitting was suspended at 10.45 a.m. and resumed dt
11.30 a.m.)

IN THE CHAIR:MRS VEIL

President

President. - The sitting is resumed.

I am happy that Parliamenr can conrinue irs work
under normal conditions and I hope that we shall be
able to deal with almost all the items scheduled for this
part-session.

Before resuming our work'l wish to rhank the snff
who, vrhile negotiations were under way, agreed to
make it possible to resume our work immediately. I
also wish to thank in particular those who made ir
possible at least to provide informarion and to enable
the meetings held since yesterday to take place.

(Applause)

l. Order of business

President. - The next item is the order of business.

Ar its meeting of l0 March 1980 the enlarged Bureau
drew up the draft agenda which has been disuibured
(PE 7 l .9l8 / rev .) .

I have received from Mr Pannella, on behalf of the
Group for the Technical Coordinarion and Defence of
Independent Groups and Members, a morion ro
amend the agenda, pursuan[ to Rule 12 of the Rules of
Procedure, by deledng rhe first irem on roday's sitting,
namely the vote on rhe resolurion contained in the
Luster report.

I call Mr Pannella.

Mr Pannella. - (F) Madame Presidenr, on a poinr,
of order, I should first of all like ro move that rhis item

is inadniissible. Rule 13 of the Rules of Procedure
requires that, excepting in cases of urgency, all resolu-
tions be submitrcd and tabled twelve days before the
sitting. Vell, Madam P-resident, the Kirk morion is

dated 23 March and rhe Ligios motion 19 March.
Therefore, in rerms of the Rules of Procedure, /ou &r€
once again asking us to adopt a forbidden course. If I
tabled a motion for a resolurion only 11 days before
instead of 12, you would reject it. So even if, as I can
well imagine, my colleagues are weary of these poinrs
of order, they must realize that there must be someone
here ever prepared to protest, and justifiably so,
against violations of rhe Rules of Procedure.

Madam President, when you have acquainted me with
your views on this, I shall take the floor to explain my
amendmen[.

President. 
- Mr Pannella, you are anticipating dle

course of our work. I intend to consult the House on
the request from the Council for urgent debate on two
ltems.

You may now speak on your motion to amend rhe
agenda.

Mr Pannella. - (F) Madam President, our reason
for moving this amendment has already been
explained many rimes, but at this stage of the debate
we ought ro go through it once again. !fle believe that
a parliamenr adopting a new constitution should try to
give it as much calm and serious thought as possible.
Madam Presrdent, we submitted our amendments
along with an official declaration after a large number
of Members had complained that the deadline for the
submission of amendmencs had passed before they had
even received the report itself, and we undertook to
confine ourselves to some thirty amendments, in other
words one hour's work, provided that these Members
were given time to read and consider the report until
the April part-session.

Our aim in tabling a larger number of amendments -and why should this be so scandalous there are only
five per rule, and you are preparing [o nble
300 amendments on the 30 paragraphs of the Ligios
report! - was to enable those Members who, through
this disregard for the Rules of Procedure, might nor
have been able ro table amendments, ro make a tech-
nical record of whatever views they might hold. But he
who laughs last will laugh loudest when we recognize
those who are rrying to keep rhe Parliament's flag
flying here today, under rhese conditions, and rhose
who in fact are merely acdng like lemmings.

President. - I simply wish to point out that your
amendments have been translated and distributed.

(Parliament rejected Mr Pannella's motion to amend the

agenda)
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President

In view of the delay which has occurred I propose rhe
following akerations rc rhe draft agenda.

Ve shall vote at once on the motion for a resolution
contained in the Luster report. on the revision of the
Rules of Procedure.

As the night sitting will probably enable us ro finish
the Luster report this evening, tomorrow, possibly
from 9 a.m. onwards, we shall debate the report on
fisheries policy and agricultural prices. The votes on
these reports could be held on Thursday, beginning at
I I a.m.

Finally, reports tabled outside [hese deadlines pro-
vided for under Rule 13 will be entered on the agenda
in accordance with the procedure provided for under
Rule 14.

I call Mr De Goede.

Mr De Goede. - (NL) Madam President, you have
just proposed that we proceed with the consideration
of the Luster report. I am pleased that the sitting can
proceed normally but I must prolest most strongly
against this part of your proposal - no! jusr to cause
an obstruction but because basic democratic rules are
being trampled underfoot here.

'lfhar are rhe facts of the matter? Not one of the
non-attached Members is a member of the Commirtee
on the Rules of Procedure and nor one of the
non-attached Members - and I hope Mr Scort-
Hopkins is listening carefully - received a copy of rhe
Luster report in their pigeon-holes before 4 p.m. on
9 March, although the officials deny ir. This meant
that we had only rwo hours to table amendmenrs,
which was clearly impossible for such an imponanr
report running to 150 pages and affecring the inrerests
of us all. Ve asked for an exrension of the deadline for
mbling amendments but the requesr was refused,
although it could have been arranged quite easily. And
today - founeen days later - ve are voring on rhe
amendments. I really musr proresr a[ the facr that the
non-attached Members were nor in a position ro exer-
cise their most basic rights. It is hardly surprising that
there was nor a single amendmenr frorn the
non-atnched Members amongsr the six hundred
amendmenm nbled: not because we were nor inter-
ested but because we w'ere placed in an impossible
situation! Two weeks ago, Mr Scort-Hopkins said,
'ask your colleagues'. I did just rhat, Mr Scott-
Hopkins, bur did you? The political groups received a
copy of the repon a week earlier in Brussels, but we
do not take pan in your political group meerings. Ve
do not travel to Brussels. Our copy has to be sent by
post. Vhat I find so shameful about the Socialism for
example - who are always claiming that they sand
up for human rights and the rights of minority'groups

- is that rhey have not said a word about ir. I also
find it shameful thar none of rhe Liberals - who claim

that they protecr freedom and that rhey are so toleranr

- stood up for our rights, and I find ir very bad that
the Christian Democrats - who are always talking
aborx tolerance - did not srand up for us. I think this
calls for a strong proresr. I would like rc say to rhe
British Conservatives - who claim to be the represen-
tatives of the mother of democrary - 'Mr Scott-
Hopkins, you are no rrue son of the morher of democ-
r^cy - you are trampling our rights underfoot'. !7e
will not be taking part in roday's vote as a proresr.

President. - Mr De Goede, your objecrions will be
noted in the minutes.

The report was distributed on 29 February, although
you say that you did not receive it until 9 March. In
any evenr the deadline for tabling amendments did not
expire until 14 March. I sincerely regret [hat you
received the report so late and shall try to find out
why. It is my wish that political groups which are not
represented on committees should receive reports as

soon as possible and I shall endeavour to ensure that
this is the case.

I call Mr Romualdi.

Mr Romualdi. - UT) Madam President, I would
like to confirm what our colleague Mr De Goede has
just said regarding the disribution of the Lusrer
report. It has been said that rhis repon was distributed
on 29 February: it was obviously distribured to the
other political groups but nor ro rhe group of
non-attached Members.

Ve must therefore protest againsr the Bureau's prac-
tice of not disuibuting documents ro the non-artached
Members. There are quire a few of us just now and,
unless there is any evidence to the conrrary, we form a

delegadon of Members representing the will of the
people just like all the other groups. I would like to
extend this protest to all rhe work carried ou[ by
Parliament in the past few months. Ir is. absolurely
essential that the non-attached Members should have
the same righrs as the representatives of the polirical
SrouPs.

President. - The quesrion of the disribution of
reports to non-inscribed Members will be srudied.

I call Sir Peter Vanneck.

Sir Peter Vanneck. - Madam Presidenr, it seems to
me that the mosr imponant thing in this session is to
achieve 2 I 8 vores for the Luster reporr, and rherefore I
would like to be quite clear in my own mind and while
the Chamber is full make sure rhar other Members also
appreciate thar the acrual vore on rhe Luster report
will be - am I righr? - ar 11 o'clock on the Thursday
mornrnS.
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President. - No, Sir Peter, rhe vore on the Luster
report will begin this morning and will continue unril
it is completed since we have a nighr sitting tonight.

Sir Peter Vanncck. - Yes, Madam President, it's the
218 votes on the final Luster report as amended thar I
think is important ro rhe whole of this House, and I
would like to know - and I would like all Members
to know - when rhat final vore, [har important vore
on the Luster report as amended today, will be coming
uP.

President. - The final vote will be taken when a

sufficient number of Members are presenr which, in
the normal course of events, should be on Thursday,
in view of the vote on agricultural prices scheduled for
that time. If we do not obtain a quorum we shall have
to hold over the vote on rhe resolution as a whole unril
the April part-session. However I hope that on
Thursday we shall have the required qualified
majority.

I call Mr Gautier.

Mr Gautier. - (DE) Madam President, do I gather
that the reports on the agenda for yesterday have now
been postponed until the April part-session?

President. - No, they will be considered romorrow
mornlnE.

Mr Gautier. - (DE) Does this also mean rhar this
evening is the deadline for motions for amendments to
rhe additional reports on tomorrow's agenda?

President. - Precisely.

I call Mr Frangos.

Mr Frangos. - (FR) Madam President, when are we
to continue the debate on the position of the wine-
growing industry, in other words the Colleselli report,
which we were to have begun with?

President. - At the April part-session since it is

impossible to continue the debate during the present
part-session.

(Parliament agreed to tbe changes proposed by tbe Presi-
dent)t

For Order of Business and Deadline for Tabling
rnents, see minutes.

2. Speahing time

President. - Speaking time for tomorrow will be

allocated among the political groups and the
non-inscribed Members according to the provisions
laid down in the Rules of Procedure. The allocation of
speaking time is set our in the minutes.

I call Mr Pannella.

Mr Pannella. - (FR) Madam President, the Rules of
Procedure indicate both method and criteria, but not
the amount of time. The Parliament should know
what it is adopting, after all!

(The President read out the speaking times)l

3. General reoision of the Rules of Procedure

President. - The next item is the vote on the motion
for a resolution contained in the Luster report on the
general revision of the Rules of Procedure of the
European Parliament (Doc. l-926 / 80).2

()

President. - I shall now call speakers for explana-
tions of vote.

I call Mr Simmonds.

Mr Simmonds. - Madam President, at the end of a

long day, in explaining my vote on rhis report may I
congratulate, thank and sympathize with the staff
responsible for preparing the documentadon in this
debate, I hope I shall have the support of the House
when I also apologize to [hem for the discourtesy of
Mr Pannella in wasting their time and also taxpayers'
money in the preparation of our papers. Every time
Mr Pannella's name has been mentioned today, it has
cost approximately f 360, about FF 4 00C. Mr
Pannella's hypocrisy in his attacks on parliamentary
expenditure is only exceeded by his own ego and by
his complete disregard for the good of rhe Parliament.

May I also apologize to the staff who so carefully
tabulated Mrs Bonino's papers; she did not even have
the courtesy to attend the Parliamenr to witness rhe
demise of her amendments. But happily our time is not
completely wasted, since by passing this repon - and

See minutes for Speahing time and Decision on urgenql
Because of rhc industrial action by staff the vorc on the
Luster repon has been recorded in the minutes of the
srtunt.

Amend-
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Simmonds

I do hope that on Thursday we shall have the necess-
ary numbers here to do jusr that - we shall be spared
in future quite a deal of the time and money that has
been wasted today by improving our sysrem and our
rules. Therefore, Madam President, I shall be voting
on Thursday for this report.

(Applause)

President. - I call Mrs Vayssade.

Mrs Vayssade. - (FR) Madam President, on behalf
of the Socialist Group, I would simply like to say that
on Thursday - always hoping we have the necessary
numbers - we shall be voting for this report, while
nevenheless regretting that none of the other groups
was prepared to carry one of the amendments which
we tabled to Rule 48. I only hope that the 48 system
will prove effecdve when put into practice. Otherwise
it's back to the drawing board.

President. - I call Mr Ingo Friedrich.

Mr Ingo Friedrich. - (DE) Madam President, I
should like it to be recorded for posterity in the
reports of proceedings [hat Mr Pannella, who is

usually forever making.a lot of noise in public in his
fight for greater thrift in the European Parliament, has
roday - as has already been pointed out - cost the
European taxpayer thousands of European units of
account. I am sure that the simplest calculations would
show that Europe's most expensive Member is over
there in seat 395 enjoying himself at the taxpayer's
exPense.

President. - I call Mr De Pasquale.

Mr De Pasquale. - (17) Madam Presidenr, the
Communist Group is in favour of the new rext of the
Rules of Procedure and we have taken an acrive par[
in drafting it wirhin the comperent committee.

It has rightly been said that in a new and 'difficult'
Parliament such as rhis, it is necessary to rely on a
spirit of compromise and murual understanding. The
end resulc is all the more positive as the desire for
mutual understanding has not lead to a horch-potch of
separate articles but to an ordered sysrem of rules wirh
its own organic unity. I hardly need ro point out,
Madam President, that rhis reform is merely rhe
end-point of the incomplete and limired experience
that we have gained in two years of collaboration
within the elected Parliament.

There are still some gaps and imperfecrions which can
only be put right by paying consrant close attenrion to
future developments in rhe life of rhe Parliament.

'!flhat is important today is that, as far as possible, this
reform is moving in the right direction: firstly, in the
context of current legislation, because it reinforces
Parliament's powers and attempts to enforce greater
respect for the opinions and deliberations of Parlia-
men[ on the Council and Commission; secondly,
because it establishes mechanisms giving us greater
control over our debates, enabling us to selec.t our
arguments, to simplify the work of this House, to
enhance the status of committees, to organize the life
of the Parliament and make it more readily responsive
to the real preoccupat.ions of the people of Europe and
to the po[ential role which our institution has been
called upon to play; thirdly, because in respecting the
rights of individiral Members and their groups and in
guaranteeing the right to free expression for all, it
does not open the flood-gates to the petty and
obstructive whims of the demagogues who contribute
nothing to the debates but who merely weaken our
parliamentary democracy, damage its prestige, debase

its image and thu'art its unique purpose.

President. - I call Mr Patterson.

Mr Patterson. 
- Madam President, may I say first of

all that my Group will vote in favorir of the Luster
repon and could I also, on behalf of the House and
my Group, thank the rapporteur. I do not suppose
many Members of this House know, because they are
not on the Rules Comrnittee, how much work Mr
Luster has put in on this particular report. He has been
at it for at least one year and a half and I think that the
fact that ir is being adopted almosr wirhout change is a

great tribute to him as our rapporr.eur. This is a

compromlse in which nobody has got absolurely
everything they wanted, as we pointed out ac rhe very
beginning of the debate; but it has produced one or
two revolutionary changes in our rules and I think
everyone should know it. The change on how we
vo[e on consultation, on how we give our opinions is
something that is going to change rhe power of this
Parliament considerably and the fact rhat rhis was
adopted without votes against excepr on one or rwo
amendments is very significanr.

My own Group is panicularly happy that early-day
motions have been adopted, something which is taken
from the House of Commons. \7e hope it will work
and we are also very pleased in my Group that we now
have a proper procedure for ruling on disputes. '!7e

have adopted something which we hope will build up a

body of precedent so that we will not waste our rime
on continuous wrangles on rules of procedure. These
are imponant chantes, Madam President, and my
Group wishes to thank the rapporteur and all those
involved. !7e shall support the repon.

(Applause)
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President. - I call Mr Romualdi.

Mr Romualdi. - (17) Madam President, colleagues,
the non-attached Members of the Italian national right
wing will not vote in fayour of these Rules of Proce-
dure, although they contain much that is valuable and
are the product of a commendable effort - a facr
which we must. stress once again. Ve would like to
thank Mr Luster for his hard work.

In our opinion, Parliament has missed a fine oppor-
tunity of eliminating unacceptable disparities between
Members:between Members belonging to the political
groups and those who remain unaligned, not by choice
as has been said by certain people, but because of the
polidcal impossibiliry of joining a group under the
provisions of the current Rule 35, which is to become
Rule 26 of the new Rules of Procedure with no
changes to the present rext. Some time ago, we formed
a secretariat of the non-attached Members under the
provisions of Rule 36(a), which becomes Rule 28 in
this draft. \7e felt that this would be a starting point
for full recognition of equal rights for attached and
non-attached Members who are all political represen-
tatives, not merely in a technical sense, of the will and
inrerests of the people of rhe European Community.
Ve did it to achieve recognition and equal administra-
tive lreatment in order to be able to carry out our
duties and our political, informative and cultural activ-
ities, our dury to be present at all levels and on an

equal footing in committees, delegations and every
other working body in the Parliament, beginning with
attendance not only at the meetings of the enlarged
Bureau - where, wirhout the right to vote, we ended
up not. as equal partners as we should have been, but
more as guests - but also at the conferences of the
chairmen of the political groups, the working body
and organizing force which decide virtually everything
from the final agenda to the organizarion of business,
the disriburion of documents and contacts with the
staff, which are extremely important for our Parlia-
ment in times of difficulty such as these. Yet we are
regularly excluded from these arrangements. How can
we share responsibiliries under these conditions?
However, the opportunity has been missed and we
protest. \7e will not vote in favour of these Rules of
Procedure but will commit ourselves to continuing the
fight to defend the rights of non-attached Members,
which we feel are the rights of everyone. Equal rights
and duties for everyone in our Assembly must be
protected at all costs, colleagues and chairmen of the
political Broups, if we hope - and I am sure we all do

- to avoid ending up with everything inevitably
subject not to your rights but to your will and your
overbearing force. If we want rc feel jointly respon-
sible as a group in the service not of a centralist system
disguised as democracy but of a real democracy
committed to working towards a politically free and
united Europe.

President. - I call Mr Pannella.

( Pro te s ts from parious quarters )

Mr Pannella - (F) Madam President, when you
cannot even get up to speak in Parliament q/ithout

colleagues screaming and shouting at you, I think it
proves that we have, to a certain extent, reached a

point where we are trying to outscore each other with
our ideas and attendance.

The intolerance shown here, Madam President, comes
from ineffective people who, wirh their delusions of
power, are trying to insril order where they are only
capable, both at home in rheir own parliaments and
here, of wreaking havoc with the business of the day
and year, in people's minds and in the institutions.

Madam President, I shall be voting against this report,
but I hope with all my heart that I am wrong to do so,

because if you are right, Madam President and
colleagues, I think it would be very good for us all.
Bur if, as I fear, you are wrong, it will be partrcularly
unfortunate for you, for at least we know how to use

whatever rules we have to assert not only our rights,
but those of others too, rights which belong to us and
which we hold dear.

The Rules of Procedure which are to be adopred do
not give us any reason to hope that our work will be

better conducced. 'What we would like and what we
can hope for are very different here. As the days,
weeks and months go by we will see if we have been
right or wrong. Ve will be there to uphold the rules
that you will have brought upon yourselves, Madam
President! I hope rhat the majority who have passed

rhese new Rules of Procedure today will not treat
them as they did the old, and will be able ro respect
them instead of abusing them every day in practice.
This is how I stand in declaring, Madam President,
rhat I shall be voting against, and on this occasion I
shall ignore rhe few disillusioned serfs who come here
to bewail their helplessness and their hared.

President. - I call Mr Nord.

Mr Nord. - (NL) Madam President, my Group will
also be voting for the report by Mr Luster. \7e would
like, first of all, to offer our thanks once again to Mr
Luster for all the work he has put inrc this report, to
Mr Nyborg who chaired our committee in circum-
stances which were not always easy and also to you
Madam President and the Vice-Presidents who have
taken the chair here today and whose excellent direc-
tion has helped us to deal wirh 530 amendments in
record time.

Naturally, our group is not 1000/o satisfied with the
resulr which we have before us either. \7e tabled
amendments which we felt to be important and which
were rejected by the majority vo[e of this Assembly, as
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were other amendmenrs. But we feel rhat rhis is no
reason to oppose the work as a whole since we believe
that the parliamentary Rules of Procedure is an instru-
ment which is developing all the time and we regard
the Luster report in its present form, with roday's
amendmen[s, as a better instrument than the current
one as the subsequent Rules of Procedure will be once
we have acquired more experience and adapted Parlia-
ment according to the demands placed on us. For all
these reasons, my Group will vorc in favour of this
report in today's final form during the vote rhe day
after tomorrow.

President. - I call Mr Tuckman.

Mr Tuckmann. - Madam President, like my Group I
shall vote for the report and afrcr rhanking you and
Mr Luster, I do want to register serious protest against
the manner in which one Member has conducted
himself here. It seems for me entirely wrong [hat, for
the vanity of one man, we should have been held up
for what is virtually a wasted working day at a cost
rhat I undersrand to be in excess of I th m and in
excess of what. it cost this assembly to go and do its
work in Africa. I know that it is all within rhe rules,
but if these rules are used in a way to discredit democ-
racy, v/e really will not be able to keep democracy in
the way we need it here and now.

It is all very well saying thar this House does nor have
the necessary pa[ience. I would have said that Mr
Pannella has been extended the utmost parience and
courtesy well beyond what he deserved, and the things
that he wishes to say could very easily have been said
in some ten or fifreen amendmenrs, and I find that if
irresponsibility is carried ro rhar extent the slrongesr
protest is necessary and I am very sad that I have a
colleague of that type in rhis House.

President. - I call Mr Plaskovitis.

Mr Plaskovitis. - (GR) Madam Presidenr, on behalf
of my seven colleagues from Pasok in the European
Parliament, I wanr ro say thar Rules 48 and 65, as

changed by rhe amendments adopred by the House,
are unacceptable as rhey srand. \7e regard rhese rules
to be of such fundamental importance [har ir is wirh
regrer that we shall be obliged ro vote againsr rhe new
Rules of Procedure.

President. - I call Mr Capanna.

Mr Capanna. - U7) Madam President, as this is rhe
last time I will have three minutes ro give an explana-
tion of my vo[e, I will say jusr two rhings, I will vore
against, because the amendmenrs to rhe Rules of
Procedure - which are ro be adoprcd romorrow -

will make this Assembly the exact opposite of what a

Parliament should be. Secondly, Mr Luster will go
down in the history of this Assembly as the proverbial
dove among the hawks - someone who has been
consciously exploited, presumably as a manoeuvre to
produce a political regulation which will allow this
Assembly to become a mere s[age for power struggles
between the political groups from now on. That is why
I called Luster a dove among the hawks.

I was sorry to hear what Mr De Pasquale had to say. I
must point our ro him that only the malady which
Lenin aptly referred to as 'parliamentary crerinism'
would make someone say that this political manoeuvre
will give us greater freedom and democracy.

(lnterruption by tlr De Pasquale)

... you are masochists too: you label every measure
that goes against groups like yours a compromise; ir's
ridiculous . . .

(Interruption by Mr De Pasquale)

. . . but how can anyone fail to notice - I am finishing
now, I am not going to be provoked - rhar all day
long the chairmen of the groups have been cracking
the whip, giving the thumbs up or thumbs down ro
show the members of their respective groups how ro
vote; just like shepherds leading their flocks! This is

the level of conscience we are showing to rhe people
of Europe! Tomorrow, Madam President, I will be
voting against, with both hands.

President. - I call Mr Vlahoroulos.

Mr Mahoroulos. - (GR) Madam President, the
new Rules of Procedure are highly commendable in
that they artempt to improve rhe way in which Parlia-
ment operares to the point where irs democratic proce-
dures reach ideal standards. !fle non-attached Greek
Members of New Democracy shall vote in favour of
the Lusrcr repon despire our reservations as regards
the speaking time and the righm of the non-artached.
However, Madam President, you justified our
temporary position very well and I am extremely
grateful to you.

President. - I call Mr Nyborg.

Mr Nyborg. - (DA) Madam President, I should like
to begin by saying how glad and happy I am that rhe
second last speaker was nor the very lasr speaker since
it would have been a pity ro finish rhe day on such a
dreary note.

I am panicularly pleased rhat rhe spirit of cooperarion
which characterized the work of the committee espe-
cially during the lasr six months has been carried over
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Nyborg

into the Chamber. I was deeply impressed by rhe will-
ingness to work together, to cooperate and to get
things done. I cherrsh the hope that it will spread far
and wide some day. That would be something unusual.

I shall conclude by saying that our Group will certainly
vote in favour of the report which Mr Luster has

presented today as the result of great efforts. I would
say to the last speaker: of course a[[ rhe groups have

had to accept something they did not like. There is

something which every group feels unhappy about.
But by and large one can approve it and work on it
further at a later date. After all the most essential thing
is compromrse !

President. - I remind the House that the final vote
on the motion for a resolutron as a whole will rake
place at I I a.m. on Thursday 26 March as soon as the
srttrng begins.

I wish ro rhank all the staff. I wish in particular to
thank our Greek colleagues for their understanding in
agreeing to forego translation of the vote into their
language.

(Applause)

I remind the House that, pursuant to Rule 54 of rhe
present Rules of Procedure, proposals to amend the
Rules of Procedure must be adopted by a majonty of
the current Members of Parlrament

. 4. Agendafornext sttttng

President. - The next sitting will take place,
romorrow, Vednesday 25 March 1981 at 9 a.m. and
3 p.m. with the following agenda:

decrsron on the urgency of the second Bocklet
report on sugar,

lornr debate on the Krrk, Plumb, Josselin, Brond-
lund, Nrelsen and Gauuer reports on fisheries,

Lrgros report on agrrcultural prices

I wish to thank the staff who, given the small number
present, had to work under difficult conditions.

The sitting is closed.

(The sitnng toas closed at 7.35 p.m.)
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Mr Pannella. - (FR) Mr Presidenr, I would like the
phrase at the foor of page 4 of the minures - 'rhese
votes were postponed on a proposal from rhe Presi-
dent'- to be amended by adding 'and with the agree-
ment of Mr Pannella'.

( Laug h t er from certain q uart ers )

Sometimes, Mr President, one should also record rhe
stupid laughter which frequently breaks our in this
chamber.

Next, Mr Presidenr, srill referring to rhe same
sentence, I suggest rhat the words 'unril these officials
have returned ro rheir posrs'be deleted. At rhar srage,
in fact, it had merely been agreed ro posrpone rhe
votes until 1 p.m.

Finally, I would like to comment on page 7. Vhite
acknowledging that the minute-takers - who deserve
thanks - were drawing up yesrerday's minures in
difficulr conditions, I would hope rhat in future the
references 'spoke several times' and made several
points of order' may be used less frequently, for it is
important that the minutes should record when and on
what subject a point of order or a requesr is made.

President. - Agreed, Mr Pannella.

Are there any further commenls?

The minutes of proceedings are approved.r

2. Decision on urgenry

President. - The nexr item is rhe decision on [he
urgency of Mr Bocklet's second reporr on rhe
common organization of the market in sugar (Doc.
t-57 /81).

I call Mr Bocklet.

Mr Bocklet, rapporteur. - (DE) Mr Presidenr, ladies
and gentlemen, this proposal has my full support.
Firstly, Parliament has already conceded the urgency
of this marrer rhree times; secondly, the Council is

awaiting Parliament's decision; and rhirdly, if Parlia-
ment delays its decision any longer, rhere is a risk thar
the Council could feel compelled to decide for irself
regardless of the opinion of Parliament. In order ro
avoid this, I ask you to accept rhis proposal.

Documen$ received 
- Texts of treaties forwarded by

the Council: see minutes.

President. - I call Mr Louwes.

Mr Louwes. - (NL) Mr President, my Group will be
supporting this request for urgent procedure. For a

variety of reasons, the starement of Parliament's
opinion on this matter has already been seriously
delayed. The Council has rightly asked for it ro be
dealr with as a matter of urgency on the grounds thar
it has already gone quite a long way towards reaching
its own decision, and it is up to lhis House to ensure
that this process is not delayed funher because of us.

I should also like to poinr out that sugarbeet farmers
are now about to sow their crop, and I think they have
a right to know what system will be in force when they
come [o harvest that crop. '\)7e are therefore in favour
of urgent procedure, Mr President.

(Parliament decided on urgent procedure, included the

item on the agenda for that sitting, to be debated jointly
zoith tbe Ligios report on agricultural prices (Doc. 1-50/
81) and set tbe deadline for tabling amendments at 12
noon on 25 March.)

3. Fisheries policy

President. - The next item is the joint debate on five
reports on fisheries drawn up on behalf of rhe
Committee on Agriculture :

- report by Mr Kirk (Doc. l-831l80) on the

proposal from the Commissron of the European
Communities to the Council (Doc. l-677/80) {or a

regulation concerning allocation and control of certain
catch quotas in l98l for vessels flying the flag of a

Member State and fishing in the Regulatory Area
defined in the NAFO Convention;

- report by Sir Henry Plumb (Doc. 1-53181) on the

proposal from the Commission to the Council (Doc. l-
855/80) for a regulation concerning, for cenain fish
stocks occurring in the Community fishing zone, rhe
frxing of the total allowable catches for 1981 and the
condrtions for taking these catches together with the
shares available to the Community;

- report by MrJosselin (Doc. 1-54181) on the

proposal from the Commission to the Council (Doc. l-
99/80) for a regulation laying down cenain measures for
the conservation and management of fishery resources
appLcable to vessels flying rhe flag of cenain
non-member countries in the 200-nautical-mile zone off
the coast of the French depanment of Guyana;

- report by Mr Nielsen (Doc. 1-55181) on the

proposals from the Commission to the Council for.

L a decision on the conclusion of the agreement, in
the form of an exchange of letters, establishing
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fishing arrangemenrs between the European
Economic Community and rhe Kingdom of
Norway for 1981 (Doc. l-961l80)

II. a regulation laying down for l98l cerrain measures
for the conservarion and managemenr of fishery
resources applicable to vessels flying the flag of
Norway (Doc. l-29181);

- repon by Mr Gauder (Doc. 1-56181) on rhe

proposal from the Commission to the Council (Doc. l-
627 /80) for a decision on the conclusion of the Conven-
tion on Furure Multilareral Cooperacion in the Nonh-
East Atlantic Frsheries.

I callMr Kirk.

Mr Kirk, rapporteur. 
- 

(DA) Mr President, rhe repon
I am presenting is on rhe Commission's proposal that
the Communities should adopr a regular.ion
concerning the fishing activities of member counrries
in the area covered by the NAFO Convenrion, and we
have very few comments [o make on rhe Commission's
proposal. But I should like rc make rhe general
comment that we are no[ happy that the Commission
is once again in reality effectively concluding binding
agreemenr on behalf of rhe Communities, withour
consulting Parliament in advance, and wirhour
discussing with Parliamenr and finding our ro whar
extent Parliament is prepared [o accepr the conven-
tions which the Commission is negoriaring. The other
point, on which we do not agree with rhe Commission
is the obligation on Communiry fishermen who fish in
this area to report rheir catches, as we rhink that it is a
practical impossibiliry ro observe this obligation as laid
down by the Commission. !(/e think ir necessary ro
raise the limit for carches which these Communiry
fishermen are allowed ro make before rhey have ro
report back ro rhe Member Srares on rhe size of their
catch.

President. 
- 

I call Sir Henry Plumb.

Sir Henry Plumb, rdpporteur. 
- Mr President,

honourable Members will note in the report rhar Mr
Kirk was appointed the rapponeur by the Agriculture
Committee on this mat[er, which I took over at the
last meeting because Mr Kirk was not happy with the
amendments that had been tabled to his repon. There-
fore we gave an opinion on 17 March and Members
will note, Mr President, that the repon deals panicu-
larly with rhe vital componenr of the common fishing
policy and the conseruation of resources in
Community walers, and it is the opinion of the Agri-
culture Committee and the Fisheries l7orking Group,
which I regard as an imponanr componenr of the
Agriculture Commirree, thar the document presented
by the Commission, alrhough it provides guidelines for
the future, shouldn't be accepred in its present form
and rhe continuing debate in the Council of Ministers

and particularly the debate that presumably is going to
take place now this weekend, we believe make it even
more crucial that the Commission revises its proposals
and presents a new document for consideration. On
this basis I recommend Mr Presidenr, the reporr ro
Parliament. I have been advised that there are several
amendments already tabled to this repon, which rend
to reinforce and specify a certain element in the
report. These relate panicularly to cenain srocks in the
Greenland and Icelandic waters, the plaice stocks in
the North Sea, the herring by-catch in rhe Nonh Sea,
the sprat fishing and proponional compensation for
losses in third country waters, etc. I will give my
opinion on these amendments on Thursday as we vote,
but I present this repon to the House for their consid-
erarion this morning, Sir.

President. - I calI Mr Brondlund Nielsen.

Mr Brsndlund Nielsen, rapporteur. - (DA) Mr Presi-
dent, I am not going to speak at length, but am simply
going to recommend that Parliament also adopt the
report which I have drawn up on behalf of 'the

Committee on Agriculture. Parliament's task must
now be to implement as a malter of course the various
things which we have to put into effect in the area of
fisheries policy, in the constan[ hope that the Council
will progress towards a framework for a common fish-
eries policy.

I shall therefore be quite brief in recommending that
the motion for a resolution in my repon be adopted.

President. - I call Mr Gautier.

Mr Gautier, rdpportet4r. - (DE) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, this report is concerned with the
conclusion of an international convention on the
manaBement of fish srocks in the nonh-easr Arlanric.
This was originally a very old convention which was
rendered superfluous or invalid by changes to the law
of the sea. The European Communiry has raken pan
in the negotiation of a new convention, as a result of
which an agreement in principle has been reached
which ir is now up to the Community ro rarify. The
Committee on Agriculture welcomes this agreement in
principle and has adopted this report unanimously. 'We

have nevenheless proposed cenain amendments to the
Commission and Council proposal, centering essen-
tially on the Commission's ,dury ro inform rhe Euro-
pean Parliament and the Council immediately should
it intend to propose changes to rhe Convenrion on
Future Multilateral Cooperarion in the Nonh-Easr
Atlantic Fisheries or should it receive recommenda-
tions from the Nonh-East Atlantic Fisheries Commis-
sion under the Convention. To this end, we have
tabled three formal amendmenrc ro the Council draft.
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President. - I call Mr Josselin.

Mr Josselin, rapporteur. - (FR) Mr President, ladies
and genrlemen, with regard ro this Commission
proposal on rhe conservation and management of
fishery resources in Guiana, I should just like to point
out that, in November 1980, this House called for an
overall approach to be adopred to rhe fishing problem
and for fishing policy to be inregrared into develop-
ment policy.'!7'e are pleased ro nore rhat, in this case,
the problem of species conservation is indeed being
linked wirh the development of Guiana in rhat rhe
essential new aspect of this proposed new regularion is
to Brant licences to vessels from third countries only
on condition rhat they have concluded conrracrs ro
land their catches in Guiana, although rhis condition
will not apply to coasral countries of the region.
Bearing in mind the agreements wirh rhe ACP coun-
tries and with a view to aiding the development of the
countries concerned, rhese neighbouring coastal coun-
ries will be allowed ro increase their catch porenrial
quite substantially. Your rapporreur would like,
nonetheless, [o see the Commission keep a fairly close
watch on the authorized carches because, alrhough we
must bear in mind that there will be a real growth in
the local fishing fleet, its prospecrs should nor be
compromised by over-fishing in the region.

Allow me ro conclude, Mr Presidenr, by saying how
much I deplore the fact that although the Community
may agree on its external relations, it is incapable - as

the decisions raken ar Maasrrichr show - of reaching
agreemen[ on its own internal problems. You will
appreciate, rhen, why I am once again hirting rhe
alarm button: what is at srake is the furure of rhe
Community's fishermen, and for rhar reason, rhe
emergence of a 'Blue Europe' is a matter of urgency.

President. - I call the Group of the European
People's Pany (Christian-Democratic Group).

Mr Helms. (DE) Mr President, ladies and
,gentlemen, against the background of very imponant
developments concerning the Community institutions

- which this week affected our own institution - we
are now debating the important question of fishing for
the first time since our joint resolution of January, in
which we called on the Council to reach irc postponed
decision by the end of the year. Even now, no decision
has been reached, and I should like to say on behalf of
my Group - and, I am sure, on behalf of many
Members - that we consider this to be an intolerable
state of affairs. The European Parliament has no
sympathy whatsoever for a policy of blocking this
decision for reasons of self-seeking national self-
interest at a meeting in which the Council is trying to
formulate a common policy. Ve have absolutely no
sympathy for attempts to establish a link between this
problem and other important outstanding questions to

do with the common agricultural policy, so as ro
achieve maximum acceptance of cenain preconceived
ideas in the various sectors. Ve must repudiate this
kind of behaviour in the strongest possible [erms, and
we deplore the fact that the European Council
meeting this week in Maasricht again failed ro reach
any agreement. I beg your indulgence for rhese few
remarks before I get on to the substance of the report
we are debating here today.

I should like to point out to the public at large 
- 

in
view of the fact thar the European institurions are
slowly but surely getting themselves a bad repurarion
as a result of the Council's machinadons 

- rhar all the
important documents and problems submirted [o us by
the Commission for our opinion have in many cases
been dealt with by this House under enormous pres-
sure, and thar we have always managed ro pass rhem
on to the Council and the Commission in good rime.
The main point we have to deal wirh today is rhe
various reports on catch quotas and fishery resources
for all fishermen in the Communiry and, for pracrical
purposes, I think we can rake all these repons
together. I should like to say on behalf of my Group
that we can support the repons drawn up by Mr
Josselin on Guyana and by Mr Gautier on fish stocks
off Canada 

- 
we have a number of areas ro consider

here today, and Canada is not one of rhem. However

- 
as the Chairman. of our Commitree, Sir Henry

Plumb, emphasized j- *. rnrr, ,eject rhis reporr on
the l98l quoras, if I may give it that abbreviared tirle.
Like the erstwhile rapporteur, Mr'Kirk, we regard rhis
document as an ill-balanced proposal on the pan of
the Commission, and in rhe resolutions, we call on the
Commission to submit a balanced alternative docu-
ment. Over the last few days, I have sried - and here
I should like to remind you of what Mr Kirk had rc
say right at the beginning - to table funher joint
amendments and improvements. Together. wirh Mr
Kirk, the Members of my Group, Mr Battersby and
others, I shall be tabling further amendmenrs which I
would ask you to incorporare in this repon when it
comes to the vote tomorrow. Our main priority here is
to call on the Commission to wirhdraw its report. Our
aim is to ensure tha[ the principles for a common
fishery policy, which the specialisr commirtee agreed
on for the 1980 quotas, are at last taken into consider-
ation in the allocation of quotas. Thar has not been lhe
case so far. That point was made by rhe European
Parliament in its debate in 1980, and it is one which
we must. reiterate here today. Let me point out, with
all due urgency, that the Commission is endeavouring
to ensure that the restrictions and lost catches caused
by the delay in a Council decision are balanced out
before the end of this year by acceptable quoras of
equivalent value. That could happen, for instance, in
the waters around Greenland.

Vith effect from the start of this year, we have a new

Commission and a new Member of the Commission

responsible for these matters. He cannot be here

tod'ay, and Mr Dalsager is standing in for him' I
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should like to ask Mr Dalsager to convey to his
colleague that it is time he had sufficient courage to
adopt these Community-orientated positions with
regard to the Community's fishery policy. That is an

urgent plea which is, and always has been, echoed by
all the Groups in this House. That is the only way we
shall make any progress, and then at last our fish-
ermen can get down to fishing the Community waters.
That is what they want to do, and it is essencial and
important that they should do so, so as to conserve
jobs and secure reasonable supplies for the European
consumer.

President. - I call the Socialist Group.

Mr Gautier. - (DE) Mr President, ladies and

Bentlemen, I am pleased to be able to tell rhe House
that, for once, the Socialist Group is in full agreement
on five reports.

(Laugbter)

First of all, we should like to give our support in pani-
cular to Mr Josselin's repon because it introduces an
important principle in its support for overseas diparte-
ments which is that the granting of licences for shrimp
fishing is now linked to an obligation to land the catch
in the country concerned. This will of course help the
local processing industry and the people whose jobs
depend on it.

The Nielsen repon is an excellent basis for debate, and
we shall be giving it our suppon. It is, after all,
concerned with substantial amounts of fish which rhe
European Community can catch either in Community
waters or by reciprocal agreement with Norway. Let
me remind you that the European Community alone is

allowed ro catch 158 000 ronnes of cod in rhese waters
and substantial concessions are made by Norway to
the European Community. This is one matter where
we would say that this is in the interests of the
Community, and for that reason, we suppon this
agreement with Norway and also Mr Nielsen's report.

There is nothing I wish to say on my own report and
Mr Kirk's report on NAFO, but there are a few things
I should like to say on what was originally the Kirk
report, and is now rhe Plumb reporr, on roral allowable
catches in Community waters. I think rhe decision on
which criteria should be applied for fixing the toral
allowable carches is a marrer of principle. Are the
criteria to be of an economic and social nature, or are
we to try to apply scientific crireria aimed ar srock
conservation and the long-term management of stocks
in Community waters? \7e believe the only solution, in
the long-term interesrs of the fishermen and of secure
supplies, is to apply purely scientific crireria to the
conservation aspect and to make economic and social
factors take something of a backsear. The facr is that,
if we were rc apply economic and social crireria, we

would always be revising the total allowable catch
upwards until we reached the situation we now have in
the herring sector, where stocks have been exhausted
and a total ban on fishing would have to be applied.
For rhat reason, it is essential for scientific criteria to
be applied in the interests of long-term stock manage-
ment.

'The Plumb report is also concerned with the conten-
tious matrer of what method should be used to work
our rhese scientific criteria - the single species

me[hod or the multi-species approach. The Commirtee
on Agriculture makes the point that we would of
course prefer to see account taken of the interaction of
fish species. Unfortunately, though, there is, as far as

we are aware, no reliable scientific method at Present
for working out catch quotas if the multi-species
approach is adopted. As the European Parliament is

expected to take decisions for 1981, and not for 1990

or 2OOO, we take the view that the crireria worked out
by the International Council for Marine Research
would be applied.

A second point which no longer figures in the report

- 
but I assume that it will make its appearance again

in the form of an amendment - 
is the question of

fixing total allowable catches of sprats, in other words,
industrialized fishing, and what form the regulation on
secondary catches should take.'\fle are in favour of the
inrroduction of quotas for industrialized fishing too,
especially for sprats, not because we have it in for
industrialized fishing interests, but because we give
priority to the possible recommencement of herring
fishing. In order words, we take the view which the
Committee on Agriculture and this House have often
espoused in the past, that priority must be given to
fishing for human consumption. The fact is that a

sprat-fishing carch can consist of up 10% herrings 
-especially young herrings 

- 
which would mean, given

a toral sprat catch of 300 or 400 000 tonnes, something
like 30 to 40 000 tonnes of herring - as I said, espe-

cially young herring 
- 

ar 
^ 

time when there is a total
ban on herring fishing in Community waters. That is

why we are in favour rn principle of a quota-based
proposal in this field and also for more stringent
restricrions on secondary catches, as set out in Mr
Helm's draft report, which is not yet generally avail-
able.

President. - I call the European Democratic Group.

Mr Battersby. 
- Mr Presidenr, I would like ro

welcome the fact that we are to consider this week five
reports on fisheries covering the resource, fishing in
the north-west Atlantic, the imponant French
Guiana shrimp fishery where Mr Coutogeorgis and
DG XIV have done a very fine job indeed; Norway,
which is so imponanr to our disrant-warer fishermen,
and on rnternarional cooperation in the nonh-east
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Atlantic. The European Democraric Group supporrs
all these reports.

Mr President, I wish, however, today ro speak for the
inshore and for the middle-water fishermen who
harvest the sea for an uncertain crop, sold for an
uncert.ain price, withour srrong financial backing. Men
who are too ofren far too busy fishing in order ro
survive in this very rnhospitable environmenr of theirs
to present their case. It's a great piry that Council can
always agree on matters affecting a very small number
of vessels thousands of miles away in international
waters and is unable to agree on marters withrn our
own Community waters effecting thousands of boats
and tens of thousands of our inshore and middle-
water fishermen who work in equally harsh inhospit-
able and dangerous conditions in boars far smaller
than those workrng in the Nonh-'West Atlantic. Three
weeks ago I attended a meeting of the inshore fish-
ermen of Bridlington in my constituency. This is a

small typrcal fishing port. They are very worried. The
inshore fishing industry of Europe is very worried.
This part of the industry is in crisis. Inshore men are
indrvrdual operators. They are self-reliant men, but
high fuet costs, hrgh orher cosrs, are crippling rhem.
'l7ithdrawal prices are too low; imports at low prices
from outside the Communiry, ofren in processed form,
are far too often depressing the market. These coura-
geous men are now surviving on a day-to-day basis
and are being forced, in order to survlve, to go our
and stay out in all wearhers, to take unnecessary risks;
and losses and deaths at sea are growing day by day.
These men are working a hundred hours a week. They
are not replacing worn gear, they do not have the
money to do it. They are not overhauling their engines
and the other machinery on board.

They are looking to us for help and understanding, and
we must give our inshore and middle-water fleet betrer
margins and a securer economic environment so they
can get on with the job. They must have a comprehen-
sive common fisheries policy and they must have ir
now for the 1981 fishery. Polirical will must be found
in Brussels by rhe Council this week on Friday so rhar
the fishing indusrry, that is the inshore, the middle-
water and the remaining distant-water fishermen can
survive, and so that we in this Parliamenr can do for
the fishermen the job that we were elected to do.

President. - I call the Group of European Progressive
Democrars.

Mrs Ewing. 
- Mr Chairman, could I say rhat rhis

vexed problem is a heart-breaker ro fishermen. The
problem seems [o have become too technical for poliri-
cians to solve and too political for experrs ro solve and
I sometimes wonder if we sent all our fishermen ro the
table whether we might not get a quicker solution
because a[ leasr I think fishermen understand fish-
ermen, even if sometimes they seem to have different

conflicting interests. I would like to echo the remarks
that were made by previous speakers about the import-
ance of fishing for human consumption and even if we
take this in the wider context of our responsrbility in
the world, I think it really must be given a high
priority in whatever settlement is reached. The
tragedy, Mr President, is that in January rt did seem to
me rhar in my last conversation with Commissioner
Gundelach that we were almosr at an agreement,
certainly from the cheerful tone of that last conversa-
tion, he indicated to me that even I representinB as I
do, an area with very few people per square kilometre,
almost totally dependent on fishing, he indicated to
me that I would be satisfied wirh what he was g,ring to
say when he visited the Shetland Islands in January.
Now, we can all sympathize with the problems of
Commissioner Contogeorgios what a problem he has

inherited and at what an awkward moment.

I thrnk we can all really sympathize with his problem,
but I would like to agree with the remarks of Mr
Battersby representing as I do an area that has no
alternative employment, where if we don't reach an

agreement, for poor Scotland and particularly the
north, where we have two-thirds of the UK pond and
the UK have two-thirds of the EEC pond, there is no
way out of that fact that when you've a sparse popula-
tion, this means that I have a total dependence and
unless you reach a just solution this community has

got to face up to this, that instead of wearing a human
face it is putting a death mask on ro about eighty
islands and to numerous communities that have a way
of life and no jobs. Even if you were to say: ler us pay
these men money in compensation to give up rheir way
of life, can one rn conscience kill a way of life off? Is
that what this Community is all about? Certainly the
frshermen won't understand ic if whatever agreement
that is reached puts out of operation whole islan,ls and
whole towns and turns them into ghosr towns. ,{.s Mr
Battersby said these are brave men.

'!7hen I go back, I'll be going to yet another mernorial
service in my area, the fifth one rn two years, where
five men mostly related are leaving a rown devasrated
with grief because these men are forced ro stay a[ sea
and take risks that rhey shouldn'r be mking. All rhey
want to do isn't an enormous amount of money, not
profiteering, all they want to do, oddly enough, is to
go on living this dangerous life and to catch fish.

I would urge thar justice be done ro areas of total
dependence, rhar we go back to what Commissioner
Gundelach indicated ro me was an element of the

January agreement, namely regional boxes for rhe
areas torally dependent on fishing. I would urge
Commissioner Contogeorgis who shook hands wirh
me and promised his best endeavour to give justice to
these types of fishermen. I hope thar we do reach a
just solution.

President. 
- 

I call rhe non-attached Members.
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Mr Bournias. - 
(GR) Mr President, Mr Gautier's

repon deals with serious and urgent fishing matters. I
say serious because paragraph 18 of the motion for a

resolution calls on the Council to decide, in view of
the urgent need to re-organize the marker in fish, on
the Commission's revised draft by the end of March.

Before going into the matter itself, I should like to
point out that on 15 December 1979 rhe Council, in
accordance with Rule l4 of the Rules of Procedure,
requested urgent procedure, but this request was not
accepred by Parliament, which 13 months later, in

January 1981, discussed the proposal in the
Committee on Agriculture and adopted it with a very
large majority. Let me point out that this amount of
time is not at all satisfactory for an urgent matter
concerning which a few days ago, on 21 March, the
British newspaper Daily Mail, under the macarbre
heading 'You want to know the price of fish? Then go
up ro the cemetery', bitterly attacked the polidcians
and bureaucrats of the Community because a Scottish
fishing boar had been wrecked with the loss of six
men. According to the Daily Mail, the 'lunatic' rules of
rhe common fisheries policy force Scottish fishermeh
to expose their boats to risk in seas and poor weather
conditions which they ought to avoid. \7e understand,
the paper continues, that there is ro be a change in rhe
common fisheries policy, but so far no agreement has

been reached with our so-called associates in Brussels.
I considered it necessary to refer to this article because

it demonstrates both the seriousness and urgency of
this marter.

As for the substance of rhe motion, I should like to say
that paragraphs 4 to 8 deal quite rightly with the
market organization of products, economic aid for
setring up market organizations and price guidelines
based on objecdve criteria. The aid provided for in
paragraph 1 I for the private st6rage of certain deep-
frozen fish products, especially those of Mediterra-
nean origin, is definitely needed. Furthermore, we
agree with paragraphs 12 and 15, which concern the
prevention of market disturbance by compulsory
imports into the Community of outside fish products
and the adoption of quotas if economic aid is granted.

Greece is mainly interested in the structural measures

and more particularly the increased subsidy of 50 %
for the modernization of fishing vessels and the

development of aquiculture. My country is also inter-
ested in the current agreements with African countries
insofar as they Buarantee fishing zones for the Greek
deep-sea fishing fleet.

These were the remarks I had to make, Mr President,
both generally and with panicular reference to my
country.

President. - 
I call Mr Kirk.

Mr Kirk. - 
(DA) Mr President, I should like to

commenr briefly on the fixing of total allowable
catches for 1981. As Sir Henry Plumb rightly said, I
was originally the rapponeur for this r,epon, but then
subsequently withdrew, which had somethinB to do
with the fact that, in my opinion, the document before
the House now is inadequate and bereft of substance
and consists of nothing more than mere platitudes.
Now we can enter into a political debate on how'on
earth we have got into a situation where the
Commirtee on Agriculture cannot come up with a

proper report. I shall not go into what deeper reasons
there may be for this situation, but there are clearly
members of the Committee on Agriculture who do not
want the European Parliament to state its views on the
policy regarding the utilization of the fishery resources
we have at our disposal.

That is the crux of the matter. The question is how we
can best exploit the resources in the Community's
waters, and there are three aspects to be taken into
account here. Mr Gautier was right in saying rhat
consrderation should be given to the conservation of
fish stocks. Bur thar is nor rhe only poinr to be borne in
mind in fixing the TACs. It is not enough to say that
we can now hide behind the shield of scientific advice,
because as soon as the biologists stan examining their
material and collecting background material for their
scientific advice, we are involved in a political deci-
sion-making process.

Vhat we have hcard here and what is said in the
report is correct, and we feel that v/e can obtain better
results by ensuring that our political advice is based on
rhe majority principle. But it is also evident that at the
moment we are not in a situation where we have the
basic material to enable us to agree to the majority
principle. Nonerheless, we musI have the political
resolve ro look for this material to make sure that the

biological advice we have rests on the soundest
possible foundation. There is no point in basing our
judgment purely and simply on a theoretical know-
ledge of fishing and the biological advice. I hope Mr
Gautier will rake nore of this, because I get the impres-
sion that that is what he has done.

'We can see from the amount of fishing that has gone
on in the Community's waters over the last ten years
that we have the same biomass at our disposal. Ve can
see that fish losses due to fishing alone amount to
3 million tonnes and of biomass to 9 million
tonnes. But quice apart from this mortality rare, we
now have one of 3 million tonnes which can be put
down to other causes, but that is of no interest to us. I
should like to urge this House to adopt some of the
amendmenm tabled by Mr Helms and to which I too
shall be giving my support. I have myself tabled other
amendments, but I shall be withdrawing these
tomorrow.

Ve have to come up with a statement showing what
policy we intend to pursue in our work in the
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Community. '!7'e must make ir clear to the Commis-
sion that the uninspired way in which it has rried ro
formulate a common fisheries policy is the wrong
approach and that we musr now be aware of our
responsibilities and try ro make available the marerial I
mentioned jusr now so rhar we can make the best
possible use of the available resources.

\flith regard to Mr Brsndlund Nielsen's reporr on rhe
business concerning Norway, I must say rhar there is

one thing which worries me in the Commission's
arrangements with Norway, and thar is its correspond-
ence with. Norway on rhis poinr. It says in the corre-
spondence that Norway has reserved the righr ro
control fishing for sand eels in irs own war.ers in 1981,
and has laid down rules for whar form rhis fishing
should rake. I do not rhink we can pur up with any
such move on Norway's pan. Norway can negotiate
with the Community on the exrenr ro which it can lay
down such rules during the life of rhe Community's
arrangements with Norway, but I do nor rhink we can
give Norway the right to make such a decision off irc
own bat. I have seen examples of hoo, rhe Faroese
have shut out the Communiry's fishermen from
Faroese waters by way of regularions of a technical
rather than a conservationist narure, and which have
interfered with Communiry fishermen's acriviries in
those waters. Ve musr make sure that we roo have the
chance to fish for rhe quotas we have been allocared in
third countries' warers. There is no poinr in laying
down rules which make ir impossible for us ro catch
the quotas for which we have made arrangemenrs with
a third country.

President. - I call Mr Provan.

Mr Provan. - Mr President, we as a parliamenr are
meeting together again to discuss fisheries matrers
when there has been in the North Sea another tragedy
to which Mrs Ewing has already referred. This is

happening of course because of the pressure on fish-
ermen [o try to maintain an income - not their
original income - but to maintain an income at all is

extremely severe on them and the pressures that they
are under are considerable.

Vhat we have got to achieve as a parliament and whar
the Council of Ministers have got to achieve as a

council is a common fisheries policy that is fair and
just to all the fishermen within all the Community. !fle
had a hearing as a fisheries' working group which, I
think, was very successful and the fishermen that were
there together of course all desire peace and tran-
quiliry so that they can Bet on with their job in fair and
just circumstances.

As far as the Canada Agreement is concerned, that is

being viewed in the United Kingdom especially as parr
of the overall package of a common fisheries policy
because in the United Kingdom we will be receiving

most of the fish thar has been agreed under that agree-
ment in exchange for fishing in rhe Canadian waters
and we know full well in rhe Unired Kingdom rhat
when we get these massive impons coming in tariff-
free from Canada, rhis is disrupring our market consi-
derably, and that is one of the major reasons why we
cannot get a decent fish price on che quay head, Every
fisherman is aware of that and that is why we are
standing by our fishermen to make cerrain thar if we
are going to Bet a common fisheries policy it has got ro
be a totaI policy including proper marketing of fish.

These losses a[ sea are caused by fishermen having ro
go out to try ro maintain rheir income. This Canadian
deal 

- 
while it is acceptable, of course, provided we

get proper marketing structure 
- 

has got to be viewed
as an overall package and I hope rhar our German
colleagues here realize thar. Ve certainly wanr [o see a
common fisheries policy, we were very close ro a

common fisheries policy last December when rhe dare-
line of the 31st came up. It was going ro go on into
January and I do not rhink it has anything ro do with
the Unircd Kingdom's posirion rhac rhat was nor seen
to be achieved ar that time, because agreement was
going to be reached rwo hours before the final vore
came and then something interfered that we all under-
stand to be to do wirh an election wichin the
Communiry.

Now, Mr President let us hope that this weekend we
can see some major advance cowards what we all wish
to see - a new common fisheries agreement.

President. - I call the Commission.

Mr Dalsager, Member of tbe Commission. - (DA) Mr
President, I should like ro convey ro you Mr Conto-
georgis's apologies for not being able to be here roday,
bur he has asked me ro say a few words on rhese
reports. I think we have every reason ro be grareful ro
the rapporteurs and to the Committee on Agriculrure
and its working parties - including rhar on fisheries

- for the report before us now on rhe inrernal and
external aspec[s of the Community's fishery policy.

As regards the internal aspects, I should like firsr of all
to draw your attention to the facr rhar the report refers
to the Commission's original proposal for total allow-
able catches for 1981, which was referred ro [he
Council in November last year, since when a large
number of changes have been made ro the original
draft.

The original proposal on total allowable catchr:s and
the various changes have now been collated into a new
proposal which was referred to [he Council ar the
beginning of this month in the Commission's Docu-
ment No COM(81)78.
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I should like to mention rwo basic changes. The
Commission is now proposing that permission be
granted for a limited allowable catch of Nonh Sea
herring amounting to 40 000 tonnes in 198 I in the
Community's own sector of the North Sea in the light
of social and economic needs and in view of the facr
that there is now no longer such a serious risk of
stocks of herring in the Nonh Sea being exhausted
altogether.

The other major change I should like to menrion is

that the Commission 
- 

in line with the decision taken
by the Council on I I February this year 

- 
has

proposed a separate total allowable catch of
30 000 tonnes of Vest Greenland shrimps in 1981,
exclusively in the Community's own waters.
27 000 tonnes or these will be reserved for fishermen
in Greenland.

On this point, I should also like ro menrion that rhe
Commission has deleted from its proposal on total
allowable carches cenain footnotes setting out provi-
sions of a rather technical nature for fishermen in rhe
Community's waters and has broughr them rogether in
a new, separate proposal. This new proposal now
contains such things as provisions relating ro
by-catches of herring as a result of sprar-fishing, for
which the Commission had earlier proposed an
increase in by-catches from 30lo to 70/0.

I should now like to move on to comment on some of
the points which were brought up in the repon. The
proposals on total allowable catches for 1981 were
based on the managemen[ strategy defined by the
Commission in irs communication to the Council of
21 November 1979, the main point of which was the
introduction of provisions relating, firstly, to the
continuance of each fish stock as a commercially
viable resource; secondly, to a reduction in fishing
activity in over-fished stocks so as to avoid widely
fluctuating yields from year ro year; and rhirdly, rc
move the degree of exploitation of individual stocks
towards the level giving the maximum average long-
term catch.

I should like to emphasize that, in drafting this
proposal, the Commission took inro accounr first and
foremost the social and economic needs of rhe fishing
industry. The real interests of the Community's fish-
ermen lie in the stabilizarion of fishing par.rerns as

quickly as possible and in the need ro ensure rhar
yields 

- 
and hence profirabiliry 

- 
rise in the face of

the rising costs of fishing, a point which has also been
mentioned in rhis debate. The only way this can be
done is by reducing carches in the shon term by the
introduction of a maximum allowable catch figure.
This would of course cover all species, including
plaice. That is the targer the Commission has set irself

- 
namely, that the need to work towards a maximum

average catch over the long term is, in the main, an
economic problem. That will be the level ar which fish-
ermen will get rhe maximum possible return for rhe

work they put in, and fish srocks will at the same [ime
maintain the maximum possible reproduction rare.

It has been said that rhe Commission should mke
account of the biological inreraction of fish species.
On this point, I would stress that the presenr state of
screntific knowledge as ro rhe inreracrion berween
various fish species' food chains is still far roo parchy
for either scientists or the Commission ro base rheir
recommendations regarding total allowable catches on
it.

As regards changes on whar point 4 a in rhe repon has

to say about total carches of Greenland cod, rhe
Commission cannor accepr the proposal ro increase
the Community's share in Greenland's warers againsr
rhe background of cod fishing in lceland's warers.
Although cod migrare berween Iceland and Green-
land, ir is unrealisric ro expecr that a sizable proporrion
of stocks from Iceland's warers could be caught in
Greenland's waters. The reason why industrial fishing
has been included in rhe repon on rotal allowable
catches is mainly because we wanr to be able ro keep
an eye on rhe indusrrial fishing sector's by-carches of
quality fish for human consumprion. That does nor
necessarily mean that there wilI be a quora distribution
between Member States of total allowable carches of
the species in quesrion.

The Commission has gone a long way rowards rhe
introduction of a system of technical provisions which,
generally speaking, are based on prorecring fish fry
spawning grounds for rhe benefit of fishing for full-
grown fish for human consumprion. The Council
adopted a regularion on technical provisions last
September, but as is the case wirh the regulations
concerning rotal allowable catches, rhese can only
yield resulrc in the long rerm.

The Commission's management policy can only yield
satisfactory results if the member States have sufficienr
patience and foresighr ro sancr.ion and inrroduce the
total allowable catches for l98l along with rhe ancil-
lary provisions.

\7ith regard to the changes to point 8 in the reporr on
rotal allowable catches for 198 1, rhe Commission has
taken note of the principles in Parliamenr's reporr on
TACs and catch quoras for 1980. In rhe light of
discussions which have taken place since rhen, the
Commission does not feel bound to apply rhe same
criteria for the 1981 quotas as ir applied in 1980. At
any rate, the marhematical computation the Commis-
sion has produced as one of the criteria for disri-
buting quotas among the Member States means that a

shonfall in one zone will be balanced out, within
certain appropriate limir, by alrernative facilities in
other zones.

As regards rhe exrernal aspecr and the special fishing
arrangements wirh Norway for 1981, I am pleased to
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be able ro say that the Commission agrees fully on the
substantive aspecrs. The agreement we have reached
with Norway will establish a reasonable balance
between fishing inreresrs from various pans of the
Community, bearing in mind the terms of The Hague
Convention. And ler us nor forger thar rhe agreemenr
will mean a ne[ benefir to rhe Community of some
20 000 ronnes cod equivalent.

I should also like to comment briefly on a few points
mentioned by the rapporteurs.

As you will know, arrangemenrs for fishing in rhe
Skagerrak can only be made by agreemenr between
the Community, Norway and Sweden. An agreement
was concluded with Sweden last Friday for 1981, so I
am sure that we shall be in a position very shorrly to
conclude a trilateral agreemenI on fishing in the
Skagerrak.

I share the rapporteurs' views on rhe quesrion of
access for the Norwegian fisherman ro Greenland
waters.

As regards the newly created fishing zone of Jan
Mayen, I can give Parliament an assurance rhar the
Commission has, in the course of the negotiations,
done whatever was necessary [o protect Communiry
fishing interests in these wa[ers. S(i'e have obrained a

quora of 2 000 tonnes of blue whidng, and once
Norway brings its licensing arrangemenrs inro force,
the Community will receive 20 such licences.

As the point abour control measures has been raised, I
should like to draw your arr,enrion to rhe facr that
Norwegian vessels of over 200 gross registered ronnes
are only allowed to fish if rhey are in possession of a
licence issued by the Commission on behalf of rhe
Community.

As regards fishing vessels flying rhe flag of a

non-member country in rhe 200 naurical-mile zone off
the coast of the French department of Guiana, I
should like to thank the rapporteur for the work he
has put in, which reveals a deep understanding of the
thinking behind the Commission's proposal.

The new proposal covering a rwelve-month period
from April this year to rhe end of March 1982 incor-
porates a number of currenr provisions for rhe imple-
mention of a common fishery policy in the French
department of Guiana.

Finally, Mr President, I should like to make a few
comments on the multilateral cooperation between the
North-East Arlanric Fisheries Commission (NEAFC)
and the North-Vest Arlantic Fisheries Organization
(NAFO).

The introduction of exrended fishing limits has
reduced rhe importance of multilateral cooperation to

protect fishery resources, but there is still a need for
cooperation along these Iines. 

.

The North-East Atlantic Fisheries Convention repre-
sents a suitable framework for this cooperation aimed
at conserving fishery resources in these waters in the
north-east Atlantic, which come within the coasral
Sutes' jurisdiction. The convention also constitutes a
forum for discussion among the coastal States
concerned, within which they can discuss their respec-
tive policies on the management of resources.

The Commission is rherefore pleased about Parlia-
ment's approval of irs proposal rhar the Community
should acceed ro the new conven[ion.

Perhaps I may also be allowed to make a few
comments on the detailed proposal in Mr Gautier's
rePort..

'!7hat 
he proposes is the introduction of a provision by

which the Commission would be required to inform
the European Parliamenr and the Council of any
recommendations formulaied by the North-East
Atlantic Fisheries Commission in good time so that the
European Parliament can state its opinion on them
before the time-limit expires, i.e. before they become
binding on the Community.

As long as the only means of implemenring rhese
recommendations is a Council regularion pursuan[ to
Article 43 of the Treaty, the Commission will do irc
best to submit proposals of this kind within the time-
limit mentioned in Article 3 of rhe draft proposal
reproduced in the report. Commission officials are
currently engaged in drawing up a draft regularion
providing for the introduction of a number of proce-
dures for implementation in the Community of recom-
mendations from the international fishery organiza-
tions the Community is a member of. The point
brought up in the Gaurier reporr's drafr Anicle 3 will
be taken up in conjunction with rhis work, and for rhis
reason, I cannot agree here today to the introduction
of an article in the proposed form.

The report also proposes the application of an
Article 4 whereby the Commission would be required
to submit to the European Parliament and to the
Council the amendment it intends to propose to the
new convention. I must draw your attention to the fact
that, in accordance with convention, Parliament is
consulted on rhe result of negotiations and not on the
negotiator's intentions. The Commission appreciates
that Parliament is trying to find a way of conveying its
views co the Commission before consultations or
negot.iations get under way. This matter has been
discussed on previous occasions, and the Commission
has stated its views on the subject.

In my opinion, the addition of a clause like the
proposed Article 4 in the report is neither necessary
nor appropriate.
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Finally, the report proposes the introduction of an
Article 5 into the regulation, by which all proposed
amendments would have ro be approved by the
Council, acting by a qualified majority, after consul-
tation of the European Parliament, before they could
be adopted by European Community. This proposal is

contrary to the Convention, Article 19 of which states
that any amendment proposed to the Convention as

such by a contracting party is binding on all panies so
long as it receives the approval of three-quarters of all
the contracting parties.

The Commission is prepared to inform Parliament and
the Council about any amendments proposed by the
other contracting parties and by rhe Commission itself
as regards the approval or rejection of any proposed
amendment.

As regards the rechnical aspects in the NAFO report, I
can say that the requirement that reports on catches be

made rn increments of 10 tonnes was proposed partly
because some of these quotas are very small - for
instance, 50 tonnes - 

and partly because there is a

risk of overfishing if the increments are larger.

On the late submission of this and other proposals to
the Council and Parliament, I should like to ask you
on behalf of the Commission to appreciate that, as is
the case at rhe moment with regard to the common
fishing policy and many other problems we have had
in this transitional period, the workload on the staff
available has been so grea[ that the Commission has
not always been able to keep things moving at the pace
we would have liked. Let us now hope that this into-
lerable situation will soon be over with the adoption of
the common fishing policy, which has been under
discussion for so long now.

Mention was inade here of accidents at sea. I am well
aware from my previous job and the fact that I used to
live in a fishing area of the unfortunate occurrences
members have referred to. I do not think there is much
sense in using these unfortunate occurrences as a

means of attacking the Community or its fishery
policy because accidents like these occurred for many
years before the Community was ever set up, and will
unfortunately happen in rhe future many years after
we have adopted a common fishery policy. I do not
rhink we should make use of these tragic events in our
argu ments.

President. - 
The joint debate is closed.

The motions for resolutions will be put to the vote
during the next votinB time.

4. Agricultural prices 
- Sugar market

President. - The next irem is the joint debare on the

- 
report (Doc. 1-50l81) drawn up by Mr Ligios on
behalf of the Committee on Agriculture on the

proposals from the Commission to the Councit (Doc.
l-959/80) on the fixing of the price of cenain agricul-
rural products and certain related measures (1981-1982);

- second report (Doc. 1-57/81) drawn up by Mr
Bocklet on behalf of the Committee on Agricul-
ture on the

proposal from the Commtsston to the Councit (Doc.
l-471/80) for a regulatron on the common organization
of the market in sugar.

I call Mr Ligios.

Mr Ligios, rapporteur. 
- 

(17) Mr President, the time
allocated to me for presenting my report. is thirty
minutes. I would therefore like to ask the Bureau to
allow me to use now only a part of that time, since I
would like to use the remaining time to reply to the
various speeches, after taking account of the many
amendments tabled, the nature of which is sdll partly
unknown to me.

I deduce from your sign of consent, Mr President, that
this possibility is.now allowed to me.

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, the fixing of agri-
cultural prices for the 1981-1982 year is taking place

at a time when the institutions are involved in solving a

series of difficult problems which have arisen simulta-
neously in Community affairs.

It is enough [o mention a few of them:

(a) the economic crisis, which now affects all the
Member States, albeir in varying degrees;

(b) increasing drvergences and the difficulty of making
progress towards European integration, as shown by
the disappointing results of the last European Council;

(c) the discussions already begun by the Community
institurions and the Member Srares on rhe guidelines
to follow for modernizing and strengthening the agri-
cultural policy so as to meet effecdvely the require-
ments and difficulries of years to come;

(d) the constraints imposed by the imminent exhaus-
tion of the currently available financial resources.

The seriousness of the present situation is shown on
the one hand by the profound crisis in various indus-
trial sectors of our economies which in the last
20 year' had even played the role of a driving force.
One need only think of the iron and steel industry, rhe
textile sector, the chemical sector and so on. By
conlrast, we now have unemployment approaching the
very high level of 8 million.

The agriculrural secror has so far resisred this crisis, on
the one hand ensuring the supply of essenrial food
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products ro the more rhan 260 million inhabirants of
the Community at relatively stable prices in compar-
ison with rhe very serious fluctuations on rhe world
market, and on the other continuing to provide direct
employment for more than 8 million inhabitants -cmployment which has not decreased recently but
whrch has indeed shown a slight rncrease in some
countnes. T'oda1' we must all take account of the
se'rious crisrs facrng Community agnculture rtself. It
needs chenges, ards and improvements, if we want it to
contrnue to perform the basic tasks entrusted to it by
the Treaty of Rome.

Production costs have increased by a larger proportion
than agricultural prices, panly as a result of the exces-
sively restrictive agricultural price policy implemented
by the Community in rhe past three years, Conse-
quently, especially from 1978 onwards,.the increase in
agricultural income per labour unit has increasingly
diverged from the general increase in incomes so that
the present gap is l3% - a considerable one, which
this sector can no longer tolerate.

In 1980 there was an effective reduction in agricultural
incomes in all the Member Stares - I repeat, in all the
Member States. On average it was 9010, but it varied
berween 40/o and the figure of 200/o found in Ireland.
In the light of these official figures - official since
rhey originate from the Commission - the Committee
on Agriculture could no[ accept the proposal made to
us that agricultural prices should be increased by an
average of.7.80/0. Ir proposes an average increase of
120/o and asks Parliament to vote in favour of this
proposal, appealing to the political sensitivity of each
Member to avoid the rural community, too, being
plunged into a crisis whose economic and social
consequences would cenainly be incalculable. Clearly
this is an average increase, which would be spread in
such a way as to discourage surplus production and
encourage production of those foodstuffs in which the
Communiry has a deficit or at any rate is not self-suffi-
cient.

This figure of 120/o was nor chosen ar random, ladies
and gentlemen. It is the result of a careful analysis of
the real financial and budgetary situation of the
Community, and of a number of forecasrc of trends in
the world agricultural market during the current year,
found in the official documents of the Community and
other international organizations. I refer above all to
the very careful and in-depth document drawn up
recently by the OECD.

The Commission states in im documents that a linear
increase of 10/o in agriculrural prices would involve an

additional net cost of about 50 million ECU for 1981.
!7e think this figure has been overestimated. Indeed,
during the budget debate, in response to a precise
request by the rapponeur, Mr Adonnino, the Commis-
sion stated that the additional net cost for each 10/o of
linear increase would be about 38 million ECU and

not 50 million ECU as stated in the price increase
proposals.

Our proposal for an average price increase 4.20/o
higher than that of the Commission would therefore
involve an additional expenditure of 160 million ECU,
to which must be added about 70 million ECU of
revenue lost through the non-application of the cores-
ponsibility lery to the sectors which do not have a

structural surplus, since such application has been
rejected, as we shall see shonly, by the Committee on
Agriculture. This therefore involves an overall expend-
iture increase for 1981 of about 230 ro 250 million
ECU.

\flell, ladies and gentlemen, Mr President, Mr
Commissioner, I think that this sum can be found
within the budget, perhaps without resorting to
supplementary budgem.

It is sufficient to analyse carefully the figures given by
the Commission on page l5 of the first volume of its
proposals, where ir is srated that the refund rates
applied in rhe early monrhs of 1981, in relation to
rhose of a year ago, have dropped by 150/o for corn,
500/o for barley, 330/o f.or butter, 360/o for powdered
milk, while for sugar not only is there no longer a

refund but there is even an expon lery!

The Commission and the OECD forecast that the
present favourable trend on the world market for agri-
cultural producrs is likely to lasr. Anyone who studies
these problem closely cannot agree with this assess-

ment.

I now address myself above all to those members of
the Committee on Budgets who seem to have arro-
gated to themselves the defence of Community
finances and see the rest of us, especially the members
of the Committee on Agriculture, as potential demo-
lishers of Community resources, in pointing out that in
1980 refunds accounred for an expenditure of I 175
million ECU for cereals, 287 million ECU for sugar
and 2 745 million ECU for rhe dairy sector. It is there-
fore not difficult to make savings on this overall
refund sum of 4 207 million ECU in 1980, if the fore-
casts and indications given by the Commission are at
all reliable. A modest percentage saving would be

enough to provide 
- and I am sure that we can obtain

them 
- 

sums far higher than those which we intend to
ask for or those which we need on the basis of the
larger increase which we propose in relation to the
Commission proposal.

The proposal for an average increase of l2o/o is there-
fore realistic, and does not even constitute a

compromise between the Commission and those of us

who were proposing 17 or l5o/o.lt is a realistic figure
which is entirely compatible with the present state of
Community finances. However - 

and this too must
be pointed out - the increase in agricultural prices for
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198l-1982, whatever the final figure may be, will have
a different effect in the various Member States because

of the different inflation rates and the impossibility of
resor[ing to agri-monetary manoeuvres such as those
which used to take place before the EMS came into
force.

In this situation, the principle of unity of the market
loses any practical significance. !fle should add that
the situation has changed in the last 48 hours because
of the devaluation of the lira and the revaluation of
sterling, wrth effects on the ECU and the related crea-
tion of negative compensatory amounts in some of our
countries.

Furthermore, there is a need to assess the possible
consequences of these very recent monetary events. At
all events, the need remains to invent a technical and
financral, or monetary, mechanism which would make
it possrble, albeit in an exceptional and transitory waf t
to recover the remaining difference between the agri-
cultural.pnces and production costs in countries whose
currencres are more devalued in relation to the
average. Perhaps this technical and financial, or mone-
tary, mechanism is already to be found in what
happened wrrhin the EMS in rhe last 24 hours. Ve
must not and cannot create technical instruments to
this end. However, we have the duty to raise the polit-
ical question, which exists and musr be tackled and
solved as soon as possible.

Mr President, I would now like to examine another
rmportanI aspect of the Commission proposal 

-co-responsibility. The Committee on Agriculture was
almost unanimous in rejecting the idea of elevating
co-responsibility from a mere instrument to contain
agricultural expenditure 

- 
as it is, and as we have

always recognized it to be in Parliament in the past 
-to the level of a fourth princrple of the common agri-

cultural policy. In our view, the function of co-respon-
sibility must be to prevent the accumulation of srruc-
tural surpluses which cannor be placed on rhe
Communrry or world market excepr ar the price of
high export refunds. It musr therefore be temporary
and proportionate to the real financial commirment
which the Communrty musr meer for the export of
those surpluses.

The extension of co-responsibiliry ro deficit producrs,
as proposed by the Commission, is unacceptable. The
Committee on Agriculture has firmly rejected this
idea, and I am sure that Parliament, too, will give a

clear decision on this point..

The real cause of the distortions in rhe common agri-
cultural policy lies, as is well known, in the total guar-
antee offered for limired quanriries of some products.
From this perverse mechanism, on which rhe Council
panicularly continues stubbornly to insist, originate
the mountains of surpluses which have swallowed up
the Communiry budget in recenr years. Nor do I
regard rt as fair or possible to seek ro guaranree

surplus producrion at levels which give some catego-
nes of producers a permanently privileged position in
relation to others. Obviously I am referring particu-
larly to the dairy sector.

'When, in a feu. months, we debate rhe reform of rhe
common agricultural policy, we and the other insti-
tutions will have the opportuniry to go into rhe matter
more deeply and make our contribution to eliminating
thrs negative and damaging factor from the
Community agricultural pohcy.

Finally, a brief mention of monetary compensarory
amounts. \7e all acknowledge rhat they diston compe-
trtron in trade and stand in the way of the reunification
of the agricultural market.

The Commictee on Agriculture thought it desirable to
amend the Commission proposals, and called for the
reduction of MCAs over three years, by decreasing
percentages for the Federal Republic of Germany and
the United Krngdom, and in a srngle stage for the
Benelex countnes, given the small size of the monetary
compensarory amounts there.

Of course we are well aware of the sacrifice that rhis
reduction involves for German and British farmers, but
we think it necessary in the more general interest of
Communrty agriculture. Moreover 

- I repeat - in
the last few days the situation has changed as a resulr
of the devaluation of the lire and the revaluation of
sterling. The ECU 

- 
according ro roday's papers 

-has effectively been revalued by about 2-50/0, thus in
effect changing the level of the positive monerary
compensatory amounts in rhe Federal Republic of
Germany and Britain and rntroducing negative mone-
tarv compensatory amounts in other countries. The
proposals made by us rn the reporr remain valid, even
rf therr scale rs changed. '!/e confirm them here on
behalf of the Committee on Agriculture, which
approved them by a majonty.

At rhe beginning of my speech I said that the fixing of
prices was made more difficult by current talk in all
Communrry circles and in the Member States about
reform of the common agricultural policy. The
Committee on Agriculture is opposed to the introduc-
tion, rn the context of rhe agricultural pnce proposals,
of related measures which constitute real reforms,
since as such they must be debated both by the Euro-
pean Parhament and by the Council.

It is unacceptable thar the Commission, on the basis of
one document, should pur irs ideas into pracrice
without a debate here and, of course, consideration by
the Councrl, *'hich would tackle the pricing sysrem
directly.

'\7e 
shall be able to assess these ideas more fully when

we have the complere picture of the proposals on the
development of the other Community policies as a

whole, the correlations, budgerary aspecrs and propo-
sals for exceeding the present limrt of own resources.
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For my part, I acknowledge the correctness of the
analyses made a few months ago by the Commission,
both with regard to renewed fairh in the basic princi-
ples of rhe common agricultural policy and on the
srgnificance for the Community of the creation of an
agricultural policy, and finally on the distortions
which the Commission identifies very clearly within
the CAP and which must be extirpated if we want it to
survive and be consolidated.

Mr President, this assessment can in any case be made
only after 30 June, when the Commission presents the
overall package of proposals on the basis of rhe
mandate given ir by the C.ouncil in May 1980.

To save time I have confined myself to elucidating the
main aspects of my report, whose organic unity I
defended in commitree, rejecting a whole series of
amendments which were not always necessary. '!7e

have largely succeeded, and I rhank all the colleagues
who assisted me in this.

The assessment and judgment we have made of the
proposals put forward by the Commission on indivi-
dual products must be seen in the more general
context which I have tried to sketch out for you in this
speech. I will not conceal from you that I fear that the
more than 230 amendments tabled in plenary sitting I

may throw the report into disarray, and make it
contradictory, confused and unacceptable, as has

happened to other documents recently.

I hope that this will not happen, that what happened
last year to the Delatte Report will remain an isolated
incident and that Parliament will approve, albeit with
some amendments, but respecting its organic unity,
the report, approved by a srgnificant majority of the
Commitree on Agriculture, which I have presented on
behalf of that Committee.

(Applause)

President. - I call Mr Bocklet.

Mr Bock-let, rappofteur. 
- 

(DE) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, this House has already discussed the
Commission's proposal for a new sugar market organ-
ization. The points of view on the mat[er are therefore
known and have not changed in the meantime. The
main problem for Parliament was, and still is, to
formulate an objectively correct and logically
consistent polidcal position from these different view-
points. For only then can Parliament hope for the
Commission and the Council to listen to its opinion. In
a second attempt to adopt a position, a radically
reduced draft has been drawn up which concentrates
on the main point of controversy, namely the basic
production [evy. In addition members from different
sides of the'House have taken the trouble to submit in

a joint supplementary motion positions on which there
is no controversy, and so we can hope that in
tomorrow's vote Parliament will be able to adopl a

convincing position on [he amendment of the sugar
market organization.

President. - I call Mr Braks.

Mr Braks, President-in-Office of the Council. 
-(NL) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, ir gives me

particularly great pleasure to be here in your midst to
listen to the debates which you are to devote for the
whole of today and I assume tomorrow, to the agri-
culrural price proposals and related measures for the
l98l/1982 marketing year. Your views, suggestions
and wishes serve us as very useful guides in the deci-
sion-making process which we hope to conclude next
week. The Council is therefore very grateful 

- 
I

should like to srress this point once more - for the
energy with which Parliament has applied itself to the
task of dealing with the Commission proposals. You
were ever! prepared to hold an extrasession for the

benefit of the decision making in the Council of
Ministers of Agriculture. 'We very much appreciate
this. Thus, rhe European Parliament obviously under-
srands how importanr it is for the agricultural sector
that price decisions tor 1981/1982 should be taken as

soon as possible. I must also say that now that the
European Community has grown ro include ten
Member States, each with its own views and interests,
finding common ground constantly calls for greater
steersmanship and it has thus become more difficult to
come to real decisions. Last Saturday, therefore, at the
request of the Council of Ministers of Agriculture, I
began a tour of the European capitals. I have still to
visit my colleagues in Belgium and Luxembourg. The
purpose of this tour is to find out precisely what the
various national standpoints are, so that the Council
will be able, if this is at all possible, to make a final
decision.

This tour has yet again reaffirmed my conviction that
the common agricultural policy is a vital cornerstone
of European cooperation since it has made me realize
even more than before the enormous interests which
are at stake, particularly for the agricultural popula-
tion. I am also convinced that the social and economic
disparities within the European Community are so

great that the common agricultural policy alone is

insufficienr to provide adequate solutions to all the
problems. There is a pressing need for integration of
policies in a whole series of other sectors in Europe
since otherwise the degree of integration we have
achieved so far will be put under such great stress that
we will soon be left with a Community hanging
rogether by threads, if I may say so. 'We are therefore
convinced of the need for further integration.

I had an opportunity of meeting a number of Members
of Parliament as far back as the meeting of the
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Committee of Agriculture on 26 February when I
was able to discover your preoccupa[ions and views
and the various points which are now conrained in rhe
Ligios report which represents the opinion of the
Committee on Agriculture. The Council has met once
more since 25 February. On rhis occasion it
discussed in detail not only the problem of prices but
also, in particular, the elemenrs which the relared
measures should include.

Before going into this point further, I should like here
today to say once more how much we appreciate the
considerable work done by the European Commission
with a view to enabling the Council ro arrive ar a deci-
sion. I should like to pay tribure ro the inspiring lead-
ership and grear authoriry of rhe lare Vice-Presidenr of
the Commission, Mr Gundelach, whose work has
since been raken over by Mr Dalsager who has taken
charge of it with such dynamism that he managed to
produce the necessary proposals with virtually no
delay. The Council very much appreciates rhis facr.
The Commission proposals are by no means uifling.
On the one hand they recommend that the funda-
mental principles of the common agricultural policy
should be mainrained, while on rhe orher hand point
out that we should nor lose sighr of orher interesrs,
particularly of an economic, commercial, social and
budgerary nature. Decisions should be raken as soon
as possible on rhe basis of rhese proposals, and as
always - I should like ro stress this once more - rhe
Commission will, on this occasion roo, have irs own
indispensable part to play in rhe decisionmaking

Process.

Mr Presidenr, I should like now, if I may, to deal
briefly with a number of problems in more demil. I
shall concenrrare chiefly on five main points which, in
my view, are borh of viral imponance and very closely
interrelated. It is absolutely vital that a solution be
found to the main problems if the Council is rc be able
to make a complere decision. I am referring to the
problems of price levels and hierarchy, i.e. rhe exten-
sion of the application of the co-responsibility prin-
ciple, rhe agro-monetary situation, impon and export
policy and, last but nor least, the budgetary problems.

As regards the price levels and hierarchy, the Commis-
sion, in its assessment of the economic situation and
the high rate of infladon in the Community, also took
accoun[ of various orher elements. However, it came
to the conclusion rhar on average a fairly substantial
price increase would be necessary this year, even
though the accual Commission proposals do not in fact
go far enough for some of us. Under rhe Treaty of
Rome those responsible for implemenring and main-
uining the common agriculrural policy, musr, in
their decisions, take very clear accounr. of the incomes
of Communiry farmers and marker gardners. As we
are all too well aware, agricultural incomes in the
majority of Member Srares have dropped fairly
substantially in recent years as a resulr of borh the
enormous rncreases ln cosrs and the insrabiliry in rhe

monetary secror. For this reason, other aspects should
also be taken into account when making our decisions.
I am referring, for example, to the economic, social
and fiscal problems in the various Member States.
These problems [oo should, in our view, be looked
into very thoroughly in the light of all the relevant
factors.

The farmers of Europe deserve a berter deal as regards
incomes. In addition, and I think this is very impor-
tant, [he decisions we reach should be such as to give
them more confidence in the future so that they can
feel more at ease regarding their position in European
society.

As well as this, of course, we must. not lose sight of the
interesr of those who actually consume our products.
It is therefore a good thing that the European
Commission always indicates what consequences its
proposals will have for the consumers. As you know, it
has on this occasion esrimated an increase of 2, rc
2.50/o in the costs of foodstuffs. However, one must
realize that in recent years food prices have by no
means taken the greatest toll on the pockets of
Community corlsumers. In fact, largely thanks to the
common agricultural policy, the Community has
been characterized by a unique and in fact unprece-
dented stability in im supply of foodstuffs, as regards
both reliability and the variety of the producm which
are sold at relatively low and, as I said, stable prices.
This represents a considerable achievemenr by the
European Community which, in our view, does not
get as much of the limelight as it deserves.

(Applause from certdin qr4drters on tbe rigbt)

It is, however, an unprecedenred achievement, as

becomes clear if we consider the situation as regards
foodstuffs within the Community with that in very
large sections of the world. Nevertheless, we musr see

to it in our price fixing thar our decisions do not
aggravate the other general problems of the day, such
as inflation which is a cause of considerable concern
nor only for the governments of rhe Member States
but undoubtedly for the people of all rhe Member
States of the Community roo.

Mr President, I should now like to make a few
comments on [he proposals regarding producer co-res-
ponsibiliry. It is, I rhink, going roo far to srate rhar this
constitutes a new fundamental principle in rhe
common agriculrural policy in addition ro rhose
which have hitherto formed the basis of our markering
and price policy, i.e. unity of rhe marker, Community
preference and Community financial solidariry. Co-res-
ponsibiliry and, more panicularly, financial co-respon-
sibility, already existed within the Community's
marketing and price policy in rhe sugar and dairy
sectors as a temporary aid for coping wirh surpluses.
The Commission has now proposed the introduction
of the principles of co-responsibiliry in the grains, oils
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and fats, processed vegetables and fruit and robacco
sectors, although this is not in all cases a question of
direct instruments for financial co-responsibiliry, but
only elements influencing the market process. The
European Commission regards these instruments as an
effective means of controlling production while ar rhe
same time reducing to some extent the budgetary
tensions which currenrly play such an important role
in rhe Community. In our view, this is an idea which is

deserving of consideration, but we should be wary of
the possible general economic consequences of these
instruments for the general objecdves of the common
agricultural policy.

And now to the agri-monetary situation. This is a

permanent atrd delicate problem in view of the mone-
rary instability which the Community has been experi-
encing recently. This is unfortunate, but that is never-
theless how rhings srand. The situation has led to the
introduction of monetary compensatory amounts
which have at least ensured that the structure of the
common agricultural policy, including the funda-
mental principles, has been maintained. However, I
would repeat that right from the outset it was made
very clear that these were only intended as temporary
measures, since they have all sons of consequences for
the smooth running of the common market. It is,

therefore, a good thing that the European Commis-
sion has also proposed that the monetary compensa-
rory amounts still in force should be reduced by not
less than five points in the case of the United Kingdom
and rhe Federal Republic, and totally discontinued in
the case of the Benelux countries. Quite apan from the
recent changes which have taken place in the mone-
[ary sector in the Community, the consequences of
which we cannot yet completely assess, we must look
into the Commission's proposals in this area, but I can
nevenheless ilready intimate that these adjustments
are possible and have provided a somewhat more posi-
tive basis on which we may be able to reach a balanced
decision next week. I repeat, we are still not aware of
what the exact consequences will be, but they will have

an important part to play in the general debate on
agricultural prices for the coming marketing year.

Mr President, I should now like to say a few words on
rhe Community import and expon policy, which is of
enormous imponance for the balance between the
internal interest to the Community on the one hand
and irc international relations on the other.

As regards impons we must, I think, be careful that we
do not take Community preference so far as to end up
with a sort of protectionism. This would result in the
Community being isolated and hence running the risk
of being unable to achieve one of its major objectives,
i.e. that of playing an international role.

As regards exports, the Community has, in my view, a

rask set aside for it in connection with world food
supplies at this time. It should, I think, be pointed out

once more, that the world food supply situadon is a

cause for considerable concern, since not only the
current situation but the prospects for the next ten
years too are anything but rosy. For this reason, we
must also take account of our responsibilities in this
respect in our decisions. In addition, it is very impor-
tant in this connection that we should help the devel-
oping countries to become independent as regards
food supplies. However, quite apart from this, Europe
can continue to play an imponant role by supplying
these countries with appropriate foodstuffs.

An addidonal major problem for the nexr ten years is

the fact that an increasing area of fertile land will be

used for the production of raw materiafs for energy
production. This is an immense problem of which we
should take account immediately so that we can bear
our responsibilities in this respect in the future.

And now to the budgetary problems, Mr Presidenr,
which are considerable, not only in the Community
but in the Member States too. I can assure you [hat the
Ministers of Agriculture are fully aware of the budg-
etary plight of the Community. The Council devotes
considerable time to the budgeury problems.
However, these problems cannot be presented in such
a way as to jeopardize the principles of the common
agricultural policy since if the common agricultural
policy is too much srait jacketed by budgetary restric-
tions, this could mean she end of it.

(App laus e from oario us q uar te rs )

\fle should exercise such caution in dealing with the

budgetary resources available as to ensure that suffi-
cient margin is left to enable the common agriculture
policy to function efficiently since, as we must admit if
we consider the facts, the budgetary resources

currently available are limited and we would be

ill-advised to disregard this fact in our decision-
making, as otherwise we would run the risk of
grinding ro a halt. In this respect too, the Council must
exercise great care in its work next week and attempt
to establish a balance between the various interests
when making its decisions.

Mr President, I have perhaps been a little long-winded
and I should like to apologize for this but it is also the
first time I have had the privilege of speaking in this
Parliament. However, I thought it was advisable to
discuss a number of the main issues with you if only in
general terms. '!7'e share an enormous responsibiliry -not least to consolidate what has been so tenaciously
built up in the European Community over the last 20

years, which is more than many people in the
Community would have thought possible 20 years ago.

I can assure you as Presidenr of the Council of Minis-
ters of Agriculture that I will do all in my power to see

to it that the Council soon reaches a decision since I
take the view that the agriculturaI population of
Europe, which is so particularly dependent on the
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smooth running of the Community, has a righr rc
expect [his. I shall therefore rake careful nore of both
the oprnion you are ro deliver today and romorrow,
and of the suggesrions and wishes expressed so rhar
the Council of Ministers of Agriculture will also be
able to take them into account. next week when
making its decisions.

(Applause)

President. - I call rhe Commitree on Budgers.

Mr Notenboom, dra,ftsman of an opinion. - (NL) Mr
President, ladies and genrlemen I should like to begin
by saying in a personal capacity rhat it gives me grear
pleasure to be able ro make my conrriburion to rhis
debate immediately after Mr Braks, who is not only
President-in-Office of rhe Council of Ministers of
Agriculture but also a personal friend who was
previously a member of rhe same Group as myself.

As you have already poinred our, Mr President, I am
speaking on behalf of rhe Commirree on Budgets. !7e
rn [his Commirree have endeavoured as far as possible
to avoid going into the specific aspecrs of the agricul-
tural policy, ler alone rhe technical questions, but ro
restrict ourselves as far as possible ro the budgetary
aspects.

Firstly, I musr say rhar I particularly regret rhe resigna-
tion of Mr Fich, who had originally been appointed as
rapporteur on this topic and had drawn up a very lucid
report. \fle attempted to dissuade him from resigning
as rapporteur since, in my view, he could have
managed to mainrain all the essential poinm of his
original reporr, but nevertheless, after a number of
votes had been held - some of which were in his
favour - he came to the conclusion thar he should
resign his position as rapponeur and so I, who was
chairing the meering on accounr of Mr Lange being ill,
took over rhis task in accordance with the wishes of
the members.

In all fairness, I should perhaps explain that I am
speaking on a reporr - and amendmenrs ro rhis reporr

- which was adopted by 10 vores rc 9 wirh Z
abstenrions. Thus I am speaking on behalf of rhe
majority, bur you should know how mallers acrually
stand regarding this reporr.

Fundamentally, what rhe Commirree on Budgets
wants to do is ro remind Parliament of its own deci-
sions at the budgetary sirting lasr November when ir
adopted, by a large majority, the Adonnino resolurion
which stated rhat the rotal amounr earmarked for agri-
culture should not be exceeded as a result of the price
decisions for the l98l/82 markering year and rhat any
extra expenditure should be financed by means of
savings in rhe toral amounr. allocared for the Guaranree

Section of rhe EAGGF as the Commission itself prom-
ised. !/e laid down rhis condirion and solemnly srared
that Parliament would rejecr any proposal to increase
the total amounr. of agricultural expenditure in rhe
1981 budgetary yeat. I should like ro remind you of
this declaration' on behalf of the Commirree on
Budgets. Our central poinr is rhar rhe Commission's
proposals - borh rhe price proposals and rhe relared
measures - meet the demands of this Parliamenr and
that Parliament cannor change rhe proposals as a

whole to such an exren[ as ro make financing within
the present margin impossible. Thus, we should like ro
urge Parliament ro be consisrenr and act in accordance
with its own statements of lasr November regarding
the budger. I should personally like to urge all rhose
who are proposing higher figures - including Mr
Ligios himself - ro explain how rhis increase would
be possible within the financial margin, since the
Committee on Budgets would like ro see everyone
keeping to whar Parliamenr has srared on rhis point.

Perhaps they have good reasons for rheir proposals -at any rate we shall soon find our.

The Commission has kept its promise thar the price
proposals and related measures would be as reasonable
as possible wirhin rhe limits of the total amounrs.

Opinions differ within our commirree as regards what
precisely is possible within the margin provided by rhe
1981 budger. Ir was decided - as you can see from
one of the amendments we have ubled to the repon of
the Committee on Agriculture - ro srar,e as a condi-
tion that the level of price increases proposed by the
Commission was comparible wirh rhe budgerary policy
objectives pursued by the European Parliamenr, prov-
ided that the full ser of proposed measures -including savings and co-responsibiliry - remained
unalrered. The Commitree on Budgets resrricted itself
to this.

As regards the monetary compensarory amounrs, we
proposed modifying paragraph 4 b) in such a way as ro
state rhat the monerary compensatory amounts for the
United Kingdom and rhe Federal Republic of
Germany should be funher reduced rhis year and rhat
all monetary compensarory amounrs should be abol-
ished next year. This proposal dates from last Friday,
but since then the siruarion has changed - perhaps
more than we mighr think ar first sight. As rhe Presi-
dent-in-Office of rhe Council of Ministers of Agricul-
ture have jusr said, this must all have a pan ro play in
the agriculrural price decisions as a whole. I should
like to ask Mr Dalsager - although I have nor been
instructed to do rhis by the Committee on Budgets
since we have nor met since Friday - to inform us
shonly of whar conclusions the Commission intends to
draw from lasr weekend's even6 in the monetary
sector. I think we should be informed of this at this
stage. I admit rhat it is nor yet possible to draw all the
conclusions, bur ir would nevenheless be a good thing
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if the Commission would tell us what approach ir
intends to take.

As regards the co-responsibility levies, the Commirtee
on Budgets goes along with the Commission's propo-
sals but with a few reservarions. For example, as we
state in our amendmenr, rhe cosrs should not simply be
passed on to rhe consumer but the co-responsibiliry
policy should exercise a dererrenr effecr on overprod-
uction. In addition, there should nor be too many
exemptions from rhe co-responsibiliry ler.y which
would permir more producers to slip through the net

- which in fact would appear ro be the s256 - xnd
the levy should apply to surpluses sold inro inrerven-
tion. '!7e also go along wirh the inrroducrion of a

'super-lery' and requesr rhe Court of Audirors to pay
particular attention in due course ro rhe effecrs of the
super-lery on the Member Srates.

There are two further co-spokesmen for an opinion
down to speak and for rhis reason, I shall not go into
our amendment regarding national suppon measures.
'We are strongly opposed to such measures, but if they
should prove inevitable, they musr be harmonized.
However, we are against them. One of our amend-
ments stresses .once more that there should be no
supplementary agricultural budget for 1981 and
request that in the fulure we should be put in a berter
position to study the figures more thoroughly and to
be informed of the bases underlying the Commission's
proposals and figures - and we hope rhar Parliament
will adopt our amendmenrs, norwithstanding our
appreciation for rhe solid work carried out by rhe
Commission. '!7e have given symparhetic considera-
tion to the Commission's proposals, but there are
nevertheless a few poinrs on which we would be
grateful for more deuiled informarion nexr year.
These then, ladies and genrlemen, were the views of
the Commitree on Budgers.

President. - I call rhe Commirree on Exrernal
Economic Relarions.

Mr Louwes, dra"ftsman of an opinion. 
- 

(NL) Mr
President, this is the first time the Committee for
External Economic Relations had presented an
opinion on agricultural price proposals at the behest of
the Committee on Agriculture. Unfortunately, time
did not allow the results of my committee's delibera-
tions to be published, which is why I have been asked
to make on oral report.

I should like first of all to draw your attention ro the
role of the Community in world trade in food prod-
ucts. At the present rime, 250/o of total world imports
of agricultural products is to the Communiry's
account, which makes it the world's leading imponer.
I should also like to make the point that of this enor-
mous amount of imponed food, more than half comes
from developing countries. At the same time, though,

the Community is the world's second mosr important
exporter of agricultural producrs, with l0% of toral
exports. These figures are of no small significance,
especially in the light of rhe frequent artacks on what
is felt to be the prorecrionist nature of the common
agricultural policy. Ve therefore have every reason
not to overlook the facr rhat the Community is still a

ma.ior net importer of agricultural producrs, and that
in 1980 for instance, our exporrs of agricultural prod-
ucts paid for only 38% of our food imporrs. At a time
when we are pushed to pay our oil import bills, we
also have to pay 

^ 
ridy sum for our imports of food -as much as 24 000 million unirs of account last year.

So much for the currenr situation. The Commirtee on
External Economic Relations has of course raken a

very careful look at the merim of Community expons
and at the effects of the common agricultural policy

- 
and consequently of prices. I should like to make

the poinr here that we musr first of all regard
Community exports of agricultural producrs as pan of
an overall export policy, as par[ of the Community's
export strategy on [he world market and as a normal
economic activity, and certainly not as a way of
getting rid of structural, subsidized supluses.

Secondly, we must view our export policy in the light
of Parliament's recently published report on world
hunger. My committee takes the view that these aims

- 
i.e. food exports from the Community and the

encouragement of food production in the developing
countries themselves - are compatible. '!7'e must,
however, make a distinction between the short and
long term. In the medium and short term, the situation
is that many areas are finding it harder and harder to
meet the needs of their own populations. Virtually the
en[ire Communist world appears to be incapable of
getting to grips with the problem of low agricultural
productivity which, despite the enormous investments
made over the years, is still endemic in Communist
countries. In Asia, which is facing a enormous popula-
tion explosion, food needs are increasing day by day,
and let us not forget rhe many African countries which
are incapable of improving rheir agricultural produc-
tion. In the long term, on the other hand, I think there
should be a shift of emphasis. Food for 6 000 million
of the Eanh's people can only be produced where
those people live 

- 
at least in the main. There can be

no disputing that. Unfortunately, our experience since
the Second \florld. Var has been that it is a long and
painstaking job in many, many developing countries to
establish a productive agricultural and livestock-
rearing sector. In this respect, we must think more in
terms of generations than years. This is a sad fact, but
it is one this House cannot overlook. In its contribu-
tion to the repon on world hunger, the Committee on
External Economic Relations stated quite clearly that
its aim was to reduce the time-lag and that it was up to
us to intensify our efforts to improve production in
many developing countries. The situation at the
moment, though, is one of extremely scarce supplies.
That point was made quite righrly and convincingly by
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the President-in-Office of the Council, and I can only
go along with what he had to say. Expons of food
from the Community are at the present time essential
if we are to avert still greater hunger, and judging by
whar the President-in-Office of the Council had to
say, rhings will stay like that for a number of years yet.
Ve would therefore ask the House ro bear this in
mind when ir comes ro formulate its attitude to the
prrce proposals.

(Applause)

President. - I call the Commirtee on the Environ-
ment, Health and Consumer Protecrion.

Miss Hooper, dra,ftsman of an opinion 
- 

Mr Presi-
dent, the Committee on Environment, Public Health
and Consumer Affairs is here to provide a voice for
the consumer, and is therefore most concerned that
the Commission, in preparing the farm price propo-
sals, and the Agricultural Commitree, in preparing its

report, have failed to consider adequately or to consult
adequately the consumer interests.

Now we realize that this year the Commission has had
special circumstances with the tragic death of
Commissioner Gundelach and in the need fq.
Commissioner Dalsager to take over and deal with the
proposals at short notice. However, as a committee
and as in'previous years, we must insist that adequate
steps are always taken to consult consumer representa-
tives in preparing the farm price review, which has not
been the case this year.

'V/e regret also that this farm price review is taking
place without the advantage of our having had a

debate on the reform of the common agricultural
policy, which was briginally scheduled for the last
session and which we feel should go hand-in-hand
with adjustments to the price mechanism. Funher-
more, we do not feel the price mechanism alone will
cure the problems of farmers, and we wish to see the
development of the interests of producers, consumers,
food processors and retailers, and not just concentrate
on [he producers.

The Consumer Protection Committee recognizes that
farmers are suffering from the consequences of infla-
tion, bur we mus[ make the poinr: the consumers too
are suffering from the recession and the effecrs of
unemployment and no earned income are equally
relevanr in relation to food prices. Ir is for that reason
that the commirtee would see the Commission propo-
sals as an absolute maximum figure and would deplore
any attemp[ to increase them, as has been suggested by
the Agricultural Committee.

The other point which my committee felt strongly
about is the suggestion that the effect of the farm price

increases on food prices is estimated by the Commis-
sion as a 2.50/o increase. Ve feel rhar rhis figure has
not been clearly proved and we insist in future thar a

product-by-product analysis should be undertaken ro
assure that the real cost ro consumers and indeed the
real gain to farmers is thoroughly and fairly assessed.

Ve do concur with rhe need to control products in
agriculrural surplus. For this reason it was actual[y
proposed ln the commitree that there should be a

decrease in prices for products in surplus on rhe basis
that any increase in agricultural prices will have rhe
effect of stimulating supply and reducing demand.
However, this did not get majority support and I draw
attention to the opinion of the committee, which
doubts the value of co-responsibility since it has been
argued that it constitutes both artacks on producers
and attacks on food and has not proved totally effec-
tive in relaticn to controlling milk surpluses.

I conclude, Mr Presidenr, by stressing again the
importance of greater cooperation and consultation
between farmers, consumers, the processing industry
and the retail sector on all problems and proposals
relating to food policy, and above all urge rhis Parlia-
ment to be realistic and ro resist the tempra[ion of
going higher in its price proposals than the prices ser
ou[ in the Commission proposals. 'S7e must nor forget
Article 39 (e) of the Treaty of Rome.

President. - I call the Commitree on Development
and Cooperation.

Mr Turner. dra,fisman of an opinion. 
- Mr President, I

was deputed lasr time ro speak on behalf of the
Development Committee and move certain amend-
ments to the Bocklet report, which I am glad ro say
was supported by the Parliament. Now I only wish as

a courtesy between one committee and another to say
that we are gratified rhat rhe Agricultural Commitree
in its new Bocklet report has acceded ro our views.

President. 
- I call the Socialisr Group.

Mr Voltjer. 
- 

(NL) Mr Presidenr,. every year when
we come to discuss rhe agricultural price proposals the
same points come up. Firstly, rhere are the agricultural
incomes and rhe dispariries, in incomes secondly, the
budgetary problems currenrly facing rhe Community,
thirdly, Communiry resources and rhe relared question
of consumer incomes and fourthly, the structural and
guidance problems in rhe agricultural secror. Ve musr
therefore turn our arrenrion to these four problems.

Any proposal which takes accounr of only one of rhese
aspects, such as agricultural incomes, ro the excluiion
of all the others is unrealistic and exisrs in a vacuum
since, as Mr Notenboom has already pointed out on
behalf of the Commirtee on Budgets, Parliament has
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already stated irs views quire emphatically. Ir stated
that no supplemenrary budget for 1981 should be
financed by means of price increases. In other words,
price increases should go hand in hand wirh economy
measures. However, here we come up against a stum-
bling block, since the Commirtee on Agriculture is still
unclear as to what economy measures can be taken, as

you will see if you consulr rhe reporr on this point.
Many of the Commission's proposals are rejecred as

unacceptable from the poinr of view of agriculture.
However, my colleagues are, I think, still passing over
the central problem in agriculture at [he presenr rime,
i.e. the problem of overproduction, which affects all
the aspects I have just menrioned since, as rhe
Commission itself recognizes, agriculrural incomes are
threatened. However, the Commission also admits
that price increases will make rhe surpluses more
expensive which in rurn will necessitate more refunds
and inevirably have budgeury consequences.
However, rhe srructure of the agricultural secror and
the disparities in incomes are influencing factors as

regards these surpluses since if more is produced than
is consumed norhing comes of the structural measures
for the simple reason rhar rhere is hardly any more
scope for them since what we then want is ro avoid
stimulating production. Community resources and
consumer incomes are also under serious pressure
from this overproduction. It is economically demon-
strable that Community resources would increase
dramatically if overproduction were adequately
curbed. This would permit an increased price to be
paid for the consumers our of an increase in
Community resources as a whole. On a first reading,of
the Ligios report, I come [o the conclusion, on behalf
of my Group, that ir is rotally out of touch wirh
realiry. The report cheerfully calls for a price increase
of l2o/o and at rhe same rime rejects the Commission's
proposed saving measures. This flies in the face of
what Parliament has already itself decided and, whar is
more, it is unrealisric since it is also at variance with
the decisions taken as regards imports and exports.
Parliament has discussed clear proposals for an oils
and fats policy and regarding impons from developing
countries. However, this report brings these ma[rers
up again and makes suggesrions of a kind which were
rejected when rhese ma[rers were originally discussed
not so long ago. Thus we can in fact speak of a trend
towards protectionism, which means tha[ rhe people
wish to close rheir borders now rhe problems in
Europe are building up. On the other hand, there is

talk of an ambiguous a[rempr ro boosr exporrs ar rhe
expense of other countries. I have norhing against
trade in general. But I do have cenain objections if
people simply ask for higher refunds and say that they
can only increase exports with rhe aid of higher
refunds from the Community. This is unrealistic and
smacks a litde of dumping.

I think we should be rather more open in rhis situation
and thar we should amend the repon accordingly.

Finally, I should like to make a number of observa-

tions regarding the Commission proposals. These
proposals are reasonable - at leasr this is the impres-
sion we get - insofar as they at least do not require a

supplementary budget. However, if we consider their
merit from the point of view of agriculture, I must say
that they nevertheless leave rather a lot to be desired
since a super-lery of 7 .7 units of accounr on milk
which may be passed on by the dairies, either by
means of a mixed price system or by means of a direct
tax on producers who increase their producrion,
means [ha[ the Commission has simply left open the
possibility that a lery of the kind now proposed is

nothing more than a general co-responsibility lery
which thus does nothing more than act as a source of
funds to finance exports.

I am not opposed to the idea of a super-levy, i.e. an
extra lery on growth, since this would in fact represent
a step forward in the right direction. However, it is the
ineffectrveness of the system proposed which worries
me and which I would like to discuss here today.

\)Vhy has the figure of 7.7 units of account been
quoted? \Vhy did rhe Commission nor say rhar rhe lery
should be so high as [o cover the cosrs necessary ro
dispose of the exrra production? !7hy was this not rhe
case, I wonder? Ir is all well and good for the farmer
to be at liberty ro produce a lirrle more, bur ir would
be logical in rhar case rhat he should bear the costs of
disposing of this extra producrion himself.

Thus a second point which presenrs serious problems
as I see it is the fact rhat the dairies would be in a posi-
tion to spread rhis lery over the total producrion and
thus, as it were, relieve rhe farmer of rhe responsibiliry
which he could accepr as an individual producer if he
know what exrra he would receive for rhe last lirres of
milk delivered. In my own country, among orhers, the
dairies and farmers are already discussing the quesrion
of whether a mixed price should now be introduced or
a levy applied ro growrh. I am afraid rhat, as in rhe
sugar sector, here too rhe farmer will come off worsr
and will be manipulared by the vasr cooperarives or
independent dairies and hence be forced ro increase
his production in spire of the aims of this measure.

To sum up, I should like ro poinr our rhar we do nor
find Mr Ligios' reporr acceprable since it contains
protectionist tendencies and ignores recenr srarements
made by this Parliament. Our Group is not opposed to
the idea of a higher price aimed at providing rhe
farmers with a reasonable income, but we are opposed
to a price increase if it is nor accompanied with
measures aimed at eliminaring surpluses.

I also wonder what is the sense of quoring in this
report a figure which has no basis in fact since
according to the objecdve merhod che figure should be
15 .30/0, which cannot be found anywhere in the
report.,V/hat is more, I do not rhink ir is really neces-
sary to quore any figure. !7e should rather specify
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criteria which must be fulfilled before prices can be

increased. This would encourage the Council to take
those measures which were necessary and which we

have been pressing for for years now in this Parliament
rn our budgetary and agricultural debates.

President. - I call the Group of the European
People's Party (Christian-Democratic Group).

Mr Tolman. - 
(NL) Mr President, people like to

make comparisons, and if I compare the situation last
year with the present one, I see two fundamental
differences. On the one hand, there is less food and

more money about. This is perhaps a drasdcally
simplified way of putting it, bur I will explain what I
mean.

In the past, the problem of surpluses has cast its
shadow over our debates. At this present time,
however, stocks are lower than ever, at least for many
years, and I think that it might be said - indeed that it
must be said - that we are on the eve of a serious
shorcage, and I go along enrirely with the point just
made by the President of the Council on this questron.
'\flhy 

are we on the eve of a serious food shortage? Ir is

clear that in the nexr generation the developing coun-
tries will not be able to provide their population with
adequare food supplies as a result of the sharp increase
in the population in recent years. It is also clear that, if
the political systems in Poland and the Soviet Union
do not undergo certain changes, these countries vrill
have to impon more food and thus will apply more
pressure on the foodstuffs market. It is clear thar the
world needs more and more food as we can see

already, to a limited extent, in the case of grain and
sugar cane, and this has enormous indirect implica-
tions for rhe Community's agricultural policy. I repeat,
therefore, we are on the eve of major changes.

I also said that there was more money available. As we
can see, agricultural expenditure has decreased consi-
derably over [he last year. Refunds have decreased, in
particular, in the case of important products such as

butter and skimmed-milk powder.

The negative developments in agricultural incomes are
also a cause for concern, and quite clearly something
must be done about this. Quite apart from the
drsturbing developments which have taken place this
year, ir should be pointed out that, since 1968, agricul-
tural incomes have lagged behind those of the popula-
tion of Europe in general, in that agricultural incomes
have increase d by 2lo/o as against 440/o for the average
European citizen. I was amazed at the price proposal
made by Mr Dalsager on behalf of the Commission
since no one, I think, is in a more difficult position
than this Commissioner who until a few months ago
was still Minister of Agriculture in Denmark. If I look
at developments in Denmark, where I get the feeling
that agriculture is heading for toral bankruptcy, I

wonder how he hopes to make up this shortfall in
incomes with a 7 to 80/o increase. This would, in the
vrew of my Group, call for a greater price increase,
which would be possible as more money is available.

'ifle therefore go along with the rapporteur, Mr Ligios,
on this point, and we intend to give our unanimous
support to the rapporteur's proposals. This does not,
however, mean that we can simply let certain questions
pass rn this debate, and I should hke to go into a few
of the most crucial points.

Firstly, the co-responsibility lery and what I might refer
ro as rhe 'broad co-responsibiliry' proposed by the

Commission. Thrs may well look like a new doctrine
which is being inrroduced into the agricultural policy,
but it is in fact nothing new. Ve are already familiar
with certarn aspecrs of the co-responsibility lery, but it
could not be claimed that Parliament and the
Commitree on Agriculture welcomed this proposal
with open arms. On the contrary, rt was given a very
critrcal reception, and I think we are making a mistake
in thrs respect. Vhat we are discussing roday is the
price polrcy, which, after all, is a short-term affair. If
new lnstruments for agricultural policy are proposed,
these should be discussed in the context of the revision
of the European agricultural policy which is soon to be

debated. Sir Henry Plumb is the rapporteur on this
matter and he is currently examining the many amend-
ments which have been rabled. We do not reject broad
responsibility and the Commission's proposals out of
hand 

- 
we are prepared to discuss them, but we do

not think this is the most suitable time to do so.

This is the point: in our view, these questions should
be discussed in greater detail in the context of a debate
which also deals with agricultural policy in the longer
term. I might also add - and this is a not unimportant
pornr too 

- 
that if there is a question of a broader-

based co-responsibility lery one musr naturally also
look further afield, since under a well-balanced Euro-
pean agricultural policy one cannot one-sidedly place
the burden on the producers, but one must. look into
the enrire quesrion 

- 
as the President of the Council

has already pornted out this morning 
- of import

policy. There is a close link between the volume of
productron in the Communrty and import policy as a

whole. Please note that I have avoided using the word
'protectronrsm', but I nevertheless think that import
policy must be brought into the discussron if we wish
to conduct a responsible European agricultural policy.

I should just like to make one brief remark regarding
the so-called super levy, i.e. the additional levy espe-

cially in the dairy sector. Our Group stated explicitly
last year that growth in production must be halted,
and I should like to repeat this once more on behalf of
our Group. It will never be possible to accuse us of
drsregardrng this problem but - and I must now be
very explicit in what I have to say to the Commission,
and I mean the old and new Commission together 

-the proposals they have made are useless, rhey will not
work and will have no effecr on the growrh in produc-
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tion. \fle endorse paragraph 3l of the Ligios repon
and take the view that the Commission must do irs
sums again because it has not done a good job.
Perhaps it did not have enough time? There were
probably a whole series of reasons, but nevertheless,

such fundamental proposals regarding the common
agricultural policy must be practicable and should not
be prejudicial to the principle of specialization. The
production of the various crops must be concentrated
in those areas where they can be produced most
cheaply. As I see ir, the Commission has failed to take
sufficient account of these considerations. I will not go
into this further, but I nevenheless think that the
Commission must look into all these points once again
and come up with practicable proposals.

I should like, in conclusion, to sum up our standpoint
once more. I hope that both the Commission and the
Council will take due note of the fact that a price
increase of l2o/o is vital if we are to counteract the
drop in agricultural incomes, avoid the national aid
measures which are currently being considered in
countries such as Denmark and France, oppose rena-
tionalization and, in particular 

- and rhis is an aspect
which we cannot go into in more detail at this stage 

-to prevent a funher deterioration in the employment
siruation in Europe where unemployment has reached
catastrophic proponions.

Secondly, there is the question of future policy on
co-responsibiliry levies and such like. This must also be

discussed in greater detail in due course, and I hope
that the Commission and Council will be present on
that occasion. The sharp reduction in agricultural
expenditure means that it is now possible from the
budgetary point of view to make a price adjustment of
120/o ol even 15.30/0. I should like to remind the
President of the Council once more of a statement he

made in Brussels to the effect that the financial
resources of the Community were limited. This is true,
bur rhey are not so limited as to make such a price

increase impossible. '$7'hen we come to discuss the

common agricultural policy in the future, import
policy - 

including such questions as impons from
New'Zealand and relations with the United States -
in a word, the entire package of related problems must

also be discussed.

Finally, Mr President of the Council, I very much
appreciate the fact - 

and my Group is extremely
grateful - that you have repeatedly declared yourself
to be in favour of a substantial price increase. This is, I
think, a good basis for our discussions. The President
of the Council can bring this point to bear in the
consultation which will take place after Parliament has

issued its opinion - 
which I hope will be favourable

- 
and a substantial price increase begins, in our view,

not ar7 or 80/o as proposed by the Commission, but at
120/0.

President. 
- 

I call the European Democratic Group.

Mr Curry. - Mr President, I am very much aware

that up to now this morning, we have had a Dutch
treat: we have had Mr Braks, Mr Louwes, Mr Noten-
boom, Mr Voltjer, Mr Tolman, so, if I may, I would
like to take as my text for today's sermon a comment
in the English version of the Commission's proposals
from page two:

(Laughter)

The Commrssron will recdnstder its proposal rf there
were a serious risk of this balance, the balance between
reform and price proposals, being disturbed.

That sentence, Mr Chairman, is absolutely essential to
my Group and we are looking at this whole package in
the light of that essential and inescapable link. \7e
wish to say straight away that we expect you to have

the courage to put your money where your mouth is

on those sentences and that if the Council decides to
strip your proposals of the reform elements and accept

the price with a little bit more on top for good luck,
rhen we will be urging you, with great insistence, to
take that package back and if you don't, we will make
your life a misery thereafter.

For us, the vital element in the package is the super
levy on milk. The dairy sector is the great crisis sector,

the Community is producing 850 000 tonnes of butter
more a year rhan its consumers want and 1'6 million
tonnes of skimmed milk more than its consumers

want. It is a key to the whole thing.

But will the Minisrers accept it? Vell, I'm not very
sure. Of course, they accepted it in principle except for
the modalities but as I pointed out, modalities can
bounce. And Mr Braks says: well, it's all very inter-
esring these co-responsibility ideas and the Commis-
sion has done a lor of very good work on it, but what
we've got to do is to look at these proposals in the
round and round and round. Vhere will we end up?

Ve will end up wirh an increase on milk and we will
push off the whole structural proposals, rhe proposals
on reform to the restructuring of the budget, where-
upon the Finance Minister will say that this is not a

proper subject for finance ministers and it will go back
next year to the farm price proposals and we will have
lost the vital chance to make a crucial link between
prices and reform, which any national government
regards as being instinctive and necessary.

But the Commission has got to make up its mind on
milk, because at the moment it is pursuing two
contradictory lines of policy. On the one hand it is

pursuing a linear levy, which is based on the notion of
a single market in milk with all the producers in that
market contributing to the surplus 

- 
therefore they

musr all pay the lery, but of course they don't all pay
the levy. Then it is saying: no, we must have a super
lery and that stems from the concept of a regional or a

local market for milk and those who sin must pay the
wages of sin rather than those that are innocent. That
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is the only equitable conceprion, and it is a conception
to which my Group leans.

And then of course we have your little bit of tokenism,
we have your marvellous piece of nonsense abour
forage acreage. Tokenism, because firsr of alI it
supports this silly myth thar rhere is a superior moral
virtue in the peasanr or rhe small farmer rhan there is
in the farmer who is maximizing his productivity, and
secondly, of course, because ir is totally unconrroll-
able. As I have said before, you can't counr olive trees
and olive trees don'r move. How you are going ro
count cattle escapes the wit of my Group in panicular.

Now, there are several basic principles which I wish to
enunciate on behalf of my Group, Mr President. First
of all, we accep[ that basic truth that unlimircd finan-
cial responsibility for production must end. This goes
not merely for products in surplus but also for prod-
ucts for which the costs are mounting at an unaccept-
able rate, and for which the perspecrive of enlarge-
ment is financially horrifying wharever the political
reasons which can be brought forward in its favour.
Ve believe firmly that rhe rate of increase in agricul-
tural spending musr be below rhe rare of increase in
Community revenue so rhar gradually rhe preponder-
ance of agriculture can be made less onerous.

Now the Commission has christened thi, p.o..r,
co-responsibility. Now which ministry of rruth invented
this appalling piece of jargon? Can you not say what
you mean, Mr Commissioner? If you mean a

quan[um, say it's a quantum. If it's a quota, say it's a

quota, but don't dress it up in this perfectly absurd
jargon of co-responsibility on the grounds that if you
disguise it under hea,ry enough clothing nobody will
recognize it for what it is and it mighr slip inro exist-
ence by mistake. In the dairy sector your co-responsi-
bility lery has been of course a co-responsibiliry lery
imposed upon the consumer and not upon rhe pro-
ducer. In fact the whole CAP is srill obsessed wirh rhe
notion of the producer. Ir srill regards a consumer, nor
as a market, but as a sort of ill-defined destination and
it's about time sysrematically the Commission geared
its policies towards creating a buoyanr marker, nor by
clumsy calls for promotional campaigns adveruising,
but by direct aid ro consumprion and rhe mainrenance
of prices so that rhe producer can be assured of a

market which can accepr his unsubsidized ourpur.

The next imponant element, Mr Commissioner, !o
which you must address yourself, is national aid.
There is a great illusion throughout the community
that the common agricultural policy will be reformed
in Brussels, I do nor know where this stems from;
two-thirds of financing on rhe CAP takes place in
national capimls and reform is only going to take place
in the national capitals with the will of the narional
capitals. The situation we see at the moment, where
ministers arrive in Brussels all virtue, sweetness and
light, and talk reform and go home immediately to

introduce national measures which run counrer ro
what they have just being saying in the conrext of
Brussels is something which is ridiculous and ro which
the Commission has got to address irself.

Now it is possible that this year, Mr Commissioner,
the agricultural budget wilI undershoor, rhar it will not
take up all ir allocarions. May I in all modesry suggesr
to the Budget Commissioner who is here, that if he
were [o introduce the rectifying lerter, desupplemen-
tizing the budget, he would receive a very warm
welcome at least from cenain parts of this House and
he would have made a revolutionary name for himself
in the context of Community histories.

Let us be careful, Mr Presidenr, about the fatal allure
of world prices. Of course rhey have helped us, of
course they have bailed us out., of course the stocks
are very modesr - one and a half weeks for burrer,
very modest for skimmed-milk powder - of course
the restitutions have been carved back very substan-
dally. But let us not forget rhar rhe reason for this
narrowing gap berween Community prices and world
prices is not just an increase in world prices, it is a
steady process of restrainr of Communiry prices.
Those two elements have gor to be presenr in order to
continue that policy of bringing rhose rwo levels into
some sort of coordination wirh each orher.

Now on the monetary compensation amounts, you
will realize rhat rhe proposals as ourlined by rhe
Commission are frankly impossible for rhe United
Kingdom, thus Mr Pranchire - I assume I do nor
have to look because I recognize nor [he voice but the
conrenr - (Laughter) the sort of MCA reducrion
which you would impose on rhe Unired Kingdom in
fact would mean a price decrease for certain pro-
ducers. But I am happy ro rell you rhar sheer market
forces - and as you know my party is rather panial to
market forces - sheer marker forces have dropped
50lo since you introduced this package. I hope Mr
President that you tuck that under your belt and run.

A lot of my colleagues ralk very often abour three
basic principles of the common agriculrural policy. As
you may know, the Brirish are nor a very philosophical
nation, philosophy is not raughr in our schools - we
are taught useful rhings like larin. Therefore we do nor
have a very theorerical approach and I wonder
whether these three principles of the CAP do as much
good. I could discuss wirh my wife endlessly the 87
principles of a happy married life, it would nor acru-
ally help us to have a happily married life! \(rhar we
have ro discuss is the funcion of marriage and what
we have to discuss on the CAP are what are rhe func-
tions of this policy. Its funcrions are ro manage rhe
market to maintain farm incomes, to sustain the rural
economy and to manage rhe trade ourside world..!7ell, 

let us discuss in terms of whar we wanr rhe CAP
to do, nor in rerms of these marvellous three princi-
ples, some of which do not exist at all, others of which
exist only partially and some of which should not exist.
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I would be much more sensible to talk in pragmatic
terms about those functions. Any budget is a means of
making polidcal choice. Of course a budget is there ro
serve the policy which it finances, the policy is not
rhere as a servan[ of the budget. But at the same time it
is a means of making political choice, not a means of
preempting political choice. The present structure of
the agricultural policy preemprs political choice in this
Community and that is why we believe rhat there must
be some absolutely firm decision. But there is a link
between progress of the budget, the progress of agri-
culture and the gradual introduction of those other
things which all of us in this House unanimously
believe must form part of the panoply of this
Community.

President. - I call the Communist and Allies Group.

Mrs Barbarella. - 
(IT) Mr President, I should first

like to point out that many of us here stressed last year
how difficult it was to meet the deadline for fixing
farm prices - in other words the problems of agricul-
tural spending and of re-establishing balance in Euro-
pean agricultural production 

- 
without having first

decided upon the broad lines of a revision of the CAP.

This year we are once again faced with this very
important deadline, without having clarified the stance
which Parliament ought to adopt on the essentials of
the reform of the CAP. \7e feel that it was a mistake
nor to have debated and approved, before turning to
the report on farm prices, the own-initiative report
from Parliament's Committee on Agriculture
concerning the reform of the CAP. Lack of time was
put forward as an explanation for this, but we are
convinced that, in fact, this showed a short-sighted
political outlook which has now put us, on the question
of farm prices, in a very difficult situation and forced
us to organize a skimpy debate and ro adopt what is

really a defensive srance ois-d-ztis the proposals which
have been put to us.

The fact is that we have been asked ro deliver an

opinion not just on prices but also on a whole range of
proposals which are a foreraste of the Commission's
attempts at reform. The adoption of a fourth principle,
that of the producer's co-responsibiliry, as an instru-
ment for the general management of agricultural
markets, definitely adds a new factor which might
have very dangerous results especially for some forms
of agriculture without really affecting 

- 
and I should

like to stress this point 
- 

either the nature or rhe
characteristics of the Community suppoft mechanisms.
Co-responsibility in fact only means slight changes in
accounting methods to suit farm holdings, and will
lead to a subsequent increase in their overheads, but ir
also means, Mr President, that even more room for
manceuvre will be left to the most efficient holdings
and rhat the development potential of holdings which,

on the contrary, would have difficulty in covering any
increase in production costs will be funher cut back.
Furthermore, I hope the Commission will not mind if I
say that this is the same selective developmenr
approach which has always dominared the CAP. \7hat
is more, although there may be some justification for
penalizing producers in production sectors or region
which produce surpluses, co-responsibility becomes an
unfair burden on the development potential of regions
or production sectors in which what is needed is, on
the contrary, to work towards a completely opposite
goal. Applying rhis principle in certain countries with
production shonfalls would have the specific effecr of
stifling the incentive to produce and give new imperus
to the ousting of the less sound strucrures.

In our oprnion, the Commission's option in rhis case,
Mr President, appears all the more unsubstantiated
and contradictory because it is now an esublished
fact, a fact which has been denounced by the same
Commission, thar the development imbalance, particu-
larly in the outlying areas of the Community, has
increased ro a worrying extent and that this is precisely
rhe direct result of the present way in which the CAP
works. The Commission actually states - and I quote
verbatim fr<lm the text - that 'the price support
system, under cover of achieving economic equality,
has been the source of social rnequality for the less

sound farm holdings and areas.' In orher words, if my
interpretation is correct, it has helped rhe rich and
milked the poor. For this reason, the Commission goes
on to state, and once more I am quoting verbarim 'rhe
time has come to impart new impetus, based on firm
foundations, to the CAP'. The firm foundations which
the Commrssion puts forward are paradoxically
enough to generalize the principle of co-responsibiliry
to cover production sectors and areas which do not
produce surpluses. Basically, it seems to me that we
can say that the Commission, by attempting to save
what it can from the existing policy, is highlighting its
inability to solve the real problems of European agri-
culture. This also seems to me to show an undoubted
determination to try to keep intact the basic founda-
rions of the existing policy, thereby, perhaps, showing
a very special understanding of the interesrs of cenain
areas and of certain farm combines.

'!7e feel that this arrempr at reform ought to be
rejected for the reasons which I have briefly outlined
above. But it is not our intention, and I should like to
underscore rhis facr, Mr Presidenr, ro brush aside in
this way the fundamental problems, such as farm
expenditure or the re-organization of European farm
production which is needed. \7e feel that these prob-
lems must be solved as quickly as possible, bur using
instruments which above all are really and truly effec-
tive, and secondly which are not unfair. Vhar possible
positive conscruction can be pur on a co-responsibiliry
lery which, in spite of its existence, has made it
possible for last year's milk production to increase on
average by 2.60/o? How can $/e assess the Commis-
sion's proposal for introducing this year 

- and only,



36 Debates of the European Parliament

Barbarella

for this year - a super levy, whilst rhe Commission
reserves the right for future years ro give funher
thought to other ins[ruments'such as that of reducing
intervention prices? Ir is my opinion that we too ought
to give deeper thoughr to rhis problem.

Parliament's Committee on Agriculture rejected some
of the Commission's proposals, in panicular because it
did not see any jusdficarion for penalizing producrion
sectors which did nor produce surpluses. However, I
must say, in spite of rhe excellenr piece of work done
by Mr Ligios, thar rhe Commitree has laid irself open-
to criticism on some fundamenral problems, and I am
referring panicularly ro rhe milk question. Our
Committee was not able to give voice to a single
specific alternative proposal. This is why, we, the
Italian Communisrs, tabled a draft amendmenr on rhis
specific issue, taking as our point of departure
precisely those remarks which need ro be made with
reference to the Commission price proposals, which,
in sum, would lead to a reducrion in rhe milk inrerven-
tion price.

Ve propose, in fact, where this secror is concerned -and this is a key sector which poses whar are rhe mosr
complex problems a[ the moment - rhar prices should
be determined at the same time as rhe basic volumes
which are accepted for intervention for the l98l/1982
marketing year, and we propose rhat rhe inrervenrion
price should be reduced every quarter by a percentage
which is fixed beforehand, if deliveries to the dairies

Bo over these basic volumes. ft is clear rhar this
mechanism would lead to rhe exemption of farmers
from holdings in the less-favoured mountain regions
and of all the small producers. This seems ro us to be a
fundamental point. Basically, rhis drafr amendment is

not very far away from the ideas which, in my
opinion, one can discern in some documents published
by the Commission. For us, the approval of some pans

- of our own draft amendment but also of any orher
proposal which is really effective and specific - is the
sine qua non for approving the motion for a resolution

Pur ro us roday.

Another very important fact which must be recognized
is rhar we should not penalize Mediterranean produce.
In this connection, I should like to stress that the
Iralian Communists do no! mean by this that we
should reject the need to review the support
mechanism for Mediterranean produce, but we do
consider that this ought to be done on a larger and
more comprehensive scale, one which would get to
grips with all the problems of the CAP and firsdy the
fundamental problems of this policy, which definitely
are not. represented by the difficulties of Imlian honi-
culture or fruit growers or even by the problem of
olive oil. The real problems are quite different. This is
another fundamental point for us.

In conclusion, I should like, Mr President, to make a

few brief remarks on prices. There is no doubt that

this year the whirtling away of producer's incomes, as
the situation has turned out in some countries in which
the level of infladon rs high, raises problems for our
approval of the Commission proposals. Their propo-
sals are definitely inadequate and, in my opinion, shy
away from seeking balanced solurions which mke
these factors into tonsiderarion but also rake inro
consideration - and here I 'am appealing ro rhe
House - the incontroverrible need ro breathe new life
into the sector of agricultural expendirure wirhour
forgetting market problems. Mr Presidcnr, ir seems
clear to me thar whar is in jeopardy ar rhe momenr are
not just. the inreresrc of one secror or the defence of
one category of producers - even rhough rhis is
essential and I lay heavy emphasis on the fact - but
what is in jeopardy is rhe real feasibiliry of maintaining
a common agriculrural policy and of funhering, by
making judicious correcrions to this policy, a different
type of process of inregrarion in the Community.

(Applause)

President. - I call rhe Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mr Delatte. (FR) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, ar rhis rime when the European Parliamenr
is dealing wirh rhe fixing of common agriculrural
prices for the coming year, I hope you will allow rhe
spokesman for the Liberal and Democratic Group ro
indicate the rrue scale of whar is at srake - indeed,
this has already been done just now by the rapponeur,
Mr Ligios, whom I wish to thank.

But our Group had abeady, a year a3o, pointed out
four good reasons for a substanrial increase in agricul-
tural prices. The common agricuhural policy does not
cost as much as is claimed, the budgetary capacity
allows a reasonable contribution, farmers' incomes are
lagging behind, and rhe developmenr of European
agriculrural porenrial mus[ be ensured at all cosrs.

\(ith regard to rhe real cosr of rhe common agricul-
tural policy, I rhink thar a message has got across borh
in Parliamenr and to public opinion. Many people
have realized that orher polices were being financed
through the common agricuhural policy - and this is
true.

Moreover, the stabiliry of supply and prices from
which 260 million consumers have benefited for
tventy years is also fully appreciated. How many
countries in the world enjoy such securiry? One musr
point out the very low cosr of the common agricultural
policy in relarion ro rhe gross domestic product:
0.50/0. Ler us also remember rhe negligible size of rhe
chronic agricultural surpluses. All rhis is now clear.

Turning to the second reason, does the budgetary
capacity allow a price increase large enough to main-
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tain agricultural incomes a[ a proper level? I would say
that it does.

Indeed, let us note firsr rhe forecasr for rhe use of the
VAT rate which is 0 .890/o for the current year, leaving
a significant margin for increasing agricultural prices.
Expenditure is being reduced, since 1981 will be the
second consecutive year of net slowing of the growth
in agricultural expenditure despite Greek accession to
the Community and the setting up of new market
organizations.

Finally, we no[e world price levels which mean a

considerable and general reduction in refund rates in
1981. Moreover, [he imposition of export levies on
sugar has been providing revenue for some time now.
In this connection I would point out that our Group
agrees with the proposals made on the sugar regula-
rion in rhe Bocklet report. But, to return to the budg-
etary cost of agriculture, I would add that the adminis-
trative savings can be made from this year onwards,
and that savings are possible if Communiry preference
is respected to a greater extent.

Ladies and gentlemen, can one go on using the argu-
ment of the 1% VAT ceiling to the peasant farmers
when 400 000 tonnes of meat enter the Community
duty-free or at a reduced rate of duty, and when the
same applies to the substitution products for cereals,
proteins and fats? The annual loss of revenue resulting
from these financing measures could easily finance a

significant increase in agricultural prices, and I would
add that the existing co-responsibility will reduce
expenditure, but one must also reject any idea of
generalizing quotas and amounts related to the wholly
unacceptable supeflax on dairy produce.

The third reason is agricultural incomes. Do I need to
remind you that the fall in agricultural incomes was
9o/o accordine to the Commission ircelf and that, in
relation to [he incomes trend in the economy as a

whole, that of agricultural incomes is lagging behind
in 1981 by 130/o.I would remind you that there is also
a significant difference between the prices fixed by the
Community and the prices paid in practice to farmers.
Clearly a substantial increase in phe common prices is

needed. It is true [hat, even so, one must not lose sight
of the consumer inrcrest, and I would say that it has
been well defended by the farmers. The Commission
itself writes that three years of a moderate price policy
have contributed greatly to lowering rhe rate of infla-
rion. Thar is the co.ntribution of the farmers to the
anti-inflationary effon. The objective method taken as

a basis in the Ligios repon has made it possible to
assess the increase required simply to maintain agricul-
tural incomes. This method should be followed, and
that is why the Liberal and Democratic Group has
tabled 'an amendment providing foi an increase of
15.30/0. This increase would be economically fair
expenditure, and a basic investment for the coming
years in the face of increasing costs.

The founh and last reason is the imperative need to
develop the European agricultural potential. This
development is necessary to re-establish the rade
balance. Moreover, Europe is gradually opting for
expansion of its sales of food products, and I am glad
of this because the export challenge mus[ be met. It is

also necessary for our supplies of energy and raw
materials, since agriculture is a natural resource which
must be exploited. Finally, this development of our
agricultural potential is necessary for economic
growth and proper land use in Europe. To mention
only one example of this, the drop in agricultural
incomes has adverse effects on the development of the
agricultural machinery industries, which are in a diffi-
cult situation. Moreover, with regard to international
trade and the economic and political influence of
Europe, what aid could we have given to Poland - to
mention only one example - if we had had strictly
self-sufficient production ?

To sum up, the development of our agricultural poten-
tial is an essential need, and it requires adequate
incomes. There is therefore no shonage of reasons for
substantial price increases. Bearing in mind the impon-
ance of what is at stake in the fixing of the prices, I
stress the absolute necessity of respecting the deadline
of t April for deciding on them. The credibility of
Parhament and of Europe depends on it.

On behalf of my Group, I hope that Parliament, by
voring in favour of an adequate price increase, will
express its desire to face up to its responsibilities.

(Applause)

IN THE CHAIR: MR: ZAGARI

Vice-President

President. - I call the Group of European Progressive
Democrats.

Mr Fanton. - (FR) Mr President, in submitting its
price proposals to Parliament the Commission begins
by saying thar it is vital to halt the decline of agricul-
tural incomes and help farmers to improve their real
income, and goes on to say that the increase in costs
and fall in agricultural incomes canno! be ignored. Of
course, an attentive reader of this document expects
figures and conclusions. Further on it is stated that
inflation accelerared, reaching an average of l2o/o in
1980 and 13.50/o in December 1980, and thar produc-
tion costs increased by l2o/o in 1980. The repon states

that farmers' incomes fell by 9'30lo in that year - as

shown by the graph on page 6 - and adds that the
gap between them and averaBe wages was 180/0.
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Ladies and genrlemen, you have heard rhese figures 
-13.5, 12,9.3 and l8%!Yet rhe surprising conclusion

reached by the Commission is rhar the prices should be
increased by 7.80/0. Vhy this figure, which has no
basis and is not relared to anything? No explanarion is
given by rhe Commission, which conrenrc itself with
telling us thar it is the best figure.

It is said - but I do not know if ir is true 
- 

rhat rhe
Commission would thus like to allow rhe Council of
Ministers to seem more generous [han ircelf. I would
like to tell rhe Commission that such a calcularion
would be an unworrhy one and rhar rhe Commission
would not improve its image among farmers nor
among Europeans in general in rhat way.

For our par[, we think that an increase of tS.l% in
agricultural prices 

- 
which emerges from the applica-

tion of the objective merhod 
- 

is an absolure necessiry
if we want European agriculture to survive and
develop.

Let the Commission make no misrake. Its proposals
are regarded by European farmers as a kind of provo-
cation. The Commission, no[ conrenr with provoking
European farmers by proposing a derisory figure,
compounds rhe felony, so ro speak, by indulging in a
rather underhand manceuvre. It is rrying to use our
debate today to make Parliamenr adopt generalized
co-responsibiliry as a fourth principle of the common
agricultural policy.

Everyone knows, and rhe Commission knows better
than anyone since it constitutes the mandate entrusted
to it on 30 May 1980, rhat consideration is now being
given to reform of the common agriculrural policy.
The Commission wants to force rhe hand first of
Parliament and rhen of the Council of Ministers, when
it is quite clear rhat the consequences of generalized
co-responsibility have never been seriously analysed.
The Commission, of all people, should nor be unaware
of this, since ir wrires on page 4 of irs repon, on [he
subject of the only exisring experience of co-responsi-
bility 

- 
the co-responsibiliry levy on milk products 

-rhat despite the co-responsibiliry l."y and rhe
announcemenr of an additional co-responsibiliry lery,
milk production has reached a record level of
105 million tonnes and deliveries ro dairies have
increased by 2.60/0. This is an admission rhat the
co-responsibility lery has totally failed to achieve the
aim underlying its crearion 

- a decrease in produc-
tion. Indeed, rhe matrer is very srraightforward for the
Commission. Co-responsibiliry is a way of obuining
revenue from farmers, in the absence of rhe will ro
carry out a new and imaginative policy.

Let the Commission therefore wair for consideration
of reform of the common agricultural policy co be
completed before trying to invenr a new principle. And
let it use its rime and energy 

- since ir appears to have
time and energy 

- to ensure respect for the rhree
basic principles of rhe common agricultural policy.

I heard Mr Curry saying just now rhar principles had
hardly any imporrance and rhat one should instead
content oneself with implemenring a pragmatic policy.
Perhaps pnnciples have no importance, bur if one
follows a policy which runs conr.rary to rhe principles
which led a number of rhe Member Srares ro agree ro
the common agriculrural policy, one runs the risk of
setbacks. The Commission knows rhese rhree princi-
ples, since it rnvokes them. ft ralks of uniry of prices,
Community preference and financial solidarity. That
means, Members of the Commission, rhat we must
first speed up rhe dismanrling of the monerary
compensarory amounrs - you propose rhis in far too
restrained a manner - we mus[ move faster and go
further. Bur it also means rhar we musr put an end ro
certain practices which threaten the competiriveness of
European farmers. How, indeed, can one propose to
reduce the guarantees provided for European farmers
by introducing generalized co-responsibility, when
some producrs continue [o enrer the Community
wirhour resrriction?

Last year more rhan 300 000 tonnes of beef entered
the Community, when it is clear thar we have no need
of it since we exporr beef, Similarly, we have made no
progress, Members of rhe Commission, in regularing
the import of subsritution products - whether
manioc, soya or maize gluten - mosr of which, as we
all know, come from the Unired States and certainly
not from the developing countries. It is therefore
necessary ro take acrion in this field, and we expecr rhe
Commission and the Council of Ministers ro do so.

If the Commission is seeking with unseemly haste ro
set up this sysrem of generalized co-responsibiliry, by
contrast rt is being very caurious wirh regard ro a

necessary application of the agricultural policy -namely expons. Indeed it tells us on paBe 2 rhat the
Commission will propose when rhe time comes - it
seems tha[ the time has not yer arrived - a new
approach with regard to exrernal trade in agricultural
produce, taking account of changes in rhe balance
between supply and demand and of world trading
practices. \7e must hurry, since an exporr policy is
necessary both for the equilibrium of rhe Community
and for its economic prosperity. Much has already
been done in rhe field of beef expons
620 000 ronnes rhis year in comparison wirh 168 000
in 1977 . 16 million ronnes of cereals have been
exported, as against l0 600 000 in 1977. In both cases
rhe prices have been very close ro world prices. I shall
not dwell - since the Commission has reason to be
discreet abour rhem - I shall not dwell on the sugar
exports which bring in a great deal of revenue [o rhe
Commission.

Mr President, our Group therefore demands - I
would like to do so very precisely and clearly - firsrly
that the average increase in agricultural prices be fixed
at 15-30/o wirh effect from 1 April; secondly, rhar the
monetary compensatory amounts be dismantled over
two years; rhirdly, thar generalized co-responsibiliry be
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rejected and that the Community institutions - all of
them, i.e. not only the Commission but also rhe

Council - respect and ensure respect for the three

basic principles of unity of prices, Community prefer-
ence and financial solidarity; fourthly, that to the

extent that the co-responsibiliry levy exists on some

producrs at present 
- 

and I ask the Commission to be

attentive to our proposal - the management of the

revenue thus obtained be participatory, involving the

producers' representatives alongside those of the

European institutions, for co-responsibility is shared

responsibiliry; and, finally, the implementation of a

policy on exports of agricultural produce must be

begun at the time when the proposals for improving
the operation of the common agricultural policy, for
which it is an essential condition, are submitted.

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, at a time when
the problem of world hunger should be mobilizing our
effons, it would be unacceptable for a selfish policy to
discourage European farmers from producing. At a

time when, throughout the world, agricultural produc-
tion is often woefully inadequate, it would be against

the interests not only of farmers but of all Europeans
to fail ro use the natural resources of our Srates to
improve our trade balances and increase our political
influence.

Finally, at a time when European integration is threa-

tened from outside as well as from inside, it would be

political suicide to destroy, whether brutally or insi-

diously, the only common policy which rhe Europeans
have implemented - 

the cornmon agricultural policy,
Since we want to see Europe play a role in the world,
u/e are concerned about the need to take effective
action to help those least well off, and because we are

aware of the imponance of the common agricultural
policy for the future of European integration, v/e say

rhar we shall not allow that policy to be destroyed and

thar we shall continue to work for the prosperity of
European agriculture.

(Applause)

President. - 
I call the Group for the Technical Coor-

dination and Defence of Independent Groups and

Members.

Mr Capanna. - 
(IT) Mr President, the- Ligios repon

basical[y supports the continuation of the existing

European farm policy, and this at a time when millions
of faimers have had more than enough of this CAP
which continues to favour the rich holdings instead of
the poor ones, and to aid the sectors with structural
,r.piur., rather than those with deficits, and to pit the

North against South. The distonions in the CAP are

large and deep-rooted and this is why it is not a ques-

tion of whether we will ask for a 120/0, or a 15 '30/o or
a l7o/o or a 2Oo/o increase in farm prices, the real
problem is to totally rework the CAP. The lily-livered
Government of Italy, for example, can no longer

wriggle out of asking for a renegotiation of
Community agreements on this matter. In addition,
Community partners ought to realize that they cannot

continue to sponge off the Poorer agricultures in the

Community, amongst which Italian agriculture can be

counted.

A common agricultural policy means, as the word
common implies, that everybody's interests are taken

into account and common ground is found, and it
does not mean that one-way subsidies are granted to
the rich dairy farmers of Bavaria, subsidies which
match the income shortfall of Italian producers who
produce for the open market. In this case, a fair solu-

rion to the farm prices problem might be to pursue a

cautious policy of varying increases from one product
to anoth;r and an increase in the number of products

subjected to guarantees. The farm price proposals for
the marketin1 year 1981 to 1982 do nothing more

than to widen the rift between the North and South.

In this connection, we must abolish as soon as possible

the large positive monetary compensatory amounts
which, as we can now see, after the devaluation of the

Italian lira and the re-valuation of sterling, serve no

orher purpose than to increase the imbalances q'hich I
have already denounced above. Ve must do away with
the constant provision of funds for surpluses and the

co-responsibility levy which is the structural instrument
of this. In addition, abolishing the co-responsibiliry
super-lery on milk might be one of the best ways of
turning the tide. Let the producers pay [or their own
surpluses by seeking suitable markets and not by
leaning on Community subsidies. Medirerranean
produce must benefit by Community preference' It is

incredible to see that within the Community, in
Luxembourg for example, oranges imported from
South Africa are on sale. It is quite unacceptable that
the entry c,f Greece into the Common Marker and

later of other Mediterranean countries should be

exploited, that such countries will be squeezed like
lemons in order to finance the prosperous northern
regions of Europe. \flh4t is needed, for example, is

also to review the regulation which gives no supPort to
the setting up of new olive oil presses, and what we

ought to do is to impose a heavy tax on imports of
soya and soya beans. Vith no trace of chauvinism, I
am forced to note that Italy, together wich Erre, is one

of the countries which has been the hardest hit by the

CAP. \fle must make patently clear our opposition to
the financial support for anificially sweetened wines,

especially if we think that at the moment excellent
vinyeards are being systematically grubbed !P and

recourse is being made to the inordinate use of excise

duties. Vhy, with the new provisions suggested, is

Iralian sugar production strangled if it is not in the

interests of some other people?

Mr President, I shall conclude by appealing to the

Commission. If you truly wish to make grants to prod-
ucers of honiculture and fruit so that they may Process
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their produce, rhis oughr to be granted directly ro the
producer. Lastly, I feel, and I rake rhis occasion of
reminding all the Members of this House, in case they
have had a chance ro forget it, rhat rhe Ten must
recognize the Palesrine Liberation Organization.

President. - I call Mr Pesmazoglou.

Mr Pesmazoglou. 
- 

(GR) Mr Presidenr, whar we are
dealing with today is the Commission proposal on the
adjustment of farm prices ro take account of the
mainly monetary developments in Europe.

I wish to stress our disagreemenr wirh and opposirion
ro the Commission's proposal, which contributes
nothing at all either to the necessary rescructuring of
the common agricultural policy or to combaring
inflation, while at the same time harming Community
agriculture, Greek agriculture, alI rhe Member Srares
of the Community and, most of all, rhe inreresrs of rhe
agricultural communiry.

The motion for a resolution by the Committee on
Agriculture presented by Mr Ligios has very many
positive points, and I hope thar a large majonty of the
House will vote for it. The crucial point is surely rhe
proposed farm price increase. Ve do nor think that
120/o is sufficient, and I agree with the proposals made
by Mrs Barbarella, Mr Delatte and Mr Fanton for
higher increases. A 15.40/o rise would not be sufficient
for Greek farmers, who have to contend w'ith very
high inflarion. I wish, however, ro s[ress the grear
importance wirhin this amounr of rhose arrangemenr
which more particularly concern Mediterranean prod-
ucts and Mediterranean farmers.

I should like to make rhe following very brief
comments on the proposals conrained in the report by
the Committee on Agriculture which Mr Ligios
presented.

Firstly, farm prices policy and the resrructuring of rhe
common agricultural policy must be based on the
principles contained in the Treaty of Rome, and rhe
speakers so far, especially Mr Delarte, have argued
this point very well.

Secondly, any proposal on co-responsibility in the
common agriculrural policy must refer to producrs
which have strucrural surpluses, i.e. permanent
surpluses involving a broad caregory of producrs
which have hitherto received favourable rrearmenr
under the common agricultural policy. Thus
co-responsibility does noI concern Medirerranean
products if you mke accoun! of rhe fact rhar hardly
any Mediterranean producrs, wherher oil, fruit and
market garden crops, tobacco or wine 

- 
products in

which our Mediterranean counrries, including Greece,
have a vital interesr 

- 
have strucrural surpluses. Thus

there is no jusrification for applying the principle of
co-responsibiliry ro rhese producrs.

Thirdly, I should like ro state rhat ar a time of wide-
spread and in particular monetary imbalance rhe
common agricultural policy needs ro be combined
with special aid for developing regions, among which
the Medirerranean counrries of sourhern Europe,
including Greece, are parricularly imporranr.

Fourthly, at a rime when rhere are such marked differ-
ences in inflation rates, exceptional measures are
called for. 'The common agriculrural policy, like any
other Communiry policy, cannot. succeed unless we
make headway in harmonizing economic and mone-
tary policy; this goes without saying. Bur in rhe mean-
time account musr be raken of rhis great difference
between the rnflation rates in the various Member
States of the Community. On this point, I am bound
to stress that Greece, the Greek farming community
and the Greek people are faced with an exrremely
acure problem since rhere is a 250/o inflarion rate in
Greece and in 1981 ir is unlikely to be any lower. It is

totally unaccepnble rhat Greek farmers should have ro
assume this great burden. 'W'e propose, therefore, rhat
certain procedures should be adopted, and the
proposal by the Commirtee on Agriculrure in para-
graph 4 provides for procedures of rhis kind, borh
technical and monerary, in order ro offser rhe very
serious effects of rhe difference in inflarion rates.

My final remark concerns Greece. Since this is
Greece's first year as a full member of rhe European
Community, iis agricultural producrion and the
incomes of irs farming community are of enormous
national and political imponance. It therefore follows
that the subject we are dealing with is of vital interesr
to all of us. Ve therefore propose, in addition ro fixing
the price increases which relate to Mediterranean
products and cover rhe difference in inflation and an
appropriate increase in rncomes, a procedure should
be laid down to adapr Greek prices to the highesr
Community prices and the highest aid for producrs.
This can rake place under the rerms of rhe Treaty of
Accession of Greece ro [he European Community.

To this end, I have tabled an amendmenr ro rhe
motion of the Commirtee on Agriculture presented by
Mr Ligios, and I hope rhat the European Parliament
will adopt it.

President. 
- I call the Commission.

Mr Dalsager, Member of the Commission. 
- 

(DA) Mr
Presidenr, let me begin by thanking Parliamenr's
Committee on Agriculrure for its promp[ and
thorough considerarion of rhese price proposals. Firsr
and foremost, I wanr ro draw Parliament's artention to
the fact that rhe Commission's proposed agricultural
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price package has had to try to reconcile conflicting
objectives:

- firstly, to ensure a certain progression in agricul-
tural incomes;

- secondly, to take account of the budgenry prob-
lems undeniably facing the Community;

- thirdly, to take account of the market situation for
the individual products;

- fourthly, to take account of the generally critical
economic situation in the Member States.

As regards agricultural earnings, which were also

touched on in the debate, I want to stress that, against
the background of the fall in farmers' incomes in 1980,
it is imperacive chat the Community react with an

adequate increase in guaranteed prices. As has been
pointed out, farmers' incomes fell in 1980 by approxi-
mately 90/o at fixed prices following a smaller drop in
1979.

Up to and including 1978 agricultural incomes had
risen continuously at fixed prices and were largely on
a par with increases in other sectors. Today incomes
remain constant at 220/o above the 1967-69 reference
period at fixed prices. However it must be recognized
that the actual increase varies gready between Member
States, and in view of this siruation the Commission
has proposed a much higher price increase this year
than in the past three to fouryears.

The Commission's proposals fall mainly within the 6

to 120/o range, and in the case of the more imponant
products they generally lie berween 8 and 10%. Parlia-
ment's Committee proposes an average increase of
120/0, and I understand from Mr Ligios' presentation
of his report, for which I exrend my thanks, that this
120/o was arrived at after very thorough, almost scien-
tifically substantiated analysis. I would like to have
seen this analysis, because, the proposal put forward
here concurs with the Commission's on a long list of
price increases of less than 120/o.I would therefore like
to see which products are to have such very large price
increases as ro artain the figure of l2o/o overall. If
increases for cereals are kept very low and for milk at
least not too high, it would appear that it is products
such as tobacco and olive oil, fruit and vegetables
which will have to receive very large increases to arrive
ar an average of l2o/0. I see for instance rhat the
Committee recognizes that price rises this year should
vary from product to product. Of course the question
of what price increases are needed to maintain and
improve agricultural incomes can always be discussed.
However, the Commission still holds the view that its
proposals are reasonable.

As regards the budgetary restrictions, I would like to
stress that the Commission has taken the well-known

budgetary restrictions, to which Parliament has
previously artached such importance, into considera-
tion. Indeed other speakers today have also stressed

that it is the Commission's duty to keep within the
limits imposed on Parliament as a budget authority.
The Commission believes, however, that its proposed
package this year takes adequate account of the needs

of agriculrural earnings, without it being necessary to
introduce a supplementary budget later in the year and
without postponing to subsequent years the demands
which other policies have on the budget. It is therefore
surprising that Parliament's Committee on Agriculture
obviously disregarded the budgetary consequences in
its report. Its proposal in fact implies additional
expenditure of not less than 1 100 million ECU over a

twelve-month period compared to the Commission's
proposal.

The market situation continues to be marked by
imbalances in certain products. Production continues
to rise, consumption' is stagnating, and in most sectors
it is unrealistic to expect any great rise in consumption.
A steadily increasing proportion of Community pro-
duction witl go for export or be dealt with under
special marketing schemes. The EEC is already or will
probably soon be the world's biggest or second biggest

exporter o[ wheat and flour, barley, white sugar,

almost all dairy products, beef and veal, pigmeat,
poultrymeat, eggs and wine. It is against this back-
ground that the.Commission made the following state-
menr in its srudy paper of 5 December 1980:

The marn consideration underlying the planned adjust-
ments to the market organization is that in view of the
present situation rn agnculture it is neither economically
sound nor financially possible to guarantee fixed price or
support. levels for unlimued production.

This, Mr President, is the reasoning behind the founh
principle which forms an integral part of the Commis-
sion's price proposals rhis year. This principle of
increased co-responsibility for producers is of crucial
importance in upholding the basic principles of the
common agricultural policy in the longer term.

This is what we in the Commission regard as the
balance in our proposal and Parliament cannot simply
change this proposal, on the one hand using up more
Community funds while on the other refusing alrc-
gether to accept the principle of general co-responsi-
bility measures which in fact act as a counterbalance.

The general economic situation in the Community is

characterized by a very low growth rate which in 1980

was even as low as 1.3%. This led to a large increase

in unemployment, which is now about 80/o of the total
Community labour force. Simultaneously many sectors

of industry are threatened with works closures and

compulsory shon-time working.
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In this situation, Mr President, the common agricul-
tural policy was able, despite all, to protect agriculture
against the worst effects of this crisis.

As in previous years, a reduction of the monetary
compensatory amounts is proposed in the context of
the price proposals. I should like to stress thar new
currency adjustments were made last weekend, as the
rapporteur of the Committee on Budgem has already
mentioned, and these new currency adjustments mean
that monetary compensatory amounts will be reduced
in countries with positive monetary compensarory
amounts. At the same time the Commission wanrs ro
propose that no new monetary compensarory amounts
should be introduced in the remaining countries which
means that prices in national currencies will increase
even more in these countries.

In conclusion I should like ro stress rhar in the
Commission's view irs price package wirh the arrached
proposal

firstly, rakes appropriate account of the need
for an increase in agricultural incomes,

secondly, is at the same [ime balanced in relation
to the EEC budget,'the marker situarion
both within the Community and world-
wide, and also ro the general economic
situation in the Community, and

thirdly, the introduction of the principle of
co-responsibility implies that the
original principles of the common agri-
cultural policy can henceforth be
retained.

I hope, and here I join with one of the speakers here
today, that this year it will be possible for the Council
to finally adopt the proposal put forward before rhe
commencement of the market years for the various
products. It has unfortunately gradually become a

tradition for the decision to be deferred to the middle
of the year. I think that at the very leasr Europe's
farmers should noc receive such [reatmenr, panicularly
not in [he present crisis situation facing agriculture. I
agree with the Commirtee rhar rhe Council musr be
asked to take a decision before 1 April. Quirc clearly
the fact that in recent years agreemen[ could not be
reached in time, by the abovementioned dare, has
contributed ro increasing the dissatisfaction felt by
farmers.

Mr President, I shall of course have a few more
comments to make at a larer date, but I prefer ro save
my speaking time now so thar my coileague, Mr
Tugendhat, can have an opporrunity to say a few
words.

President. 
- 

I call Mr Tugendhat.

Mr Tugendhat, Vice-President of the Commission. -Mr President, my colleague Mr Dalsager has made the
Commission's main speech on this subject, as is appro-
priate for the Commissioner for Agriculture, and he
will of course be summing up at rhe end of the debate.
I am going to speak on the budgemry aspects of the
problem and during the course of the afternoon rhe
Commission hopes very much rhat President Thorn
will have the opportunity to make an intervenrion as

well, assuming that he gets here withour any troubles
from strikes or other hazards en roule.

Mr President, I'd like really ro begin by just reminding
the Parliament of the posirion that ir has raken up in
this matter on previous occasions.

First of ail, of course, there was the rejecrion of rhe
budget in 1980, when the Parliament quite specifically
in justifying that action - I see Mr Dankert in his
place at the moment - quite specifically poinred ro
the need to control the rate of increase in agriculrural
expenditure in order ro prorecr rhe basis of the
common agriculrural policy and it of course talked
about the need to develop other new policies. Later,
less than one year later in fact, the Parliament, in the
conrext of rhe preparation of the 1981 budget
confirmed its view that the serious disequilibria caused
by surplus production should be corrected and again
called for control of agricultural expenditure. And
then as recently as 12 March of this year, Parliament,
in passing its resolurion on the guidelines for the
financial and budgetary policy for the European
Community for 1982, urged the need for a budget
which incorporated the necessary agricultural reform
which would allow a balanced distribution of
resources. It specifically asked for proposals to be
made which would make it possible to reduce the
financial resources ser aside for the disposal of
surpluses. There is, Mr President, a consistent line thar
Parliament has taken ever since direct elections and it
has, I believe, played an important part in helping to
bring abour a more realistic approach to agricultural
problems, as indeed we have seen in the price settle-
ment of 1980 and 1981. This is a point which I hope
Parliament will bear very much in mind during the
course of this debare, because, Mr President, I really do
not feel that the speeches so far today, nor indeed the
motion of Mr Ligios, reflect the consistency thar
Parliament has shown before.

Mr Ligios' morion certainly mentions the need ro
control agricultural expendirure.'S7e also read of rhe
need to reduce the production of surpluses, bur, Mr Presi-
dent, when one considers thar rhere is also a re.jection
of the Commission's proposals to expand the crirerion
of co-responsibiliry and when one considers rhe price
increases that are envisaged, ir is difficulr ro reconcile
what is now being proposed with rhe line thar Parlia-
ment has so consistently taken since it was elecred in
June of 1979.



Sitting of Wednesday, 25 March 1981 43

Tugendhat

Ler us look at what is being suggested, Mr President. The
cost would be more than double the proposal put
forward by the Commission, both for 1981 and for
1982. For 1981 it would add 320millionECU to
expenditure over and above the 220 in the Commis-
sion's proposal, thus adding around 540 to the budget.
'\Ufle have of course heard about the favourable
conjuncture - 

I hope very much that it will continue.
I cannot agree with Mr Ligios, however, that one can

make forecasts of that sort.. C)ne only has to consider
the way in which the sugar price in recent years has

gone up and down, to see how dangerous it is to base

assumptions on the continuation of a favourable
conjuncture - much as I hope it will continue. Now if
of course one considers the price increase, the
increases which the Parliament is suggesting, one finds

thar not only would they add substantially to 198 I , but
for 1982 they would in fact almost more than double
rhe Commission's proposal. The Commission has

spoken of 850 million ECU, the Ligios Committee's
figure would come to I 900 million ECU. In other
words, Mr President, if the agricultural committee's reso-

lution is adopted by the Parliament, Parliament will be

voting an additional increase of over I 100 mil-
lion ECU to the 1982 budget. One must, Mr President,
compare that with the projected rate of increase in
own resources. Own resources are expected to grow
by about 110/o over that period. In other words the
Commission's proposal makes possible, within the

context of the budge[ that we have available at the

moment, a beginning of rebalancing. The Commission
is projecdng a 70/o rate of increase in agriculture.
\7hat the Parliament is in danger of proposing is a rate

of increase in agricultural expenditure which would in
fact make it quite impossible not simply to rebalance,
which is what we would like to do, but even to main-
tain the present balance and again, that is something
which is quite inconsistent with all the resolutions the

Parliament has passed since it was direcrly elected as

recently as June 1979.

I must, Mr President, therefore, ask the Parliament very
seriously to consider these budgetary implications and

the implications for other policies at the same time as

considering, as of course it must, the interests of
farmers' incomes. The proposal, which the Commis-
sion has put forward, reconciles the needs of the agri-
cultural community, the demands of the common agri-
cultural policy. It fulfils the Commission's obligations
under the common agricultural policy and it does so

within a framework of what is budgetarily possible.

Those who wish to defend and maintain the common
agricultural policy, as the Commission does, will do no
service to that policy by overloading the boat and
sinking both that policy and the rest of the policies
that go to make up the budget.

President. - I call Mr Vettig.

Mr \(ettig. (DE) Mr President, ladies and

gentlemen, the European Parliament is debating the

farm price proposals during a difficult economic situa-
tion which is hitting all sectors of the economy, not
jusr agriculture. This fact sheds some light on a set of
Commission proposals which, if subjected to funda-
mental critical analysis, remain unsatisfactory on the

mosr important points. They are unsatisfactory not just

for the farmers themselves, bur also for consumers and

for those responsible for budget policy, if we consider
the future of the European budget, they are also unsa-

tisfactory for rhose who define economic policy and,
last bur no[ least, they are unsatisfactory for European
politicians, because rhe proposals contain factors
which will not reduce the conflicts in the CAP but
rather increase them in the future. Firstly, conflicts
would arise were the price and lery proposals to be

implemented. But above all they would arise from the
quantums which the Commission in its proposals
would like to see established. \7e must state that these

price proposals, although they are apparently quite
restrained, give no any indications as to how pro-
duction in the surplus sectors of agriculture might be

throttled. Ve are also forced to note, and this defin-
itely sounds strange, that they do not even meet

farmers' income demands. They do not mee! them
either on a sector-by-sector nor on a regional basis, to
the extent to which it would really be desirable. This
demonstrates that the general pricing policy of the

European Community is hardly conceivable any

longer, and it also shows that a framework for offi-
cially imposed prices within the European Community
can no longer be drawn up. This is above all the

outcome of the fact that economic development within
the Community takes place at such differing rates and
that we have such greatly differing rates of inflation
which can no longer be covered by a common pricing
policy for all the Community Member Srates. This also

explains, and this has become an addirional problem in
the CAP, why there is a substantial need for national
farm'income support. However, present trends are

distorting competition and in addition go against
moves towards integration, and we are forced to note
that the Commission proposals do not contain any
notion as to how such problems might be solved. Ve
are unfortunately also forced to note that the lery
regulations proposed are inflationist, because they
have departed far too much from the notion of price
equilibrium within the Community.

Ladies and gentlemen, the Commission has tried, in
making thesi proposals, to take another step towards

.efo.ming the CAP. Thii task was begun with the

Commission document which was submitted to you at

rhe end of last year, and in which for the first time the

Commission outlined the principle of co-responsibility
as the fourth basic principle of the CAP'

The Commission then tried to give a closer definition
of the principle of co-responsibility in its proposals on
the organization of the sugar market and in its farm
price proposals. However, beneath the innocent
exterior notion of limiting surplus production and
snbilizing budget expenditure, is hidden a
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far-reaching alrerarion in the CAP, which we cannor
subscribe to wirhout some difficulty. Co-responsibility
means, a[ least. in the way in which ir has been intro-
duced by the Commission, a funher step towards a
centrally conrrolled economy. Ir does, however,
contain maj6r shorrcomings, which will have the effect
of enshrining in regularions rhe producrion srrucr.ure
and farm struct.ure which now exists in the European
Communiry and which poses major problems at
regional and secror level. It will have rhe effect of
further maintaining the uneven income structure,
which several colleagues have already referred to in
this House, and above all ir will have a further effect

- and we have already had occasion to discuss this
problem during the debate on rhe organizarion of the
sugar market - by way of the co-responsibility levy,
and a catasrrophic one on consumer prices. In prac-
tice co-responsibiliry, viewed in rhe long rerm, is a rax
on the consumption of farm produce. In addition, it
will Iead ro adminisrrative expendirure which we
canno[ simply accept wirhour knowing precisely whar
it entails. And I am saying rhis since I am also a
member of the Commirtee on Budgetary Conrrol, a
broadly-based co-responsibility lery also means an
rnviration ro chear on subsidies in rhis sector, and we
have already had to tackle many problems in this
resPect.

The political problems involved in an adminisrrative
limitation of quantiries of rhis sorr are perfectly
obvious. Vhat will come ro pass for agriculture can
already be seen from some orher secrors. There will be
major disputes as ro how the quanriries should be
divided up within the Communiry, especially since, as

the Commission has done, the basic quantities for the
first phase have been set so high rhat all claims may ro
some exten[ be sadsfied. For rhe sugar market we have
already discussed rhe problem rhat the exisring quota
regularions have to all inrents become an inalrerable
regulatory system for quotas, in spire of the facr rhat
we are increasingly forced ro admir that quota regula-
rions of this rype have imporranr adverse effecrs on rhe
external rading interesrs of rhe Communiry. And with
respec[ to the sharing our of fish quoras, we have not
yet been able to overcome the political problem of
how such quoras should be divided up berween rhe
indivrdual Member Srares. In our opinion, rhe
co-responsibiliry lery can be no more than an insrru-
ment for residual financing during a rransitional
period. Ir means rhar a brake is pur on production, bur
it cannot be way of inrroducing a new phase in
rhe CAP. The only furure for the reform of the CAp,
and the Commission points rhis out itself in its propo-
sals, lies in adapting inrervention prices ro market
equilibrium. This can definirely only be achieved in
stages. And, because of the varying circumstances in
the Member Srates of rhe Communiry, ir will only be
possible if accompanied by social measures.

I should now like ro refer ro another point in the
Commission proposals, which ought nor ro go rhrough
Parliament withour close reading. These proposals

would mean a furrher step rowards prorecrionism in
agriculrure. Ve are forc'ed to observe rhat rhe
widening gap berween threshold and intervention
prices for cereals, will lead ineviubly to a raising of
barriers ar Community frontiers. And we musr also
observe that by granting an above-average price
increase for vegetable oils and fars, this rype of prorec-
tionism will be furrher encouraged in rhe Community.
This is not only quesrionable in rerms of external trade
bur also extremely quesrionable from the poinr of view
of its effecr on rhe consumer.

In spite of rhe serious riders and restrictions which we
are forced to place on rhe Commission proposals, we
shall in principle supporr the Commission in this
House, because we believe that during rhis cransitional
period the Commission needs Parliamenr's supporr for
its policies, but the Commission oughr ro use rhis
period to good effecr, and in rhe summer presenr us
with a definitive proposal on reform of the CAP,
which wrll dispel all our doubrs and fears. Vere rhe
Commission ro pursue rhe line indicated in the present
proposals rhen it would become, in my opinion, very
difficult for us to supporr ir in rhis secr.or- Because of
all the difficulties which have been referred to by orher
Members and rhe amendmenrs which the Commission
imelf has proposed ro the Ligios reporr, we do not feel
in a posirion ro vor.e in favour of rhe Ligios repon in
the form in which ir has been pur before us today.

(Applause)

President. - I call Mr d'Ormesson.

Mr d'Ormesson. - (FR) Mr President, the farm price
debate is raking place before Parliamenr has had
occasron to deliver irs opinion on Mr Colleselli's
report relating ro [he situation in the wine marker, a
debate which has been postponed from one session ro
another in spite of rhe very serious crisis which rhis
major sector of agriculrural activiry is now under-
going. Despire the facr thar rhe method of working
used was open ro dispure and conrrary to any real
Community policy on agriculture, I shall vote in
favour of Mr Ligios' repor[, provided that Parliament
approves his motion for a farm price increase of l2o/o
on average for the coming markering year. An increase
of this size is the absolure minimum for farmers if we
take into accounr the way in which rheir retail prices
have been hammered by inflation. Inflarion is rising
steadily monrh afrer monrh, from one marketing year
to another, whilsr farm prices remain unchanged I I
months of the year, placing a financial drag on fixed
assets which grows heavier each year and ravaging the
basic operaring fund, thar is working capital, and
depriving agricuhure, which is the Community's
brighrcst hope for prosperity, of any profit-making
attraction ir may have. In addition, farm producrion,
far from being an inflarionary facror, has helped rc

44



Sitting of Wednesday, 25 March l98l 45

d'Ormesson

phrotde inflation over the last 20 years by making far
greater efforts to hold down its own prices than have
been made for manufactured products or products of
services. The utmost limit s,hich the Community's
farmers can stand has now been reached, let no one be
mistaken about this. I should like to add that a 120/o

increase is in line with budgetary equilibrium, since the
rise in world prices has led to a large drop in expon
refunds, as Mr Ligios made perfectly clear in direct
contradiction of Mr Tugendhat's statement, by
reminding the House that we had available 4 207
thousand million ECUs in order to meet the requests
for refunds and that we would be very far from
exhausting such resources. In this respect, please allow
me to voice my suppon, during this debate, for oppos-
ition to any embargo, whether it be directed at the
USSR or South Africa, since all observers of the polit-
ical scene have learnt from experience that embargo
measures only further the intr:rests of third countries,
sometimes including countries with which the Member
States of the European Community are linked both by
inclination and by treaties. The need for Community
firmness towards Soviet expansionist policies, would
definitely be better served by strengrhening its defence
rather than by refusing to make profirc from sales of
ir goods.

My final remark concerns the strict rules which must
be esublished in order to adapt the CAP to the market
situation. Contrary to the view which some people in
this House hold, such measures will not go against the
real interests of farmers but serve them, and I, for my
part, agree with David Curry's written question, in
which he asked the Commission to initiate a debate on
rhe feasibility of imposing quantums on surplus pro-
duction sectors and on cenain quota sectors. On the
other hand, I cannot agree with him on, and I am

against, his indictment of the principle of preference.

Dare I point out to a son of Albion there is a close
relationship between the prince and the principle. But
it is nonetheless true that the future direction and

development of the CAP require, obviously, strict
rules on surplus production. Viticulture in the
southern regions of France, which is now being ruined
by massive imports of Italian wine sold off at prices
which are much lower than the minimum guaranteed
price, is a striking example of this.

May I therefore, Mr President, express the wish that a

debate on Mr Colleselli's excellent repon may take
place during our next session,

I should like to thank you in advance for acting on
this.

(Applause)

President. - I call Mr Kirk.

Mr Kirk. - (DA) Like Mr Ligios in his report and

like many other speakers today, I consider that the

Commission's proposal is inadequate and that it does
not solve the problems facing European agriculture.
On the contrary, looking at the Commission's
proposal, it is very easy to come to the conclusion that
it may insread add to the problems.

There are in facr two very important factors which
threaten the existence of the common agricultural
policy. The first is, and this the Commission itself
touched on, surplus production and the manner of
dealing with ir in order to solve some of the budgetary
consequences. The second factor, which is just as

important and which is in part the result of the
Commission's very low price increases in the past three
years, is the threat deriving from national support
systems where farmers are forced to go to [he
national, public coffers to try to get funds so that they
can stay on their farms.

This is a trend which has accelerated and it is easy to
find reasons why things are going badly, and excuses

by saying that the situation is worse in other sectors,
and that there is no special reason why agriculture
should be spared. That is not the point. Vhat we are
saying is that there are some agricultural producers in
the Community who do not have any alternative and
where rhe Community needs the goods they can
produce. It is our polidcal responsibiliry to create the
political conditions to allow them ro stay on their
farms and continue to produce, and it is our responsi-
bility to help them dispose of their products outside
the Community if there is no market for them inside
the Community.

But I do not feel that either the Commission or the
Committee on Agriculture in the Ligios report
attaches sufficient importance to this sector.

Ir is clear that if we think that decent price increases
are necessary to safeguard producers' existence, then
we are also compelled, as Mr Curry expressed it so

clearly, to face up to the question of surplus produc-
tion, particularly that part of it for which there is no
market outside the Community. I feel that we have
both a political and a moral responsibility here and for
that reason I am disappoinrcd that the Committee so

generally rejected the principle of economic responsi-
biliry for surplus production. However, I am glad that
it was established despite all that that producers in the
dairy sector should share the economic responsibility
in this affair.

If we take a look at surplus production we must take a
look also at the various products we have in the
Community and it is clear that in the case of milk we
cannot keep on allowing production to rise - we
must find an instrument which will motivate producers
to reduce production.

The Commission has put forward four proposals
such an instrument. 'We have been applying

for
the
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general co-responsibility lery for some years now and
it has not been effective. In spite of rhis the general
co-responsibiliry levy continues to be represented as

one means of limiting producrion. I will merely call it a

tax on milk production, since it exerrs no influence on
keeprng milk producrion down.

The other principle proposed by the Commission, the
super-ler1, is on the other hand something completely
different, and here I rhink rhar we in Parliamenr
should be alive ro our responsibilities and supporr rhe
Commrssion's efforts to make those producers who
allow rheir production to rise, bear rhe economic
responsibrlity for dorng so.

Another factor which speaks in favour of substanrially
higher prices than those proposed both by Mr Ligios
and the Commission, is rhe possibility of abolishing
the monetary compensatory amounrs. There is in rhe
Community and has been for some years now, a

distortion of competition between rhe Communiry's
farmers. One way of rying ro eliminare rhis disronion
of competition is to reduce and rhen complerely
abolish the monetary compensarory amounrs as

quickly as possible, but we cannor in all decency do
this without also allowing some price increases ro
offset the loss from monetary compensatory amounts
rn [hose Member States in which they are posirive.

Before I conclude, I should like to say to Parliament
that I was glad that the Committee on Agriculrure was
favourably disposed to the proposal rhar rhe Commis-
sion should play a greater role in managing the
market, especially for beef and veal and pigmear, so as

to ensure that producers in fact obrain rhe basic price
which is fixed. The fact is, unfortunately, thar farmers
who produce beef and veal and pigmeat can very
rarely obtain the basic price on the marker. For rhis
reason we find it desirable 

- and hope rhat the
Commission will follow rhe Commirree on Agricul-
ture's recommendation on this and that rhis will be
confirmed here tomorrow 

- 
that we hencefonh

ensure that producers actually obtain rhe market price
fixed by the Community.

There is one thing I was a little disappointed about,
but I hope that Parliament will support a proposal for
an amendment which I will table tomorrow. Ve musr
in general see to it that the price increases which are
accorded are distributed in such a way thar livestock
production receives higher increases than grain pro-
duction. Livestock production is more labour intensive
and costly than grain production, and since costs have
risen sharply in this production area, it should receive
hrgher increases.

I will conclude now as I see that we all wanr ro go ro
lunch and savour some delicious agriculrural produce!

President. - I declare the list of speakers closed.

The proceedings will now be suspended until 3 p.m.

The House will rise.

(The sitting was suspended at 1.05 p.m. and resumed at
3 p.-')

IN THE CHAIR: MRS DE MARCH

Vice-President

President. 
- 

The sitting is resumed.

I call Mr Ansart to speak on agricultural prices.

Mr Ansart. 
- 

(FR) Madam President, ladies and
gentlemen, demonstrarions by farmers are becoming
more and more frequent in France. They are a mani-
festation of the deep discontent of farmers, which has
grown in strength since the Commission's proposals
were announced.

The farmers, who have already been subjected for rhe
seventh year running to a drop in their income,
cannor hope to- see rheir situarion ser to righm if
the Commission's proposals are applied. These propo-
sals are downrighr provocarive for smallholders and
farmers of medium-sized holdings.

The Commission would, by its proposals, like to gain
our assent for what we would call a further transfer of
income from farming ro rhe srrongrooms of the major
industrial and financial concerns. It is quire clear rhar
the Commission is pursuing a restrictive and even
backward policy as far as French farm production is
concerned. The inrerruption of food aid ro El
Salvador, which rhe Commission was forced to go
back on, and the refusal to exporr excess French
cereals to the Soviet Union are noteworrhy examples
of the Commission's subservience ro the inreresrs of
the United Srates and rhe muhinarional food
combines. This policy which endangers farmers at
large is approved by the French Governmenr and the
majority of rhe Members of this House. The represen-
tatives of Mr Giscard d'Esraing are in favour of rhe
milk levy, Mr M6haignerie has even proposed that ir
be increased. Mr Chirac's represenrative on the
Committee on Agriculture has just voted in favour of a
report which restricts the farm price increase to l2o/0.
As for rhe Socialisr Members who are on rhe
Committee, rhey have merely adopred as their own rhe
negative approach of the Committee on Agriculture
where so-called producdon surpluses are concerned,
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by proposing that they be reduced and taxed. All rhe
above groups approve enlargement to include
Portugal and Spain which would speed up the annihi-
lation of French agriculture, an enlargemenr about
which, during the French election campaign, as we
were able to note this morning, all the above-
mentioned groups have been extremely coy. There-
fore, even if the pressure exerted by farmers is this
year sufficient to force the other French political
groups represented in this House into approving a
farm price increase of 150/0, ir is nontheless true [har
the overall policy which they suppon will continue to
pose a serious threat ro rhe very livelihoods of family
holdings in France.

I well recall that we were accused of vore-carching
when we demanded, lasr year, a price increase of l3o/o
and the abolition of all taxes aimed at reducing prod-
uction. In facc, the people chasing votes are those who
state that they are defending French farming interests
and at the same time are preparing and applying the
plans drawn up by the Commission, which is the true
nerve-centre for supra-national interests, in which, I
should like ro stress, rhe Communisrs alone do not
take part and in which, in con[rast, we can see, both of
them appoinred by Mr Giscard d'Escaing, the repre-
sentative of the RPR, Mr Onoli, and the represenra-
tive of the French Socialist Party, Mr Claude
Cheysson. The real vote-catching is when'such people
then go to small farming communities and protesr
against the decisions taken in Brussels, as do cenain
Members who have their own party representarives in
the Commission imelf in Brussels.

French national interests and those of the farmers
mean tha[ we must shed light on these problems. For
the French Communists the real danger is not one of
producing too much, but one of not meeting needs.
How dare people nlk about surplus production or try
to explain away the shameful destrucrion of farm
produce, when in the Member States millions of
workers are forced to cul down on food and when in
the world human beings are suffering from malnutri-
tion and dying of starvation by the million.

'!fle say, together with the French farmers now
fighring to be heard, that what is really needed is to
give a new lease of life to farming and to safeguard the
livelihoods of family holdings. Guaranteeing a profit-
able income is, for the Communists, the sine qua non

for ensuring that farming develops and renews itself
on the firm foundations of family holdings.

This is why, without reservations and with no restric-
rions, we demand a farm price increase ol l5o/0. This is

the means of safeguarding our independence for food
supplies, in the inrerests of consumers, and also a way
of meeting the urgent demands of those people in the
world who are hungry. I thank you, Madam President.

President. - I call Mr Maher.

Mr Maher. - Madam President, this week is an espe-

cially difficult week for the Parliament, because the
staff decided that they could not accept the conditions
under which they had to work, even though we know
of course that the functionaires of the Parliament are

extremely well paid. I'm not denying the fact that they
ought to be well paid, but they are receiving salaries
the level of which the majority of farmers within the
Community could only dream about and could never
possibly achieve. I wonder, supposing that it was
decided to reduce the incomes of the functionaires by
250/o per annum, would this Parliament be func-
tioning? \7ould any of the staff be here at that
moment? Because that's exactly the position of some
of the farmers within the Community. They have had
their incomes decreased 6y 250/o per year for the last
two years: in some cases more, in some cases admit-
tedly less. \flould Mr Tugendhat, who made a very, in
my view 

- 
and I'm sorry he's not hear to listen to me

- 
a very anti-farmer speech today, be prepared to

continue on in his job if his salary was decreased by
25%? \7ould he do it? lf'ould Mr Dalsager do it? I
don't think so. But that's the situation the farmers are
in today, and that's why we argue - that they ought
to get the maximum possible increase which will keep
them at least in line with other sectors of the
Community.

That isn'r to deny of course, Madam President, that
other sectors are having problems. Of course they are;
and there's serious unemployment. But what do we
achieve by not increasing the incomes of the farmers
adequately? Remember agriculture isn't only farmers:
for every one man employed on a farm there are
approximately six other people employed upstream
and downstream from the farm so if you reduce the
incomes of the farmers, then inevitably you also
threaten the employment of all the people who are
working in the other sectors as well, and you add to
the unemployment. So let's be very careful: when
we're concerned about unemployment, let us not in
fact increase that unemployment as a result of our
decision.

Could I also make the point, Madam Presidenr, that

- 
and I know that both Mr Dalsager and Mr Tugen-

dhat expressed serious concern about rhe furure of rhe
CAP - if we fail !o increase the prices of the incomes
of farmers adequately, inevirably it will be introduced
nationally. 'S7e have seen an example of rhis already:
we have seen the French Government inrroduce
national aids. Even in my own poor country, rhe
government is being forced 

- 
because agriculture is

so important - to try to introduce some national aids
to help the farmers our of a deepening crisis. If that's
going to happen, then of course inevitably we will
have a series of national policies again, and no
common policy lefr. So we have ro be exrremely
careful: if we don'r do it in a common way we're
going to do it at national level. Then, anyway, [here
will be no common policy; thar, we cannot forget.
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I want to address myself directly to Mr Ligios if I may.
Mr Ligios, be very careful. Be very careful when you
talk about nor increasing surpluses. Remember rhat
there are farmers living in cerrain. parts of rhe
Community who because of rhe climare and rhe soil
have no option but to produce milk; rhey can'r
produce anything else. There's no poinr in saying
they'll produce oranges or grapes 

- they can'r do ir,
they've got to keep on producing milk. So be very
careful when you say you've gor ro reduce the
surpluses rhat you also rake accounr of rhe needs of
these people to continue on in existence.

My final point, Madam President: how do we help the
hungry people of the world if we get rid of all the
surpluses ?

President. 
- I call Mr Flanagan.

Mr Flanagan. 
- Madame Presidenr, the EPD Group,

which I represen[, rejecr rhe proposals on farm price
increase of 7 .80/o as being derisory and indeed suicidal
and we have ro ask wherher any concern is felr abour
the enormous decrease referred to by Mr Maher in
farm incomes. Have they considered the enormous
increase ln the orher hand in farm inpur costs? Is
the principal consideration the applicarion of rhe three
principles of the common agricultural policy? The
answer unfortunately appears to be categorically no.
Vhat they have done, and it was shown today by Mr
Tugendhat's approach, is to base the entire price
proposals on budgeary constraints wirh both eyes on
the overall budget, which is of course not to be
discussed until July next, so basing rheir enrire propo-
sals on the reform of the CAP as se[ our in rheir
discussion document.

They would have liked, it would seem, a joint debate
on the 1981 farm prices and the revision of the CAP,
which to me is a very bad calculation indeed on their
paru. This group continues to insist that price fixing for
1981 should be concluded if not by the first of April
next ar rhe very first available day after that. On this
point we are adamant, and if there were to be inadmis-
sible delays the Commission must bear the brunt of the
responsibility because of their attempt to link budg-
etary constraints with what could be viewed as an
attempt, however unintentional, to destroy the
common agricultural policy and thus force the aban-
donment and the renationalization of rhe farm policy
in general.

I was going to raise the quesrion as ro whether the new
Commissioner is consumer oriented or has the interesr
of the farming community at heart. I must say rhat I
was somewhat encouraged by his remarks roday,
though his team seemed to ignore rhe principle of
Community preference, which is the basis of rhe CAP.

I agree again with what Mr Maher said in regard to
Mr Tugendhat's appalling remarks. I could assure Mr
Tugendhat that if he were an Irish farmer for the past
two years instead of sitting at his desk in Brussels, the
connotation of the word 'realistic' in relation to farm
prices would have a very different and indeed a brutal
meaning, far different from the cosy connotation
appropriate to this morning or indeed his desk rn Brus-
sels.

lVhat is the Commission attempting to do? It is trying,
as Mr Fanton so ably pointed out this morning, to
introduce a fourth principle, namely generalized
co-responsibility. \U7e in this group have opposed from
the outset any extension of co-responsibility. Nobody
will disagree that this is something which needs deep
study and reflection. 'S7'e are rotally opposed rc a fait
accomph siruarion and rherefore categorically reject
the rmplementation of such a principle unril such time
as the established legal means of examining such
procedures has been respected. Shoutd the Commis-
sion not verify the reality of the three existing princi-
ples of the CAP before attempting to tag on a new
one ?

\7here is there mention of the comprehensive policy
for oils and fats?'Where is there a request for an
increase in the customs and levy rares on soya, manioc
and maize gluton? '!7here is there a request in the
Commission proposals for a levy on margarine? Ve
have searched in vain for a reference ro [he termina-
tion of derogations from Community preference and
the abolitions of zero duty quotas. '!7e and this group
further consider that the revised agreemenr with New
Zealand on butter is useless and somewhat of an insult
to the European farming community. Communiry
preference, New Zealand butter impons and the super-
lery on Community milk simply do not equate.

I will add very little on MCAs to what was so ably pur
my colleague Mr Fanron this morning. 'We of course
approve of rhe phasing out of MCAs in the Benelux
counrries, but I regard rhe reducrion of five points for
the United Kingdom and Germany as ra[her evasive.
The only change I would make in Mr Fanton's
proposal is rhat I should like ro see the phasing our of
these posirive MCAs aking place in the period of
18 months rather than his suggesred period of two
years.

May I now turn for a momenr ro say rhar I note with
some satisfaction that in volume one of rheir proposals
the Commission recognizes [he general decline of
incomes rn the Community and especially recognize
the decline in Ireland and regard it as a special case. I
am thankful to this assembly for having approved of
our motion lasr December in this regard and sincerely
hope that we 

- rhar means rhe farmers of Ireland 
-will be able to depend again on rhe suppon of rhe

Parliament when the Council's special package is to be
considered'here. I am a*are rhar thisipeciai package
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is regarded as being far too small by the representa-
tives of and indeed by the farmers themselves in our
country at home. I appreciare their attitude bur would
put it to them that half a loaf or even perhaps a good
slice of a loaf is far better than no bread at all. So I
therefore look with confidence ro this Assembly to give
us now in regard to the special package for Ireland
similar suppon to that which they gave us last
December.

In conclusion, I would add that rhis party has been
unequivocally on the side of the common agricultural
policy - as indeed was stated this morning and has been
reiterated by our representatives down the years -consistently on the side of the common agricultural
policy. Budgetary considerations aside, somebody
must be able to rise above mere budgetary considera-
tions and cosy formulae which keep the institutions
going, to have a real consideration for those who have
suffered most in this Community, especially those in
the small country I represent.

President. - I call Mr Pannella.

Mr Pannella. - (FR) For many years now, we have
been talking about the crisis, not just for farming, or
for farmers, but for the CAP itself. Throughout years,
days and weeks this quarrel has continued. There are
always many proposals and many good intentions. An
announcement was made about a would-be reform.
Mrs Barbarella, this morning, did not use the word
counter-reform, but in fact, it is more a small

counter-reform which is suggested, a very small one,
of course - since only the interests of the multina-
tionals have any real stature in this affair! 'We are,
however, now a[ such a retrograde stage that we have
no justification for harking back to the original
Counrer Reformation. In our case, this small reform
or counter-reform which is for us everyday news only
serves to foster the parlous state of affairs we are in
and to bolster the governments which run it.

\7e were always told, whether we were Members of
Parliament or electors, that the CAP coordinated the
farm policies of Europe. But farmers soo are Euro-
peans, as are the consumers. It is true that in the
multinational companies, and amongst the prophets of
multinationalism and their disciples, there may be

some Europeans who are satisfied. The only danger
for them is that they might have too much income and
too much food of all kinds. But, we can see that farm
incomes are falling funher and funher, even below
what is a subsistence level and a level which would
enable them to have a real place in society, this being
necessary for the welfare of other workers and other
producers.

Ve can see that the gap between the farming
communiry's situation in the South and in the rich
industrialized Nonh of Europe is constantly widening.

It appears that this common agricultural policy was
esablished rc help the poor. It is true that they are
helped, but in the same way that the rich usually help
the poor, by robbing them and at [imes putting a

penny in their ham, and by trying to foster between
them - precisely by starving them of moral, social,
cultural and even economic susrcnance - that reflex
which is the mark of the oppressed, making them fight
over the crumbs which fall from the rich man's table.
Ve are ashamed when we contrast our self-centred
agricultural policy with the world situation.

'l7herher you like it or not, we pay for surpluses. Of
course, there are people who do not want to pay for
surpluses and in point of fact who could reasonably
want to indulge in this son of folly? However, the fact
is that every year we provide funds for policies which
produce surpluses and that there are surpluses whilst
the number of people dying - or rather being killed

- for lack of food srcadily increases in the world.

Lom6 II is another facet of our farm policy, it is the
bravest and best part of it. Lom6 II is perhaps better
than Lom6 I but, in fact, the more Lom6 Conventions
we sign the more people will be murdered by the
weapons of hunger and malnutrition in the world at
large. This is because you always do your sums in a

rather odd way. You compare your reforms with
previous reforms, whereas, in polidcs, what one ought
to do is to compare reforms with the requiremenr of
society. It is true that Lom6 II is bener than Lom6 I,
but it is also true that you are getting more cunning
and that you are now able [o present a disastrous
policy as if it were a good one. Vell anryay, this is a
general point, a point on which I can only speak in this
House for the five minutes allomed to me in this
debate on milk or cows. I do not mind talking about
cows, bul if needs must, them let us talk about political
cows, the sacred cow of politics for politics' sake

which is precisely what this policy is which is called
European, agricultural and common and which is

neither European - because it goes against the inter-
esm of farmers - nor common for any other reason
than that it favours common selfishness.

There is obviously only one outcome of the picrure I
have just painted, I shall not even bother rc vote in this
debate, because this would mean taking pan in 

^ 
cere-

monial which I do not believe in. If there is truly any
time at which the fact of being a Democrat takes on its
true meaning, then it is if you can be forced to back
down, by you I mean the large political groups, the
large polidcal groups of Europe, the people respon-
sible for what is the real disaster today and if we can
show you that a lifegiving policy can be subsdtuted for
the policy of death and disorder now pursued in
Europe, and in the whole world, and which is perhaps

even being pursued within the Parliament of this
Community!

President. - I call Mr Bournias.
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Mr Bournias. - (GR) Madam President, there can be
no doubt that the question of fixing the prices for
cenain agricultural producr has been dividing the
Europe of the Nine ever since the international
economic crisis and inflation brought new problems
which are continuing and becoming more serious, as

Mr Ligios righdy poinrcd out in his thorough but not
quite adequate report.. Greece, which has been repre-
sented in this Parliament since l January 1981 as the
tenth Member State of the Community, is one of those
countries in which, as is widely admitted - and the
rapponeur accepts this as well - the problem is even
more serious because of the higher rate of inflation
and the higher production costs. The average increase
of l2o/o in farm prices proposed in the repon may well
be a solution for certain countries in which rhe
increase in production costs is small, but this is not rhe
case for Greece, where farmers' real incomes lagged
some 6 to 70lo behind the increase in producrion cosrs
in1979, while the figure for 1980 is 9.30lo according
ro rhe Commission and 18.5% according ro COPA.
This is ihe result of the high infladon rate, rhe increase
in interest rates, the fall in investment in agriculture
and the decrease in the flight from the land, which has

meant that the average per capita income has become
lower.

For all these reasons, the Greeks are calling for an

average price increase of the order of 16 rc 18% and
for an increase or extension of the economic aid
granted up till now. The rapponeur rightly also
proposes aid in the form of a Mediterranean package,
with a view to doing away with the imbalance between
Mediterranean and other products.

I atrach particular importance ro paragraph 3 in rhe
motion for a resolution, which calls upon the Council
to approve special measures for countries with a high
rate of inflation, and I would draw your at[ention to
rwo amendmenrs - Nos 131 and 732 - which have
been mbled to the chapter entitled 'General considera-
tions' by the eleven Members of the New Democracy
Group present. The first amendment calls for the 120/o

average price rise proposed by the rapponeur to be
increased to 16 to 180/o and for a speeding-up of the
harmonization of the prices of Greek farm producrs
and of aid to producers in general with the corres-
ponding higher prices and aid in the European
Community. The second amendm'ent has also been
signed by Mr Pesmazoglou, who has already made a
good job of moving it today, and again draws atten-
tion to the need to speed up the harmonization of
prices and aid for Greek farm products with those in
the European Community.

If it is borne in mind that the rate of increase proposed
by the Greeks falls short of the 250/o rate of inflation,
this explains the Greek sensitivity on the subject - it
is a question not only of the justice of the demand, bur
of not giving arguments, in rhe very firsr year after
accession, into the hands of those who were violenrly
opposed to the accession on the grounds that it would

supposedly harm rhe farmers. This is something which,
quite apan from its being unrrue, rhe Community has
every reason to rry ro avoid.

Madam Presidenr, I rhink rhe siruation is extremely
serious. This morning rhe Presidenr-in-Office of rhe
Council of Ministers told us that consumers' purses
had not been affected by rhe farm prices, bui if he
were here now I would reply to him rhat in my
country, because of the high rate of inflation, both
consumers' and - if rhere are such things - farmers'
purses have been seriously affected. In support of my
views, moreover, I would remind you of what the
Commissioner said this morning - thar rhe farmers of
Europe were in a serious s'iruarion. If farmers are in a
serious situation in rhe other councries, you can
imagine how much more serious the situarion is in a
country with a 250/o inflarion rate.

President. - I call Mr Surra.

Mr Sutra. - (FR) Madam President, ladies and
genrlemen, I should first of all like to say ro Mr Ligios
that his report started out 'paved with good inten-
tions'. I have already told him at a meeting of the
Committee on Agriculture that the policy decisions
which might ensue from those good intentions are in
my opinion inadequate.

I should like to raise four points.

Firstly, prices. Last year, we proposed - and I tabled
a draft amendment to this effect - that the price
increase contained in the proposals of the COPA
should be followed and they were asking tor 7.8o/0.
'!7hat was not said about it then! The nicest things,
and greatest compliments u/e were taxed with were
that we were merely vote-hunting and irresponsible.
The Council of Ministers did not follow our advice. It
only accepted five proposals and now everyone in all
the Member Stares is forced ro admir rhat the loss of
income is higher than the difference between what the
Council of Ministers approved and whar rhe French
Socialists put forward.

Caving in on pric.es, as the French Governmenr did last
year for a few months, after having adopted national
measures for which its own [axpayers had to foot the
bill, that is real inconsistency, and this year, the French
Agriculture Minister has already stated that he will be
using the same kamikaze tactics as last year. He
declared that he was ready rc fall back on 120lo before
the debate even staned and this was confirmed just
now by Mr d'Ormesson, who is a member of his
Group, whilst Mr Delatte, who was elected within the
same political grouping, said that 150/o was the limit.
But last year, he submitted a report to the Committee
on Agriculture which stopped short at 5010. He was
beaten then and had the honesty to present a report.
which gave rhe figure of 7.80/0, as rhe COPA had
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done here in plenary session. But in Commirtee he had
voted for 50l0. How inconsistent can you be!

The Christian-Democratic Group tabled ro the
Committee on Agriculrure Mr de Keersmaker's
amendment which stated rhat the objective merhod
had to be applied. All Europe's farmers know that this
gives us a figure of 15.30/0. Three paragraphs further
on, his Group also voted in favour of 12%. How
inconsistent can you be! There is nothing but inconsis-
rcncy in this House . . . On the other hand, it seems to
me that when we propose a 15.30/o increase to be
accompanied by rcral abolition of monemry compen-
satory amounm - which are 90/o for Germany - rhis
would only lead for that country to a real increase of
6%, which is precisely the rate of infladon there.
Therefore, our suggestions are completely consistent.
The problem remains of Britain which has both high
inflation and posidve compensatory amounts. Mr
Tugendhat, who is generally recognized as being
competent in monetary matters, would be well advised
to brush up his knowledge of this subject rather than
continuing to try to destroy the Community in order
to change it into a world free-trade area.

Now I come to the subject of absorbing surpluses. 'We

were told last year that this had ro be achieved using
the co-responsibility levy. In this very House I srated
that the co-responsibiliry levy would only lead to bigger
surpluses the following year. '!(i'e have now reached
that point. The outcome is exactly rhe one I
announced. Everyone admits that our proposals are
well-founded and that they are in line with the prin-
ciple of fairness and everyone tells us rhar rhis prin-
ciple is impossible to apply. So true is this thar in
France it has been applied for the last fifteen years. It
is very easy rc apply this system, even if it means inrer-
vening on surpluses. It is also applied in a counrry in
which we all know that bureaucracy holds sway, I
mean in the United States of America, in which there
is a two-tier system of milk prices. This two-tier
system of milk prices on the American domestic
market even enables that country to block impons
from Europe. All this goes [o prove that the co-respon-
sibiliry levy was no more than a co-financing
mechanism. Some money was found in order ro ger rid
of surpluses, but a real policy was in no way deter-
mined. Surpluses have not ceased to increase. \7e had
predicted all of this, because it is common knowledge
that when farmers are under pressure on prices, the
only chance they have of making ends meet is to
produce a little more. And whenever farm prices are
put under pressure, the farming community will
respond by increasing its production. It is only with
prices which are kept up to the mark and are high, and
with a policy which really vants to solve the problems,
that anphing can be achieved.

I should now like, in the few minutes which remain to
me, to mention the problems of Medircrranean agri-
culture. I should just like to say that Community

preference has been so fairly applied m Italy for farm
produce from the Nonh of Europe - on maize, dairy
produce and meat, that ltaly after ten years of the
Common Market now has a food bill which is as

heavy as its energy bill. Vhat a disaster this is! At the
same time Italy was told that it should make up for this
and offset it by massive exports of wine, fruit and
vegetables. The financial outcome of this can be seen
now in its trade balance. !7e do not wish to follow
Italy down this road. And we wish rc state quite
clearly, when reference is made to enlargement to
include Spain, that if this were to be carried out in the
same way then we should not be able to accept it.

Morocco, for instance, is now aware that it has lost
half im sales of tomatoes to Europe and that it is
perfectly obvious that it is Spain which has pushed it
out of this market. Israel is well aware that if Spain
were in the Community no more Israeli oranges would
be sold in Europe, because of the chaotic market
conditions this would create with cut-throat competi-
tion. The problem is exactly the same in my region,
Languedoc, and for fruit and vegetable producers in
Roussillon and Provence. Vhile they are losing
money, large subsidies are being granted to Dutch or
German tomato Browers for tomatoes which are prod-
uced in hot-houses which is a u/aste of energy which
could be better used elsewhere!

Ladies and gentlemen, Madam President, I should like
ro conclude by stating that we wish to defend the
farmer and family holdings and that at a time when
more rhan six and a half million people are unem-
ployed in Europe; speeding up the abandonment of
agriculture or continuing the pol,icy which has been

pursued up to now, would be to show a slighting lack
of concern for standards of living and to flout the
interests of Europe's economy. I am forced to tell you
Mr Dalsager, you who are the new Commissioner for
agricultural matters, that, when I met you for the first
time at the opening of the Green Veek in Berlin, you
said that the farm budget used up three-quaners of the
European budget. If you really take this figure as your
own, that means that you agree with those who think
that all the vast sums of money which are the outcome
of a disordered money market should be put down to
agriculture. But history shows quite clearly that mone-
tary compensatory amounts were not invented when
the CAP was established. They were invented when it
became impossible to stick to fixed currency parities. It
is quite clear that mone[ary compensatory amounm are
not linked to agriculture but to monetary disorder.

And anyway, in order to reach the figure of three-
quaners of the budget, one also has to include in rhe
farming budget expenditure on the Third \7orld. The
fact that it is the Commissioner for Agriculture, theo-
redcally entrusted with the task of defending farming,
who should peddle such incorrect information, leads
us to have some misgivings about your occupation of
that post, Mr Dalsager. Defending agriculture in the
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world we now live in is equivalent ro defending the
balance of power and world peace. lfirh the CAP,
whose shoncomings we are aware of, we raised Euro-
pean agriculture to second place in the world and it is
the only agriculture, with that of rhe United Srates of
America, which can help to combat hunger in rhe
world, a world irr which there were 40 million deaths
by starvation in 1980, 17 million of which were chil-
dren under 5 years of age!

Defending agriculrure means defending rhe balance of
power on this planet and world peace. Defending agri-
culture means defending mankind's chances of
survival. Do we wanr ro force mankind to its own
death or do we wanr rc help it to survive? This ques-
tion musr be decided in this House and ir will be of
prime importance for rhe future of rhe world and
mankind.

President. 
- 

I call Mr Bocklet.

Mr Bocklet. 
- 

(DE) Madam President, ladies and
gentlemen. This year's debate on farm price increases
is dominated by the dramatic decrease in farmers'
incomes all over Europe, which has become apparenr
over lhe last few years. \Thereas wage negor.iations in
industry are directed above all towards keeping pace
with the rate of gro*[h of earnings or at least with
inflation, rhe primary aim of farm price increases, in
this year at any rate, has been [o prevenr the funher
decline in agricultural incomes and thus [o pur a srop
to lhe process of the gradual impoverishment of
millions of European farmers. For rhis reason,
COPA's demands are more than justified.

However by arguing in favour of an average increase
in farm prices of 120/0, the Comminee on Agriculture
has adopted a very responsible course of acrion in
balancing the legitimate inreresrs of the farmers and
the financial possibilities of the Community budget,
which the House can also follow with a clear consci-
ence. The reason why, in spite of rhis, no-one is
completely satisfied is not to do with agriculture bur
with the fact that the Community agricultural policy
has to maintain uniform prices, while rates of inflarion
in different member counries vary from 5.5 to 220/0.
The agriculrural poliry musr here bear the full respon-
sibility for the fact that we do not have an Economic
and Monetary lJnion, and rhat instead na[ional eco-
nomies are drifting funher and further away from one
another. At the same time, the European public salves
its ionscience by making scapegoar.s of rhe farmers
and by deliberately holding up the one area of
common policy in the Community as a warning
example.'!7e must be clear about one thing: if we do
not soon achieve a common economic and monetary
policy, we will very soon come ro the end of uniform
prices in ihe common agricultural policy and this
would be the beginning of rhe end of rhe Community.

Up until now we have had ro manage with phasing our
monetary compensarory amounts in order to differen-
tiate between those Member States with a high rate of
inflation and those wirh a lower rare,' where price
increases are concerned. As from next year, this
cannor really figure as a possibility in the Commis-
sion's proposals and so the problems which have been
mentioned will only be intensified. For rhis very
reason, rhe Commission's proposal to phase our mone-
tary compensatory amounrs in the Federal Republic of
Germany must be rejecred. In addition, the Commis-
sion's proposal on milk for German farmers will mean
in practical terms an increase in prices on rhe 1st April
of all of 0%. Thar would be rhe resulr of these farm
price increases for at least 630/o of all German farmers,

- that is how many produce milk in Germany.
No-one is going ro sugges[ rhar we should agree ro
such a policy. The Commission is fully aware here that
the reason for the serious decline in incomes in
German agriculture is ro be found in this phasing out
of monetary compensarory amounr.s. In rhis context I
need only refer to the Federal Government's latesr
agricultural report.

Allow me ro make a further remark on co-responsi-
biliry and on the Commission's proposals for curbing
the further growth of surplus milk production. $flhat
the Commission has presented us wirh lasr year and
this, testifies to a certain degree of confusion. Above
all, the Commission obviously seems [o find in
co-responsibility an easy way of making the farmers
pay for its own misrakes in managing rhe agriculrural
market, rather rhan a means of managing rhe agricul-
tural market imelf. In rhis conrext, I am panicularly
grateful for the remarks of the Presidenr of the
Council, in clearly rejecting the Commission's inten-
tion to make co-responsibility a founh principle of
agricultural policy and restricting it ro the funcrion
which it can fulfil best of all; thar of an insrumenr for
managing the market.

Lastly, the Commission seems ro have resoned to a
policy of smoke-screening. For example, whereas, ir
presenred in the general section of irs price proposals
an altogether positive suggesrion on rhe farm size
element in the production of milk, there is absolurcly
no word of this in the corresponding regulation
section of the document. I should like ro say here thar
this is downright dishonesr.

I want to make one final remark ro rhe Commission. It
is giving us rhe impression of helplessness. Nothing
that it has put forward here is a serious conribution
towards tac}ling the problem of surpluses in the agri-
cultural sector.

President. - I call Mr Hord.

Mr Hord. - Madam President, firstly I would like to
move two amendments on the second Bocklet motion
on suBar.
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Secondly, I would like to say how much I agreed with
the conrribution made by .y colleague, Mr Curry,
this morning; and I particularly agreed with the point
he made that we should consider the farm price review
which comes round every year as a basis for achieving
revisions and reforms to the common agricultural
policy.

Thirdly, I would like, in the short amount of time I
have, to consider the co-responsibility proposals by the
Commission in the milk sector.'!7e have heard plenty
of times rhis morning how the founh principle of the
common agricultural policy is to be related to
co-responsibiliry, but I think, Madam President, the
first rhing that we must get right is the rcrminology.
\7hat do we mean by co-responsibility? Is it to be

linear or basic, or is it to be by way of quantums, or
are we going to have a super-levy? So I think that
before we get too far along this road, we must, under-
srand what the terminology is and what we really
mean by co-responsibiliry.

In my book, Madam President, realistic co-responsi-
bility has to be by way of quantums or a super-lery
based on sales. In this respect it is perhaps strange that
the Commission are extending, or intending to extend,
rhe range of co-responsibility into cereals. They nlk in
that regard wirh quantums. '!7e have seen their confir-
mation of quantums on sugar - a sector which I said

the last time we met was proving to be very satisfac-
tory. But why is the Commission now backsliding on
co-responsibility and the super-levy on milk?

Last year we all had a commitment from the Commis-
sion and the Council that the super-levy would operate
if milk production went up by more rhan 1t/20/o in
1979. Consequence was not the doubling, but the
quadrupling of the basic co-responsibiliry levy and so

rhat deterrent was worthless. !fle had in fact not a

reduction in milk, with all the exhortations of Mr
Gundelach when he came here, we had a substantial
increase - no less rhan 2.60/o of 1979. The
co-responsibility proposal should have been figured.
'\ifle are finding rhat the new super-levy proposals have
been a watered down exercise compared to that which
was before us previously.

So I say to the Commission, why is it that that
increased production 

- 
some countries produced as

much as a 4.50/o increase 
- 

should now rank as part
of the 1980 production with the 1979 production as

rhe basis for the super-levy? lt is quite clear that those
people who failed to acknowledge the exhonations are
now going to reap the benefit of producing more milk,
and it seems to me tha[ the Commission have a new
clarion call rc the Community farmers: win with sin ! If
you sin, if you fail to acknowledge all the instructions
and exhortations, in the final analysis you will win. So

I say to the Commission that many people sincerely
believe that they are retreating from the principles and
sound things that were said on the introduction of a

super-lery last year.

Now they are talking about that same super-levy being
temporary: it will only come in for one year, if in facr
it does come into effect. \(hat discipline are they
going to bring in insread? !7har happens at rhe end of
that year? Are we going to fall back on basic or linear
co-responsibility? Ve saw what that did in 1980.

So my message to the Commission is that if it really is

interested in having discipline in the milk sector, it
must review the proposals it has put before the
Community in terms of co-responsibiliry in milk, and I
do beseech Mr Dalsager to look again at his proposals.
If he doesn't do this for milk I do believe thar we shall
see an even higher production of that commodity to a

point and to a cost where the taxpayers will rebel.

President. - I call Mr Kappos.

Mr Kappos. - (GR) Madam President, the proposals
of the Commission of the European Communities for
an average increase of 8% in farm prices and for an

extension of the co-responsibility lery, i.e. a funher
drop in this 80/0, and the other measures proposed
mean, firstly, a limitation of food production. And all
this is happening at a time when millions of people in
developing countries are starving or hundreds of thou-
sands of people even in our own countries of the
Community must go without certain foods. Secondly,
these proposals mean a steep drop in the incomes of
small and medium-sized farmers since the cost of
production has risen by approximarcly 150/o while the
increases to be granted will be well below 80/0.

Thirdly, rhese proposals mean the acceleration of the
process which is ruining small and medium-sized
family holdings and further swelling the ranks of the
unemployed.

Of course, Madam President, certain people, and
among them rhe President of the Council, rry to
justify these gready reduced increases by arguing that
they want to protect consumption. But we must stress

thar the workers are forgetting the uncontested fact
that the price rises for products and particularly for
food are to a large extent the result of the unrestricted
acrivity of the monopolies which exploit both the
working class and farmers. This is precisely why
farmers and the whole agricultural community are
waging a common struggle against the monopolies
which allow rhem to be exploited and oppressed.

Furthermore, Madam President, there is no doubt that
the Commission's proposals are particularly damaging
to rhe agricultural products of the Mediterranean
countnes because these countries have a large number
of small family holdings and because the extension of
rhe co-responsibiliry lery and a number of other
restricrive measures apply to Mediterranean products,
e.g. oil, cereals, fruit and vegetables, tobacco, cotton,
etc.
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However, Madam Presidenr, rhings are much worse
for Greece, where it is well known rhar in 1980 infla-
tion was over 260/o and is expected to reach rhe same
level in 1981. The interest rares for agriculrural loans
have risen in recent years by more [han 1000/o and are
expected to rise even funher once the special agricul-
tural financing mechanism has been discontinued as a

result of the need to adapt to rhe EEC sysrem. Finally,
by 1985 a whole range of narional subsidies ro agricul-
lure are to be phased ou[. Recenrly the corresponding
decision was published abolishing 21 nasional subsidies
to cereals, fruit and market garden crops, floriculrure,
aromatic and medicinal plants, fenilizers, beef, sheep
and goats, milk and tobacco. Thus if the Commission's
proposals mean for the other countries a sreep drop in
the income, and thus the ruin, of small family hold-
ings, for Greece they mean a real atrack on rhe income
of small and medium-sized farmers and rhe massive
,destruction of small family holdings. The relative
sections in the repon by Mr Ligios on special measures
for these countries faced with special problems say
nothing. They are totally vague.

Madam President, all these problems are of course
mentioned both by the Greek Governmenr and by the
representa[ives of the ruling pany in Parliament. Bur
as soon as the Greek Governmenr signed rhe accession
agreement, it accepted the Community patrimony and
does not veto any proposals by the Commission. All
these discussions are empty words and social
demagogy. '!/hat, for example, does the amendmenr
tabled by the Members of rhe New Democracy Pany
on a price rise of 160/o to 180/o mean? I think it is

obvious to all of ui that these proposals may be made
for a section of farmers in Greece, but rhey are nor
made for our Parliament. Agricuhure in Greece is

really chaotic and is waging a determined struggle ro
overcome the effects of rhe counrry's entry inro the
EEC, to secure satisfactory incomes, to keep costs
down and to obtain prices which cover cosrs. \7e have
typical militant demonstrations of this: recen[ly in
February and again on rhe anniversary of rhe farmers'
uprising againsr rhe landowners, basic demands were
made for overcoming rhe effects of rhe counrry's enrry
into the EEC and for the securing of sarisfactory
incomes. The Greek Communisr Party backs rhe
farmers in this struggle and seeks to obtain Greece's
withdrawal from rhe EEC.

President. - I call Mr Rossi.

Mr Rossi. - (FR) Madam Presidenr, I wanr to reaf-
firm the srance I took in the differenr debates last year.
First of all I am against the Commission inrroducing
co-responsibility as a general morion into the debate on
prices for the confusion which rhis will cause, They are
two completely separate debares, and have nothing ro
do with generalization - and even less with super-levy.
I would ask therefore that these discussions be
deferred until the debate on the common agricultural
policy which we shall be having later on.

I would also emphasize [hat a price increase is neces-
sary if agriculture is to catch up on roday's purchasing
power, which is lower than it was in the 50s rhanks ro
cost. increases. My Group therefore supports [he
farmers'own estimates and is asking for 15.3%. This
sum is far from being unduly high since it barely
corresponds to the infladon rate in some countries and
is below the inflation rate in orhers. Opponents of the
common agriculrural policy can be resr assured. Ir
won't make farmers rich, it's hardly enough for them
to survive on. Opponents of the agriculrural policy can
also be rest assured about the impact it will have on
rhe budget. Our budget can [olerate this increase
wirhour reaching rhe wretched ceiling of 1% of VAT,
since world prices are increasing, if they haven't
already exceeded Community prices. The truth is
simple: we are at a disadvantage in that we are putting
our case for agriculture today before the improve-
ments on the common agricultural policy, which are
due to be discussed from 30 June, can be put into
effect, and before we can implemen[ a proper exporr,
policy, which I was making a strong appeal for last
autumn, in order to stop the haggling and bargaining,
instead of setting up a proper worldwide policy on
trade. Just imagine if these two plans were [o succeed.
If the policy were run more economically, then 150/o

would seem quite normal, since it would inregrate the
increase in costs and would a[ rhe same rime be
perfectly comparible wirh our budget priorities.

I would conclude by asking our colleagues ro pur an
end to the myth that agriculture costs a lot of money.
If the common agricultural policy were to disappear
due to lack of support from farmers, angry wirh the
decrease in their standard of living, rhen what we musr
realize is that rhe toral amount our ten governments
would have to contribute to their own agriculrure
would be far greater than what the Community is
paying a[ present. That's why, Madam President, in
order to allay rhe legitimare fears of farmers we shall
vote for the amendment for an increase to 15.30/0.

President. 
- I call Mr Papaevstratiou.

Mr Papaevstratiou. 
- 

(GR) Madam President, this is
an important day for the work of the European Parlia-
ment because the subject we are dealing with is so
interesting rhat ir arouses the emorion and concern of
millions of farmers in the countries of our
Community, i.e. of people who always work very hard
all year round, and often in unpleasant condirions.
These people are forced ro srruggle incessantly against
such natural phenomena as floods, scorching heat or
frost, but they are also rhe ones who have ro suffer
more [han anyone else the consequences of the present
international economic crisis and, in panicular, infla-
rion. Their position is funher weakened because at rhe
present time, when there are many and often unjusti-
fied strikes and work stoppages, farmers are, unfor-
tunately for them, unable to use such means r.o defend
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their interests. Thus, we European parliamentarians
are under a greater obligation to show sympathy and
concern towards this most worthy group of people.

The repon by our honourable colleague Mr Ligios is

very sound, and deals mainly with the most serious
problems which affect farmers. lt contains positive
elements and we are in principle in favour of it. There
are, however,-cenain points on which we should like,
if we may, to comment.

'!7e maintain that it is not right to Broup the readjust-
ment of products #ith the more general measures

reladng to the principles of the common agricultural
policy, but that is unfonunately the view taken by the
Commission on the adopdon of the principle of
co-responsibiliry, which unfonunately casts its shadow
on the discussion of the repon before us. Ve believe

rhat the main criteria for fixing prices should be the

following: production cost, the inflation rate for each

country, the assurance of a satisfactory income for the
producers of each product, and comparabiliry of
income between the agricultural and non-agricultural
sectors of the economy. The increase in farm prices,
whether the 80/o averaBe proposed by the Commission
or the 120lo put forward by Mr Ligios, is inadequate.
Ve feel that it must on no account be less than an

average of 16o/0.

Ve also maintain that special care must be taken to
provide aid for Mediterranean agricultural products,
which under the new agricultural policy are at the

moment being unfairly treated. The price increase for
products must on no account be less than production
costs and inflation. The spokesman of the Committee
on Budgets, Mr Notenboom, requested that we do not
ask for a higher price increase. The same view was

expressed by the Commission through its representa-
tives Mr Dalsager and Mr Tugendhat. This is pre.cisely

where, in our view, the fundamental difference lies. It
is not right for the Community's agricultural policy to
be based on the Community budger only, while what
should happen is the opposite, namely that require-
ments should be covered exactly according to the
amount of expenditure and revenue. The proposed

increases of 8% or 120/o cannot be adopted, and I
hope that Parliament will arrive at an appreciably
higher figure, since the amounts proposed do not
cover the drop in farmers' incomes and at the same

time cause rhe gap between farmers' incomes and

those of other social groups to widen.

Ve totally reject the principle of the general applica-
tion of the co-responsibility levy and are very gratified
that both the rapporteur, Mr Ligios, and the

Committee on Agriculture reject this idea. 'Sfl'e cannot

accept the application of the co-responsibility principle
except as an exceptional transitional measure and only
for products of which there are extremely large

surpluses, and cenainly not for products of which
Community production is in deficit. The application of
the co-responsibility principle inhibim the distribution

of production on the basis of comparative advantages

in each country and brings elements of uncertainty
into production policy. It also limirs the improvement
of productivity and aggravates regional inequalities.
Lastly, it hirc rhe guilty and the innocent alike, and this
House - and I hope the Council of Minisrcrs also -cannot adopt such a measure. In conclusion, I hope
that Parliament will adopt Amendments Nos 131 and

132, which I and others have tabled and which
concern both the increase and the special concern for
Greek agricultural products, which must reach as

quickly as possible the corresponding level of prices

for Community products.

(Applause)

President. - I call Mr Charalabopoulos.

Mr Charalabopoulos. - (GR) Madam President,
ladies and gentlemen, it is clear that, with the agricul-
tural policy it is proposing for l98l-1982, the

Commission is this year again trying to tackle its major
financial problems - which are a product of the
common agricultural policy - by funher reducing
farmers' incomes.

In specific terms, the increases in farm prices - no
more than 7 .50/o on average - the extension of the
producer co-responsibiliry system to soft wheat, the
restriction of aid for processed fruit and vegetables, as

well as for olive oil, and the discouragement of the
cultivation of southern varieties of tobacco will funher
exacerbate the difficulties facing Greek farmers as a
result of the accession rc the EEC - as well as the
Mediterranean countries and small, uncompetitive
holdings.

The price increases proposed by the Commission are

three to six times lower than the increase in the rate of
infladon in Greece. It is therefore cenain that there
will be a substantial reduction in farmers' incomes, in
agricultural. investment and in production, with an

accompanying increase in unemployment in the agri-
cultural sector. Many people will undoubtedly claim
that the increase in farm prices in Greece will be

greater as a result of a devaluation of the green

drachma, but it is a well-known fact that the devalua-
tion of a national currency him lower-income groups
such as farmers panicularly hard because of the infla-
tionary pressures it creates.

Moreover, the difference between the intervention
prices for our basic producm before accession and
those laid down after the accession is marginal - 40/o

on average - and in no way covers the increased
producrion costs facing Greek farmers as a result of
the high rarc of infladon in our country. At the same
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time, the abolition of national support schemes makes
Greek farms less competitive than those in other EEC
countries, which are known to have higher produc-
tivity.

After the accession, for instance, Greek orange prod-
ucers received lower prices than in 1980 - 8 drachmas
per kilogram, as compared with 10'6 drachmas in
1980 - and this is mainly due to the abolition of
expon refunds and the consequent loss of exports to
Eastern countries.

Another basic product of imponance to Greece 
- 

soft
whear 

- 
is being discouraged by the Commission.

The result is that production will be endangered in
future because of the low competitiveness of Greek
wheat cultivadon. The quotas laid down by the
Commission for sugar will also have negative conse-
quences, panicularly in the case of beet producers.

Limiting cotton growing to the level of the last three
years will make it difficult for Greece to increase its
production, which is not competitive with that of other
Member States.

At the same time, the Commission's proposals for
Greek tobacco will lead to a reduction not only in
producers' incomes, but also in total production.

Finally, the commitmenm entered into by the Greek
Government with a view to integrating Greek agricul-
ture into the Community will tend to freeze or reduce
production levels of other crops of importance to
Greece, such as rice, olive oil, tomatoes, potatoes,
peaches, grapes and raisins.

From what I have said, Madam President, we
conclude that:

1. Instead of trearing all Member States equally, the
CAP is widening rhe imbalances rn lncomes
between the counrries of rhe Nonh and those of the
South, as well as between rich and poor regions and
large and small farms.

These drsparities are currently berng acerbated by
the differing rates of inflation in the Member Stares
and by rhe policy of applyrng a standard rate of
increase to farm produce in all the countries of the
Community.

2. The EEC's conservative and restrictive policy will
wrden still funher rhe disparities in income between
the nch and poor regions of the Community, and
between large and small farms, and rt will not
achreve a balance in rhe effects of the CAP on pro-
ducers in the nonh and rhose in the south.

3. In rhe currenr serious economic situarion the
Commrssion's policy will inevitably cause an
rncrease in unemployment in Greece.

4. !7e believe that, in rhe currenr situation, it is essen-
tial ro ar least have differentiared price increases ro
counteract the negative consequences of the
Commrssion's resrrictive pohcy for those countnes

with a hrgh rate of inflation, for small and uncom-
petitive holdings and for Medircrranean produce.

5. It is also essenrial to allow national supporr ro
protect those holdings and products which are of
ma;or social importance for the Member States.

6. Greece is of course faced with rhe problem of
increasing productrvity, of resrructuring production
and of generally acceleratrng development in the
agricultural secror. However, we do not think that
the solurion is to sacrifice the Greek farmers to the
discrimrnatory rules of rhe CAP.

The agricultural problem in Greece musr be tackled by
achieving balanced development and through close
cooperation between indusrry and agriculrure. This
will create a variery of jobs for the rural popularion in
the areas in which they live.

Until these long-term objectives are at[ained, we
believe that the only way to avoid a mass flight from
the land by Greek farmers and their reduction to
unemployed and unskrlled workers is to improve their
incomes as much as possible.

For these reasons, Madam President, the PASOK
rejects rhe Commission's proposals on the
Community's agricultural policy for 1981-1982 and
will vote againsr the Ligios reporr.

President. - I call Mr Langes.

Mr Langes. - (DE) Madam President, ladies and
gentlemen, I want first of all to make a preliminary
remark. This morning Mr Norenboom rook over as

rapporteur for rhe Commirree on Budgets and the
report be presented was naturally a majoriry reporr.
Mr Notenboom rhus represenred rhe majority opinion,
but in fact his own opinion coincides wirh mine and I
dispute the majority opinion. In rhe Committee on
Budgem we adopted the repon by 10 vores to 9 with 7

abstentions. From these figures alone you can see [har
a number of objections were raised againsr the
Committee on Budgets' opinions.

I should like now to say whar are rhe bones of conren-
tion here, and rhese also appear in amendmenr ro rhe
Ligios report which I have signed. My colleagues from
the EPP Group in the Committee on Budgers agree
with us rhat the Commission's proposal should not be
accepted in toto simply in order to remain wirhin the
limits of the budget. For rhis reason I cannor go along
with the explanations given by Commissioner Tugend-
hat on these points. Mr Notenboom was quite right rc
ask rhis morning: how do those who wanr ro go
beyond the Commission's proposal of 7 .80/o intend to
finance it?

This quesdon was cenainly correcrly raised by the
rapporteur rather rhan by Mr Notenboom, and I will
try to answer him. I agree rotally with my colleagues
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on the Committee on Budgets th., ,h. decision of the
House on farm prices for 1981 must be a valid one by
which I mean, that rhe increase in farm prices in rhe
1981 budget must be possible wirhour a supplemenrary
budget. Except, Commissioner Tugendhat, my former
colleague, except, I then wonder: what about the
payments? You did not dispure whar Mr Ligios said,
namely that his proposal would amount to DM 240
million more for this year. And if I can here once
again publicize the calculations which you, Mr Tugen-
dhat, presented to the Commitree on Budgets, rhen
that is indeed the way it seems so. \(e would be
dealing wirh a figure of 240 million for the 1981
budget year, if I were to take up Mr Ligios's proposal.
You have said yourself that we would in any case be
able to make savings amountrng to 400 million; rhus, if
I subtract here the 20/o earmarked for rhe Adonnino
proposal, a sum of 145 million is available, no marrer
what. In other words, altogether we are arguing about
94 million units of account, and that is the figure ro
which we must now give some consideration.

Can we sdll cut down on this figure, or can we nor cur
down any further? All of us, and you yourself also,
have done our sums on whar we had in terms of
expenditure on refunds in 1980. All in all, this
amounted to 8 100 million, of which some 3 000
million only went on actual inrerventions, in other
words, on what the individual farmers receive, because
refunds are external expenditure. There is absolutely
no question of there being any great likelihood of a

change in this huge sum in the refund budget, even if a

slight change were to occur on the world market -particularly if we are dealing with 9+ millions.

Therefore, Commissioner Tugendhat, you were
certainly exaggerating this morning when you played
on the old idea of : 'This is the only way to prevent
chaos,' in order to explain that the Commission's
proposal was the only one which could be funded
within the limirc of this agricultural budger. I dispute
this. There is absolutely no quesrion of more money
being available. Admittedly I am not in a posirion ro
rcll you how far it is still possible to find 20 or
50 millions from this refund or from savings - bur
then neither are you. But you are in a posirion roday
to say that essential items on the Commission's budger
can be financed. I believe that this must be said simply
for the sake of honesty. The Commission's proposal
has a funher gap or, to put it. another way, a margin,
whereby effectively more can be given for farm prices
on essential items. Ve must also say this clearly and
honestly ro everyone oumide this Parliament. And if I
support the Ligios proposal, then we are in fact
dealing with a sum of some 90 millions, which it does
not seem possible to finance all in one go. Neverthe-
less I sdll maintain that this can indeed be financed.

I want to make a second remark, precisely because I
am not a farmer and because I do not specifically
represent farmers.'!fl'e must stop presenting the public
with the idea of a 120/o price increase or a 100/o price

increase as though this were the same as a wage
increase of 4.5, 5.5 or 70/0. This is completely wrong!
The figure on which we are going to decide
tomorrow, is an average figure which we apply to ten
countries, and then within these ten countries there is
further variation as a result of the monetary compen-
satory amounts for example. Because I am a German
Member of Parliament., I want. to do a sum for the
German farmers. If we were to increase prices by
100/0, that would then be less 50/o monetary compensa-
tion, so we would be left with 5%. But that would still
mean naturally that we would have to wait and see

what we received in detail, as both the Ligios proposal
and the Commission proposal make it perfectly clear
that the figures 7 .8 or 120/o are average figures.

And what are the items which the Commission subsi-
dizes so highly? Items which are as important for the
German farmers as, for example, silkworms 100/0,

sunflowers 12, hemp 12, milk 6. I don't want to deny
that silkworms perhaps are very imponant in one
particular country in Europe. But what I mean by this
is that rhe essential items, on which many farmers in
Ireland, Germany, Holland and Italy depend, simply
will nor be given this average figure of 12 or 100/0, but
something considerably less instead. In other words,
anyone who wants to have a proper discussion here
musr realise that rhis is not an increase of 12010, but an
average increase, which must be seen as corresponding
[o the top prices 

- in Germany some 630lo of farmers
depend on milk, - and which is less even than in the
Ligios proposal with its 120/o or its 100/0..

\7e must be clear about this here in Parliament. For
this reason we can come [o a joint agreemen[ on a vote
for a particular price, which must be higher than the
Commissron's price, if we ourselves are clear, and if
we make it clear to everyone e[se, that our farmers
must maintain [he status quo at least in their own
countries. Al[ the proposals which we have discussed
until now - I am not talking abow 170/0, I am not
talking about 150/0, because I do not consider this
possible 

-, 
are basically, and if you look at them

closely, nothing less than attempts to maintain prices
and the status quo for our farmers. This is a duty for
all of us, no matter which colours we wear. I believe,
ladies and Bentlemen, that this must be said by the
Committee on Budgets for the sake of honesty and
clarity.

President. - I call Mr de Courcy Ling.

Mr de Courcy Ling. 
- 

Madam President, in general I
would like to compliment the Commission on the
realism of their proposals for the agricultural price
review this year, and Commissioner Tugendhat in
particular for the realism, the hard realism, of his
speech this morning. And it was hard. But I have on
reservation in regard to fruit and vegetables of the

rype produced in the Mediterranean area of the
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Member States of the Community, and among our
trading panners outside the Community on the
sourhern shores of the Mediterranean. I think that we
have in our relations with our raditional suppliers of
Mediterranean agricultural products a problem which
we very seriously underestimate.

Lasr month we were visited here by an all-pany group
of parliamentarians from Morocco. In December I led
a delegation from this Parliament to Israel. The basic
message was the same on both occasions: both coun-
tries export large quantities of agricultural produce,
nombly citrus: oranges, lemons, avocado pears, celery,
a whole series of vegetables, to the Community, and
both of them fear that the Community's extension and
the propagation of the intervention system, which
worked in a provisional way in the southern areas of
the Community in the 1950's, will lead to the destruc-
tion of their agriculture. These countries are not
seeking special privileges, they are ready to compete
on equal terms and they do expect the Community to
abide by the spirit and the letter of the agreements
contracted with it. They desperately need some assur-
ance, they do not underestimate, and we should not
underestimate, the new strength which an enlarged
Communiry will give ro the Mediterranean agricul-
rural lobby. I have every respect for it. I respect the
point of view expressed today by our Italian and
Greek colleagues and the point of view expressed by
Mr Sutra representing a particular area of France, but
I think that the Commission has a responsibiliiy to be
more imaginative abour the structure of Mediterra-
nean agriculture and not to imagine that the agricul-
tural policy is a static thing.

There is clearly room for economies within the inter-
vention system. The fruit and vegetable area of the
intervention system is an area which cries out for
economy.

Happily the interest of the non-member Mediterra-
nean Srates coincide with those of our taxpayers.

There is no sense in introducing all this expensive
apparatus of price support, of incurring public outrage
prompted by the destruction of intervention stocks of
oranBes and lemons, when high-quality, reasonably
priced produce is readily available from countries such
as Algeria, Cyprus, Egypr, Israel and Tunisia. If we
continue this policy, we are continuing the policy of
rhe dustbin, we are paying people to produce citrus
fruit to be consigned to the dusdin and at the same

time we are consigning our very common agricultural
policy to the political dus$in. So this is one of the few
occasions in polidcs when our real interest and our
responsibility to the European [axpayer coincides with
our duty and also with our plainest common sense.

I did not disagree with many of the things that M.
Delatre said this morning about the exporting poten-
tial in agriculrure of the European Community, but let
us be very careful to be selective in our products. I
know the Commission have been aware of this

problem in rhe past and I believe that they produced in

June 1979 a comprehensive study of it that remained
unpublished. May I urge the Commission on this
occasion to publish that study and before so doing to
update it.

I shall certainly at every available opponunity be

seeking assurances that in the reform of the common
agricultural policy, which will perhaps be accelerated
in the contexr of the general budgetary problem which
the Commission are now earnestly considering, more
artention is paid to the, interests of our raditional
suppliers in the Mediterranean, whose dependence on
the Community must be recognized. By so doing we
will, as I said, be doing our own taxpayer a good turn
and serving the Community's trading interest.

Finatly Madam President, there is the strategic
problem. If these countries around the shores of the
Mediterranean are rebuffed by their traditional
customers in '$Testern Europe, they will cenainly turn
to Eastern Europe, who in some cases will be able to
give them privileged conditions for trade. This is

:f:i:1,, 
a strategic anxiety of which we should be

So, Madam President, will be Commission please at
the end of this debate give us an undertaking to come
forward in due course with proposals for structural
reform for agriculture in the Mediterranean areas of
the Community in the light of the problem that I have

briefly described.

President. 
- 

I call Mr Vitale.

Mr Vitale. 
- 

(17) Madam President, ladies and
gentlemen, rhe well-known evenrs which hive marked
this part-session have prevented the Commirree on
Development and Cooperation from delivering a

proper opinion on the repon by Mr Ligios. Some
members of rhe Committee have nevenheless managed
to table a number of amendments which reflect the
Committee's fundamental concern at the possibility
that the crisis looming over us may open rhe way to
protectionism and to measures which 

- 
whether

avowedly or nor 
- 

may nullify the Community's
commitments towards the developing countries.

'S7'e therefore ask the House to adopr rhese amend-
ments so that, first of all 

- 
in the paragraph where rhe

report cells for measures ro res[ore the position of rhe
less-favoured regions 

- 
rhere is some reference to the

commilments which the Community has rowards rhe
developing counrries under almosr the same terms.
Secondly, we wanr a coherenr trade policy as it is not
possible to have expon refunds, a credit poliry and an
export agency all ar once, as we find in paragraph 13
of the motion. On the conrrary, we need to choose
from among the various methods of supponing
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exports. Thirdly, we want the controls demanded for
substitution products to be attained through agree-
ments with the exporting countries, and in panicular
we want an agreement with Thailand over manioc.

The same thing applies to policies governing the
sectors of production: these must take account of the
Communiry's relations with developing coundies. On
the subject of an overall policy for the fats sector, for
example, we must nip in the bud any misunderstand-
ings by making it quite clear that in every case we
intend to safeguard the interesrc of developing coun-
tries in this field. Equally, on the question of using soft
wheat for fodder, we feel that this should be phrased

differently with the aim of promoting the use of soft
wheat, so that the Community's contribution to the

system of food aids can be increased. And similarly,
with regard to sugar, we feel there is a need to take
bold measures to reform the sugar policy - and not
along the lines we have heard suggested today - with
due account taken of the fears voiced at Freetown by
the counrries belonging to the Lom6 Convention. At
the same time the policy should pave the way for parti-
cipation in the International Sugar Agreement.

Of course, trade policy will have to be discussed again
when we come to discuss the changes to be made to
the common agricultural policy. I really believe - and
I want to make this point now, ladies and gentlemen

- that taking a long-term view we make our starting
point the new problems posed by the world market, so

that we can then examine relations between regions
within the Community, thus reversing the usual proce-
dure.

By discussing prices and price increases, by re.iecting
measures to limit surpluses and by asking for export
support mechanisms to be strengthened we can fore-
shadow a new role for Europe here today. This is my
own personal opinion and is not necessarily shared by
the others who tabled the amendments with me, but I
can see Europe responding to food shortages in the
world by disributing its own surplus agricultural
products.

I was rather startled by Mr Tolman's declaration. Of
course there is room in the world for a Community
export policy, but we have to carve it out for ourselves
by reducing production costs, bringing our prices
more in line with world prices, rebalancing sectors and
regions in the Community and hence strengthening
structural policies.

It is on this basis that we should review relations
between the Community and the rest of the world,
and through a new trade policy alongside and linked
[o a proper cooperation policy so that agriculture in
developing countries can develop independently. The
needs and requirements of both the developing coun-
tries and the less-favoured regions of the Community
seem to coincide here.

I hope that the final text on which we shall vote
romorrow will give some hint of this two-pronged
attack along these lines.

President. - I call Mr Brondlund Nielsen.

Brsndlund Nielsen. 
- 

(DA) Madam President, since
we are short of time I shall not embark upon [he more
general discussion of the merits of the common agri-
cultural policy which many have engaged in on before
me, including representatives of my own party. I was

pleased to hear that Commissioner Dalsager also

expressed understanding of the special problems
caused by the very modest incomes of farmers and rhe
very unfavourable development of farmers' incomes in
recent years.

I will not dwell very much on Mr Ligios' repon
because I think that by and large it is a panicularly
good report which comes up with many reasonable
views and comments on the Commission's proposals.

I should like to raise a few special points concerning
the Committee on Budgets' standpoint, which Mr
Lange touched on earlier. It is very gratifying that the

Committee on Budgets is not on this occasion
launching a massive attack on the common agricul-
tural policy and indeed it is right not to do so because

it has been shown that the unremitting attempts to use

budget problems to attack the common agricultural
policy are not justified, and this time we experienced
the interesting situation where, when the designated
rapporteur, Mr Fich, had drawn up his opinion, the
majority of the Committee on Budgets disagreed with
it and Mr Fich resigned as rappofi.eur. I can only
regret this, but I welcome the fact that Mr Fich's party
which is in power in my country has another, and as

far as I can see, more reasonable approach to this
issue. Howevei, this is what can happen from persis-

tently and obstinately wanting to adhere to some irre-
levant budgetary views on agricultural policy. Since
recent events in Parliament have meant that Mr Fich is

no[ present here, perhaps I should not have mentioned
his name, but it cannot be helped now. However may I
say tha[ we were very close to not having any opinion
at all from the Committee on Budgets. I have great
respect for Mr Notenboom's neutral presentation here
but the fact is that if seven of us had not abstained
because we thought that the end result was so very
confused and because there was no reasonable state-
ment on monetary comPensatory amounts, there
would have been no opinion at all from the Committee
on Budgets.

Thus this is a new development and one which I hope
also the Commissioner Mr Tugendhat will take note
of. Mr Tugendhat has reviewed here Parliament's
historical views on the budget and agriculture but
rhese are, let me stress this, historical views.
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I have not got time to discuss the proposals for amend-
ments, but I should like to menrion one proposal by
my fellow party member Mr Combe, in which, owing
to technical difficuldes, I was unable to join as

co-proposer. This proposes making cheap EEC butter
available [o artisan bakers and small anisan businesses
within the food sector. It cannot be right that this is

reserved for industrial production. The reason for this
is, I know, administrative simplicity, but I think that
this is wrong and that we should do something so that
these small producers can enjoy this advantage.

Finally I would merely like to say thar all in all I am
very pleased about the, in my view, more positive
approach encountered with regard co the agricultural
policy. Criticism here is entirely unfounded and as an
example of this may I just quote the Commission's
report here dating from December, where it is stated
on page 10 that agricultural expenditure here and in
the USA accounts for about l-1.50/o of the gross
national product. In Japan it is 5010. Thus in facr what
we are comparing are costs in the big indusrialized
countries and I feel we should be fully clear about this.

There are many advantages in developing the agricul-
tural policy.

Mention was made of the numbers of starving people,
of the great value of our security of supply, and
recently at the Summit in Maastricht the government
leaders referred to [he advantage of our being able to
provide funher aid to Poland.

There are many advantages in an agricultural policy
which can demonstrate Europe's dynamism.'We musr
understand its value and not sit here like, excuse the
expression, somewhat senile inmates of a world in ruin
saying thar ir is wrong to produce food. This is a

completely degenerate approach and I am pleased that
a more dynamic attitude is now evidently emerging.

President. 
- 

I call Mr De Goede.

Mr De Goede. 
- 

(NL) Madam President, in rhe few
minutes available to me, I shall confine myself to the
problems facing the dairy sector which, bit by bit, is

showing all the signs of an imminent crisis. Although
the crisis is centred on the problems of financing the
surplus producrion of dairy producrs, ir musr be
viewed againsr the background of the common agri-
cultural policy as ir has been applied so far. The
financing of overproduction has hirherto been first and
foremost a matler for rhe EEC budget. The current
policy takes too little accounr of rhe budgemry
expenditure which dictates wherher the policy can be
implemenred at all. In pracrice, each Member Stare
can allow dairy production ro increase subject to no
restrictions, with the result thar the cosr of overprod-
uction is reflected in the EEC budget in the form of a
guaranteed producer price. As far as the Brussels regu-

lations allow, a nationalistic agricultural policy is now
once again being pursued ro an increasing exrenr in
the Community, and the dangers ro rhe conrinued
existence of the EEC caused by the resultant trend to
disintegration in the Community should no[ be under-
estimated.

Post-war agricultural structural policy has been char-
acterized by a bias to increased productivity, whereas
the inherent pledge that a higher level of productivity
would lead to adequate incomes in agriculture has not
been met. It has, moreover, led to an enormous and
quite unreasonable flood of manpower away from the
agricultural sector. Our aim should be a different
strucrural policy with different targeu based on what
is now seen to be expedient. The aim of the
Community's market and price policy has been to use

a guaranreed market price to guarantee an acceptable
income to dairy farmers and to bring the market into
balance.

The results of this policy show that this dual function
of the price of milk can no longer be maintained. In
other words, it is no longer possible ro guaranree a

fixed price for milk unless sreps are raken ar rhe same
time to curb production. The current remedies for the
problems in the dairy (ector 

- such as the co-respon-
sibility levy and the super-levy, and especially the way
in which the super-lerry is currently being applied -must be rejecled as ineffective and inappropriare in
principle. On the one hand, rhese measures have failed
to curb overproducrion effectively and conclusively;
instead, they have proved to be no more than a

dubious means of finding a way out of the problem of
financing the surpluses. On the other, the financing
problem has been unfairly passed on ro dairy farmers,
whose incomes and capital situation can only be
termed poor.

The proposals pur forward by my pany in rhe Nether-
lands, Democraten '66, for rhe organizarion of rhe
dairy market are based on a policy in which che
market price of milk no longer has a dual role, i.e. ro
guarantee an acceptable income ro dairy farmers and
to bring the dairy secror into balance. Our view is rhat
the market price should be used purely and simply ro
guarantee a reasonable level of incomes. Market
balance should be brought about by measures designed
to curb production ro rhe exrenr to which overproduc-
tion still occurs ar the given price.

Madam Presidenr, I should like to conclude by
presenting our proposal on marker and price policy in
rhe dairy secror, which boils down ro imposing direcr
limitations on milk production in the whole of rhe
European Communiry by way of delivery quoras for
each farm. In other words, every farm in the
Communiry delivering milk ro a dairy will have to be
allocated a cenain quora based on a reference period
of three years. Given the current level of overproduc-
tion, we should be rhinking of an overall reduction of
the order of 100/0, which could be achieved by a 2o/o
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annual reduction taken over a period of five years.
This percentage must, of course, be subject to future
developments on the market. At the same time, the
target price for milk must be increased to a level where
producers will not have to suffer a cut in their incomes
as a result of being allocated a smaller quota. Price
rises in the dairy sector will then have two componenrc

- compensation for increased costs and compensation
for losses of income suffered as a result of production
curbs. It would also be desirable for agriculture to be
fully compensated for increased costs. The dairies will
then have to sell whatever they produce over and
above the combined quotas of their suppliers without
any support aid. The savings for the EEC budget
resulting from these measures must be put to general
use and also possibly to the benefit of agriculture, but
then in policy sectors which now rank as urgent, such
as regional policy, employment policy and innovation
policy. In applying these measures, the Member States

should be given a cenain amount of leeway to enable
them to reach their targets. The implies, of course,
that each Member State will have to proceed separ-
ately in bringing about the planned curc in production.
The Commission's approval will be needed for
national variations in implementing these measures.

The co-responsibility lery, which is riddled with prob-
lems, does not fit in with this system and must be abol-
ished.

President. - I call Mr Gautier.

Mr Gautier. - 
(DE) Madam President, ladies and

gentlemen, I would like first of all to congratulate
Commissioner Tugendhat or the bold speech he gave

this morning. I am very glad that he has emphasized
once and for all that Parliament must be consistent,
that is, that it cannot decide one thing on the budget
and another thing on agricultural prices. I find it most
unfortunate that he has only found support for a

consistent attitude from the ranks of the Socialist
Group. As for prices, what criteria can we possibly
apply when fixing prices? First of all, I think we have

to consider what is generally referred to as the
economic situation. If Mr Langes, who is unfortun-
ately no longer in the House, also believes that we
cannot compare wage contracts with price increases
for agricultural products, then I must tell him that they
can indeed be compared. For employees living in my
town and surrounding area who have to drive 30 kilo-
meters to work each day would also feel the pinch if
rheir expenses, for example the price of petrol or social
charges, were to increase. Here, it must be pointed
out, net incomes can be compared with net incomes.
Price increases for agricultural products behave in the
same way. If one only considers agricultural incomes
when fixing prices, as Mr De Goede has just done,
then all I can say is the last fifteen years have shown us

that this policy was wrong. Indeed by only taking

account of agricultural incomes we have caused
marketing imbalances and ladies and gentlemen, I feel
that we must now give this aspecr, namely market
balances, most consideration. And I must also say to
the various lobbies on agriculture rhar if rhey want ro
save the common agricultural policy in the long run
then they too have to make concessions in balancing
the marker in dairy products, beef and veal, sugar etc.
These concessions are necessary not only on account
of expenditure, but if the populadon is still to accept
this agricultural policy at all. I do not know if ir is the
same for all of you who sit here in the House and have
contact with the population. Bur when I ulk with
people in my district, which has a population of over
1 million, they speak angrily about the lakes of milk
and wine, the butter mountains and such like. All this
does not seem to trouble you at all, but I am telling
you that unless you make a start to the problem now,
there will no longer be a common agricultural policy
in five years' time. For sooner or later the voters are
going to say 'we cannot accept what is going on'. But
how can we achieve a balance on the markets? Some
people, including the Commission, are now suggesting
that we apply quotas and quantums. Mr \flertig has
already pointed out this morning on our behalf that
we can only accept this as a temporary measure. '!7e

think that they are necessary for 1981-1982 but we
would like to make it clear that we wan[ to achieve a
balance on the market in the long term via prices. In
my view the Commission has also made a relatively
bold start by making a proposal on prices which takes
account of income objectives without making them
top priority, and also takes account of the fact that a

market balance must be achieved. If in tomorrow's vote
we supporr rhe Commission's proposal of 7.80/o rhen
it will only be if they are accompanied by related
measures, for we cannot accept 7.80/o without related
measures. I would like ro say a word to the Christian
Democrats. Mr Ligios and Mr Bocklet have also
already ulked at length about an increase of 120/o and
why this would be necessary on account of the high
inflation rate in Italy etc. I would like to ask the Chris-
tian Democrats what they now think of this proposal
since our new monetary parities. In Italy, I believe
rhey have a negative monetary compensatory amount
of -e.80/0. Are rhey now then in favour of a price
increase of 6o/o? No, I am talking about the monetary
compensatory amount, not inflation. Yes, Mr Diana,
you say that they should get 720/o because they have a
220/o infladonary rate. Tell me is 120/o correct?
According to your logic it should be 60lo now and the
negative monetary compensation amount for Italy
should be abolished, so that you too get a total of
120/0. Only you can change your logic from day to day
and say it should remain at l2o/0. Nevenheless, you
are in favour of abolishing the negative monetary
compensation amounts so that in the end you get a

total of 18%. Mr Diana, please feel free ro inrerrupt. I
am not as touchy as your pany colleagues, Mr Langes,
for example. Ve think what is going on there is a lot
of eyewash. The Commission does have enough
money in 1981. This year has been extraordinarily
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good for sugar. But it need no[ necessarily be so next
year. '!7'e have also been extraordinarily lucky with our
export refunds for butter, skimmed milk powder and
cereals. But a responsible policy cannot merely take
accounr of tggt. As if a price increase would nor have
repercussions in 1982, and as if, by increasing the
target price by 120/0, we would have high export
refunds, for I thought Mr Langes was aware that 500/o

of agricultural expenditure Boes into export refunds
and not into subsidizing farmers. Therefore Mr
Tugendhar was prefectly correc[ to refer to the limit
set by the budget. I should also like to say a word
about the hierarchy of prices. Ve are always talking
abour rhis 7.8% which is totally irrelevant. Ve should
also be asking ourselves what this hierarchy of prices is
all about. The French are the specialisrc in this matter.
Unfortunarely Mr Fanton is not here either. All they
can think about is raising levies on imports of soya,
orher oils and fats, manioc and tapioca. Levies on oils
and fats or impon levies on tapioca. The arguments
they put forward are gradually becoming rather
boring. Perhaps we should reflect on wherher there
isn't something wrong with our agricultural policy too
and wherher we shouldn't consider creating a hier-
archy of prices, which would make such impon levies
superfluous. This is where Commission policy is

wronB. Mr Tugendhat, didn't you or Mr Gundelach,
the Commissioner on Agriculture, say when discussing
the agricultural policy in December thar the mosr
sensible thing would be to reduce cereal prices? That
would have solved a Breat many of our problems.
'!7hat are you now proposing? You make a price
increase, then propose an overall quantum, which is

pure nonsense since the quantums are much too high,
and then you want to get even more [hrough taxation
or by lowering the prices at the end of rhe year.
Nobody believes this system can work. All rhe experrs
tell us that more will go to intervenrion. Bur rhe
Commission is proposing such a rhing contrary ro
what it knows to be true. Perhaps you should take the
couraBe and actually turn your own ideas into real
price proposals and not indulge in such nonsense. You
also have to look ar ir from the social poinr of view.
You are supporting cereal farmers with high price
proposals. You are offering even higher prices to rhose
people in my region who have berween 100 and 300
hectares of arable land and who are really well-off,
while you are giving no help at all ro rhe smaller
farmers, who were also being discussed rhis morning
by the most diverse people including Mrs Barbarella. I
would ask rhe Commission to be consistent.

Another point which is not often menrioned is the
policy on premiums. There are very many premiums in
rhe European Community. They are also being
discussed again. These premiums cost over 200 million
EUAs and they are ineffective. !fle give out suckler
cow premiums so that less milk is produced. Farmers
who are using suckler cows in order to rear horses are
costing us a fantastic amount of money and still more
milk is being produced. All I can say is rhar ir is a
waste of money and such premiums should be abol-

ished, as should the premium for the birth of calves,
which was introduced ar some srage for Italy or rhe
slaughtering premium for Great Britain.

And finally, the last point which concerns our French
colleagues above all. The French always use export
policy to mean a dynamic expon policy nowadays. I
would use another word for this French imperialistic
attitude to agriculture which the European work force
has to pay for, for that is what is happening it. For
what we are doing here is pursuing an expon policy
which is now already costing us over 6 000 million
EUAs; we are dumping on to the world market, that is

really what is happening, and I would like to give my
wholehearted support to my colleague Mr Vital who
has already also made it quite clear: we have to take a
different line in our report on export policy and not
pursue this French imperialism in agriculture. There-
fore Mr Ligios, I have ro say sono contrario [o your
rePorr !

IN THE CHAIR: MR DE FERRANTI

Wce-President

President. - I call Mr De Keersmaeker.

Mr De Keersmaeker. - (NL) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, as far as contradictions and lack of
coherence are concerned, I think rhar Mr Gautier
would be better advised to address his remarks ro his
own group, where he will find enough Members who,
for a variety of reasons, do not share his views on
price restrictions and the problem of monerary
comPensatory amounts.

I am fortunate in belonging ro a group which, with the
maximum possible degree of unanimity, can express its
concern over the steady fall in rhe incomes of farmers
and horticulturalists in the European Commdniry -including, unfonunately, my own counrry. Ar the
same time, though, we are also concerned ar the fact
that this is due not only ro rhe currenr economic diffi-
culties, but also ro the dual factors of enormously
increased costs and rhe limited resources available ro
the Communiry to bring agriculrural incomes more
into Iine with orher social and occupa[ional groups.

Farmers are proud of rhe facr rhat they were rhe firsr
group to place their destiny in rhe hands of rhe Euro-
pean Communiry, bur rhere is now a danger that this
will turn our r.o rheir disadvanrage unless prices for this
season are no[ increased subsmnrially, ar least by a
good deal more than rhe Commission is proposing.
That was rhe first point we wanred to make.
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'!fle have heard plenty of talk about economic and
financial recession, a state of crisis and the need for us

to tighten our belts. There are two comments I should
like to make here, though. Firstly, unlike many other
groups - and my own country is no exception here

- whose incomes are automatically indexed to the
rate of inflation, farmers have been making sacrifices
for three years now. Secondly, the fall in agricultural
incomes has been so dramatic that certain pans of the
agricultural and honicultural sectors are now faced
with structural problems affecting not only small hold-
ings and the weaker units, but also well-equipped,
modern and, above all, recently created holdings.
Under these circumstances, the Commission's proposal
to extend the co-responsibiliry system to sectors where
there is no surplus is unacceptable for the simple
reason that, for one thing, there is no economic or
budgetary cause - at least within the limitations of
the sectors as such - for mking such a step, and for
another, because the way in which the Commission
proposes to do it - by forcing down the across-the-
board price award - is wide of the mark, at least
insofar as the aim of the general introduction of a

co-responsibiliry levy is to prevent the occurrence of
overproduction in sectors other than where this is

already the case. A third reason is that no really signi-
ficant, specific and appropriate means has been
proposed either as regards external policy or the tigh-
tening-up of the system of Community preference or
the involvement of other categories which are in pan
responsible for market imbalances. Ve therefore
welcome the fact that Anicles 10 and 11 of the Ligios
report. draw artention to the urgent n6ed rc establish
an overall policy for fats and oils and to the substitute
products imponed dury-free. I should like just to
mention one figure here - and I hope Mr Gautier will
take note - and that is that if the products competing
with butter were to be made subject to the share of the
20lo co-responsibiliry levy equal ro the far conrent of
butter, it would yield 400 million ECUs a year for the
Community's coffers. As rhis is not the case, the pro-
ducers - in other words, the farmers - have to bear
the full brunt of the cosrs of rhe European
Community, unlike the situation in the sugar sector,
where the producers of isoglucose - a product
competing with sugar - are required to pay their
whack.

I am also pleased that the Committee on Agriculture
has seen fit to adopt my amendments to Anicles 26
and 29, drawing attention to the repercussions of the
current import policy in the beef and pigmeat sectors,
Mr Braks said that the system of Community prefer-
ence must not be applied to the point where the Euro-
pean Community becomes isolated. \fle mke his point,
but our point is that the cost of this policy and any
exceprions to it should not be paid by the farmers
alone. Perhaps a few more figures will illustrate what I
am getting al The European Community impons
438 000 tonnes of beef a year, 325 000 of these under
the terms of preferential agreements. The net result is

600 million ECUs in lost incomes. All we are asking is

that the cost of this policy should not be paid by the
farmers alone. \fle hope that the European Parliament
will support the conclusions in the Ligios repon by a

large majority, so that, the Council can reach a satis-
faaory decision by I April this year. Otherwise disillu-
sionrnent in the agricultural sector will reach
dangerous proportions, and there will be a danger of
the Member States assuming the task of the European
Community, with all the inevitable consequences not
only for the common agricultural policy, but also for
the unificadon of the Community as a whole.

President. - I call Mr Provan.

Mr Provan. - Mr President, first of all, let' me

welcome the statements made by the Commissioner
and also by the President of the Council, who gave us

a very realistic approach to the situation that we are
currently facing within the Community. I liked very
much his reference to the danger that we face of world
scarcity of food in the future, and coming from a man
such as him, in the position he is in we have all got to
take very great note of these words this morning.

But, first of all, ladies and gentlemen, I must. set the
scene as to the position I find in Scotland which is the
area that I represent in the Parliament here because we
face very very severe restraints on agricultural income
and I have already mentioned to Mr Brachs that we
have in facr had a fall on real term income of g0% in
the last rwo years in Scotland, and that is only
surpassed within the whole Communiry by Denmark
which has a fall of 940lo itself. Now, obviously, Mr
President, we face a particularly difficult situation
regarding monetary compensalory amounts. \7e
cannot, I believe, allow short-term financial reasons to
be a reason for what would be a major shift of produc-
tion from one part of the Community to another part
of the Community. Before the rise in sterling we
had resistance in the Community to the Unircd
Kingdom, devaluing the green pound. Now that the
boot is on the other foot, we are irnder severe pres-

sure, yes, pressure, to have a revaluation of the pound.
Of course it is coming from the same people who were
raking advannge of our markets when we were a[ a

disadvantage on the pound and now that we have a
slight advantage which could be very shon-term, we
are under severe pressure and I say to this Parliament
rhat it would be wrong for shon-term financial reasons
to penalize one Member State's agriculture to such an

extent because never before have we been in a situa-
rion where in real terms of income would those
farmers be worse off as a result of a revaluation. It has

never happened before and we cannot allow it to
happen now.

But what I really want. to speak about this afrcrnoon is

the meat production sector, because within Scodand
our agricultural industries depend f.or 700/o of their
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income from livestock, so I am extremely worried
about the current situation where we are getting into a

difference between the sheep price and the beef price.
The Chairman of the Fat Stock Markedng Corpora-
tion sitting up in the gallery is equally aware of the
situation that might develop and the siruarion that
might develop is that we could overprice sheep ro such
an exten[ that the housewife, cerrainly, would have
some form of resistance on the Continent. Or we
would get to the stage where there was such a finan-
cial burden on the premium scheme that it would cost
the Community raxpayer a great deal of money, and I
say to this Parliament that we must try and keep in
balance the whole sector of the meat problem, that we
must not allow one irem of meat, whether ir be sheep
or beef or pigmeat or whatever, ro get out of balance
with the others. I think we are in danger of doing rhis
and I caution Parliament to [hat extent.

The other thing that I would like to ralk abour this
afternoon is the cereal sector. I agree [o a certain
extent that raditionally cereals have been too expen-
sive within the Community and I believe that if we are
going to get to proper markering of cereals we do nor
want a co-responsibility levy in the cereal secror, we
wan[ proper incentives [o farmers, to cooperatives and
to anybody else who is handling the cereal crop ro
make sure that it is properly markered by giving
proper incentives for the storage of cereals and rhere-
fore for the proper release on ro rhe market.

President. 
- 

I call Mr Pranchdre.

Mr Pranchire. 
- 

(FR) Mr President, from the very
beginning of the Common Market, we have always
said: 'French family farmers will have nothing to gain
from it. It's a complete swindle.' Afrcr 20 years of the
Common Market, events have unfonunately borne
out our predictions. !7'ho today would dare say to the
French peasants that the Common Market is a blessing
for French agriculture? Milk producers were told:
'Accept the co-responsibility levy and, in return, you
can participate in the management of these funds, and
imported vegetable fats will be taxed.'The milk levy
was imposed and promptly increased; as for impons of
vegetable fats, suffice it ro say thar Unilever's profirs
are doing well.

The Commission is trying to do exactly the same thing
to the cereal producers. 'Accept co-responsibiliry,'
they are told, 'and, in ret.urn, substiture products will
be subject to quoras and will be taxed.' As the pro-
ducers have heard this line before, rhis is an offer they
will cenainly refuse. We also welcome the fact rhar the
Committee on Agriculture has adopted our amend-
ment for the rejection of co-responsibility on cereals.
As far as Mr Ligios's reporr is concerned, even if it has
been amended to a cenain extent, it does not take
account of the demands which are vital to the farmers
and in the end gives way ro mosr of the pernicious

guidelines from the Commission in Brussels. This i5

why, as things stand, we are opposed rc it.

First of all, in terms of prices, we cannot accept an
increase of 120/o which, in conjunccion wirh other
related measures, would lead to a real increase in farm
prices, as paid ro the producers, of rhe ord,er of 7-80/0.

To accept 120lo would be to guarantee the decline in
farmers' incomes in 1981. '!(i'hacever the machinations,
which are bound to occur just as they did last year, we
will not go below 15% which we consider to be an
absolute minimum. For us, the struggle for prices is the
itruggle for the survival of our agriculture.

The Ligios reporr quire rightly rejects generalized
co-responsibility. But, having shut the door on it, the
report then allows it back in through the back door, in
effect, by agreeing to a reduction in the intervention
on beef and veal and by accepting the principle of
exrending co-responsibiliry to the producers. This is all
the more unpalatable as the European Community
imports 450 000 tonnes of beef and veal at preferential
rates. In 1980, producers' incomes were lower than
those in 1970. For this reason we insist that the auro-
matic application of intervencion prices should be
retained or re-established as a safety net for producers.
In more general terms, we are opposed to any
so-called system of co-responsibiliry or any taxation of
producrs, as the sugar coating which covers these pills
is intended simply to disguise their true tasre. The
President of the Council himself admitted as much ro
the Committee on Agriculrure by explaining that these
taxes were simply instruments to limit producrion.
Don't grve us all this talk about the so-called condi-
tions and Buarantees that go wirh the tax. It's the same
process as with enlargement; conditions and guaran-
tees are nothing but sleight of hand.

Consequently, we insist all the more strongly on rhe
rejection of any enlargement of the Community and
an end to the negotiations which your'Conservarive
and Social-Democrat majority wants to rush through,
in its haste ro bow ro rhe demands of rhe mulrina-
tionals. Knowing rhe Malthusian inclinations of this
Assembly and of the Commission, we have no illusions
about the results of this discussion.

L' the end, the outcome of these negotiadons wifl
depend on the determination of the farmers mobil-
izing. For.this reason we call upon them ro conrinue
and to intensify their action against rhe French
Government and the Community bodies in suppon of
our proposals as ir is their own inreresrs as well as in
the interests of our counrry rhar these proposals be
adoptcd.

President. 
- 

I call Mr Jtirgens.

Mr Jiirgens. - 
(DE) Mr President, ladies and

gentlemen, first of all I would like to say in the shon
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time available that I rhink rhe Commission's proposals
have perhaps been over-criticized. I mean by rhar rhat
you have to come up wirh solutions which lie wrrhin
the budget and the agricultural sysrem. Ve know rhar
the low incomes in agriculture are relared ro rhe
increased cost of means of production and energy.
These have increased much more quickly rhan the
price of agricultural products. Nevenheless, [here are,
I think, rich as well as poor farmers in Europe. One-
founh of our farmers have a very good income. 500/o

however have a below average income, and many are
so badly off that they receive less than rhe minimum
social security rate ar leasr in Germany, particularly in
disadvantaged regions. A general rise in prices will
certainly not be enough to solve this problem, but we
must present alternatives if we are to reach a solution
on price increases and proposals. This can only be
done through a range of carefully considered measures
adapted to suit the differenr kinds of farms.
Community policy is, and should remain, aimed at rhe
family farm; the objective merhod and rhe calculations
we are putlinB forward apply to them, and so it should
remain in the future. \7e should use rhe opponuniry
this range of measures gives us of making the larger
holdings panly responsible for over production, and
we should in future halt their invesrmenrs, their expan-
sion subsidies, and their subsidies for processing and
over-production, on a national, as well as Community,
level. Moreover, we should stop such specialized hold-
ings and large processing businesses from preventing
family farms from expanding or even rhrearening their
livelihood through high renr and land prices. On the
other hand, ladies and gentlemen, family farms must
be given the opponunity of opdmizing rheir produc-
tivity by exploiting rheir technical and economic capa-
city, and by a rarional organization of their labour
force, so that they can earn by themselves adequare
and reasonable incomes. Ladies and gentlemen, we
should help our many small and very small holdings
earn better incomes by introducing special measures.
The means and opportunides afforded by rhe hill
farmers' programme will also provide increased scope
in future. Concentrarions are nor possible in many
areas, ladies and gentlemen, because we simply cannot
create any jobs, and I think thar regional policy has an

important role to play here. Regional poliry must not,
however, be pursued at the expense of the agricultural
policy but we call upon the Council of Ministers and
individual governments to pursue this matter more
closely and increase the standard of living in many
areas. I would remind the House of the political as

well as financial solidariry in the Council of Ministers.

President. - I call Mr Zigdis.

Mr Zigdis. - (GR) Mr President, there is general
agreement that the common agricultural policy, in
the way it has been implemented up till now, can
neither protect farmers' incomes nor bridge the gap in
farmers' incomes between the various regions. Infla-

tion, which has recently increased in all the countries
of the Community, is one of the major factors in the
reduced effectiveness of the CAP.

The Commission's proposals for a 7 to 80/o average
increase in farm prices for 198l-1982 will intensify the
cut in farmers' incomes. In addition, the generalization
of the principle of co-responsibility to include fruit and
vegetables will have particularly severe repercussions
on the Mediterranean countries and will funher
aggravate the disparities between Nonh and South.

The Commission's proposals are particularly
unfavourable for Greece. Firstly, because Greek prices
are not the same as Community prices but - as a
result of the unfonunate provisions of the Treary of
Accession rc which I have already drawn attention on
other occasions - 

generally much lower, and will be

harmonized only after a period of 5 to 7 years.
Secondly, because the extension of the co-responsi-
bility clause will prevent Greek farmers expanding into
profitable crops.

The report of rhe Committee on Agriculcure undoubt-
edly does something to improve matters, since it raises

the average price increase to l2o/o and rejects the
extension of the principle of co-responsibility. Even
more posirive, from the point of view of protecting
farmers' incomes, is paragraph 3 in the Ligios repon,
which calls for special Community measures to help
[hose countries which are suffering from above-
average inflation. I hope rhe Committee on Agricul-
ture's proposal for a 120/o price increase will be gener-
ally approved. Since, however, even an increase of this
order will not solve the problem of farmers' incomes in
countries wirh a high rate of inflation, I think the
special Community measures referred to in para-
graph 3 of the Ligios report will have to be developed
and strengrhened. I am afraid rhat, if rhe Commission
does not make progress in this matter in a spirit of
understanding and resolve, those countries suffering
from a high rate of inflation will be obliged to act
illegally and reson to 'national' measures 

- 
outside

the provisions of the Treaties.

The most positive contribution which could be made
by this Parliament towards allaying the fears of the
farmers of the Ten would be an official commitment
to set up immediately a new CAP which will genuinely
serve the aims for which it was originally adopted and
will serve as a basis for progress towards Iuropean
integration.

(Applause)

President. - I call Mr Vernimmen.

Mr Vernimmen. 
- 

(NL) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, in the few minutes I have been allocated, I
should like to make a few personal commenm. I think I
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am right in saying that, in the past, prices were always
fixed on the basis of a single criterion, namely farmers'
incomes. However, no attempt has ever been made to
specify the type of agricultural holding to be taken as

the criterion. S7'e may also have been guilty of trying
to view agricultural economics in isolation from other
secrors. Moreover, in the quest for a social aim, we

have rended to lump together the social and economic
aspects of agriculture and frequently regional pohcy as

well, with the result thar farmers' incomes have fallen
more and more drastically, and this rs a trend we must
curb as soon as possible. '$7e therefore urgently need

to base prices in the future on fundamental laws of
economics. Generally speaking, prices rn our system
must be the result of the interaction of supply and
demand, and this would have two advantages at least.

Firstly, it would encouraBe specralization, whrch I
think is necessary. And secondly, we should eliminate
overproduction, which would enable expendlture on
agriculture to be kept within reasonable limits. After
all, we must work on the assumption - 

whatever may
be said here to the contrary - 

that no Member State

is prepared to pay more than what is provided for in
the present budget. Surely no one would deny that
there are social and regional problems connected with
the common agricultural policy, but instead of trying
to solve these problems by way of price policy alone,
we should also make use of social and regional
measures.

The second point I want to make concerns the general

application of the co-responsibility principle. Some
sectors are already subject to .this lery, albeit some-
trmes under a different name or in a different form. I
am thinking here especially of sugar and beef sectors.

The aim was ro give no systematlc or unrestricted sales
guarantee for any kind of product or overproduction.
That rs rhe kind of co-responsibiliry principle we
approve of, because it allows the law of supply and
demand to come into effect in the event of overprod-
uctron The plan rs now [o extend the system which
has been ln use ln rhe dairy sector to other sectors such
as cereals and ohve oil. But as far as f can see, these
will not be mere co-responsrbilrty levies. Vhat we get
instead are lofty references to the cofinancing of a

proportion of production. However, the unlimited
sales guarantee will remain, with the result that
surpluses may well increase rather than decrease. It
seems logical to me that, if a farmer recelves a lower
prrce for his products, his vrrtually automatic tendency
rs ro boost his productron. Personally, I can accepr a

co-responsibrlity system which will lead to a fall in
unwanted production. But a bureaucratic system like
the super-lery rn the dairy secror, which rs based purely
and simply on what I would term budgerary consider-
atlons may be a temporary expedient, but can never
offer a lasting solurion.

The third point I should like to make concerns
national supporu measures. If we fail to put an end to
rhis trend, the whole common agrrcultural policy will
slide inexorably down the slippery slope, and that will

have repercussions in particular on the food industry,
which - let us not forget 

- 
takes three-quaners of

our agricultural production, and which in some
Member States is really going to the wall as a result of
national support in other Member States. It is really
high time for agriculture too to tailor its production
rather more to the wishes of the consumer in terms
both of the volume of production and of the quality
grades for which genuine markets exist.

I have, togethe r with Mr \Wolt;er, tabled a number of
amendments covering the points I have just
mentioned. \Whether or not I vote for the Ligios report
will depend on whether these amendments are
adopted or rejected.

President. - I call Mr Clrnton.

Mr Clinton. - 
Mr President, frrst of all I want to pay

a tribute to Mr Langes for the amount of thought and
work he put into his report. Due to circumstances that
we are all aware of he had very lrttle time to produce
this report and I think we are all indebted to him that
we have it in front of us today. 'We are indebred also
to Sir Henry Plumb, chairman of the Committee on
Agriculture for the way he reorganized the business of
the farm committee, also to ensure that the Council of
Ministers would be rn a position to fix prices before
the first of the marketing year. Now, I want to say that
I am very pleased that I gave way to Mr Langes to
come in and say what he had to say, he had to go to a

budget committee subsequently, because he had many
things that needed to be said. I have heard many crit-
ical speeches from Vice-President Commissioner
Tugendhat on agricultural expenditure but I was
simply appalled by what he had to say to us today. It
was the most critical speech I have ever heard him
make and while he was being critical he quoted ar
some length from Parliament opinions rhat were
expressed and protested at length that he was only in
fact following the wishes of Parliament in what he was
dor ng.

Now I would remincl hrm that last year Parliament
passed a resolution asking to have cenain irrelevant
items trensferred to w'here they belong rn the budget.
The Commrssron torally ignored that as did rhe
Council of Ministers and the explanation we got was
rhat the Commissron didn't accept rhrs simply because
they knew the Council wouldn't. It was an extraordi-
nary excuse but thar was rhe excuse rhc offrcial of rhe
Commissron gave to us. I want Commissioner Tugend-
hat when he is replving to .lusr give us some lirrle bit
of informatron. Vhat percenrage of the rotal amount
that's spent in the agricultural budget actually gers inro
the pocket of the farmers? Is rt 5%, is it 60/o cr 70/o

beceuse it is dou'n there from the rnformarion I have

and I'd hke to hear Commissioner Tugendhat who
should know all these rhings confirm or rejecr that
figu re.

66
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I'd like to remind him that lasr year and rhe year
before he was extremely critical of the fact that rhe
Council increased what rhe Commission had
proposed, that they improved on what rhe Commis-
sion had proposed. The owcome of the Commission's
proposals, improved by rhe Council last year, was that
farmers' income went down by 130/o and in real terms
by 180/0. They went down the previous year also even
though we were rold thar this was to ensure rhat
farmers' incomes would be improved or at leasr main-
tained.

Now I challenge him rc give us the answer ro rhese
things. Ve are nor talking abour book-keeping and the
balancing of books, we are really ralking abour a large
number of human beings who are eirher farming on
the land or processing the produce of farms
throughout the Community or disribudng it. My
colleague T. J. Maher was absolutely correcr when he
said that for every one tha['s producing agricultural
products there's five or six other people employed
outside that, and he could have also said rhat rhe
farmer gets about 30% of rhe total increase that is

given, and that the remainder goes ro processing and
distribution. That is a well known figure.

Now, there are certain main features abour rhis reporr
and the first thing is rhar it comes down in favour of a

price of 12010, which the farmers of Europe know to
be inadequare, which many members of the Agricul-
tural Commirree know ro be inadequare and which Mr
Ligios himself knows to be inadequate, but under pres-
sure accepts ir as rhe exrreme limir of compromise. I
think rhat's rhe fair way ro pur lhe way he feels about
his own repon. He rejecrs out of hand, as did rhe
Committee on Agriculture, rhe atrempt being made by
the Commission to extend co-responsibiliry to all
other products as well as milk and ro elevare ir ro the
level of a new principle of the CAP. This reporr agrees
with the Commission rhat the MCA's should be
phased out bur in such a way as nor ro cause roo much
hardship to countries wirh posirive MCA's. I was
intrigued by whar Mr Provan had ro say about MCA
adjustments because I was a Member of rhe Council of
Agricultural Ministers when rhere was a negarive
MCA in the UK of 440/o and ar that time the British
Minister couldn't be gor ro adjusr as much as 10/0.

Now when they have a posirive MCA of more rhan
50% they still can't be gor to adjusr 1Yo. I was
appalled with what he said abour rhe quesrion of
sheep; sheep are in deficit and in substantial deficit
and if farmers in the Community are nor encouraged
to produce what's in deficir well then what happens to
them when we are talking abour surplus products?

President. - I call Mrs Kellett-Bowman.

Mrs Kellet-Bowmann. - Mr President, the whole of
the question of agricultural prices should be looked at

in the light of the fact thar the world is gerdng sreadily
hungrier and its population between now and rhe end
of the century will increase from 4 billion to 6 billion.
Developing countries are increasing food imporrs
faster than they are increasing home production and
the strategic stockpiles of food in Europe have almosr
disappeared - burter is down ro ren days and
skimmed - milk powder and sugar are also in shon
supply. 'We cannot therefore allow imponanr secrors
of European agriculture to die from lack of resources.
By all means, Mr Gautier, compare net incomes with
net incomes but remember that farmers' prices include
production costs as well as wages and ordinary wages
do not.

Farm incomes throughout Europe fell in 1978-1980
but nowhere have they fallen in recent years more
savagely than in the United Kingdom, except possibly
in parts of Ireland. In real terms farm incomes fell by
190lo berween 1978-1979 and 240/o in 1980 because of
a steep rise in input costs and a green-pound gap
which deprives UK farmers of a fair return, because
for many years British farmers were paid very much
less for their produce than other Community farmers
because of the weakness of sterling and the strength of
the green pound. At one time, as Mr Cronin said, the
gap was no. less rhan 440/o between the United
Kingdom and German prices because we had a

government then that disliked farmers and they
whould not alter it. That is why they did not move,
Mr Cronin. This meant that United Kingdom farmers
could nor afford the investment needed and piled up
huge overdrafts. Now the green pound has swung the
other way and it is only fair to allow UK farmers to
recoup some of this lost ground, so I cannot agree
wirh the proposed revaluarion in paragraph 4, which
would not in any event be likely to be passed on to the
British housewife bur retained by exporters.

In the United Kingdom the retail price index rose by
130/o last year, food prices by 8.90/o and agricultural
prices by only 5.5010, but the result has been that
farmers are killing off their stock and the latest figures
show a substantial drop in heifers in milk and beef-
breeding cows. Only the breeding ewes show an
increase, thanks to the sheepmear regime which was
eventually agreed last year and helps housewives and
farmers alike. I am glad that the committee supports
lhe retentron of a variable beef premium which is vital
to our beef farmers.

One thing is absolutely certain: we cannor a[ow some
Member States to introduce wholly illegal national
aids which put other farmers to serious disadvanrage.
The consumer must invest.igate such aids and monitor
them carefully. As the idea of an acreage lery is

unworkable, inequiuble and an open invirarion ro
fraud and must be rejected, the percentage increase
recommended in the report is rhe minimum [har can
keep our farmers in business and our riarional larders
full, and I hope the Parliament will lgree to it.
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President. 
- I calI Mr Chambeiron.

Mr Chambeiron. - 
(FR) Mr President, as the time

which is available to me is limited, I am going to speak
in telegraphese in order to try to cover all the ground
that I want to in the minimum amount of time - the
best of a bad job, to use a well-worn phrase. But all the
same I would like [o protest vigorously against the
conditions which have been imposed upon us over the
discussion of the Bocklet report on the organization
of the market in sugar. I had understood at our last
part-session that we were all agreed on discussing it
next month, which in any case seemed to me quite
natural, and which appeared likely to enable us to
make a serious, calm and careful study of the subject.
Ir seems that the Council and the Commission have
suddenly presented us with the prospect of having to
discuss the problem in all urgency. This morning, a

certain number of Members were fortunate enough to
have arrived at nine o'clock so as to be able to come ro
a very rapid decision on this matter, which seems
regrettable to me. Given the importance of this sugar
regulation, I for my part do not have the least inten-
tion of giving a free hand to the Commission or to the
Council. In the event, we are dealing with a regulation
which must apply for a period of five years, at the end
of which the quota system is to give way [o a system of
regulating production by prices. For a variety of
different reasons, I think that we ought to have
attached much more imponance and devoted much
more rime ro this regularion. I should like to poinr out
first of all that this new regulation is intended to lead
to regional specialization, which will result in a

concentration of producrion in certain Community
regions and in the decline and even the disappearance
of production in other areas. I don't need to illustrate
my remarks, because everyone knows what has
happened in the course of the last five years. There is a

further argument in favour of a more thorough exami-
nat.ion, and this, to my mind, concerns an essenrial and
highly important aspect of rhe sugar problem in the
EEC - that of respecting the contractual commit-
ments to the ACP counrries. Everyone here knows
thar rhe sugar protocol commim rhe Community, (for
an indefinite period, according to the protocol) to
guaranteeing the ACP countries prices and sales which
amount to a volume of one million, several thousand
tonnes of cane sugar. But regional specializarion,
together with the boom in sugar beet production in rhe
United Kingdom, will result in the furure in the disap-
pearance of a traditional market for cane sugar from
ACPs. Lastly, the price system announced for 1985
wrll lead to a very large, sharp fall in the incomes of
the ACPs, which have already dwindled. The sugar
protocol which is annexed to the Lom6 Convention
will thus become meaningless. The Council and
Commission must say clearly whether they intend
today to reconsider the commitments which were
made to the undeveloped countries.

I should like to say a few words on the situation of rhe

French overseas departments where sugar production
plays and must play a major role. I would remind you
that the proposals which were adopred by this
Assembly ,have this in mind, whereas the draft regula-
tion, in two of its provisions, will lead in practice to
the ruin of these countries in the years to come. These
provisions, I should like to point out, envisage firstly
the elimination of national aids and secondly, setting
up a co-responsibility levy, over and above the refusal,
contained in rhe old and the new regulation, to allow
these regions both the intervention price from which
Community products benefit and the ex-refinery price;
these two refusals, I should add in passing, are the
subject of an action brought on the grounds of racial
discriminadon by our colleague Paul Vergis in the
Court of Justice of the European Community. Thus,
the result of these two refusals is that FOD products
are penalized, firstly by a derived price which is lower
than the intervention price, and secondly, by payment
at rhe fob stage and not ex-refinery.

I should like to remind you that the first Bocklet
reporr was the sublect of 59 amendments. Today we
are presented with an extraordinarily succinct report 

-if it can be called a report at all - 
and we are asked ro

pass judgment, in a matter of moments, on a regula-
tion which is going to heavily commir the future. I find
that regretrable and I would go so far as to say frankly
u nacceptable.

I have one final remark, and that is to draw your
a[tention to rhe fact thar on 23 February last, the
Council, which is now demanding a sense of urgency
on our part, adopted a global compromise sacrificing
the interests of the [east-productive regions and
presaging the ruin of the FODs. Italy's rejection of this
compromise rendered ir null and void. A borched vote
now would allow rhe guidelines adopted on
23 February last to have an even more harmful effecr.

President. 
- 

I call Mr Caillavet.

Mr Caillavet. - 
(FR) I shall be very brief, because to

all intenrs and purposes I agree with the issues and
conclusions put forward by Mr Delatte and Mr
Fanton in respect of the overall agricultural policy. I,
too, feel that it is vital to respect Community prefer-
ence, that from now on we must regulate impons of
vegetable fats and substitute products, and, finally,
rhar we mus[ also set up an agency to control and
organize exports of Community agricultural products.

Having said this, I should like to point out to the
Commission - and I welcome the appearance of its
President, our good friend, Mr Thorn, on its benches

- 
that the lack of an adequate agricultural income has

already to some extent led to a flight from the coun-
tryside, that the rural popularion is aging alarmingly,
and that, if we do not take care, the self-sufficiency of
the Community is likely to be threatened shonly in



Sitting of Wednesday, 25 March l98l 69

Caillavet

such a way that we will be as dependent in terms of
food supply as we are in terms of our energy needs.

Having made this comment, I intend obviously,
because prices to a certain extent reflect farm incomes,
to vote in favour of the Liberal amendment supporting
increases of 15.30/o in rhese farm prices, which, ladies
and gentlemen, simply compensate for the increase in
production costs.

As far as production in the south of France is

concerned - and I am one of the representatives for
this area - I am pleased that the Committee on Agri-
culture - and I with it - voted in favour of rejecting
the extension of the co-responsibiliry lery to our prod-
ucts, that is, cereals, wine, and processed fruit and
vegetables. I hope, indeed, that Parliament in plenary
session will adopt a cenain number of my amendments
which were adopted by the Committee on Agriculture,
and which call for the reference price to be modified
so thar it can play its proper regulatory role on the
market. I hope also that Parliament will vote in favour
of extending the list of products covered by the
common organization of the market, so that our
Mediterranean products can in turn benefit from guar-
anteed prices, and finally I hope that a new calendar
for honicultural products can be drawn up, so that
Community production can be made complementary.
As far as wine is concerned, I regret that we do not yet
have a price guarantee policy although, quite rightly, a

policy of qualiry control is required. On the other
hand, I believe that the Parliament in plenary session
will adopt the amendment, which the Committee on
Agriculture adopted at my instigation, to the effect
that excise duties should be the same whatever the
nature of the drink.

I shall finish, Mr President, by speaking about one
particular product; tobacco. For us, production of
robacco, or rather the result of this production, is a

form of wage for the farmers. It is therefore high time
that we opposed the new directive put forward by the
Commission, a directive which, of necessity, will lead
to funher impons of foreign products. These few
remarks, Mr President, complete what I have to say on
farm prices.

President. - I call Mr Vizas.

Mr Vizas. - (GR) Mr President, I should like rc
make a few brief remarks on Mr Ligios' repon and on
Miss Hooper's opinion on behalf of the Committee on
the Environment, Public Health and Consumer
Prorcction.

Despite the fact that we have opposing views or agree
only panly on particular points in the Ligios report,
we have to recognize that the rapporteur's document
gives a methodical and concise presentation of the

main features in the Commission's proposals and gives
clear and realistic expression to the views of the
Committee on Agriculture. Ve agree completely, for
instance, with the explanatory sraremen[ when it draws
attention to the general, continuing and subsuntial fall
in producers' real incomes, to the facr thar inflarion in
some countries is higher rhan the Communiry average,
and to the fact that the increase in farm prices does
not have a major effect on household budgers, since a
household's spending on foodstuffs accounrs for only
200/o of total spending. \tre also agree with para-
graph 1 (a) and (b) of the General Considerarions,
which lays down the requirements to be taken into
account by the Council when it comes to fix prices and
the accompanying measures. Finally, we welcome and
supporr paragraph 3 which I personally, ar leasr,
regard as the essential basis for promoting hopes of
friendship and solidarity between the peoples, regard-
less of their standard of living. This is something
which is essential if we are to promore the European
ideal, and on this point I shall suppon all the amend-
ments which have been tabled with a view to
improving the text so that it aims at a general increase
in low agricultural incomes and at doing away with
regional imbalances.

Despite these positive aspecm of the report, we cannor
but disagree with the proposed average increase of
120/o.Ve insist on a fairer increase of the order called
for by those who spoke before me, and cenainly no
less rhan the 15'30lo proposed by the representatives
of the farmers' organizations. As regards the
co-responsibiliry levy, we disagree with the lukewarm
formulation of paragraph 6 of the report. Sfle are
totally opposed to this and can only refer you to the
arguments of the preceding speakers. Moreover, Miss
Hooper herself said that, as far as milk was concerned,
it had been shown in practice that the co-responsibiliry
lery had produced results opposite to those expected.
In her initial report, to the Committee on the Environ-
ment, Miss Hooper had proposed. accepting the
average price increase suggested by the Commission,
but in her speech today this proposal has been
improved, because it is identical to that of the rappor-
reur for rhe Committee on Agriculture. Finally, I agree
with Miss Hooper when she says that prices are not
the only way of solving the problems of agriculture.
This is undoubtedly the case, but she did not say what
the other measures were, when they would be taken,
how they would be implemented and when they would
bear fruit, because I am afraid that, if we continue to
dither and leave everything rc long-term programmes,
the countryside will soon be bereft of producers.

President. - I call Mrs Gredal.

Mrs Gredal. - (DA) Mr President, in view of some
remarks made by Mr Brondlund Nielsen in his speech,
concerning amongst other things my pany's attitude, I
shall be less specific in my comments.
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The trend towards calling the Community's agricul-
tural policy into question, which was evident in certain
countries a few months ago, fonunarely no longer
obtains and this is clear also from Mr Ligios' reporu.
There is unanimous agreemenI that the basic principles
of the common agricultural policy should be main-
tained and wirh this also I fully agree. However, on
the other hand, ir musr ar rhe same time be said rhar
very serious difficulries exisr in connection wirh the
structural surpluses. If rhese are no[ abolished in one
way or anorher they will exert such pressure on rhe
Communiry's purse rhar the consequences will be
immeasurable. National supporr schemes will rhrive,
sympathy for the Communiry will wane simulta-
neously wirh the lack of money for anyrhing orher
than agricultural schemes, and this will neirher be in
agriculture's or rhe Communiry's interest.

\7ith this I am nor saying, - and I would like ro stress
this - that we should always sray wirhin rhe 1olo VAT
ceiling, bur agricultural expendirure musr be scrutin-
ized closely before we increase our revenues. Since
time is short I will limit myself ro a very few poinrs.

Firstly, the co-responsibility levy. As I said before
there must be ad.justmenrs ro rhe agricultural policy's
market organizations. Producer co-responsibility
could be an appropriate means of doing rhis, but wirh
cenain reservations of course. If this results in quota
arrangements, in a graduated system, then it is unac-
ceptable. However I think ir is a good rhing rhar the
Commission [ry our such proposals. Nevenheless, it
must be said rhar rhe co-responsibiliry lery in the milk-
sector has nor been a panicularly good example. There
has been far roo many exceprions and if rhis is also
going to be the case with the new co-responsibility
levy then it is unacceprable.

As far as rhe monerary compensatory amounts are
concerned rhe ,...ni d.rr.loprnents are ro be
welcomed. \fle are adopring the right approach in
dismantling them and in rhis rhe Commission has my
full suppon and I can only recommend thar ir be
achieved as quickly as possible.

Finally there is the question of rhe price level. The
economic situation for agricuhure in the Communiry
points very clearly ro rhe need for price increases.
\7ith regard to rhe level of such price increases my
general opinion is that rhe price relarionship berween
livestock and crop production needs ro be improved.
As regards the orher agricultural products my group
find that there is a need for higher price increases rhan
those proposed by the Commission. I will nor quore an
average figure here bur my view is thar ir must be
higher than that proposed by rhe Commission.
However it must also be stressed thar such a price
increase presupposes quite a number of things, some
of which I rouched on in my inrroduction.

It is clear that there are many aspecm which could be
brought inro the discussion, for example, that grearer

consideration should be mken of the developing coun-
tries' requirements when fixing current prices and that,
when administering the market organizarions, adverse
influences from world marker prices should be
avoided. Indeed there is a whole list of points which
could be reeled off.

Nevenheless, I will conclude by saying rhar one of the
most important things for me thar rhese price
increases, these agricultural subsidies should be serrled
as soon as possible. I believe thar rhe Commissioner
agrees with me on rhis and I hope that we will succeed
in fixing the new price arrangemenrs, rhe new agricul-
tural subsidies so tha[ the depressed agricultural
indusry can ger rhe support ir needs now.

President. - I call Mr Diana.

Mr Diana. - (17) It is very lare now, Mr Presidenr,
and many points have already been raised. Of rhese,
some were very sensible and orhers were nor so
sensible, but even so I would be quite happy to take
them up if only it weren'r so lare. But I will confine
myself to pointing our ro all those who claimed that
too much money has been spent on farmers and agri-
culture and thar farmers' incomes - thanks ro prices

far too high compared with the ave rage
Community wage for orher ca[egories of worker, that
statistics show that just the opposite is rrue. In my
country, for instance, farmers' incomes are only half
of that of other categories. So if we are going to criti-
cize, we should be criticizing the fact rhat we have
always spen[ far too lirrle on rhe common agricultural
policy. Honesry compels me to make this point.

I should now like ro consider one of the many aspecm
of the common agricuhural policy: the problem of
co-responsibility or, ro be more exacr, rhe problem of
quotas. It is in fact very appropriare that twn problems
have been combined in today's debarc and [omorrow's
vote: thar of agricultural prices and rhe related
Commission proposals, and that of sugar, which has
already been debated in rhis Parliamenr and which will
be voted on romorrow. I rhink thar ir is imponanr to
look at what has happened in rhe sugar beer sector, -a sector in which the system of production quotas has
already taken root - as [he Commission is now
advocating such quoras for olive oil, processed fruit
and vegerables and even milk, given rhat rhe super levy
on surpluses is nothing other than a mechanism for
fixing a quora on milk producrion. Vell rhen, ler us
see whar has happened in the sugar sector, where
production quoras have been in force since 1958, and
let us take rhe example of my country, nor jusr because
ir is the one thar I know best - naturally - bur also
because the European Community is currenrly consi-
dering an expansion in rhe Medirerranean area, and
there are a number of obvious and yet imponant
matters to be discussed. Members have described rhe
Mediterranean basin - even here today - as the
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home and cradle of civilization and as a bridge linking
people, but it is also an area with a precarious
economy in which agriculture still constitutes a major
source of income and employmen[ for a large percen-
tage of rhe working population. I believe that what has

happened in my country is ruly symptomatic and that
it is wonh the trouble to take a look at what has

happened there precisely because our economy resem-
bles to alarge extent'both that of countries which are
already in the European Community and also that of
others which are persistently banging on the door to
be let in. In the case of sugar then - and I'm sure that
I'm not telling Mr Dalsager anything he does not
already know - our production quota, which was

fixed at 1 230 000 tonnes in 1968, has remained prac-
tically ar rhat level ever since. But at the time when it
was fixed, it represented almost our entire producrion
and our consumption too, whereas nowadays it repre-
sents about 80% of our production and a little less, in
percentage terms, of our consumption. The result is

that Italy - a counrry with an agricultural food deficit
of millions, equivalent to about a third of the entire
European Economic Community budget - is obliged
to remain in deficit, thanks [o a system of quotas, and
is even obliged to impon sugar when in fact it would
be only too capable of expanding its own production.

It is all very well [o say - and some people have in
this House - that countries bedevilled with infladon
are themselves responsible for it and ought to control
it, but you really ought to consider whether in some
instances they are only partly to blame if a quota
system has been imposed on them, preventing them
from expanding in sectors in which they could expand.
If what happened in the case of sugar were to occur
again with olive oil or processed fruit and vegetables,
just what are the sectors which Italy ought to be

expanding, since we are not allowed to increase our
wine production or expand olive-growing? So I want
to make it clear to those who devised the co-responsi-
bility system for quous that quotas are difficult rc lay
down and once established are difficult to manage. As
a result, it often happens that countries with surpluses
continue to have surpluses because it is not easy to
make rhem reduce their production quotas, and other
countries with shonages carry on having shonages
because it is quite impossible for them to increase their
quotas.

There ii another thing I would like the Commission
and Mr Tugendhat - who is not here, unfonunately

- to mull over carefully. It is this: since the Commis-
sion has no control over the weather, and since prod-
uction is subject to ups and downs, it is quite possible
that what has happened in the case of sugar will occur
in other sectors too. Last year, the Commission
presented us with forecasts of increases in production

on the world market, to be followed by a lowering of
prices. Consumers' representatives wrote and told us

about these forecasts. They were repeated by some of
the Members here who have spoken so vociferously on
behalf of consumers. But just the opposite happened,

in fact: world production dropped, prices soared and
budget expens were confounded because what should
have been a credit became a debit. So I would suggest
that the budget experts who are now asking for the
figures of the preliminary and final budget to be

frozen and who do no! want any transfers from one
column to the other in their balance sheet should think
long and hard about this. It might be possible rc
impose controls in other sectors, but it is cenainly not
possible to foresee every eventuality in the farming
sector, which is still governed by the laws of Nature
and of the Almighty - fonunately - and not under
men's control.

By way of conclusion, so as not to deprive other
Members of the chance to speak, I must say that while
I agree absolutely - along with other members of the
Committee on Budgets - with what Mr Ligios has

said about the need to conrol spending on agricul-
rure, I nevertheless think that it is vital to drive home
rhe idea that the best solution for us is to devise a

prices policy on a sound and correct economic basis,

rather than to dream up abstract theories which are
difficult, when not impossible, to apply. I would add

rhat a Communiry which attempts to curb productivity
and to maintain present imbalances is a traitor to imelf
and to the ideals of the Treaty of Rome, and that
Parliament will never be able to countenance solutions
of this type.

(Applause)

President. - I call Mr Purvis.

Mr Purvis. - Mr President, as so often in these agri-
cultural debates, each person who stands up is identi-
fied before he opens his mouth as being either
pro-farmer or anti-farmer. I would like, if it is at all
possible, to try and bring a bit of balance into our atti-
tude. I feel that Parliament is showing signs as usual of
rearing itself apan, polarizing between those politi-
cians who think they are gaining the farmers' favour
and those who think they are sanding up for the
consumer and taxpayer. This is quite absurd.

The farmer has an essential interest in satisfying the
consumer and it does him no good to alienate the
taxpayer by absurd demands. But, the consumer and
Bxpayer should also admit what their farmers have

done for them, what the CAP, despite all its imperfec-
tions, has done in providing adequate and varied food
supplies. So the farmers have to ensure credibility of
the CAP by being constructive in rectifying its

excesses. Acceptance by COPA of some means to
restrict growth in surpluses is a major step forward.
The consumers and taxpayers for their pan have to
accepr that the CAP mus[ ensure a prosperous farm
industry.
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There are therefore two essential elements which
should come our of rhis repon rhat should be a posi-
tive lead to the agriculture ministers, not only in this
price review, but also in a relaunching of rhe CAP.
First, there must be a control system for production
levels which places a limit on the mxpayers' liability ro
finance surpluses and increasing surpluses. If the
so-called super levy is the best system then rhe super
lery is a critical element, but I am nor so concerned
with the mechanism, it is the principle that matters.
And if there is a mechanism for limiting liabiliry rc
finance a given, but annually adjustable quanrum of
any product but panicularly dairy, then we can expecr
and can better afford fully realisdc prices for the
proportion that is required.

So there should be a commitment in principle to match
farmers' cost. increases, giving farmers a secure and
long-term cenainty in their lives. But, if rhe dairy
farmers insist on an open-ended commitment, the only
alternative is heavy restraint on prices for milk and
everything else, and political embarrassmenr as rhe
newspapers play up the absurdities.

Only in this way can we find a way forward for the
CAP into the longer [erm future, making ir balance
with energy, industrial and social policies.

President. 
- 

I call Mr Denis.

Mr Denis. - 
(FR) Mr President, I shall devote my

speech to an essential aspect of this debarc namely, the
role real needs play in fixing prices in the EEC. Firsr of
all I would emphasize how many needs remain unsa-
dsfied. This is true not only for millions of people in
the Community as a result of ausrere policies, bur also
in the developing countries where hunger and poverty
are on the increase, and in particular in countries asso-
ciated to the Communiry by the Lom6 Convention. I
would add that predictions made by the FAO are
disturbing. The world is entering upon a serious food
crisis. The shocking fact that a child dies of hunger
every 32 seconds is enough ro condemn ourighr all
draconian policies. I refer in panicular to the directives
proposed by the Commission. Isn't their chief objec-
tive to reduce production?

'Vhile these directives are as much against the interests
of starving people as farmers in our own country, [hey
do serve the interests of a cenain select few. I am
thinking in panicular of the ardent suppon rhe
Commission gives multinationals of the agro-food
industry who dominate world trade in agriculrural
products and who are responsible for aggravaring
famine in developing countries. Isn't it to safeguard
the enormous profir of the multinationals thar rhe
Commission has refused since 1975 to negotiare v/irh
ACP countries a system which entitles them [o exporr
available agricultural products on favourable rerms?
The .ioint committee at Freetown has just finished

condemning this attitude severely. I would remind the
House of Ambassador Insaladi's general repon which
emphasized the EEC's polidcal hypocrisy and I must
say that vain promises are a true slap in rhe face to
starving people.

You can judge from that that agricultural production
is not too high, panicularly in cereals. The urgency of
the matter demands first of all solidarity. This is what
my friend Georges Marchais meant when he proposed
recently transferring pan of the cereal stocks which are
lying idly in France to the people of Sahel. Moreover,
the vast scope our agriculture gives us allows us to
implement a large scale policy of agricultural coopera-
tion with developing countries in panicular with ACP
countries. I want you to knos/ that we will not let the
Commission nor [hose who influence or support it, get
off lightly on this crucial maner, for we see thar [here
is a close link between the draconian policies imple-
mented by Brussels and the reason why the essential
claims made by developing countries are being
rejected. As for us, our fight rc defend agriculture and
agricultural workers goes hand in hand with our
proposals for a new worldwide economic and political
order aimed at finding real solutions to the problem of
famine.

President. - I call the Commission.

Mr Thorn, President of the Commission. - (FR) Mr
President, ladies and gentlemen a few weeks ago when
I addressed this august Assembly and presented to
you the Commission programme I was particularly
careful to avoid as far as was humanly possible rhe use
of cosmetics and of emphasis in describing how my
colleagues and I saw rhe currenr economic, political
and social siruarion and what acrions we inrcnded to
promote during the coming months in or{er to make
progress ourselves or make progress for rhe
Community.

The panicular problem we have before us at the
moment is that of European agriculrure and the
annual fixing of prices. 'We are all fully aware [har rhe
way in which we go abour and finally serrle rhe
problem of agriculrural prices will have a crirical effect
not only on rhe immediare income of 8 million farmers
within rhe Communiry bur also on their future and on
the furure of rhe common agriculrural policy itself.

I would like ro say rhar it is essential - my recenr
experience at rhe Maasrricht Summir has convinced
me of this - it is essenrial rhar we, our Community
and institurions manage ro respecr the deadlines which
are set, without conr.inually purting rhem back, and
panicularly rhar roday we respecr the I April deadline
for setting agricultural prices for the coming year.

Here I can express my delight thar your Committee on
Agriculture has been able to give its opinion on rhe
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subject quickly. Mr Dalsager has already gone
through various aspects of the Commission's proposals
in detail this morning. And because of the importance
of the question I felt rhat, with my responsibiliries as

President, I should add a few observations which
seemed to me to be panicularly importanr, so rhar
there can be no doubt about whar is involved in the
present question and in the decision which we are
awaiting from the Counci[.

Agricultural income is an essential element in what is

at stake but I would remind you rhat it is not the only
element. Our first concern is of course to ensure that
our farmers have an income level which is calculated
in the light of two separate considerations, as we are
obliged co do under the Treaties. First it is calculared
in the light of the difficulties which farmers are going
through individually and collectively, and secondly in
the light of the constraints imposed on the Community
as a whole by the prevailing economic situation and by
the prospects we have to consider with our own
budget resources. Mr President, I should like to
attempt here to deal with a number of criticisms which
we receive on this subject and which frequendy lack
consistency.

The common agricultural policy is too expensivell
'S7e have heard it again this afternoon and shall
continue to hear it for years to come. And rc that my
reply is that the goals which we are obliged by the
Treaty to set mean that we have an inescapable duty to
watch over our farmers' incomes and ry and maintain
that parallelism which, let us be honest, we have not
always been able to achieve. And we are obliged by the
example of what we do for other economic groups,
other work sectors, to guarantee some stabiliry for
their income which is to say their standard of living. It
would be improper to discriminate against the agricul-
tural sector, all the more so in the present difficult
situation which it faces particularly as a result of the
last marketing year.

Vith the discussions which we had at Maastricht
yesterday and the day before still fresh in my mind, I
feel I must remind you at this srage - very briefly Mr
President - of some of the basic principles which
should be the permanent inspiration of rhe policy
makers of this Community.

Allow me simply to remind you of rhem:

- \7ho would be prepared ro take rhe risk ar rhe
moment of making the farmers' situation even
more precarious and perhaps even of increasing
the considerable number of unemployed in this
Communiry - which is now more rhan eight
million at a time when we are having trouble
creating new jobs?

- 
'!flho, 

", 
, ii.. when we are pracrically obsessed

by the ideal of not having guaranteed supplies of

cenain raw materials, could take the risk of losing
our guaranteed supplies in such a fundamental
area and where we are able to guarantee them?
Not only that, but it is wrong to say that our
proposals were aimed at discouraging production.
Ve do not want to discourage production but we
do not wish to encourage surplus production and

that is not the same thing.

- Is anybody prepared to deny the benefits which
the common agricultural policy has brought us

and can bring us for supplies, panicularly when
countries seeking food aid come knocking at the
Community's door in ever increasing numbers?

- 
\flhy should we dismantle a dynamic economic
sector when we are gding through such a remark-
able boom in our agri-foodstuffs industries?

You will have noted that in all that I did not make any
mention of the changes in structure which this would
bring to our economic environment and to our green
environmen[. But at the same time I can only repeat,
v/e must beware of deriding or altering a system of
which brings us so many benefits.

Sdll dealing with the critics, others, diamerically
opposed, are now claiming that our concern with
prices and our consequent proposals are not enough to
meet the needs of farmers. Mr President, the Commis-
sion understands perfectly the legitimate desires of
those who wish to be able to live in a dignified way
from the fruit of their labours in what is one of the
most difficult of vocations. Ve understand those
members of the House whose wish it is 

- 
panicularly

this year after the fall in income - to make an effon
but we have to consider on both sides what it would
cost and what resources and what justification can be
brought forward for too great an increase when at the
same time we have more than eight million unem-
ployed and when we are mlking about no growth or
even negative growth. Vhen at the same time our own
national budgets are in deficit, when we are running
up against the 1% limit, and at a time when no-one is

prepared to make any sacrifices. So, ladies and
gentlemen, politicians as you are, you musr reflect on
the choice that has been made, reflect thar the choice
is perhaps difficult but that it cannot put side by side
contradictory, conflicting decisions.

Ladies and gentlemen, I can tell you that we in the
Commission have paid atrention to the reasonable
demands which you have expressed and we have tried
in all good faith to translate them into our proposals
on prices. I do not think that any of us would deny
that we may be I or 20/o out one way or the other.
Vhat is more, our proposals of this morning which are
being sent to the Council in the wake of the Italian
devaluation, and which dispose of negative MCAs,
will even now throw a slightly new light on matters. In
any event, the Commission has made a real effon to
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counterweigh the demands implicit in reasonable
improvement in agricultural incomes against the need
which for you and us is for economic and budgetary
restrictions 

- 
a need which is, alas, all too serious at

rhe moment. For, as you well know, the Commission
is accounrable for the inrernal balance of rhe
Community.

Put in simple terms, ladies and gentlemen, what the
Commission is proposing to you is somerhing which is
very difficult to propose and to defend, namely a

middle road. The Commission cannot. recommend a

headlong rush forward for it would be both too easy
and too prodigal. And at the same time we have no
wish to extend the effect of poveny.

The very future of the agricultural policy is what
dictates such an attitude. Indeed, more than a simple
price-raising exercise'which is compatible with the
restrictions imposed by the present situation 

- 
I

would like to stress this because it seems to me that it
is crucial - 

what is essentially at stake is safeguarding
the agricultural policy, particularly when we are only a

few months from the debate on mandate. For this agri-
cultural policy which has been so frequently scorned
both inside and ourside the Community ruly does give
us a framework in which a strong and diversified agri-
cultural industry has been able to develop and will
continue to do so. In our view 

- 4 view which we still
hold 

- 
this framework is irreplaceable. It has given

regular income to farmers. Let us be very careful not
ro upser it. Inevinbly, that is what we do if we give in
to the Bame of overbidding, ladies and gentlemen, (for
in questions such as this that which is better is

frequently less advantageous than that which is good),
or if we lose sight of the fact that this framework itself
forms pan of an even greater backcloth in which all
sorts of policies belong together and are interdepen-
dent on one another and where the common agricul-
tural policy must, in its own interest, not remain
isolated, in 'other words where every political,
economic and social factor must be taken into
account.

It is common knowledge, ladies and gentlemen, that
the current budgenry situation of the Community is

tense - Maasricht gave us funher proof of this 
-and thar we all - 

nor jusr rhe Commission but rhe
Parliament too - ought to put all our effons into
preventing the present disequilibrium from becoming
worse.

This has not just happened overnight. This realization
led the Commission and those Member States which
had the wisdom to follow it to slow down the rise in
agricultural prices over recent years, and the recent,
more moderate trends in agricultural prices are there-
fore an undeniable positive contribution to our quest
for general balance. Farmers must therefore be rcld 

-we shall have to rcll them 
- 

thas these trends will not
be to their disadvantage in the medium rcrm, quite the
contrary. But if we stop applying the brake now

without any self imposed limir we will have wasted

the sacrifices which we have all already made. And I
would add that our attemp[s elsewhere to keep
expenditure in line with resources would then be in
vain or, at best, very risky. And those who rcday
disdain co-responsibility will do well to remember thar
in a few weeks, in a few months at the latest, we will
be asked to make even greater savings and even more
savage cuts, and it is at that moment that they will
have to chose the road forward. I am saying that we
are proposing a perfect solution and we may yet have
to find an alternative solution when that time comes.

I would remind you too that co-responsibility is not a

new concept. Quite the contrary: it was brought in
gradually in order to preserve the common agricul-
tural policy. Indeed, it has become clear that while we
can no longer use the market support mechanisms to
bring about growth in the market we cannot use them
for the lawless and uncontrolled production of cenain
produce, particularly when intervention is being called
for. From that the Commission was led ro [he conclu-
sion that it was important to extend co-responsibility
without waiting for the problem of excess production
to arise. Ladies and gentlemen, we have explained the
problem to you in all candour and good faith, and I
hope that your vote will be taken in the same spirit.

\(hilst on the subject I would hasten to add that it
strikes me as quite unreasonable to reject the principle
of co-responsibiliry simply because some questions
remain here and there about the way in which it
should be applied. To do that would be, as I have
akeady said, to compromise the essential control over
the markets which is one of our most serious concerns
and which regulates the continuation and the develop-
ment of the common agricultural policy. That is what
underlies the only serious criticism that can be levelled
at the CAP.

I must reiterate, finally, ladies and gentlemen, that our
proposals cannot. be reduced to a simple percentage
price increase but that they form pan of a much
broader view of things. For this reason I would ask
you most earnestly to regard the question of prices as

closely connected to our concern to preserve, and I
stress the word again, to preserve the common agri-
cultural policy and [o guaranree ir furure prospects.
This is because the policy forms a framework for
actions aimed ac ensuring the prosperity of our
farming people and those are acrions ro which rhe
Commission and the European Parliament alike
remain devoted.

President. - I call Mr Notenboom.

Mr Notenboom. 
- 

(NL) Mr President, Mr Thorn
has just said that, in view of the monetary changes
which occurred over the weekend, he had this
morning made fresh proposals ro rhe Council on
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behalf of the Commission. I should like to ask you, Mr
President, how we can take the new figures into
account at tomorrow's vote if they are not available to
us? Afrcr all, these new proposals may have imponant
repercussions on the basic figures we shall be voting
on tomorrow. Vhich proposals are we to give an
opinion on? That is the question which is worrying me
and which I would refer to you.

President. - I call Mr Thorn.

Mr Thorn, President of tbe Commission. - (FR) Mr
President, Commissioner Dalsager will talk at more
lengrh on this matter, but may I just answer the
honourable Member straight away before it is

explained in detail, that this will not change the main-
line of the proposals which Mr Dalsager has made on
behalf of the Commission. Ve have quite simply made
the necessary alterarions following Italian devaluarion,
bur rhar doesn't affect the proposals in any way. If rhe
House will be good enough to wait, Mr Dalsager will
explain things in more detail in a few momen[s.

President. - I call Mrs Martin.

Mrs Martin. - (FR) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the farming world of Europe is roday
awaiting our decision and would not comprehend why
we are being so diffident and irresolute. Ve have been
elected by the European people, and have raised hopes
in everyone who believes in the furure of Europe,
especially farmers. This time last year we didn't
manage to ge[ a majority in our Assembly. If this were
to happen again this year lhere will be serious conse-
quences and our credibiliry will be quesrioned. Price
increases for agricultural and food products have for
several years fallen well shon of price increases in
general. In France, as in all European counrries,
farmers have therefore, done their bir in rhe fight
against inflation. To make up for their losses, they
have increased productivity even more. Despite rhis
and, because of the substantial increase in means of
production, their income has fallen more each year,
wirh a sharp drop of 18.50/o last year, rhus widening
the gap still more between the farmers' incomes and
other social professional categories. An objective
analysis which no one, not even rhe Commission has

challenged, while not taking account of all production
costs, notably the debt burden, nevenheless emphas-
izes the need for a price increase of 15.30/0. This is rhe
course which we shall and must follow in addition to
abolishing post haste positive monetary compensator)-
amounts. The budget and the improvements in market
management which the Commission has implemented
and which must be pursued give us the means to do so.

Vhat excuses could we put forward to justify a price
decision which would reduce incomes again? Consu-
mers themselves can and must understand that it is

totally against their interesm to discourage agricultural
production in Europe at a [ime when every country in
the world is striving to attain either self-sufficiency in
food or means of using agricultural power. Ve in
Europe have this power and moreover we need it for
our rrade. Let us not destroy what it has raken us

twenty years to build up. Let us, on the contrary, be

the ones who, in this difficult time for us all, will help
unify and thereby strengthen Europe by giving back
hope.

President. - I call Mr Sousourogiannis.

Mr Sousourogiannis. - (GR) Mr President, I shall try
to speak slowly so that the interpreters can transmit to
you and the other honourable Members the views of
the Greek governmen[, although that may detract
from the force of my speech. I am aware that the
subject has been exhausted. However, my country is

pre-eminently an agricultural country. It was therefore
with undoubted and lively interest that I listened to the
views borh of the rappor[eur, Mr Ligios, and of the
other honourable draftsmen of opinions, whom I
congratulate on their deailed exposition, although
there are certain points I object to. Firsdy rnith regard
to the proposed small increases in farm prices and
secondly the fact that there are no parallel moves to
speed up, as we argue in our amendment, the harmon-
ization of Greek farm prices and more generally of
aids to producers with those applying in the European
Community.

Mr President, I should like to say a few words in
general terms about one of my country's basic agricul-
tural products, which can justifiably claim recognition
from rhe Member States, namely tobacco, both of
oriental varieties and of export quality. The fragrant
Greek tobaccos such as Pasmades, Katerini, Zichnom-
irodata and K2pak-koular, are a magnet for merchants
from all the Member States of the Communiry as well
as from third countries. This is a product which is

snapped up immediately and there is no problem of
surpluses.

I do not agree with what the Member of the Commis-
sion said this morning, obviously in order [o throw us

into a panic, to the effect that upsetting the budget
appropriations would scupper the European
Community. It is not acceptable to draw up the budget
first and then designate what is needed. The first thing
to do is to establish what is required in accordance
with existing needs, after which the budget can be

drawn up.

Finally, Mr President, I should like to express my dis-
agreement on the question of tobacco firstly with
regard to the proposed differentiation of increases for
Greek oriental varieties and other varieties of tobacco,
and secondly with the failure to base calculations on
the accual expenditure for processing the last harvest.
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For us in Greece l98l is the first year of membership,
and I think it is indispensable, for reasons of equal
treatment and in order to avoid discriminarion against
Greek tobaccos, to calculate the premium for these
tobaccos in accordance with rhe provisions of
Article 4, paragraph I (a) (I! of Regulation 727/70.
Ve are not asking for favourable [reatment, ladies and
gentlemen, we are asking for the proper applicadon of
Community law.

President. - I call Mr Fotilas.

Mr Fotilas. - (GR) Mr President, I think rhere is

something of a paradox in the feelings of rhe majoriry
of this House towards the present debate, as I have the
impression that on the one hand a cenain displeasure
prevails at the fact that it has taken until the end of
March to bring before a plenary session the Commis-
sion's proposal for fixing farm prices, while on rhe
other hand there is the feeling that this much-delayed
debate is none the less- premature. It is premature
because I think practically all Members feel that we
should not be discussing the fixing of farm prices until
we have first clarified our ideas and the decisions we
want and have marked out some new lines for the
CAP to follow.

I think we all agree that the correct and rarional inter-
pretation regarding the priorities to be followed would
be that this House should have been discussing rhe
fixing of farm prices after it had first marked oul rhe
main principles for restructuring the CAP, which up ro
now is the only sector in which this House has nor jusr
made do but has at least aspired to set out a common
policy for the Member Srates.

I should like to refer briefly to the problems rhis
creates. It is weil-known thar according to Commis-
sion figures, provided by the comperenr Commission
department, in the more backward pans of Europe,
i.e. Southern Italy, Ireland and cenain regions of the
United Kingdom, there was a substantial drop in farm
incomes over the years 1970-77. Thus, taking an index
of 100 for Europe - that is the Europe of the Nine in
1970 - per capita income in 1977 had fallen from.
5l .7 ro 40.4 in Campania, from 51.2 ro 42.8 in
Apulia, from 39.4 ro 34.6 in Calabria and from 50. 4
to 39.3 in Sicily. In Ireland the per capita income fell
over the same period from 59.2 to 46.5, while in
Northern Ireland, '!(ales and the East of England rhe
decrease was from 69.9 ro 52.9, from 78.8 to 60.7
and from 79.4 to 63.5 respectively. Of course, for
these undoubrcdly backward farming regions other
mechanisms are also provided for under the
Community arrangements for supponing farm
incomes. The ERDF is of some imponance here. But
what constitutes the basic support mechanism for farm
incomes is in any case the fixing of farm prices, and in
conjunction with this fixing we naturally also need ro
have a regional development poliry to complement the

assistance given to the development of these backward
regions. It is therefore clear that if this policy is not on
the right lines, no price fixing can make a decisive
contribution ro rhe objectives proclaimed by rhe
Commission.

Farm prices need to be fixed at a level which will basi-
cally cover the incre4se in production costs and ar the
same time the distortions in incomes caused by infla-
tion, where it is well known that the contribution of
farm products is much less than that of any other
sector. Therefore, ladies and gentlemen, coming from
a country which has enormous problems in the field of
development, regulating inflation and regulating the
development of farm incomes, we are obliged to say
that we canno[ agree to the prices proposed by the
Committee on Agriculrure and the Commission, as
well as the Ligios report on this question. Ve shall
therefore vote against it.

President. - I call Mr Dalsass.

Mr Dalsass. - (DE) Mr President, the question of
whether - and if so, to what extent - we can count
on an increase on agricultural incomes in any one year
depends largely on producer prices. Our farmers are
anxiously awaiting the fonhcoming decision because
prices have been fixed at such a low level over recenr
years that their incomes have fallen in real [erms,
unlike those in other branches of economic acrivity.
This point is conceded by the Commission, and
farmers therefore expect account ro be taken of this to
ensure [hat agricuhure is not plunged into an even
more senous cflsls.

The Commission's proposal for an averaBe rise of
7.80/o in producer prices has evoked disappointed
reactions. In view of rhe income losses suffered over
recent years and rhe high level of inflarion - more
than 200/o in many places - a mere 7.80/o cannot
bring about any improvemenr. Ir was rherefore quite
right of the Committee on Agriculrure to propose a

rise of 120/o - a proposal which of course does nor
entirely meet the farmers' demands, but which will at
least bring about some improvemenr in the sicuation in
the agricultural sector. Another poinr is rhar a price
rise in excess of that of recent years will give us a
chance to dismantle the monetary compensato{y
amounts more quickly so that we can make a more
rapid return ro normality, the need for which is now
universally acknowledged. For rhis reason, rhe rappor-
teur's proposal for a 500/o reducdon in MCAs next
year deserves our full.supporr, and I very much hope
that that support will be fonhcoming.

As to the rapponeur's price proposals, I have listened
to what the President of the Commission had ro say
and this afternoon I have heard the views of the rwo
Members of the Commission, Mr Dalsager and Mr
Tugendhat. Of course, they defended rhe Commis-
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sion's proposals, as is rheir righr and perhaps also their
duty. But, like everyone else here, I cannot believe rhar
these proposals will be anything like sufficient ro safe-
guard agricultural incomes.

(Protests)

I still remember last year's price debare, when rhe
Commission proposed a 2. 40/o rise, which we said was
not enough. The Council thereupon decided on a 50lo

rise, but even the Commission conceded thar farmers
suffered a real drop in rheir incomes lasr year, despite
the 5olo award.

I should like to comment briefly on the co-responsi-
bility ler.y, which the Commission wants ro see inrro-
duced for all agricultural products, whether or not rhere
is a surplus. 'Sfl'e must reject any such proposal our of
hand. A co-responsibility levy can only be jusrified for
products of which there is a surplus, on the grounds
that the disposal of these products is a drain on rhe
Community's resources. Even here, though, we must
make a distinction. Levies designed to lighten rhe load
on the Community budget musr nor have blanker
coverage, but must instead affect only rhose who are
generating the extra cost by producing for inrerven-
tion. Otherwise we would be punishing all those who
make an effon to dispose of rheir own producrs
without causing any additional cost whatsoever for the
Community.

.Ve must also endeavour ro apply the sysrem of
Community preferences srricrly. I am thinking here of
the fruit which rs now being imponed inro Iraly from
third countries, despite the facr thar rhere are still
considerable amounrs of fruir in the Community's
warehouses waiting to be disposed of. Imports from
third countries must nor be allowed to jeopardize
production in the Communiry, and rhus make it neces-
sary to have recourse to intervention buying.

Having made those critical comments, I must now say

something in a rather more positive vein. The
Commission has exempted hill farmers and farmers in
certain disadvantaged areas from the requiremenr ro
pay the co-responsibility levy and rhe super levy. That
much is evident from point 3l of the motion for a

resolution, a point which was accepted by rhe
Committee on Agriculture at my suggestion. It is not
only right and proper, but also absolutely essential,
that these areas should be spared any funher pressure.
They already have enough natural disadvantages to
contend with, and we all have an interest in ensuring
that, in hill country in panicular, farmers are not
driven to the wall.

However, my proposal makes the funher point that
the Communiry should, in future, give more consider-
ation to the hill areas. '!fe must find a bet[er way of
safeguarding these areas' futures. [t is true that
compensatory payments are planned in this respect,

but I take the view that these will not be enough in
themselves. The Commission ought to give more
rhoughr to rhe marrer. Personally speaking, I have the
following suggestion to make. As the only form of
agriculture now feasible in hill areas is livestock
rearing, the premium for the binh of calves, as

planned for Italy, should in the future be made into a

permanent institution for the hill areas, because it has

a definite function in those areas in ensuring the
continuing agricultural use of such areas and
improving the safeguards.

(Applause)

President. - I call Sir Frederick'!7arner.

Sir Frederick Varner. - Mr President, underlying all
rhe matters which we are discussing roday is the
problem of surpluses. There surely are surpluses if you
take a purely agricultural view of the matter. Mr
Tugendhat, in a somewhar pugnacious speech this
morning, told us that he had not enough money to
meet rhose surpluses at the rate recommended by the
Commitree on Agriculture and that he preferred a

course which leads to a disastrous funher fall in the
incomes of farmers, but the matter looks rather
different if you consider it as pan of food policy. One
can never say too often that 400 million people are
suffering from chronic malnutrition. One can never
say too often that the population of the world is

increasing faster than the supply of food, and one
must repeat again and again that until development
and rural policies enable the whole of the Third'!7orld
rc feed themselves, someone has to produce the food
to keep people alive.

Against this background, do we really have a grain
surplus? Not in world terms. '!(i'e can dispose of the
stocks which are required and they can be consumed
in the Third \florld and elsewhere. A few seasons'
local surpluses can be carried with the help of
Commissioner Tugendhat; a season's shonfall would
be a disaster for the whole world.

But surpluses there are which must be kept under curb

- above all, milk. !fle are faced with a rising flood
which we cannot handle. My group believes that those
who add to this flood musr now pay for its disposal.
For this reason we have tabled an amendment in
favour of replacing the linear co-responsibility lery by
the super levy which will penalize those who are
increasing milk. There musr be no exemptions. \tre
vant. to suppon the hill farmer and the disadvantaged
farmer, but not by encouraging him to add to the
surplus of milk. Do not make the prudent farmer pay

- place the cost squarely on the runaway dairies or
groups or regions which are adding to the problem.
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President. - I call Mr Maffre-Baug6.

Mr Maffre-Baug6. - (FR) Mr President, in a few
days, on rhe first of April to be exact, tens of thou-
sands of winegrowers from the Midi are going rc hold
a demonstration in Sdte on behalf of all wine coopera-
tive organizations. Their unanimous action shows how
angry and discontent they are. They certainly have
good reason. From 1973 to 1980 their selling price
increased by only 18% in francs at constant prices
while their costs leapt by 110%. Their situation, which
was already critical, rapidly became worse when enor-
mous waves of impons of Iulian wines came flooding
into our region: 800 000 hectolitres for last month
alone. The devaluation of the lire only made matters
worse.

Now it is as if there are two wine markets in the
Community. Indeed, the difference in price between
Imlian and French wine is anything from 10 ro 300/0.'
Iralian wines start at under 1 1 French francs, Fob
prices. It is the large Italian and French dealers who
are profiting by it. To remedy this we are asking for a

minimum remunerative price to be applied to intra-
Community trade. Ve are also asking for the price for
rhe next harvesr to be increasedby 150/o and enforced
from I Seprember 1981 instead of 16 December.

In addidon we want to put an end to the systematic
policy of uprooting our vineyards which is even going
on surreptitiously in order to prepare the way for
expansion, which would be disastrous to us. You can
undersrand, therefore, why we are more determined
than ever to support the winegrowers' action in order
to preven! expansion and put a check to all plans for
liquidation in the wine-growing industry of our
region. The best way to reply rc the Commission in
Brussels and to the policies of Mr Giscard d'Estaing
who want. to strike us off the map of Community
wrnegrowers, is ro step up our fight. \fle are also
opposed to a European wine office which would put
our vineyards into the hands of a supernational body.
For us winegrowers and for our region, wine is life
and this is more than a slogan but the very crux of our
fight, Mr d'Ormesson! Once more you have
succeeded in showing us that you are not a true wine-
grower. You have never understood any of the prob-
lems of wine growers !

Mr d'Ormesson.- (FR) Neither have you!

President. - I call Mr Damseaux.

Mr Damseaux. - (FR) Mr President, in the two
minutes available to me I will make just six points.
Firstly, farmers' real and family income, which is

akeady lower than that in any other production
sector, is dependent on [he average prices set by the

Council. 'We must, apply the objective method
calculation, we must, press for a price increase
l5 . 3o/0.

Secondly, included in the legal scope of the common
agricultural policy is the welfare of farming families,
food guarantee for consumers, and the balanced
economic development of agricultural regions. There-
fore, if we do not want to penalize the farmers' hard
work, we mus[ not accept the introduction of
co-responsibility as a basic principle.

Thirdly, the present upheavals in the dairy sector can
be attriburcd to those solely non-agricultural prod-
ucers and to impons of vegetable, marine and animal
fats. It is high time we applied the co-responsibility
system to products imported through the comprehen-
sive fats policy backdoor.

Fourthly, a co-responsibiliry levy on sugar cannot be
jusdfied because our surplus is due solely to impons of
cane sugar and to the anificial production of
D-glucose.

Fifthly, we must give priority in the cereals sector to
cultivating soft bread wheat, to increasing production
so as to insure Europe's independence t,is-,i-ois third
countries, and with this in mind we must encourage
grazing and feed grain production on the farm.

Sixthly, we musr introduce a Community scale for
meat classification as early as possible.

Thank you, ladies and gentlemen, for your attention.

IN THE CHAIR: MR MOLLER

Vice-President

President. - I call Mr Frangos.

Mr Frangos. - (GR) Mr President, I should like firsr
of all to congratulare the rapponeur, Mr Ligios, for
his contribution to Parliamenr in rhe form of rhe
constructive repon which he has drawn up. I should
also like especially to rhank rhe Presidenr of rhe
Commission, Mr Gaston Thorn, for what he has said
in the House this evening, which agreed wirh our
views almost entirely. I should, however, like to
complarn that the discussion of Mr Colleselli's repon
on the crisis in the wine-growing secror has not yet
been concluded, despire rhe crisis resulting from lower
prices and surpluses. I should also like ro express the
fear of Greek farmers, for whom the European
Economic Communiry was and still is rhe basis and
hope for a better furure, rhat after Greek enrry rhere

of
of
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may be a risk that the terms and amount of
Community aid to agriculture might be altered.

Mr President, I would ask you to listen to the
following straightforward and clear ideas of mine,
expressed in a few simple words by an elected repre-
sentative of a region with a mixed economy, namely
Attica.

If an economic policy is to succeed, there must be

incentives which will encourage people to decide to
work and to continue working in the economic secror
in question. This also applies to agriculture, where
profit and security are the basic factors which influ-
ence the existence, maintenance and development of
agricultural holdings. \flithout the profit motive it is

impossible ro persuade a farmer to work on a holding.
S/hen expenditure on fenilizers, wages and the collec-
tion of the products is not covered but leaves a deficit,
it is certain that small and medium-sized holdings - at
least family-run ones - will cease operating in the
loss-making business of agriculture. But security also
plays an imponant pan. By security I do not simply
mean covering rhe risks of damage to agricultural
production by adverse weather conditions or natural
phenomena such as floods, frost, hail, gales and other
phenomena which affect not only production but also
agricultural and livestock resources, but I also mean
the stability of production costs during a specific
period within which the production cycle and
marketing of the agricultural produce or livestock
must be completed. \flhen the farmer planm seeds or
feeds livestock he must have a definite idea of the costs
which his specific efforts will incur up to the rime the
produce is marketed. If the rise in farm production
costs had been definirely fixed so as not to exceed the
previous one, today we would not be discussing the
price rise for agricultural products.

From personal observation I also note a social pheno-
menon which is perhaps typical not only of Greece but
of Europe as a whole. Young people intending to
work in agriculture or in stock breeding or to carry on
the family tradition in agriculture do not have an easy

rime finding a marriage partner who is willing to share
the rigours of the farmer's life, e.g. handling ferti-
lizers, whether organic or artificial, which impair the
smell and the health, spending long periods of time
outside in adverse conditions such as snow, rain and
cold in winter and heat in summer, the dangers of
falling stones, lightning, floods etc.

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, if you wan[ your
children and those of all of us to enjoy food and nour-
ishment which is not synrhetic or industrial but pure
and wholesome and produced without hormones, if
you wanr rhe flight from the countryside to stop and if
you want to see an end to the decrease in the number
of vacant jobs in indusry now that there is a wide-
spread crisis and unemployment, we must all help
farmers to remain on the land and vote for the Ligios

report wirh our Amendmenrs Nos l3l and 132, which
I and others have signed.

(Applause)

President. - I call Mr Josselin.

Mr Josselin. - (FR) Mr President, I would just like
to say a very few words as my colleague, Mr Sutra,
has already spoken on behalf of the French Socialists.

Firstly, we should have had a joint debate on the revi-
sion of the CAP and agricultural prices and this should
have been held earlier. If, by some mishap, prices are
not fixed on the 1 April, the Council and the Commis-
sion will have to bear the brunt of the responsibility.

Secondly, the reform of the CAP is essential because

the present situation is intolerable. This is because the
limircd scope of the present guarantee system provides
some with a good income while for many more it
provides scarcely a living wage. It is inrclerable
because it has been proved by many here rcday that
not only is the co-responsibility levy ineffective it
supports inequality by fixing productivity levels,
which, after all, vary from producer to producer, and
we deplore the decision not to scale down this
co-responsibiliry levy, the solution which we put
forward as.a lesser evil. '!Ve,are opposed rc this levy
and, naturally, to the super lery, which, will obviously
increase inequality because there is a Erave risk of
cooperatives destroying the smallest producers in
order to avoid paying the lerry.

Thirdly, we must. clearly pur an end ro rhe drift in
CAP principles. This morning Mr Curry was making
fun of these. I must answer him by saying thar where
principles are lacking a tendency to scheme fast
develops: a Community preference system which does
not tally with rhe impon of 40 million ronnes of veger-
able substitutes, unity of prices which is in flar
contradiction to mone[ary compensatory amoun[s
distorting competition. \(rhile on this subject, if the
British really want [o reduce consumer prices, as rhey
say do, I would sugges[ rhat they agree ro the aboli-
tion of positive MCAs; by doing so rhey could gain
about 150/0. 'Ve must also remember the forgorten
third principle ; financial supporr.

Founhly, let us reject this argument abour economic
and social policy. Ve musr combine [he rwo because
although both policies can correct injustices, when
inequality is built into economic policy they will not be
enough by themselves. Ve believe that the two can be
combined, and that is the aim of the Pisani reporr,
through, in panicular, rhe quantum policy which, I
remind you, makes the farmer responsible for rhe
quantities he produces so rhar he knows thar his prices
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can only be guaranteed up to a cenain quantity. Over
that limit the prices start to fall. Everyone can see that
this merger has the double advantage of reducing
injustice and of improving the Community's budget.

Fifth point, and an imponant one, in my view: the
reference to an average increase in prices. This refer-
ence is ludicrous. It reminds me of the story of the
poor man who drowned in a stretch of water which
had an average depth of 50 cm. It is just not true that
the situation of cereal growers and beet growers is as

bad as that of stock breeders. Ve must accept this fact.
These producers are further penalized by the fact that
strong policies concerning cereal prices, and panicu-
larly grain fodder do not exist. 'We demand, therefore,
a better pricing system, and meat producers desper-

ately need more than a 150/o increase. Their situation
is catastrophic and many hundreds are on the point of
joining the mass of unemployed in my dipartement.

Sixrh point. !flith regard to the financial arguments
against this increase, the greater respect for
Community preferences would have the likely effect

of increasing Community income. As for the point
about consumers interests, however valid this point
may be, I would like to ask you: what have we done,
indeed what have our governments done to increase

controls and reorganize distribution in such a way as

ro prevent every price increase at the production stage

being passed on and to the consumers automatically?

To conclude, Mr President, this agricultural policy
cannot be reduced to a simple prices policy. 'We need
ro reorganize production, adapt our European prod-
uction to the world's needs and to ours also. \fle call
this principle planification: we must have a plan. This
plan requires means. Above all politicians must be

involved. Producers must be restrained. But they never
will be if we cannot show proof of our firm will to put
an end to injustice if we cannot ask others to show the
same restraint, and this is what I regard as the neces-

sary co-responsibility of all imponers.

I am not optimistic after this debate, as I believe that
during its course we have been rendered aware of the
divisions separating us, divisions between those who
have chosen to defend the smallest producer and those
who do not want to disrupt the game of multinational
financial interests, divisions too between those who,
without wanting to shut Europe off, want to make it a

Community capable of ensuring the safety of all and
of sharing im freedom, and those for whom, in the
final analysis, Europe is only a market open to the
greed of the most powerful. The French Socialisr
have made up their mind. They have chosen the
workers' Europe against the merchants' Europe.

President. 
- 

I call Mr Colleselli.

Mr Colleselli. 
- 

(17) Mr Presidenr, ladies and
gentlemen I am panicularly pleased to be able to join

all those others who have already expressed their
appreciation of the report prepared by Mr Ligios. It is

my hope that tomorrow when we discuss the amend-
ments there will be as much effective and corporate
agreement as there has been recognition for Mr
Ligios' report. In my own view this report is not just a

balance sheet dealing with one particular subject but a

complete polidcal statement, and this is because from
rhe broad point of view, as I see it, a number of points
emerge and I would like to draw your attention to
them.

The first is our basic concern to give recognition to the
role and function of agriculture at a time when Europe
is going through a serious economic and monetary
crisis, by the price control mechanisms. I believe that
rhar is the significance which we should attach to the
demonsrrations the day after tomorrow when a greal
many Italian farmers and market gardeners will be on
the streets of Italy with the disciplined but determined
aim of demonstrating and demonstrating for the
fundamental, essential role of agriculture.

Vhat also needs attention drawing to it is the method
adopted by Mr Ligios, namely that of agreement,
particularly agreement with the Committee on
Budgets, which last year remained somewhat unclear
and equivocal, and which this year has produced much
more efficienr results. This has also happened because

Mr Ligios' observations have resulted today in what I
might call moments of ruth. The first truth came from
Mr Langes with the opinion of the Committee on
Budgets and was panicularly positive for us; the
second, from Mr Gautier 

- 
I hope he will not mind

my saying so - 
was negative. That is the significance

of the price system which should be implemented
consistently straight away, as has already been said
here. 

.

A great deal has already been said about my second
point which is co-responsibility, and I can only add my
voice to the suppon for the Ligios repon. Not all the
problems have been resolved since, as Mr Dalsass said
a moment ago, this is one of the most complex and
delicate problems we have. For my own part, I would
like to rcll the Commission - and I have no doubt
that I am right - that if in a moment's madness we
attempted to elevate the co-responsibility systematic
lery to the status of a permanen[ [ax system we would,
apart from anything else, be going against both the
letter and the spirit of the Treaties and would thus be
risking proceedings in the Coun of Justice. To make
co-responsibility would be possible only in an emer-
gency and only within the limits and under rhe condi-
tions which have already been explained to us and
which there is no need for me to repeat.

Thirdly in agreemenr wirh Mr Ligios we are proposing
an amendmenr on wine. I do not wish to repeat now
what I was saying only a few evenings ago on rhe
subject of wine. I hope rhat when we meet in April rhis
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resolution will receive Parlament's approval as ir has
received the Commission's. However, from the
moment we gor just the approval of the Commission

- 
and rhere was not a single vote against 

- 
of rhe

amendment proposing the addition ro the drafr resolu-
tion of short and medium-rerm measures which wou[d
form an integral pan of rhe resolution on agricultural
prices. I will not go inro detail about [hose measures
now since I rhink all the House now has the document
available, including our Greek colleagues who have
requested it on several occasions during rhe last few
days. These measures were drawn up with rhe posirion
of the Greeks in mind although they were nor presenr
at the time that the proposals were actually formu-
lated. I trust that the amendment referring ro rhese
measures 

- 
which I repeat, relares to the shon and

medium term 
- 

will reassure the sector and help a

Breat many wine growers in the Community towards
their legitimate aspirations.

Finally 
- and I believe thar I am sri[[ within rhe time

allotted to me - I support fully our colleague Mr
Dalsass in his measures in favour of hilt farming,
which propose not only premiums on veal bur
complete tax exemption on any aid made available,
and I support fully the proposals he made at the end of
his speech. I myself would like ro finish wirh the hope
that, with our genuine appreciation for rhe proposals
contained in Mr Ligios' reporr, which illustrare force-
fully, proudly and capably the opinion of this Parlia-
ment, we can tomorrow cooperate and agree on prices
but, more importantly, on the developmenr of agricul-
ture in the European Communiry.

President. 
- I call Mr Taylor.

Mr J. D. Taylor. 
- Mr Presidenr, this debare is some-

thing of a charade in that we well know that irrespec-
tive of the opinions expressed by this Parliamenr rhe
Council of Minisrers will in their own way reach rheir
own decisions abour the prices for agriculture during
the next year. And secondly, it is a charade because
this session this week was supposed to be a special
session dealing with agnculrural prices and yet this
Parliament, strike or no strike, had decided rhar rhe
main period of this week should nor be allocated to
agricultural prices.

In the two minutes available to me I wanr ro speak
solely on the problems of Nonhern Ireland. Agricul-
ture is vitally imponant to us for 150/o of our popula-
tion are involved in agriculture. They have no alrerna-
tive means of work because already 17.50/o of our
people are unemployed. !7e have heard much today
about the fall in farm incomes in Scotland, Denmark
and Southern Ireland, but certainly Nonhern Ireland
is the worst of all rhose mentioned.

The fall in incomes in Ulster has been 530/o in 1979
and 600/o in 1980 or in real terms in 1980 a fall of

800/0. These are official figures given by Her Majesry's
government in Vestminster, and they compare with
smaller reducrions ol 33.50/o in Sourhern Ireland and
240/o in Great Britarn in 1980. Expressed in another
way, Northern Ireland farmers have produced 60/o of
the total United Kingdom farm output but their farm
income in rerurn has only been l0lo of the income of
the United Kingdom as a whole. They are, Mr Presi-
dent, rn Northern Ireland, small farmers, 1000/o small
family farms. In this context of the massive decline in
farm incomes in Ulster, there is no way in which I
could support a further decline by agreeing to any
revaluation of the United Krngdom monetary
compensatory amounts. Nor do I support the rappor-
teur's suggestion that we in the United Kingdom
should join the European monetary system and thus
further entrap us in a common agricultural system
which has already damaged our agriculture.

Mr President, I had hoped to speak about the prob-
lems of mrlk in Northern Ireland at which in itself is

valued at f 120 000. I'm against the super levy - I'd
hoped co discuss the rnrensive secror which once again
is worth f 160 000, but lack of time prevenm me from
speaking on the possibilty of an intervention grain
store in Belfast. Ve've an Irish package coming - and
we'll be drscussing it in a fortnight and I hope the
Commissioner recalls that Parliament decided that that
Irish package should extend both to the Republic of
Ireland and Northern Ireland. I certainly am disap-
pointed with the Commissioner's replies today. I
cannot support rhe Commission's proposals and I will
be supporting the Liberal amendment for a 15.30/o
increase in farm prices.

President. - I call Mr Combe.

Mr Combe. - 
(FR) Mr President, many of my

colleagues have spoken on the imponant problem of
agricultural prices. In the main, they have spoken as

specialists on agricultural problems. I, however, am
neither a farmer nor do I see myself in any way as an
expert on these problems and therefore the reaction I
would like to express is that of an average European
on reading the Ligios report.

First, ir is clear that food prices in the Community as a
whole have increased to a lesser extent than the prices
in other production sectors. Second, we must admit
that the increase in agricultural prices has very little
impact on general food prices. Third, it makes sense to
say that aid should be granted to farmers in the poorer
and mountainous regions rather than across the board.
Fourth, contrary to general belief, the European
consumer is interested, and more than is apparen[ a[
first sight, in the quality of products rather than their
cost. Fifth, in the light of infladon and its effect in
different countries, we have no right to expect our
farmers to accept prices which would make it impos-
sible for them to cope with inflation. I would also like
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to indicate to Miss Hooper that most of the comments
she made in her speech, contrary to what she said this
morning, already appear in her repon which was
voted on by the Committee on Environment, Public
Health and Consumer Affairs. 'lfith reference to [he
quality of wheat, one of the amendments I have tabled
should satisfy the report on this point. 'S7e are not here
ro be popular, but we must be fair and I hope that a

large majority will accept the amendmenrc which will
allow us ro substantially raise agricultural prices, in the
farmers interest obviously, but also in the interest of all
Europeans.

Presidcnt. - 
I call Mr Romualdi.

Mr Romualdi. - 
(17) Mr President, ladies and

gent.lemen, I am speaking on the Ligios repon on
behalf of the non-attached Members of the Inlian
Righr, to emphasize how imponant it is for all of us to
shoulder our responsibilities in this important area of
agricultural prices, even those who have no particular
expertise in this field, for example, Mr Diana whose
speech was so stimulating. '!7e must defend the
Community's agricultural economy, which although
currently not in the best of conditions still remains the

most important common policy to exist in the
Community. 80% of EEC resources are sacrificed to
this, wirh the result that we are unable to sustain and
develop other policies which are just as important to
the economic development of Europe and to the
achievement of an essential balance between State and
State, between region and region and between the
mainIand and Mediterranean economies.

As we were reminded here this morning, there is no
doubr that there must be a constant increase in general
productivity. This development must, however, be

balanced, that is we cannot sacrifice any sector, and
parricularly not those which traditionally suppon the
development or at least the stabiliry of the economy in
poorer countries.

Prices, with the 120/o or even greater averaBe increase
proposed by Mr Ligios, must guarantee profitabiliry,
even with the galloping inflation which President
Thorn mentioned too, in other words a productivity
providrng income for the millions of European farmers
comparable with that of other sectors.

No one may be sacrificed for any reason: nobody
should feel that his standard of living is at risk. To
this end, it is vital that the hierarchy in the most
powerful countries should not behave in such a way as

to worsen the agriculture and economy in the weakest
countries, and this by avoiding the sacrifice of vital
interest of other countries on the altar of its own pres-
tige or on'electoral platforms.

'!7e cannot fight a policy of surpluses indiscriminately.
Vithout surpluses it is in fact difficult or even impos-

sible to help those in need, to fight poverty and hunger
seriously, and to contribute fully to the defence of
countries like Poland, constantly under threat from
Soviet imperialism and the wretched collectivist
system. It would, however, be disastrous if, in order to
defend these surpluses or even reward them in some
way, we would in fact be damaging products which
are vital to life and to the development of the agricul-
[ura[ economy of many or some Community countries.
If this should happen, and from the scarce evidence of
a Community spirit in the speeches of the Heads of
State and Government. yesterday at Maasricht this is
quite possible, the situation would become both
exrremely serious and extremely dangerous.

Ladies and gentlemen, instead of finding our way out
of the crisis, which we must try and do, and which is

of rhe utmost importance to more than 8 million
unemployed, we [oo would become the heralds of
poverty and unemployment, rather than the heralds of
welfare and hope for a better future.

President. - I call Mrs Castle.

Mrs Castle. - Mr President, the discussion we have
been having on farm prices perfectly reflecm the crisis
which has now been reached in the CAP. As it has

developed the CAP is satisfying nobody and, what is
even more important, it can satisfy nobody. Now, I have
every sympathy wrth those farmers in areas of high
inflation, who say look we cannot manage with a price
increase of 7 .80/0. I can understand the position of rhe
farmers in Ireland, where inflation is running at 200/0,

or in Italy where farmers' incomes have been falling,
or in the United Kingdom too, where, according to
rhe NFU, the rate of cost inflation is among the
highest in Europe. But what is the remedy for their
difficulties?

Following the price increase of only 70/o lasr year, we
had another enormous upsurge in production, a

runaway upsurge, which we cannot absorb. The
Commission makes it clear in its own document. The
cereals harvest reached an historic record of more than
I 18 million tonnes. In spite of the co-responsibility levy
and the threat of an addidonal one, milk production
reached rhe record figure of 105 million ronnes and
deliveries to dairies rose by 2.60/o.Prodtcdon of beef
and veal was also at a record level and what is the
consequence of this accumulating over-production
policy? Again I quote the Commission repon. 'Milk
producers', it says, 'have been paid full prices for an

exrra 9 million tonnes of milk in the last four years,
despite the fact rhat not one kilo was required by the
full price internal market.' And we all know that other
surpluses have been created across the board, and yet
despite these surpluses the Commission is now
proposing ro accepr a further price increase of 7.80/0.
Lasr year, they tell us, an increase in producer prices of
70/o led to an increase in consumer prices of 110/0.
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So what will this year's funher price increase do ro
consumption as consumer prices go up and up? Ve all
know it will lead rc additional surpluses and so the
Commission has come forward with the demand that
we've got to tax surplus producm. But isn't rhat putting
the cart before the horse? \7hy don't we have lower
prices in the first instance and avoid the surpluses? Yet
COPA wants 150/0, the agricultural committee wants
13 . 5o/0.

Vhat's going to be the effect of that on rhe budget?
The Commission rells us that even an increase of only
80/o will add 1 547 million ECUs to the budgetary cosr
in a full year, if no economies are made. Does
anybody really think that the Council of Ministers is

going to agree to rhose economies? Does Mr Ligios
agree with them, does the agricultural committee
agree with them? Ve've always talked about these
savings in the past and they've never materialized. Yet
as Commissioner Tugendhat has pointed out to us, ro
move [he 7.80/o price increase to 120/o would add
nearly an additional I 900 million ECUs to the budg-
etary cost in 1982.

Let's face the facts: what hope would there then be for
geming money for the social measures to help the steel
industry, or for the development of the regional and
social funds, or for developing countries, for whom Sir
Fred Varner showed such sympathy? Ve in the
British Labour Group wish to suBgest to this Parlia-
ment that the time has come to realize you cannot
either guarantee farmers' incomes at a reasonable level
or get rid of surpluses by trying to fix common inter-
vention prices regardless of national variations. That's
why countries have had to resort to MCAs or to a

whole succession of unregulated national aids on
which twice as much is now spenr on the Community
as on agricultural policy.

So let us recognize, we wan[ to give farmers a reason-
able income, of course we do, but we canno[ give a[
farmers a reasonable income through a common price
policy. 'S7'e must move steadily towards a price policy
which will clear the market and then recognize we've
got rc help those farmers who need it by direct aids.
This price increase discussion demonstrates that once
again. Ve all know we've experienced it. The attempt
to fix common prices gives some farmers too much
and leaves other farmers wretchedly impoverished and
the time has come to alter that and we shall alter that
only if we get away from the shibboleth of the
common intervention policy and get away from the
constant attempt to chase declining farm incomes with
higher prices which merely freeze out consumption
and increase the surpluses.

So we believe it's time to get moving towards a funda-
mental change in the common agricultural policy, and
ir's no good ulking about reforms in the future, the
test is whether we're ready to stan them now, and
therefore we say, in the Bridsh Labour Group, the
course of acdon which alone will benefit everybody in

this present round is to freeze the price of goods in
surplus and then inst,ruct the Commission to work out
now a system of approved direct aids, deficiency
payments, variable premiums, income subsidies,
whatever you like and apply that on the basis that help
goes where it is needed most. Those national direct
aids should be paid for by the countries that can afford
to do so and paid by the Community where the poorer
countries can't. Only in thar way should #e begin to
get rid of the pockets of poverty in Ireland to which
we've heard reference made or others in Italy or in
Greece. The present system has broken down, the
consumer will mke no more increases. Let us get rid of
the surpluses in the only way we can by freezing their
prices and then looking elsewhere for the support
some farmers will undoubtedly need.

President. - I call Mr Jakobsen.

Mr Jakobsen.- (DA) Mr President, I should like rc
begin by thanking Mrs Castle and by saying how
grateful I was for her contribution, because no better
example could be found of the pressure which this
Parliament has been under during all the years that I
have been a Member here. Mrs Castle has said clearly
what all roo many in this Assembly have thought over
these eight years, and all of us have suffered from rhis
logether so that no one has dared tell the European
consumers the rruth.

The uuth is that what the Commission is here
proposing in all moderation, and what Mr Ligios
subsequently proposes a litde less moderately, is

simply not sufficient to satisfy the consumerp' interests.
This is not just a question of the farmers' inrerests. Ir is

not simply for their own sakes rhat farmers produce.
Naturaily, every farmer believes this, bur rhe consu-
mers need only look at the countries of rhe Eastern
bloc to see what happens if people are not prepared to
pay the farmer the necessary price to bring his goods
onto rhe open market. The goods then sell on the
black market at three to four times the price, while rhe
common people queue up and have to starve. This is

the penalry for not recognizing that agricultural goods
are obviously just as imponant as oil or anyrhing ilse.

First of all, I would like to dispure rhe implicarion rhat
those who utter the word 'consumer' are rhe chosen
representatil'es of the consumers. They are not.
Consumers do not have representatives: instead, in
every country consumers have been politically misused
as an excuse ro form left-wing groups who believe thar
they speak on behalf of the consumers, even if there
are no more than a dozen consumers for whom they
do speak. Al[ of us have a duty to tell the consumers:
'If in the future you want to have products which we
have been able to get until now, then we musr pay'.

I cannot understand why in the world anyone should
want to warn against suipluses - as even Sir Fred
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'S7arner did a shon while ago. How on earth can there
be surpluses in a world where people are starving?
How can anyone talk about surpluses with neighbours
about us who, after 30 years of marvellous Communist
rule, are not in a position to give their people even the
commonesr agricultural products? !7hy should we
penalize those people who produce more in order to
help eliminate hunger from the world? That is the
question with which I would like rc end, Mr Presi-
dent.

President. - I call Mr Katsafados.

Mr Katsafados! 
- 

(GR) Mr President, ladies and
genrlemen, I am sorry to have to say that the conclu-
sions of the Committee on Agriculture are completely
ar variance not only with the principles of the
Community but also with the views, the reasoning and
the thinking of the committee itself.

The repon quotas as Community principles economic
solidarity between the Member Smtes, the need to
re-establish a balance to rhe advantage of the less devel-
oped countries, and the need to make resources avail-
able for products which are not in surplus and which
can be marketed.

Although the Committee on Agriculture points out
that there has been a constant, general and significant
fall in farmers' incomes over the last few years, and
that this situation is aggravated in some countries by
rhe high rate of inflation, I think the following consid-
erations must be added. Firstly, while vegetable pro-
duction hardly covers the Community's needs, animal
produce is in such surplus that, instead of being sold,
the produce is more or less given away free to the
countries of Eastern Europe, who subsequently re-ex-
pon it to the Community. Secondly, the main volume
of animal produce 

- 
which must be limired because of

the vast surpluses - is to be found in the developed
counrries of Nonhern Europe, whereas most vegetable
production is in the undeveloped countries of the
south.

On the basis of these principles and considerations,
one would logically and naturally expect the price
increases to be higher for vegetable produce and lower
for animal produce. In actual fact what is being done is

the exact opposirc, and the increase being granted by
the Community are more [han twice as grear for
animal produce than for vegetable produce 

- the
ratio is 9 to 4. One would also expecr these increases
to cover at least. the ifrcrease in rhe costs of vegerable
production. Instead of this, the increase proposed is

l2o/o,whereas the rise in costs in rhe poorer countries
is of rhe order of 16 rc 250/0.

The results of this incomprehensible approach are
plain. Firstly, the gap between rhe developed and
undeveloped countries of the Community is widening.

Secondly, there will be a further fall in farmers'
incomes, panicularly in the weaker countries. Thirdly,
rhe unbalanced structure of agricultural production in
the Community will be funher aggravarcd. Fourthly,
and most imponantly, the faith of the Member Starcs

in the fundamental principles of the Community is

being undermined.

To judge by the decisions reached by the Council of
Ministers and the Committee on Agriculture, Mr
President, it is clear that narrow national interests have
prevailed over the wider interests of the Community.

It is also clear that those in power in the Community
do not appreciate that it would be rc their own advan-
tage ro promote the Community's interests - 

both
polirical and economic 

- 
if they want to continue

playing the major role in a strong power, and not in a

weak one. Just as they are the main beneficiaries 
-polidcally and economically - of the progress which

has been made so far towards the unification of
Europe. And they themselves will be the first to wring
their hands if this progress is reversed 

- 
which is what

will happen if they continue along the same path.

President. - I call Mr Helms.

Mr Helms. (DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the aim of even a restricted-length debate
should be to enable us ro get a dialogue going, but that
is unfortunately nor possible today because of the
current situation. However, we must enter into a

dialogue with the Commission to find out whether the
figures are right.

Last year, the Commission gave us figures which later
turned out to be wrong. Ve were told by the Commis-
sion that a l0/o increase in prices in 1980 would
require 30 million EUA, or 40 million EUA in a

different form. However, ir says on page 90 of the
report. on the situation in agriculture for 1980 that the
price increase of some 5.50/0, as decided on by rhe
Council, rather than the 2.40/o proposed by the
Commission swallowed up an additional 57 million
EUA. In other words, a l0/o price increase required
only an additional 23 million EUA. The Commission is
now claiming - as Mr Dalsager said again here today

- 
that a l0lo price rise this year would require an

additional 50 million EUA. I have my doubrs abour
that.

If we are really to enter into a dialogue wirh the
Commission and the Council, the Commission musr be
prepared to re-think and revise its own position. At the
meetings of the Commitree on Budgets and the
Committee on Agriculrure on [he 1981 budget, figures
have been mentioned which would mean [har a price
rise of 120/o on average could really be implemented
and accepted. I do nor share Mr Taylor's opinion rhat
this debate is something of a charade.
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Things followed rhe same course lasr year. On rhar
occasion the European Parliamenr did not setrle on
any particular figure, because many of rhe Members
wanted more rhan 5%. !7e did nor reach a specific
decision, bur there was an unambiguous declaration ro
the effect that a may'oriry of this House wanred more
than 50/0, although the Council then sertled on 50/o

and no more. I am sure that the Council will agree on
a higher figure this year, parcly because of the crisis we
now find ourselves in, and panly because the figures
are simply not right.

Let me make this point quite clearly and unequivo-
cally: I believe rhar rhe Commission is prepared to
support and save the common agriculrural policy, as

Mr Thorn said in such unambiguous terms. But I
would beg you to bear in mind the siruarion in agricul-
ture. In view of the average rare of increase wirh rhe
Community, it seems ro me rhar we cannor. possibly
accept any decision amounring ro less than 120/o it rhe
CAP is to be saved. I would therefore ask you to
suppon the motion for a resolurion ubled by Mr
Ligios. Let us make sure rhar a correct decision is

taken in the interests of farmers throughout Europe. If
we were to settle for what rhe Commission has
proposed, there would be a funher decline in incomes
and a corresponding increase in unresr in agriculrure.
After all, we all know by how much agriculrural
incomes have fallen this year. I would urge rhe
Commission to give fresh thought to their proposed
figures.

(Applause)

President. - I call Mr Vlachopoulos.

Mr Machopoulos. - (GR) Mr President, I listened
carefully this morning ro rhe speeches by both Mr
Ligios, the rapponeur, and Mr Brachs, the President-
in-Office. The former quite righrly stated thar money
given to the farmers v/as money well spent, while the
latter said rhat the agricultural policy was lhe corner-
stone of the Community. I therefore need nor repear
what great importance musr be attached ro rhe
increases in prices for farm produce - that goes

wirhout saying.

I should just like ro draw the arrention of the Members
to the fact that it pays to rake care of our farmers. It
pays to look at their problems benevolenrly and in a

spirit of good intentions - rhis is self-evidenr, since
agriculture is rhe backbone of our Communiry. Ir is
therefore up to us to consider rhe subject in a broad
and long-term contexr, in the interesm of both rhe
existence of the Communiry and im growth. Nor
should we consider ir simply as a problem of units of
account - this would be the wrong approach. As a

Greek, I have justified concern abour how we are
regarding the quesrion, since rhe only right way ro

tackle it is to take generous measures in favour of
farmers.

President. - I call Mr McCanin.

Mr McCartin. - Mr Presidenr, I realize that the time
is very shon. I would first like ro congrarulate our
rapporteur, Mr Ligios, and ro say that I believe he did
an excellent job in the period of time available ro him.
I do not regard his proposals any more than he regards
his proposals as adequare [o meer the needs of the
agricultural community ar rhis momenr, bur I rhink
what he has soughr to do is to balance the needs of
farmers for an adequare income againsr rhe polirical
will of chis Parliamenr and he has sought to do the best
he can in the circumstances.

I would like to refer briefly, I do nor know whether
anybody should refer to what Mrs Castle says - any
remarks she makes regarding the common agricultural
policy - but I would like ro refer briefly ro a remark
she made that this Communiry produces 108 m tonnes
of grain. I do not know what is extraordinary abour
that situarion. !7har is more extraordinary abour it is
the fact that we import millions of ronnes of grain inro
this Community in spire of that fact. She makes the
point abour the amount of milk we produce in this
Community. Again whar is extraordinary is thar she
supports the importation of milk inro this Communiry
from a country and a region of the world that I do not
think needs any chariry from this Communiry.

Another thing thar I find ir hard ro undersrand is the
fact that a socialist in roday's world where 2Oo/o of the
population of rhis world are on rhe verge of absolute
poverty and starvation can stand up in rhis Parlia-
ment and recommend that we should cur off increased
production in food for human beings I rhink these are
the things thar are hardest to undersrand. One of the
aims and objecrives of the common agriculrural policy
was to provide adequate food resources in this
Communiry. I would like ro point our that between
1968 and 1973 we succeeded in doing rhat by
increasing food production by 6.70/o annually and
since by 2.50/o annually. Nor only did rhis give us
more security in our food supplies but helped us ro
contribute in no small way [o the alleviarion of famine
and suffering and distress throughour the Community.
The cost of the common agricultural policy is less rhan
1Vo of Community GDP and 3o/o of the roral cost of
consumer expenditure on food. I am completely
convinced rhat this expendirure has only marginally
benefited rhe people who are in rhe occuparion of
producing food and in rhe main it has gone ro help
consumers with compararive[y cheaper food and
regular supplies. It has brought considerable benefits
to hard-pressed countries in rhe Third Vorld.

The last point I wanr ro make is rhat I genuinely
believe you cannor solve the problems of the people of
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regions of the Community of which John Taylor
spoke and I speak, regions of Scotland, Britain,
Ireland, South of haly by incre4sed food and agricul-
rural prices. I must state that I believe rhat special
measures are necessary if we are [o save vast areas

from social decay. I believe that only special packages
for rhese regions can restore any sort of balance in the
Community and can get those areas but of decay to
some sort of economic growth.

President. - 
I call Mr Barbagli.

Mr Barbagli. - 
(17) Mr President, I should like to

join all those others who have thanked Mr Ligios for
rhe work he has done in such a shon time. I trust you
will allow me also to use my time to explain two
amendments which we have tabled with a number of
colleagues in the belief that they are particularly
important.

Vill you allow me, Mr President, [o make reference
here to the words used by the President-in-Office this
very morning when he reminded us of the two prin-
cipal objectives of the common agricultural policy
which are set out in Anicle 39 of the Treaty, namely
to ensure a fair standard of living for the agricultural
community arid to ensure [hat agricultural food
supplies reach consumers at the lowest possible cost.

The President of the Council wen[ on to remind us

that this year the prices of agricultural produce have
been stable and have remained low compared with
prices outside the agricultural sector.

lf this is true, though, Mr President, it is my belief that
when people say in this House that they are concerned
that the steady rise in agricultural prices may have
serious effects on Community consumers, we would
be wrong not to point out forcefully that it is the
Community's farmers 

- 
panicularly those from the

poorest parts of Europe 
- 

who have in fact paid the
greatest pan of the rise in agriculcural prices, since it is

they who have been bearing the additional burden of
remaining in agriculture, which is to say the additional
costs arising from other sectors.

This, Mr President, is why we have thought fit rc table
two amendmenls to Mr Ligios's report to this House:
the first draws attention to the need for compensatory
measures for those countries with higher rates of infla-
tion than the others. The compensatory measures we
are cafling for, however, relate not to increased prices

but to farmers' credit. Our other amendment relates to
structural poliry. \fle feel that there is now a need to
strengthen the bargaining power of our Community's
agricultural producers and we can give them this
strength only if we redress the balance between the
financial means available rc the guidance section and
rhe guarantee section and restore the original balance
of power in this sector.

I believe that one funher recommendation should be

made, and that is that we should make sure that
organized agricultural production receives priority in
the granting of finance, particularly that granted
under Regulation 355, the provisions of which, ro tell
rhe rruth, appear even worse than those of Regulation
No 1764 as regards the spending of money.

(Applause)

President. - I call the rapporteur.

Mr Ligios, rdpporteur. - (17) Mr President, I would
first of all like to thank the chair for the way in which
today's business has been conducted and for the
consideration offered to those of my colleagues who
felt the need to express their own opinions on our
report - both those colleagues who offered sugges-
tions and advice, and those who offered criticism
which is no less valuable to the rapporteur whose wish
is to gather together all the details which are of
interest and value which arise during the debate.

I must also thank the President of the Council for his
calm approach and for the statements which he has

made which, for practical purposes, follow the same

basic lines as our own report. The cornerstones of the
report are, pracdcally speaking, price levels and hier-
archies, co-responsibility, export problems and prob-
lems of balance. I am particularly grateful to the Presi-
dent of the Council, too, for the counesy which he has

shown towards this Parliament by remaining in the
chamber all day.

Lastly I should like to thank all my colleagues who
have spoken, not excluding my dear friend Mr Noten-
boom who has proved himself a strenuous defender of
the Community's finances and with a vision which,
although I find it rather too rigid and perhaps the
worse for having no direct contact with the world of
agriculture as some of us have, none the less gives us

hope that real solutions can be found within our
debate. I must thank too my colleague Mr Tolman
who has given our group's supporr for the report
which we had previously approved as members of the
Committee on Agriculture.

And I would like m offer my special thanks to Mr
Dalsager borh for rhe parience which he has shown
throughout my report and for his comments. \flhen I
put forward a price increase more rhan 4.20/o higher
than the Commission's proposals, Mr Commissioner, I
had already addressed myself seriously to the problem
of finding sufficient room for maneuvre in the
budget. I did not merely suggest it as a figure like any
other, saying 120lo when I could just as easily have said
200/o or 170/o.l looked for some means of jusrifying
such a figure. And it was afrcr looking ar ir from the
point of view of the budget that I arrived ar 120/0. In
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doing so I referred principally to Commission docu-
ments. And I must point out straight away that I found
that they were not consistent: in page 15 of the first
volume of the Commission's proposals on prices it is

stated that a funher 50 million EUA are needed for
each percentage point increase. That figure conflicts
with the reply the Commission gave a couple of
months ago to Mr Adonnino, when they said that only
38 million EUA were necessary. That is not the only
one: only a shon while ago Mr Helms pointed out
ano[her inconsistency, which is that last year the
Commission gave a figure which turned out in practice
to be way below reality. I am none the less told that
the figure of 38 million is reliable.

Apan from this I would like now to make a few esti-
mates extrapolated from your own documents. Still on
page 15 of the same volume, I read that total refunds
in rhe first months of tggt were down on lastyear's by
330/0,760/o and 320/0, and for sugar it says not only
that very few refunds are being claimed but that a lery
is now being operated. !(e should meanwhile not
forget that last year the Community spent 285 million
units of account, on refunds, and that was half what
was spent. the year before.

My reasoning has therefore been this: if the figures
given on page 15 are correct, and the expenditure on
refunds has gone down in comparison with 1980 to
4 250 million EUA, then it is not impossible to under-
stand that under this heading we can glean 250 million
or so to cover the addidonal 4.20/0.

Mr Commissioner, you were also assuming that the
120lo proposed by the Parliamentary committee was
intended to be an increase for Mediterranean produce.
That is not what I said; and in my second paragraph I
said that the increase should be disriburcd by the
Commission - whose job it is - in such a way [ha[
excess production is discouraged, and crops where we
do not produce enough are encouraged. That is the
only restriction I imposed. In any case the increase has

little significance as far as Mediterranean goods are
concerned since only a limircd range of Mediterranean
produce is subject to Community intervention. Never-
theless, the intervention mechanism has only limircd
application for those products.

I should now like to touch on another question, that
of co-responsibility. A number of speakers, including
the Commission, referred to a certain contradiction
within my report, and indeed there is one although I
think it is not so much due to me as to a number of
amendments that it has deviarcd from its original
intention. Because of this, though, I should like to
make it clear what I understand by co-responsibility.
My own view is that when there is a structural surplus,
by which I mean not the amount which is produced

but the fact that there is no way of selling that produce

on the Community or world market excePt through
excessively high refunds - as in the case of the 800/o

which we have paid in the past to get rid of some of
our surplus produce - in these cases the producer's
co-responsibiliry should be applied. It should be applied
in these cases, but it should be applied selectively,
without penalizing indiscriminately those who are not
to blame. It has to be applied selectively because our
problems result from the very fact that there are coun-
tries - my own, for example, - which are not to
blame for certain surpluses but which none [he less pay
just like all the others. That, it seems to me, is how
co-responsibiliry is being applied. I say in one para-
graph of my report that the way in which it is being
apptied does nobody any good, and you have all said

how it has always led to increases in production, as is

the case with milk. And so what I say to the Commis-
sion is why do you not apply the idea which is shining
there at the foot of - I think - page 70 of your
book, an idea which first appeared in this Parliament
and which I have been supporting for five years,

namely rhat the basic levy is not enough. Ve have got
to do something about the intervention prices: that is

the way, if we want to deal with surpluses, that we
shall do it. If we don't, we can go on t'asting our
breath and milk production will go on increasing.
That, Mr President, is the way I see co-responsibility.

As regards the super levy, we apply it if production
continues to increase and if the co-responsibility levy is

not enough. I think, however, that it should be applied
to all the excess production which is subject to inter-
ven[ion, whilst you propose rhat those who do not
produce for intervention, should also pay even those

who have set about finding themselves a market: that
is the thing which I am unable to understand and

which is so difficult to accept. You want to reduce the

intervention prices on tobacco, for example, where we

have no surpluses; we have a 590/o deficit and for such

a product you are proposing to reduce the reference
price from 90 to 850/0. Mr Commissioner, I am

quoting the text word for word. Mr Gouthier, if you
read the text you will see that I am quoting exactly
what is written: there is no need for me to invent
figures.

Mr Commissioner, I felt I had to say what I have said,

and I am sorry that your colleague who deals with the
budget is not here; it seems to me that he was unneces-

sarily fierce in his attitude. One might have thought
that we were a band of vandals out to destroy
Community finances and that he had taken on the task
of defending the budget. I have supponed my own
starements with figures and it is now up to him to
show - and I defy him to do it - whether when the
year is over it is I who am proved right or he, after he

has been so forceful during our meetings.

I am sorry if I have been speaking heatedly, but that is

also my temperament. I come from nearer Africa than
rhe Italian peninsula - not to mention Nonhern
Europe - and it must be a question of rcntperament.
These are things I feel very strongly about, though,
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because they are my life, because it rs the tife I lead
and the background I come from; I am not here as the
representative of an organization but I know these
problems because they are my problems, and what I
am saying is based on my own personal experience.

(Applause)

President. 
- I call rhe Commission.

Mr Dalsager, Member of the Commission. - 
(DA) Mr

President, I had expecred you to perhaps conrinue by
sayrng '. . . who undoubtedly will nor display rhe same
lively temperament as our Italian colleagues', to whom
I have listened with grear interest and suspense. Also I
appreciated just for once wirnessing an example of the
famous Italian southern European temperament,
which we northern Europeans are unfortunately
somewhat too phlegmatic to be able to rmiratel indeed
may I just say in advance rhat I have not rhe talenr ro
do so.

I should like to commenr on some of the problems
which were raised, without taking up the rest of the
evening for the Members. I will answer some of the
quest.ions but I cannot of course rouch on everythinB
that was raised throughout rhis long day in this long
and very interesting debate on the problems facing us.

\7e can discuss at length whether the price increase
should be 120/o or another percen[age 

- the Liberal
Group sitring behind me here have proposed 15.30/0.
Vhat I have said to Parliament and to the rapporteur
is, that if you agree with the Commission on irs
proposed wheat price and also on its proposed milk
price, which I trust you do not think should be set
terribly much higher than the Commission's proposal,
then it must be obvious rhat we agree on some price
proposals which together make up quite a considerable
share of the average we are speaking about. I must
confess that I am very tired of speaking of averages,
because to a large extenr rhey are devoid of meaning.
There is no farmer in the whole of Europe who has an
average production like the one we are dealing with in
all these documents. Either rhe farmer is a crop prod-
ucer, a pig producer, a dairy farmer or something else.
There is no average farmer, whose income would rise
7.80/o on the basis of the Commission's proposal, or
120/o on rhe basis of the rapporteur's proposal or
15.30/o on the basis of the Liberal Group's proposal.
'!7hat we musr look at is the effect of the proposal in
view of the individual farmer's producrion. This is why
I asked Mr Ligios and others earlier roday what prod-
ucts they were talking abour. If ir is not whear prices
and if it is not milk prices, rhen rhere musr be some
other product which will receive very high price
increases in order to arrive at the percentages we are
discussing here. That is evidenr.

Here I want [o say thar previously we have increased
the prices for Mediterranean products more than for
most other products wirh rhe resulr rhar already now
colossal quantities of various Mediterranean products
are being produced with very heary support. I must
add here that I am very tired of the rone used by
several Members from Sourhern Europe who feel rhey
have been mistreated by the Commission in this
proposal. These producers receive production subsi-
dies, consumer subsidies, alrogether amounting to
qurte large sums, and we can see that production is
just increasing alI rhe time, which means rhar for
budgetary reasons we musr cake note of whar is
happening in rhis sphere.

'We must consider rogether ro whar exrenr rhis
Community can guaranree such subsidies for unlimited
production, such subsidies in certain cases consriruiing
more than 100% of the producr's value. This is why I
asked about the individual percentages, which are
devoid of meaning when one speaks in averages. They
become meaningful only when they are divided up
between the various products and we can see whar ir is
we are talking abour.

It is correc[, as many speakers said today, rhar in the
various marker organizations the Commission has
made savings in refund paymenrs ro date in 1981
compared wirh 1980. Bur nobody can 

- as everybody
had hoped - give us any guarantee that rhis situarion
with regard to the world market will continue in 1982.
Therefore one dismisses the whole problem in the
hope that it will perhaps go away alrogerher.

In respect of sugar, may I say that it is correcr that we
earned money on sugar for a time. 'lfhar we are facing
now is a reintroduction o[ expon refunds for sugar
because prices have now dropped to a level where
sugar exports would probably otherwise nol be
possible rn the coming weeks, although jusr a few
weeks ago we were able ro apply export levies ro rhe
benefit of the Community. This proves how quickly
situations can change and rhis is something we must all
take into considerarion.

In his last inrervention, Mr Ligios referred ro a few
products which had never been broughr inro interven-
tion. This is the case with milk and here I musr
perhaps poinr out rhar rhe Commission's proposal for
a super lery on milk does nor in facr apply ro products
which are sold direcrly on rhe market. Liquid milk is
excluded and this was regarded as a way of helping
producers who try ro avoid inrervenrion and instead
try ro sell rheir products on rhe market. I will not
conceal the fact thar the Commission has not exacrly
been applauded for this proposal. Then rhere are
others who are criticized for nor being able ro pur.
forward a proposal. Somebody said that rhe Commis-
sion didn'r do its work ar the lasr price negotiarions,
where it was nor my responsibility, but Mr Gunde-
lach's. At thar rime rhe Commission put forward a
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proposal attempting to apply this super levy ro inter-
vention products. The position in the Council was, if I
am nor very mistaken, that rhere were eight votes in
favour and one againsr and for rhat reason ir could nor
of course be adopted. Thus rhe Commission has tried
in various ways to introduce this lery on producrion in
excess of the quantities which we menrioned earlier,
but without being able to obtain a political consensus.
Because even if we can reach agreement with the
Parliament we have still that problem which is called
the Council of Ministers, which ar a larer stage musr
unanimously adopt the proposals which are what will
apply in the final analysis.

For this reason it is not true to say that the Commis-
sion did not do its job. The Commission did irs job but
has never at any time, either here in Parliament or
elsewhere, received clear instructions to do things in a

particular way so that we could all agree. The
Commission has constantly had to battle its way
forward amidst different viewpoints without obtaining
the endorsement needed to be able to carry through a

proposal which would really put pressure on those
producers who have contributed to the increased
production.

Here I am compelled to say to some of those who
have spoken on this problem, that unfortunately the
srarisrics show that the increase in milk production
stems from areas with small farmers and not from
areas with big milk producers. It is thus an impossible
conrradiction in terms to say tha[ small farmers should
be exempted bur that the burden should be placed on
those who are increasing production.

Mr Notenboom and several other speakers in the
course of the day asked me about the consequences of
the recent devaluations. The proposal being adopted
by the Commission today authorizes me to submit a

proposal to the Council amending the green rates
following the change in the value of the ECU after the
adjustment of the central rates last weekend. An
adjustment of the green rates will be proposed in order
ro avoid the introduction of new monetary compensa-
[ory amounts. At the same time the weekend's parity
changes have meant that the positive monetary
compensatory amounts in the United Kingdom and in
Germany have been reduced without there being a

corresponding fall in the guaranteed prices. The
adjustments of the green rates will, as I said this
morning, give rise rc the following addidonal price
increases in a number of countries: Italy 8.30/0,
Ireland 3.90/0, Greece 2.80/0, France and Denmark
2.50/0, the Benelux countries 0.70/o.The reduction in
the positive monetary compensatory amoun[s as a

result of the change in the value of the ECU is 2'30/o
for Germany and 20/o for the United Kingdom. For
rhis reason I will ask you in your final repon in Parlia-
menr to take account of the fact that some countries
have already got quite handsome price increases
without anyone having to lift a finger for them, that

other countries have obtained a lesser bur good price
increase and yet others have had a redr.rction in the

Posluve monetary compensatory amounts.

Mr Curry who has left the Assembly for understand-
able reasons, said that if the Commissir,rL wanted a

quota system then it should say so. The Commission
does not intend to use the co-responsibilrty lery as a
pretext for a quota system.

Almost all of the speakers who discussed the principles of
co-responsibiliry also spoke of taxes. If, horvever, they
had really raken the rrouble to study the proposals
they would see that in the vast majority of cases there
is no question of taxes. For a large number of the
producers concerned co-responsibiliry is defined in a

completely different way, namely that the Community
guarantees certain premiums, certain prices, cenain
subsidies up to a certain ceiling. If this production
ceiling is exceeded then the producer hirnself must
bear the responsibility for disposing of the product on
the market in one way or another with the subsidies
which - up to the proposed ceiling - are moreover
very favourable in a large number of cases.

It is therefore not correct to refer to the Commission's
proposals for co-responsibitiry as taxes. Only in very
specific cases there is a question of tax. In other cases

there is either a reduction in the intervenrion price'
which does introduce co-responsibiliry, or of abolishing
direct Community support for the product if production
exceeds certain levels. This is a completely dif{erent form
of co-responsibility. It is of course co-responsibility, but
it is an equally effecdve form of co-responsibiliry when
the producer himself in certain cases has to dispose of
his product at rhe price he can get for it. !(hat the
Commission guarantees, however is a certain amount
of support which in the case of most of the products in
question here will moreover, from what one can see of
the Commission's proposals, give rise to quit.e substan-
tial increases in expenditure in the coming harvest
year, and indeed increases of such magnitudte that it is

completely' unjustified for some of the honourable
Members to speak here today of the maltreatment of
Southern European products. On the contrary, the
Commission has proposed large increases for Southern
European products and we have in addition proposed
subsidies which will, moreover, mean very r;ubstantial
increases in expenditure for the Community budget in
the coming year.

Mrs Barbarella, who has undoubtedly als,r learned,
proposed quotas for dairies and special corLsideration
are to be given to small farmers and hill farmers. I
could understand it if others wanted [o, propose quotas
but that Italian Members of this respective Parliament
could conceive of proposing quotas for milk produc-
tion when their own milk products are in under
supply, that I fail to understand at all. I wor.rld like to
caulion against proceeding along such a course.
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As regards the oils and fats problem which Mr Delatre
referred to, let me say tha[ is well known to all, the
Commission is working on the whole problem of
duries on oils and fats in connection wirh the enlarge-
ment of the Community.

Mr Fanton said that the Commission was trying to
force the Council and Parliament. I do not quite like
the use of the word 'force' here because everybody
knows that nobody can force the Parliament to
anything other than what that Parliament itself wants

- in any case not in our Community. Nor have I the
impression that it is particularly easy for the Commis-
sion to force the Council to adopt any at all. It is the
Commission's right and duty to present proposals to
the Parliament which can do exactly as it wishes with
these proposals. And if the Council can agree, then it
can also do exactly as it pleases with these proposals.
However, the Commission must obviously put
forward the proposals which it considers appropriate
and which take account of im diverse responsibilities.

The problem of beef and veal impons was also raised
and I would like to give you the actual figures for
1980 which can perhaps be of interest to the honour-
able Members. In 1980, impons of fresh and frozen
beef and veal, mainly as part. of the preferential agree-
ment which the Community has entered into, amount
to a toral of 308 000 tonnes, but let me say rhar
conversely exports increased to a total of
647 000 tonnes with the result that the Community has
a big export surplus in beef and veal also.

Mr de Courcy Ling asked for information on the
effect of Community enlargement on our impons of
fruit and vegetables from the third countries. I can
assure the honourable Member that the Commission is
very preoccupied with this problem, and has akeady
provided some basic information which will be
published in the fonhcoming papers on Community
enlargement.

May I mention with regard to processed food and
vegetables that I am surprised thar rhe Commirree was.
so strongly opposed to the Commission's proposal for
some form of restriction on the quantities of frozen
vegetables eligible for suppon. If one srudies the very
big increases in this production area in recenr years, it
is evident that sooner or later we will in any evenr be
compelled ro consider very seriously if we can in fact
continue to finance unlimited production of this kind
in the Community. I am very doubtful if the
Community can procure the funds to do so in the
longer term if producdon continues to increase very
sharply as it has done over the past few years.

Let me say [hat I am very satisfied with the second
report from Mr Bocklet on all points excep[ one,
which is however an imponanr one, namely the prod-
uction levy. I would like to thank Mr Bocklet for
mking the addidonal trouble to rescue us from rhe

difficult situation in which we find ourselves, where
we were not quite sure if Parliament had expressed an
opinion or not. Ve had already in fact lawyers to
determine this. I very much hope that Mr Bocklet's
report can now be adopted since we need to have an
opinion from Parliament.

As regards the production levies, experience has
shown that in practice they can only funcrion sarisfac-
torily if there is either a basic levy on all production
quotas or a levy on B-quotas, which is very subsrantial
and considerably higher than the maximum proposed
in the repon. For this reason we cannor accepr rhe
production levy proposed in point I of the motion for
a resolution.

Mr Chambeiron once again asked the Commission if ir
intends to call into question our obligations to allow
the ACP countries to export I .3 million ronnes of
sugar to the Community. I am in fact a lirtle disap-
pointed at having !o answer this question ar this
Parliament part-session also. It must be due to the fact
that the honourable Member was not presenr ar rhe
previous Parliamentary part-session where on several
occasions I pointed out that the Commission did not
intend to and had no possibility of changing policy
ois-ti-ois this imponed ACP sugar. I did nor rhink rhar
there were so many honourable Members who could
doubt that the Commission did not inrend to fulfil its
obligations vis-i-vis the ACP sugar exponing coun-
tries and their claims on us.

I think that I should perhaps stop now. There are
many other points that I could have commented on
but to conclude I should like to say something in reply
to Mrs Castle, who delivered a very harsh and a very
critical speech and then left the Assembly without
waiting for my answer. Vhar Mrs Castle proposes is

direct income support. to be paid either by the Member
States where they can afford it, and, if thcy cannot
affon it, to be paid'by the Community. Let me say that
thar is the safest way of demolishing a common agri-
cultural policy that I can possibly imagine. If it is not
Mrs Castle's inrcntion to undermine the common
agricultural policy in every possible way, then I
cannot understand at all how she can propose such a

thing. That would be the absolute end of the common
agricultural policy.

(Applause)

I would like to say rhar, in spite of all the critical
comments made here today by various Members, I
have nevenheless enjoyed this discussion. In spirc of
all the diversiry and the differences of opinion between
the Commission and rhis Parliament's Members,
all-in-all the debarc has illustrarcd thar we are inspired
by a single important point, namely the defence of the
common agricuhural policy which is by far the most
imponant policy in the Community. \7e may propose
various things from slightly different viewpoinrs, bur
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underlying everything, and this I felt running right
through the whole discussion, there has obviously
been a desire to benefit farmers, who depend on our
decisions, but also to pursue a policy which can contri-
bute towards strengthening the Communiry, and this I
feel has been the positive aspect of this discussion. In
the coming months and years we will of course have to
continue the discussion of all the principal remarks
which were addressed to the Commission.

(Applause)

Presidcnt. - I call Mr Battersby.

Mr Battersby. - lf I could just intervene for a

moment to say that today is Greece's Independence
Day and that we in the European Democratic Group,
and I am sure all Members of the Parliament, are

happy today that Greece, the cradle of democracy, is

now with us, and on the occasion of her National
Independence D^y, the 25 March, which is a

symbolic day for freedom and democracy, we wish on
this hismric day to greet our Greek colleagues and
through them the Greek nation:

p6 ouy;6apqrlprt, lrf 1p6vro roII& rcrt Xotpe cb

X0lps Asurtprd.

(Applause)

President. - I call Mr Sousourogiannis.

Mr Sousourogiannis. - (GR) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, on behalf of my fellow Greek
Members, I should like to thank Mr Batdrsby for the
tribute paid to our country by the mention of our
National Independence Day. This day is in fact the

mosr significant of our national holidays, for
25 March 1821 marked the day on vrhi6h, 2fg6.
400 years of oppression, we gained our national
independence and, with the help of those who are our
friends today and were our allies at rhat time, made
our first appearance as a nation in Europe. !fle are
particularly proud today that in the space of 160 years
we have succeeded, after a hard uphill struggle, in
becoming a full member of the Community.

(Applaase)

President. - The debate is closed, and I would like to
thank all the Members who have remained here to the
bitter end.

The motion for a resolution will be put to the vote at
11 a.m. tomorrow.

5. Agendafor next sitting

President. - The next sitting will take place
romorrow, Thursday, 26March 1981 at 11 a.m., with
the following agenda:

vote on the whole of the motion for a resolution
contained in rhe Luster report on a general revision
of Parliament's Rules'of Procedure;

vote on the motion for a resolution contained in the
second Bocklet report on sugar;

- vote on the motion for a resolution conr.ained in the
Ligios repon on agricultural prices;

- vore on the morion for a resolution contained in the
five repons on fisheries.

The sitting is closed.

(The sitting anas closed at 8 . 3 ) p.n.)
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IN THE CHAIR:MRS VEIL

President

President. - The sitting is open.

(The sitting was opened at 11 a.m.)

I call Mr Sieglerschmidt.

Mr Sieglerschmidt. - (DE) Madam President,
yesterday aL 7 p.m. I handed in, together with the
requisite number of signatures, a motion for a resolu-
tion, to be dealt with by urgent procedure, on the right
of officials to strike. To my very great regret, this
morion has still not been translated and disrributed,
and I would ask you, Madam President, to make sure
that this is done as soon as possible and that the House
rhen has an opportuniry of dealing with this motion,
whose urgency, in view of the events of this week,
can scarcely be doubted, though first of all, of course,
with the question of its urgency. If the request for
urgent procedure is rejected, I would ask on behalf of
its authors, that it be placed on the agenda of the first
sitting in April, still with a request for urgent proce-
dure. First of all, however, the House should be given
the opponunity of deciding whether it wishes to deal
with the morion during today's sitting. In view of im
brevity, it would take very little time, for it essentially
contains no more than an instruction rc the Legal
Affairs Committee.

President. - I have actually received this motion for a

resolution. However, because of the late hour at which
it was tabled and because of the need to give priority
to the translation of all the amendmenm to the Ligios
report - some members of staff, whom I thank
sincerely, worked all through the night to translate
and print these amendments -
(Applause)

it was not possible to translate this motion for a reso-
lution into all the official languages. A decision on the
urgency of your motion must therefore be deferred
until the next sitting of Parliament, which will be on
Monday, 5 April.

I call Mr Pannella.

Mr Pannella. - (FR) Madam President, I too would
like to say a few words in connection wirh the requests
for urgent debate based on Rule 14. I seem to recall
that at an extraordinary part-session last year [he
Bureau decided, reasonably enough, that requests for
urgenr debate could not be ubled during an extraordi-
nary part-session, and in any case it is rcchnically

impossible for us to do so: the President's legal inter-
pretation happens to coincide, therefore, rith the situ-
ation as it now stands.

Now, the problem here lies with the Rules of Proce-
dure. At the moment Parliament finds irself in a stare
of suspended animation. As you might expect, when
the passions of our national parliaments ,rre aroused
by a particular event, the Presidency can be requested
to take the matter up. Madam President, we saw in
yesterday's Le Monde that the day before in Turkey, a

country associated with us and funded by us, one
hundred and forry-three death sentences rvere passed
in a space of twenty-four hours. Madam President,
last year 

- and we expressed our appreciation to you
for it at the time 

- 
without waiting for Parliamenr's

approval you sent off a telegram immediately
following the death sentence passed on Kim
Dae-Jung. All I wish to say is that the honour and
dignity of this Parliament are in the hands of those
who over the past six months have been preventing us

from depriving the Turkish executioners and [orturers
of our money. Let me add, however, thar I am quite
sure that I can rely on our President meanwhile to
make some kind of response to this massaLcre and to
dissociate Parliament from the shamefui attirude that
has been forced on it.

President. - 
Mr Pannella, I shall this very day send a

telegram concerning these sentences, which will be

based strictly on humanitarian grounds and will not
take up any political stance. I should also like,
however, to take this opponunity to say that on
several occasions I have intervened on srrictlly humani-
tarian grounds. \(/hen I was asked, for e:<ample, to
intervene in favour of a former member of the Bolivian
Parliament who was in prison in her own country, I
took rmmediate action and was informed shortly after-
wards that the lady in question had been rele'ased.

(Applause)

I call Mr Fand.

Mr Fanti. 
- 

(17) Madam President, I woruld like to
thank you for your intervention and announce a[ the
same time that this morning the Communist and Allies
Group presented a request for urgent procedure
concerning this matter. As you have mentioned, it
should come up for discussion in April.

Specifically we request that the visit of the delegation
which the Bureau decided to send ro 1'urkey be

cancelled because of the situation at present existing in
that country.

(Applause from tbe lefi)



94 Debates of the European Parliament

President. - If the enlarged Bureau meer before the
next. part-session, your request will be put before it
and discussed.l

Mr Panella. - (FR) Has Mr Fellermaier nothing to
say?.. .

l. Votes

Presidcnt. - The next item is the mking of various
votes. In order to enable you to make the necessary
arrangements I must inform you straightaway that, by
agreemenr with the Sessional Services staff, our
proceedings will be suspended only from I p.m. to
2 p.m. so that the vote on the Ligios report does not
end too late. I thank all those who, by agreeing to
limit the suspension of the sitdng [o one hour, have
made it possible for the greatest possible number of
Members to take part in the vote.

(Applause)

This morning we have to consider about 300 docu-
ments which have had to be produced in the seven

official languages. This work began only yesterday at
2 p.m. Funhermore, the number of copies produced
had to be large enough rc satisfy rhe needs not only of
the Members of this Parliament bur also of the orher
institutions and the Press. As you can easily calculate
for yourselves, this represenr a total output of over
2 million pages. If some errors show up rherefore, I
would ask you to forgive them and to try rc follow rhe
vote notwithstanding. Everything possible has been
done to ensure that this sitting could take place.

(Applause)

'!7e shall begin with the vore on the whole of rhe
motion for a resolution contained in the Luster report
(Doc. 1-925/80): General reoision of the Rules of Proce-
dure.

A roll-call vote on this motion for a resolution has
been requested by Mr Klepsch on behalf of rhe Group
of the European People's Pany.

I would remind the House that pursuant to Article 54
of the present Rules of Procedure any motion for a

resolution seeking to amend the Rules of Procedure

Approoal of the minutes - Membership of committees: for
these two irems see rhe minutes of the sitting.

can be adopted only if it secures the votes of a

majority of the Members of Parliament.

(By electronic aotet Parliament adopted tbe resolution.2 )

(Sustained applause)

President. - \7e shall now consider the motion for a

resolution contained in rhe second Bochlet report (Doc.

1 - 5 7/8 1 ): Common organization of tbe market in sugar.

( Parliament adopted tbe preanable)

Afrcr rhe preamble I have three amendments:

- No 2 by Mr Diana, seeking to add two recitals:

'- having regard also to the confusion which the
Commission proposal has caused in Parliamenr and
in the Council

- 
having regard to the persistent uncenainty of the
prospects of the world sugar market.'

- No 5 by Mr Barbagli, seeking to add the
following new recitals :

'- having 'regard also to the confusion which the
Commission's proposal has caused in Parliament
and in the Council;

- having regard to rhe persistent uncenainty of the
prospects of the world sugar market;'

- No l0 by Mr Vergds and others, seeking to insen
the following new recitalsl

'- having regard to the need to boost' the sugar
economy of the French Overseas Depanments,

- 
considering that the new regulation conflicts with
the Community's obligations towards the ACP
countries, the Overseas Countries and Territories
and India, and emphasizrng the risks which the
stance adopted by the Commission concerning the
sysrem ro be introduced entails for these same

countries at the end of the new regulation's period
of application,

- considering that with the annual impons of "prefer-
ential sugar" guaranreed in the sugar protocol
annexed to the Lom6 Convention, and with expons
of around 3.7 million tonnes of sugar, the
Community plays a major role on the world sugar
market,

- considerrng that the reduction in refining capacity
in the United Kingdom resulting from the closure

Requested by Mr Klepsch on behalf of the Group of the
European People's Pany (Chfistian-Democratic Group)
See the minutes of the sitting.
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President

of the facory in Liverpool represenrs a serious
threat to the traditional expons of cane sugar from
the ACP countries,

- considering thar a feature of each meeting of the
ACP-EEC Consultarive Assembly and Joint
Committee, as witnessed again recently in Free-
town, has been the adoption of resolurions insisting
on the maintenance of the guarantees contained in
Protocol No 7, and recalling the text of Prorocol
No 3 on ACP sugar, which forms pan, of rhe Lom6
Convention.'

Vhat is the rapporteur's position?

Mr Bocklet, rupporteur. 
- 

(DE) Madam President, I
am opposed to all three amendmenr - of which two,
as you rightly pointed out, are vinually idenrical 

-because they fall outside the scope of the documenr
and insert in the preamble poinrs of subsrance which
have no place there.

(ln successioe ztotes Parliament rejected Amendment
No 2, thus mahing Amendment No 5 ooid" and Amend-
ment No 10)

President. - On paragraph 1 I have six amendments:

- No 11 by Mr Vergis and others, seeking ro
replace this paragraph wirh the following new
paragraphs:

' I . Rejects the Commissron's proposals;

la. Insists on the need to prohibit any transfer of cane
sugar quota to the quota for beer sugar;

lb. Requests that the price paid ro producers in the
French Overseas Departments for A sugar be fixed
ex-works, as is done throughout the Community,
and not free on board, as is the case at present;

lc Is opposed to the projected abolirion of national
ards in the French Overseas Depanmenrs, which
would render enrirely meaningless rhe development
plans approved by the Community;

ld. Requests that the guaranrces currently provided for
the ACP countries, the Overseas Countries and
Terntories and India be maintained, and continued
after the end of the new regulation's period of
application;

le. Requesm that during the new regulation's period of
application, the Community should help those
countries concerned which produce cane sugar:

(a) to refine brown sugar inco white sugar either
on site or locally,

(b) to expon this brown or white sugar at wonh-
while prices, either wholly or in pan, on the
one hand to the EEC under the terms of
Protocol No 3 annexed to the Lom6 Conven-
tion, and on the orher hand ro the developing
world and to third counrries,

(c) to diversify production away fronr cane sugar
by setting up industries to producc alcohol for
use as fuel, various forms of paper, cardboard
and laminated board, and sucrochemical
industries;

Proposes the expansion of food aid in the form of
Community sugar, which is limited to 6 086 ronnes;

Believes that the Community musr accede to the
International Sugar Agreement withouc delay;'

No 7 by Mr Bockler and others, seeking to
replace this paragraph with the following rext:

'1. Considers producer co-responsibility to be a mean-
rngful instrument for curbing the costs of surplus
production in the sugar sector;

1a. Suppors the objective of ensuring the neutrality of
rhe market organizarion in rerms of co,st so that in
future, within the framework of one or more sugar
trading cycles, only the costs arising from the
expon of a quantity of sugar, the costs corres-
ponding to preferential impons and rhe costs of
maintaining stocks in the interests of ensuring
supplies, represent a net outgoing for the
Community budget;

lb. Urges that the A-quota be fixed in the individual
Member States on the basis of consumption and in
rhe lrght of developments; the same criteria should
apply in frxing the A-quota for Greece;

1c. Velcomes the reduction in the B-quotas;

1d. Urges the maintenance of national production
quotas,

1e. Urges the retention of the gurde price;

1f. 'l7elcomes the incorporation of rso-glucose in the
market organization for sugar but rejecr:s a B-quota
for iso-glucose;

lg. Draws altention to the two instruments of co-res-
ponsibility in the market organizatron for sugar, i.e.
production quotas and rhe production lery, which
are entirely adequate for the managernent of the
market organization; rhis means that in case of
need the quotas must be reduced and the produc-
tion lely increased;

th Rejecm the proposed basic production lery;

li. Emphasizes that the Community has a moral obli-
gation towards the developing countries and must
contribute to the regulation of the q.orld sugar
market;

lk. Emphasizes the need for the Comr4unity to accede

to rhe world sugar agreement, whereby during the
negotiation of the new agreement steps must be
taken to ensure thar:

effons are made to attain and guaranrce a fair
balance between the inrcrests of the
Community and of the developing countries,

the shoncomings of the currenl agreement are
eliminated and the Community is e'nsured the
conditions commensurate with its position on
the world marker''

1f

1g.
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President

- No 6 by Mr Barbagli, seeking to replace this para-
graph with the following text:

1. Calls upon the Commissron to review its proposal in
order to safeguard:

(a) the production porential of rhe Community
through a revaluation of the A and B quotas,

(b) the regronalization of prrces to ensure equal
earnrngs for producers in all the regions
concerned;

(c) the system of national aids, where it exists,
which cannot be abolished in accordance with
a rigid time scale but must be rhe subjecr of
regular assessments by the Council whrch must
determine, at regular intervals, the amount of
the reduction to be effected.'

- No 3 by Mr Diana, seeking to word the paragraph
as follows:

1. Calls upon the Commission to review its own
proposals in the light of developments in this
sector;

- 
No I by Mr Gatto and Mr Arfd, seeking to amend
this paragraph ro read as follows:

'l. agrees to the Commission's proposal with the
exception of the lery on basic production and, rn
the case of Italy, rhe amount of the A quota and of
the maximum quota, the transitional nature of the
narronal aid system, the regronalization of prices
and rhe incorporarion of the cost of storage,'

- 
No 8 by Mr Hord, seeking to add rhe following
words ar the end of this paragraph:

.. . and also believes rhar B quotas should nor be less

than I 5olo of the A quotas;

'Vhat 
is rhe rapporteur's posirion?

Mr Bocklet, rupporteur. 
- 

(DE) Madam Presidenr, I
am against Amendmenr No 1l and in favour of No 7.

This latter amendmenr has rhe supporr of borh rhe
rapporteur and co-rapponeur of the Committee on
Budgets, also of the represenratives of rhe Liberals, the
Christian Democrats, the Socialisrs and rhe Greeks. It
represents an attempt to propose a common line on
matters relating to sugar.

President. - 
I call Mr Chambeiron.

Mr Chambeiron. 
- 

(FR) Madam President, on behalf
of my Group I request a separare vote paragraph by
paragraph on Amendmenr No I 1.

(Parliament rejected paragraph I of Amendment No 11)

President. - I call Mr Chambeiron.

Mr Chambeiron. - (FR) Madam President, on behalf
of my Group I request a roll-call vote on para-
graphs la, lb and lc.

President. - I call Mr Sutra ro speak on a poinr of
order.

Mr Sutra. - (FR) Madam President, I feel bound to
say rhar if paragraph lb of this amendment is nor
adopted, it could be contested in the Court of Justice
in Luxembourg on the grounds of discrimination as

between citizens of the Member States.

President. - Thar is not a point of order!

I call Mr Simpson to speak on a point of order.

Mr Simpson. - I wonder, Madam, if you could
possibly put up the results of the votes on these indica-
tors in the Parliament. It does assist Members greatly.

President. - \/e shall ry to meet your wishes in this
matter as far as possible.

(In successioe ootes Parliament rejected paragrapbs 1a,t
1b,t lc,t ld, le, lf and lgofArnendment No 11)

I call Sir James Scort-Hopkins to speak on a poinr of
order.

Sir James Scott-Hopkins. - Could we possibly have
separate vo[es on the paragraphs of Amendment 7,
please?

President. - Certainly, Sir James. Mr Delarre has also
requested this.

(In successioe ztotes Parliament adopted paragraphs 1a to
11 of this amendment and thus made ooid all tbe other
amendments to paragrapb 1)

After paragraph I I have Amendmenr No 4 by Mr
Diana, seeking to insert a new paragraph:

la. Requests the Council to extend the current regula-
tion for a funher markeung year;

Vhat is the rapponeur's posirion?

I By.electronic roll-call vote
srttrng. - 

See the minutes of the
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Mr Bocklet, rapporteur.- (DE) This amendmenr is ar
variance with what we have just now decided upon,
and I therefore requesl that it be rejecred.

(Parliament rejected the amendment and adopted para-
grlPh 2)

President. - Afrcr paragraph 2 I have Amendment
No 9 by Mr Hord, seeking to insen a new paragraph:

2a. Reaffirms its commitmenr ro the ACP sugar-prod-
ucing counrries under the Lom6 Agreement;

'Vhat 
is the rapporreur's posirion?

Mr Bocklet, rapporteur. - (DE) Madam President,
this amendment makes a positive conrriburion to the
text, and I requesr that it be adopted.

(Parliaryent adopted the amendment and u)ent on to
adopt paragraph 3)

President. - I can now allow explanations of vote.

I call Mr Kappos.

Mr Kappos. - (GR) Madam Presidenr, I should like
to explain why I am opposed to rhis proposal and why
I shall be voting against ir.

This vote of mine should be interpreted as an indica-
tion of my strong opposition ro rhe Commission's and
Counci['s proposals for reducing sugar production in
Greece. I have stated before and I now repeat thar as

Greece has suitable land and climaric conditions and
factories which can produce enough for expon as well
as for domestic consumption it should nor import
sugar for which it has to pay huge amounts of money,
rhereby jeopardizing rhe income of 200 000 sugar-beet
producers.

Furthermore, Madam President, my vote againsr this
proposal should be interpreted as indicating my
general opposition to restictions on agricultural prod-
uction because, in my opinion, if we adopr a more
democratic attitude in international economic rela-
tions, whatever agricultural surpluses might exist can
be put to good use.

President. - I call Mr Denis.

Mr Denis. - (FR) I should like firsr of all ro express
disapproval at the way the vote on such a vital marter
as the Community's sugar regulation is being taken.
There has been no proper debare and the proposed
resolution, running into just a few lines, clearly cannot
do .iustice to this complex question.

The European Parliament is thus going r,c srampede
through the voting, while rhe economies of several of
the ACP countries and of the FOD are under threat.
This is the point made by my friend Mr ]y'ergds in a

statement issued yesterday. No-one can afford tcr

ignore the seriousness of the marrer, nor only as ir
affects our own Community agriculrure - 60 000 out
of +Zs ooO beer-growers have gone our of business and
60 sugar refineries have closed down throughout the
EEC in the last five years - but also rhe ACP coun-
tries and the FOD. Ir is a legacy of colonialism that the
economy of the ACP sugar producers, and indeed rhar
of the French overseas departments, depends to a very
large extent on their exports of sugar cane. l\ot only is

this a legacy of colonialism but ir also has rhe effect of
d ramatically reducing their ourpur.

And yet is this not the purport of the Commission's
proposal, as formally confirmed by the Sugar Protocol
signed by the EEC and the ACP countries? This regu-
lation allows, in particular, the Unired Kingdom to
increase its sugar-beer production and to do so ar rhe
expense of tradidonal sugar cane imports. Here also
we find the explanation for refinery closures. But
beyond that, the Commission's explanatory statement
reveals a clear desire to move towards a pricing system
and away from the quota system.

Both in Freetown and in Brussels the ACP countries
have recently shown their strength of feeling in the
matter, and the FOD are threatened just as much,
srnce the sugar regulation is liable to lead to utter ruin
in rhe years ro come. It provides for the ab,olition of
national aids and the introduction of a co-responsibility
levy, which comes on top of a refusal to allow these
countries the intervention price and the ex-works
price. It s'as even suggesred here just norv that, if
necessary, food aid in sugar should nor be increased.
For all these reasons we reject the resolution before us,
and I must say that we are shocked that all our amend-
men$ have been thrown out. I believe that ourr feelings
will be shared by the ACP countries and in the French
overseas departments. \7e reject the Commission's
sugar regulation.

(Applause from the extreme lefi)

President. - I call Mr Cl6ment.

Mr Cl6ment. - (FR) Madam Presidenr, the (3roup of
European Progressive Democrats shares rhe disap-
pointment expressed by the Communisr Group at rhe
attitude adopted by our Parliamenr rowards the
French overseas department and rhe ACP countries.
There is a certain inconsistency about supponing a

plan ro develop agriculrure in the overseas depart-
ments and then refusing to allow rhem to (3onr.inue

receiving national aid and fixing the ex-works price
for sugar. Nor does it make sense ro have rejected
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amendments that sought simply to ensure fulfilment of
our commitmenr to the ACP countries.

If, in spite of that, our Group votes in favour of the
Bocklet report, it is because the repon rejects the idea

of a lery on A-quota sugar, and because the Commis-
sion has gone back to the quota of 455 000 tonnes for
the overseas depanments, which, as far as they are

concerned, is the only positive feature of the report
that we have come across.

President. - 
I call Mr Arndt.

Mr Arndt. - 
(DE) Madam President, the Socialist

Group regrets that it had to come to this, but we are in
favour of the report now before us, because it is essen-

rial that Parliament should assen irc rights. In the last
vore on the Bocklet report, which rook place after
long discussions in committee, the Socialists tried to
push it rhrough, and rcday we are astonished to find
rhat some who on the previous occasion had contri-
buted to its re.iection are now suddenly saying they
were concerned about exports, about protecting the
ACP states and so on, whereas the earlier version of
rhe Bocklet repon contained many more opponunities
for the ACP states and yet the Communist vote
ensured its rejection. From decisions of the kind we
have to make today, therefore, we must learn the
lesson that we should be in closer touch with one
another beforehand in order that such reports are

adopred here in this Parliament with the greatest
possible majority, because otherwise they are of no
importance whatsoever for the Council of Ministers. I
therefore hope that now, at any rate, this conspectus
of the most imponant points will be supported by a
large majority of the House, and the Socialist Group
will vote for it because, above all, it no longer advo-
cates the imposition of a co-responsibiliry lery on thp
entire A quota. This proposal of the Commission's has

been dropped because the text retains the reduction in
the B quotas and because at least an attempt has been
made to ensure some benefits for the ACP Smtes. That
is why we shall vote for this report. Ve would have
much preferred to see the Bocklet report adopted in its
previous version: that would have been much better
for all of us.

President. 
- 

I call Mr Diana.

Mr Diana. UD - 
Madam President, I will vote

against Mr Bocklet's motion for a resolution because I
absolutely cannot accept the idea that, through a

system of quotas, a country can be condemned to an
institutionalized sugar deficit in a European
Community which has an appreciable sugar surplus. I
am speaking in panicular of Italy, which already has a

deficir of 7 000 thousand million lire for food impons.
I believe that it should be left to the individual coun-

tries to make up their own deficits, for such deficits
are a burden on the balance of payments and are
themselves fundamentally unfair. Europe is turning
inward; the advantages go to those who have already
attained a certain level, and the rest have no oppor-
tunity to grow. I am opposed to this sort of approach,
Madam President, and I can under no circumstances
vote in favour of this resolution.

(Parliament adopted the resolution as a uthole)

President. - I call Mrs De March on a point of order.

Mrs De March. - (FR) Madam President, on behalf
of the forty-five members of the Communist and Allies
Group I wish to voice our profound indignation at the
remarks made here last night in plenary sitting by Mr
d'Ormesson about our friend Mr Emmanuel Maffre-
Baug6. These offensive remarks could in no way assail

the honesry and moral integrity of a man highly
thought of and respected by all who are privileged rc
know him. The, insult administered by Mr d'Ormesson
is the kind of ungentlemanly behaviour that no parlia-
mentary assembly can either accept or tolerate. It is

one thing - as I have often said here in this House -to have differences of opinion or ideas, but to forget
one's manners to this extent can bring nothing but
shame and discredit on the person concerned.

(Applause from the extreme lefi)

President. - I take note of your remarks, which will,
of course, be recorded in rhe Repon of Proceedings.

I call Mr d'Ormesson.

Mr d'Ormesson! - (FR) Madam President, I really
do not know what Mrs De March is ralking about. I
simply made a Besture of impatience because Mr
Maffre-Baug6 was over-running his speaking time. He
then literally attacked me and insulrcd me, and I
responded with a facerious remark. As a rile rhe
French are known for their wit and not for remarks of
this nature- I refuse to accepr that the commenrc jusr
made have any relevance to me.

(Applausefrom the centre andfrom the right)

President. - Your remarks will also be recorded in
the Repon of Proceedings. I accepr that you did not
intend to offend our colleague; indeed no one in rhis
Assembly would dream of thinking such a thing.

I call Mr Maffre-Baug6, who is after all ar rhe centre
of the whole incident.
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Mr Maffre-Baug6. - (,FR,) Madam, I am not going to
make a scenoabout something that affects me person-
ally. It is just that when, after I had spoken, Mr
d'Ormesson saw fit to call me a 'traitor' I felt thar this
remark was uncalled for and, as I am sure you will
understand, I was moved to ask my friends rc defend
what I look u;ion as my honour. I have had it out wirh
Mr d'Ormesson outside this Chamber and I shall

continue to have it out with him if need be.

Mr d'Ormesson, - (FR) But I never said that!

President. - Mr Maffre-Baugt:, Mr d'Ormesson
claims that he would never have said such a thing, so I
think there may have been some misunderstanding due
to the confusion in the Chamber.

I think we should regard the matter as closed.

I call Mr Curry.

Mr Curry. - Madam President, as I havi: a great deal
of affection for Mr Maffre-Ba,ug€ and for Mr
d'Ormesson, I volunteer to take them for a drink at
lunchtime which will sort out th,:ir difficulties in a

friendly spirit, and if necessary I will do the translation
for them.

(Loud laughter)

President. - \7e shall now consider the Ligios report
(Doc. 1-)0/81): Fixing ofpricesfor certain agricultural
products.

By agreement with the chairman an,J rapponeur of the
Committee on Agriculture, we ha'ue decided on the
order in which amendments will be pur ro the vote in
accordance with our Rules of Procedure, i.e. we shall
begin each time with the amendmenr that are funhest
from the text proposed by the committee. These
amendments have been distributed this morning, and
in order to facilitate our proceedings they have been
arranged in the order in which they will be put to the
vote. In this connection I must thanli Sir Henry Plumb
and Mr Ligios for the help and suppon they have
given the Bureau in this matter.

I call Mr Fanton.

Mr Fanton. - (FR) Madam Pres,ident, I had not
inrcnded to speak yet, but in view of what you have
just said I have to tell you that I disapprove of the

order in which the amendments are being t,aken, pani-
cularly those amendments relating to figures.

In the section between No 212 and No 1l t the Presi-
dency has apparently grouped the amendments in
accordance with the figure which was heard from the
outset, except for amendments relating to the figure of
15.30/o which have been grouped not by the date on
which they were tabled but with reference to the
comments on the figures. In my view, if the figure is

[he same, the amendmenm should be catled in the
order in which they were tabled. I therefore' wanted to
ask you, Madam President, to correct the order of the
amendmenm and to begin with Amendment No 3,

followed by Amendments Nos 29, 34, 160, 198 and
213.

President. - Mr Fanton, we have considered all these

amendments very carefuily, and in arranging the order
in which they would be voted on we took inro account
not only rhe number of the amendment but also its
content.

I call Sir Henry Plumb.

Sir Henry Plumb, Cbairman of the Committc'e on Agri-
culture. - Madam President, may I support your deci-
sion in the order of the amendments. Ve went very
carefully through these amendments last night, and
may I say that Mr Fanton has started this session in
exactly the same way as he tried to start the Agricul-
ture Committee. I suggest, Madam, that y,ru get on
with the business in the order that you have declared
that rhe amendments will take place.

President. - Before putting the amendments to the
morion for a resolution to [he vote, we must consider
the amendments to the various proposals for regula-
tions. t

Fifih indent of the preamble (Amendment No 75)

Mr Ligios, rdpporter,tr. - (|7) Madam President, I am
against this amendment, and all the, others listed to the
recitals, not because some of them are not basically
correct but rather because I feel that the additions

I This edition of the Report of Proceedings records only
rhose parts of the vote that gave rise to speeches. For
deuils of the vote and irs outcome the reader is referred
to the minutes of the sitting. He will also find in the
annex the opinion - 

favourable or unfavourable -given by the rapponeur on the various amendntents. The
texts of the amendments are set out in a separate annex
(OJ No C90,21.4. 1981.).
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proposed make no conrriburion to rhe clariry or to rhe
complereness of the morion for a resolution.

(App laus e from oari o us q uarte rs )

Paragraphs 1 to 3 (Amendments Nos 80, 135)

President. - I call Mr Surra to speak on a poinr of
order.

Mr Sutra. - 
(FR) Madam President, as I pointed out

in the Committee on Agriculture, if we were tg adopt
these paragraphs we should be faced with two
contradictory decisions. It is true that last year we
rook no decision at all, so that would balance out . . .

But the fact is that paragraph I ser a general target,
whereas paragraph 2 refers to 120/0. I do not think that
these rhings can be put to the vote one after the other.

President. - That is not a point of order. It is rhe
rapporteur's job to comment on the amendments.

Mr Sutra. - 
(FR) I am nor ralking about the amend-

ments, Madarn Presidenr, but about rhe texr of the
rePort.

Presidnet. 
- For rhe moment we are voting on the

amendments, Mr Sutra.

Paragraph 1 (Amendment No 69)

Mr Ligios, rapporteur. 
- 

(17) Madam Presidenr,
paragraph one reads: 'calls upon rhe Council to fix
prices before I April 1981, on rhe basis of rhe resulrs
of the objecrive method . . .'

According to Mr Surra's interpreration, and probably
according to Mr Vitale's as well, we will be able ro
adopt only rhe 150/o price indication, because i[ was
arrived at by rhe objecdve merhod. I hold that rhe use
of the ob.lecrive method does not auromarically mean
15%. Therefore, [he fact thar such terms remain
creates no problems.

President. - I call Mr Sutra to speak on a poinr of
order.

Mr Sutra. 
- 

(FR) Madam Presidenr, ir seems to me
that rhere is a discrepancy berween the French and
Italian texts. Mr Ligios has jusr read the text which
said: 'based on the objective merhod', whereas my rexr
says: 'based on rhe results of rhe objective method'.
Mr Ligios's explanation is only acceptable if the rext is
'on the basis', because if the texr speaks of'resu[ts', a
specific figure is implied.

President. - Everything will be done ro see ro ir rhar
the texts are identical in all the languages.

Mr Sutra. - (FR) Perhaps we could even bring all the
versions into line orally right here in the House.

President. - !7e shall discuss rhar question with the
translators.

Section (a) of paragraph 1 (Amendment No 203)

Mr Ligios, rapporteur. - (17) Madam President, I am
against the amendmenr because of an improper use of
terms. In fact, the calcularions are made for small,
medium-sized and large businesses, with the crirerion
of 'average efficiency'.

This is the sciendfic merhod employed by COPA and
all the professional organizations.

A"frer section (a) of paragraph t (Amendment No 204)

Mr Ligios, rapporteur. - (17) Madam President, I am
against this amendmenr because this idea is included in
the repon.

Afer paragraph I (Amendment No 59)

Mr Ligios, rapporteilr. - (17) Madam Presidenr, rhe
Committee on Agriculture was againsr this amendment
because it was of rhe opinion rhat we could stay within
the limits of the budger we approved without being
obliged ro resort to supplemenrary budgets, as I said
yesterday [o the Commissioner in my explanation of
this repon. Nevenheless to relieve anxieties which I
perceive are shared by many members, I pronounce
myself in favour of the amendment.

President. - I have been advised of a translarion error
in the French texr of Amendment No 59. The second
sentence should read as follows:

'Cetre augmentation devrait intervenir dans le cadre du
budger agricole pour l'exercice 1981, ce qui rend superflu
un budget suppl6mentaire pour 198 I . . .'

Paragraph2 (Amendments Nos 36, 19, 212, l3l, 21,
150, 34, 29)

Mr Curry. - On paragraph 2, Madam President, just
to facilirare your task when you come rowards rhe end
of the p.aragraph, Amendmenr 37 which is down in my
name should nor be in addirion ro paragraph 2 but
should be a new paragraph afrcr 2 and AminJment 3g
should be in addition ro paragraph 2, nor ro para-
graph 3. I apologize for giving you rhe extra confusion
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when you have had a difficult job, bur ir is fairly essen-
tial to our position.

President. - I call Mr Sutra ro speak on a point of
order.

Mr Sutra. - (FR) Madam Presirlent, I am not in the
habit of disrupting parliamentarl. business, nor am I
trying to make your task more dil'ficult. I am prepared
to go along with Mr Ligios on his interpretation of the
paragraph, but we have to ger lhese things clear if
Parliament is to avoid making contradictory decisions,
which would not exactly improve our sranding in rhe
eyes of European farmers. Ve really need to know
now whether we have voted for paragraph I on the
basis of the objective method or on rhe basis of the
results of the objective method.

President. - Mr Sutra, the rappor-reur based the inrer-
pre[ation which he has just given on the Italian text,
which says 'on the basis of the rer;ults of the objective
method'.

As I have already said, a check q.ill be carried out to
see that the various language versi,fns are identical.

I call Mr Klepsch.

Mr Klepsch. - (DE) Madam President, we are all
aware that many figures are no\v going rhe rounds
which could not make rheir appearance in the form of
amendments because time was too short. If my Group
votes for 120/0, it does so in full cognizance of the
possible consequences of the currency decision.

President. - Vhat is rhe rapportt:ur's posirion on rhe
various amendments?

Mr Ligios, rapporteur. - (17) I am againsr all the
amendments, Madam President, since I regard the
120/o as f.ixed.

President. - I call Mr d'Ormessor,.

Mr d'Ormesson. - (FR) Madam ))resident, in view of
what Mr Klepsch has said, I withdraw my amendmenr.

President. - I call Mrs Castle.

Mr Castle. - I am struggling to keep pace, Madam
President, but I think I am correcr in saying rhar you
have not put paragraph 1 to the vore, you are now

moving on to paragraph 2. !7e mus[ hav(' an oppor-
tunity of voring on paragraph l. \fle have only voted
on the amendments, I think I am correct in saying.

President. - Mrs Castle, we have adopted each of the
parts of paragraph I one by one, so the paragraph
itself is adopted.

Paragraph 3 (Amendnent No 227)

Mr Ligios, rapporter4r. - (,l,7) Madam President, I
would point our that the amendment was rejected in
commitree but I defer to the Assembly.

Mr Curry. - Madam President, in my text Amend-
ment227 is an addition to paragraph 3 and we haven't
voted paragraph 3 yet.

President. - As Amendment No 227 is seeking rc add
somerhing to paragraph 3, rhe paragraph irelf will be
put to the vote afterwards. Ve can vote on the para-
graph as a whole only after we have voted on the addi-
tion to be put to it.

A,fter paragraph 3 (Amendments Nos 54, 132, 64)

Mr Ligios, rapporteur. - (17) Madam President,
amendments 54 and 132 say, in subsrance, rhe same
thing. I am in favour of number 132 because, at least
in my language, it is better expressey'.

Paragraph 4 (Amendments Nos 134,81, 199, 137, 107)

Mr Ligios, rapporteur. - (17) Madam President, in
rhe Committee on Agriculture I proposed a modifica-
tion in the Commission's proposal rc the effect that
the positive monetary compensatory amollnts should
be assimilated in three years by virtue of the 500/o and
250/0. Because of recent monetary developments,
which we should take into account. to some degree, I
believe that Mr Bocklet's amendment is the mosr
acceptable, and therefore I favour it alone.

President. - I call Mr Fanron.

Mr Fanton. - (FR) Madam President, the rapponeur
has just intimated that he is in favour of Amendment
No 107. But in our sheaf of amendrnents, Mr
Bocklet's amendment is given only in the Greek
version. Despite the breadth of our linguistic ability we
are having some difficulty understanding what the
amendment is proposing. If you would be kind enough
to read it out to us we might then knov' what Mr
Ligios is approving.

(Laugbter)
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President. - Mr Fanton, the colour of the Greek
versions is very like that of the French, so there may
have been some confusion in the sorting, but the text
does exist in French. Indeed, working conditions are
such rhat one can only be surprised that there have not
been more errors made. However, I shall read the
amendment before putting it to vote.

Mr Gautier. - 
(DE) Madam President, I should like

ro poinr out rhat in my view, subparagraph (a) of
Amendment No 107 should be withdrawn by its
author, because, as a result of the currency changes,
there is now a negative MCA in the Benelux countries
and the amendment consequently no longer corre-
sponds to the facts. Ve can, of course, vote on it; I
just wanted to point this out..

President. - It is the rapporteur's job to give explana-
tions of this kind.

Section (a) ofparagraph 4

Mr Curry. - 
Madam President, may I ask to vote on

the first half of the first sentence in paragraph 4 separ-
ately, so that we have a separate vote before and after
the semi-colon. !/hat I ask is A separate vote on the
words 'notes the proposals to reduce the MCAs'.

Sir James Scott-Hopkins. - No way, Madam Presi-
dent, that amendmenr No 4 or amendment No 28

stands; we have already voted and the House has
accepted the amendment, which has, in point of fact,
been passed by a small majority. In that case these two
amendments fall.

President. - 
No, Sir James, I would ask you to take a

closer look at them. These amendments do not conrra-
dict each other; they may, in fact, complement each
other.

I call Mr Ligios.

Mr Ligios, rapporteilr. 
- 

(17) Madam President, I
poinr out that, since amendments number 4 and 28 are
comparible, sub-section (b) of paragraph 4 of the
motion for a resolution is compatible as well.

President. 
- 

I call Sir James Scott-Hopkins.

Sir James Scott-Hopkins. 
- 

Sub-section (b) of the
Ligios report has been replaced by sub-section 4 of
amendment 22, rhat has happened. The House has
passed that, whether our Honourable Members like it
or not.. \fhat we are now doing is trying to put in

something different yet again, which is incompatible
wirh what has already been passed and replaces the
rapporteur's original text. You cannot go back again
replacing what was in the original paragraph, it does
not make any sense at all, and I do therefore propose
that it is out of order to continue with those two
amendments No 4 and No 28.

President. - Sir James, the two texrc are not mutually
exclusive, but complement each other. The one states

the principle, the other makes a specification.

I call Mr Ligios.

Mr Ligios, rapporteur. - (17) Madam President, I
hold to my interpretation. In any case, to reject one
amendment is to reject all three.

Paragraph 4 as a whole, as amended

Mr Ligios, rapporteur. - (17) Madam President, we
must now vote on sub-section (b) of the motion for a

resolution, since item 4c of Amendment No 22 has not
been definitively accepted.

(Mixed reactions)

President. - Ve cannot vo[e on paragraph 4(b),
because we have already adopted an amendment
seeking ro 'replace this paragraph by the following
paragraphs'.

I call Mrs Castle.

Mrs Castle. - I want to support Mr Ligios' represen-
tations to you, Madam President, because this point
was raised before we voted on Amendment No 4 and,
after all, if you were going to say we voted for a

Budget Committee text which replaced the paragraph,
then it was arguable that you should not have accepted
Amendmenr No 4. But you did, and therefore some of
us argued at that time that if that was so there must
also be an opponunity to vote on a(b) in the original
text and that is the basis and the exact understanding
that some of us voted as we did. Ve preferred this
kind of graduation, which allowed us to discuss one
form of graduation. !7hy not allow us to vote on the
other?

President. - In the one case it was a quescion of
amending or adding on, whereas in the other it was a
question of replacing altogether. The paragraph does
not exist any longer, it has been replaced.
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President

I call Mr de la Maldne.

Mr de la Maline. - (FR) Madarn President, I realize
that this problem of interpretation is a delicate one
and, strictly speaking, you may very well be right. But
from the commonsense point of view, which should
afrcr all be the guiding light in,our deliberations, I am
not so sure. Certainly, having voted in favour of
Amendment No 22, or at least pan of it, common-
sense would seem [o dictate that we fall in with Mr
Ligios's wishes, but I appreciate rhat interpretation is

rather tricky and, in putting Ame'ndment No 4 ro the
vote, as you did just now, followed by Amendment
No 28, you sceered the rcchnically correct and at rhe
same time commonsense course, and this is what Mr
Ligios had asked for. It seems to me - and, as I say,
this is indeed a tricky point - th,rt Mr Ligios is quite
right.

President. - I call Mr Adonnino.

Mr Adonnino. - (17) Madam l'resident, permit me
to offer another argument on rhis difficult but impor-
tant point in suppon of what Mr Ligios has advanced
on the possibiliry of voting.

From the literal point of view, you are correct:
Amendment No 22 ran: 'to rqplace by the foilowing
words'; but the literal argument is not always the most
convincing one.

There is also an arBument which concerns the
contents, In this case, Madam Prer;ident, the approved
amendment replaced rhe 'quanrificarion' of rhe reduc-
rion of compensatory amounts lor imports over a

certain period of time with the principle of the need
for reduction.

At this point, either the principle wu definitive and we
should not even have voted on Arnendment No 4 -which requantifies over a period c,f time - or, since
you permitted a vote on Amendment No 4, you should
also permir a vore on the Ligios prr>posal, for logically

- if nor lirerally - it provides a successive quanrifica-
tion for the reduction, after accepting the princip[e of
reduction itself.

This, Madam President, is why I believe that you can
reconsider your position in the light of this logical
interpretation.

President. - I call Sir James Scott-I{opkins.

Sir James Scott-Hopkins. - The House is getting
itself inrc an awful mess. $fle have got Rules of Proce-
dure, you have read them out and u,e know what they
are - [he proposal in Amendment 22 was to replace

sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 4. Mr Ligios knows ir,
he may not like it, I don't blame him for that, because
it changes his text, that's understandable, but never-
theless, the House in point of fact, passed it, Madam
President. The actual words in the amendment which
was proposed to the House were 'to replace by the
following words'. That was what the House voted on.
If we are going to start mucking around and trying to
go back again, it may be what some honourable
gentlemen want, but it isn't according to our Rules of
Procedure and I do beg you now to move on to the
substantive vole on paragraph 4 as it is now amended.

President. - I call Mr Lange.

Mr Lange, Chairman of the Committee on )\udgets. -(DE) Madam President, I asked for the floor some
time ago, because I have the impression that we are
making a complete mess of the voting procedure here.
Sir James Scott-Hopkins has just rightly pointed out
that the amendment, of the Committee on Budgem says

that paragraph 4 is to be 'replaced by the following
words' - thar is, subparagraphs (b) and 1c). Unfor-
tunately, only (b) has been adopted, (c) not; nevenhe-
less, the adoption of (b) means that subparagraph (b)
of the original report falls because it has been
replaced. For the rest, Madam, President, I did not
wan[ [o interfere before, but I must say quite frankly
that rhe subsequent votes on paragraph 4, etc. were in
themselves dubious: strictly speaking, they could not
be taken, but the result was negative and so the matter
is settled. You should, however, avoid making any
further mistakes. I therefore support the view
expressed here by Sir James Scott-Hopkins.

President. - I call Mr Barbagli.

Mr Barbagli. - (17) Madam President, I believe Mr
Scott-Hopkins is incorrect, not only because you have
already taken the vote on Amendment No 4 but also
because, if he were correct, section 4 of the Ligios
resolution would read substandally as followr;:

'having regard to the proposals for reducing the mone-
tary compensatory amounts; such a reduction should be

effected:

a) in a single stage in the Benelux countries

b) holds rhat the positive monetary cornpensatory
amoun$ for the United Kingdom and the Federal
Republic of Germany should be funher reduced in
198 1 .'

Reduced in relation to what? In relation rc the Ligios
repon which does not exist any more? In fact,
Germany and the Unircd Kingdom are no longer
included in section 4 of the motion for a resolution.
Then, perhaps in relation to the Commission's propo-
sals for reduction? If this is the interpretation, it
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Barbagli

doesn't seem logical; for this reason I voted against
Amendment No 4.

President. - 
I call Mr Sutra.

Mr Sutra. - 
(FR) Madam President, if Amendment

No 22 had been adopted in its entirety, then clearly Sir

James Scott-Hopkins would be absolutely right. But
since only half of it has been adopted, we are perfectly
enrided to consider it adopted and at the same time
not adopted. As I see it, therefore, Mr Ligios's para-
graph a(b) still stands and he has my full suppon. I
think we should vote on it.

President. - If I agreed that we should vote on
Amendment No 4, it was because it was an addition
which made for greater clariry and precision.
However, in the case of Amendment No 22 mbled by
rhe Committee on Budgets, it was a case of replacing a

text and one cannot put to the vote a text that no
longer exists I

(Parliament adopted paragraph 4 thus amended and then
adopted paragraph 5)

\Ve shall now adjourn our proceedings and resume

them at 2.15 p.m.

(The sining uas suspended at 1.15 p.m. and resumed at
2.15 p.m.)

IN THE CHAIR: MRS VEIL

President

President. - The sitting is resumed.

I call Mr von der Vring to speak on a point of order.

Mr von der Vring. - (DE) Madam President, with
these procedural discussions, which are becoming
more and more frequent, I would urge you to make
your decision after hearing two speeches from the
floor, for what we heard today before the proceedings
were suspended was a five-minute-long repetition of
the same points of view.

President. - It was a yery difficult question which
posed legal problems and issues related to the Rules of
Procedure. I think it was a good thing that each of the
speakers could put his point of view.

Afer paragrapb 6 (Amendments Nos 188, 215, 23, t)

Mr Ligios, rdpporteur. - (17) Madam Presidenr, I am
against Amendments Nos 216 and 23. As for Amend-
ment No 188, I defer to the Assembly insofar as it is a
question of a different chapter, which concerns young
farmers.

Paragraph 7 as a whole (Amendments Nos 70, 116, 39,
1 38)

Mr Ligios. rapporteur. - (17) I am in favour of
Amendment No 115e, and in consequence I am
againsr Amendment No 70.

A,fter paragraph 7 (Amendments Nos 24, 27, 32, 40, 6t,
56)

Mr Ligios, rapporteur. - (17) Madam President, I
think that Amendment No 24 concerns rhe dairy
sector, and for this reason I rhink ir inappropriare to
vote on it now.

I am againsr No 32 because, in inrroducing rhe
'quantum', it brings op an idea for reform which we in
the Committee on Agriculrure had decided to deal
with on the appropriate occasion. I am against the
othei amendmenrs.

President. - I call Mr Surra.

Mr Sutra. - (FR) Madam President, Mr Ligios was
wrong just now in speaking of quotas. This amend-
ment deals only with quanra and not wirh quotas,
which is certainly not rhe same rhing.

Afier paragraph 8 (Arnendments Nos 84, I tO)

Mr Ligios, rapporteur. - (IT) Madam President, I am
against Amendment No 84.

As for Amendment No 150, presented by Mr Vinle
and others, I agree on the principle, but I don't think a

debate on the Lom€ Agreements should be initiated
here. For this reason I feel that the adoption of such
an amendment is unnecessary.

Paragraph 10 (Amendments Nos 187, 86, 139, ltI)

Mr Ligios, rapporteilr. - (17) I am against rhe first
three amendments. As for the founh, I make rhe same
observation which I made before: this is a marrer
concerning the Committee on Cooperation and
Development. On our pan there is no desire to modify
the provisions of the Treaties.
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President. - I call Mr Sutra.

Mr Sutra. (FR) 
- 

I don't wish r.o go back over the
vote but to ensure the smooth running of our business.

Since the amendment deledng the paragraph was
re;'ected and there were no amendments modifying the
text, I consider the paragraph to h:rve been adopted.

Paragrapb 11(Amendments Nos 15.2, 186, 1t2)

Mr Ligios, rapporteur. 
- 

(/,7) Ma,iam President, I am
against Amendments 162 and 185, As for the amend-
ment proposed by the Committee on Development, I
urge my coileagues to take a closer look, for it seems
to me that this point is more fully cxplained in the text
of the resolution.

Paragraph 12 (Amendments Nos 87,2t,7)

President. - I call Mr Fanron.

Mr Fanton. (FR) 
- Madam Prer;ident, Amendment

No 25 follows the wording of the repon and we have

simply added, after 'intensificadon of national aids',
the words 'which may well create situations in which
unfair competition occurs'. There is therefore no
reason why it should not be included 

- 
it is the same

Iext.

President. - I should like to ask the rapponeur's
opinion.

Mr Ligios, rdpporteur. 
- 

(IT) M;Ldam President, in
my opinion the acceptance of Amendment 25 implies
that the others be dropped, for it replaces the entire
section.

President. 
- 

I call Mr Curry.

Mr Curry. - Madam President, the anrendment
which Mr Fanton wishes us to vote incorporates the
words 'delete the remainder of this paragraph'. Since
we have just voted for that pan of the paragraph he
cannot now vote to delete part of it. It's not a comple-
ment, it's only a complement to a bit of the paragraph.

President, 
- 

Mr Fanton, your am,:ndment could be

adopted if it were a question of the l'irst sentence only.
However, we cannot delerc the end of the paragraph
as we have already voted on it. Ve could possibly
rerain the vote on the first pan, while deledng the end
of the paragraph.

Mr Fanton. - (F) Agreed.

President. - !7e must vote in the normal way on the
first sentence of your amendment, excluding the bit
added on ro rhe part we have retained, but delete the
second pan of your amendment.

I call the rapponeur.

Mr Ligios, rdpporter4r. - (17) Madam President, I
repeat that I think that since Amendment 25 has been
approved, Amendment 7 is superfluous.

President. - I call Mr Sieglerschmidt.

Mr Sieglerschmidt. - (DE) Madam Pres;ident, the
vote that has just taken place gives me the opportunity
ro ask you in cases like this to stick very strictly to the
wording. If one amendment says, 'Paragraph l2 to be

modified as follows' - and we shall be having other
cases of this kind - and another says, 'Paragraph 12

to be worded as follows', then we cannot vote on the
one and then on the other. I am aware that this might
have some purpose in this panicular case; but if we
start ro do as we please, things will get very compli-
cated. I think the only thing for us to do here is to
adhere very strictly to the forms.

President. - But, Mr Sieglerschmidt, that is not a

matter that can be decided arbitrarilyl There was no
incompadbiliry between the two amendmenu;. In some
cases amendments complement each other and in
others they exclude each other. !flhere they can
complement each other, that fact should be taken into
account.'!flhen there is a request that the vote be nken
separarely, it is perfectly possible to separate what is

compatible from what is not.

A,frer paragraph 12 (Amendments Nos 57, 101, 8)

Mr Ligios, rapporteur. - (17) Madam President, I am
against Amendmenrs 8 and 101 . As for Amenclment 67,
I believe it has been withdrawn by Mr De Keers-
maeker.

President. - I call Mr De Keersmaeker.

Mr De Keersmaeker. - (NL) Madam Prt'sident, I
intended to withdraw the amendment but since the
second pan of the preceding article has been rejected,
and with it the call for an investigation of national
aids, I now wish to maintain it.

Paragraph I 5 (Amendment No 117)
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Mr Ligios, rapporteur. - (17) I am against it, Madam
President, in that many of these elemenrc are already
contained in the package of structural reforms. The
definition, however, is in my opinion too technical.

Paragrapb 18 (Amendment No 153)

Mr Ligios, rapporteur. - (17) I am against it, Madam
President. The quality standards for wheat of bread-
making quality should be applicable to all. For this
reason, I don't think that this can be dealt wirh in the
framework of a panicular sector.

Paragrapb 21 (Amendments Nos 71,42, 177, 154, 122)

Mr Ligios, rapporteur. - (17) Madam President,
Amendment No 7l exacrly follows the initial rext of
my report, which was replaced in the Committee on
Agriculture.

As for Amendment 42, I don't know if it can be voted
upon now that Amendment 71 has been approved. I
am against Amendments 77 and 164.

President. - Since they are substituting amendments,
the adoption of one of them makes all the others void.

A,fter paragraph 2 1 (Amendment No 21 7)

Mr Ligios, rdpportenr. - (17) Madam President, I
think that this amendment should be voted upon after
paragraph 38, at the appropriate time.

Paragraph 30 (Amendment No 24)

President. - That brings us to milk producr. Some
time ago we deferred Amendment No 24 nbled by the
Committee on Budgets so tha[ we could put it to the
vote when we would arrive at paragraph 30.

Mr Ligios, should it be put to the vote now or at the
end of this sector?

Mr Ligios, rapporteur. - (17) Now, Madam Presi-
dent.

President. - Mr Ligios, does this amendment replace
others or does it complement them?

Mr Ligios, rdpporteur. 
- 

(17) The amendment would
seem to me to be substitutive in character, Madam
President.

President. 
- 

I call Mr Notenboom.

Mr Notenboom! - (NL) Madam President, the
Committee on Budgets intended this to be a new para-
graph inserted after paragraph 7. This should be clear
from the text.

President. - It is only an addition. \7e shall put it to
rhe vote after all the paragraphs on the milk sector.

Paragraph 31 (Amendments Nos 95, 103, 221, 200, 72,

14, 143, 124, 105, 104,225, 123)

Mr Ligios, rappofteur. - (17) I am in favour of
Amendment 104.

I defer to the Assembly on Amendment 124, and I am
against the other amendments.

President. - I call Mr Notenboom.

Mr Notenboom. - (NZ) Madam President, may I
ask you ro put to the vote now the Committee on
Budgets' Amendment No 24 on co-responsibility. This
concludes the section of the resolution on co-responsi-
bility since the remaining paragraphs relate to other
matters. This therefore seems to me [o be the right
time to vote on this amendment.

President. - I consult the rapponeur.

Mr Ligios, rapporteur. - (|7) I agree with Mr Noten-
boom and I am against the amendment.

Paragraph 32 (Amendments Nos 73, 9, 6, 201, 17, 119,

1 06)

Mr Ligios, rapporteur. - (/7) Madam President, I am
against all these amendmenrc, except for Amend-
ment 119, which I think has been very well drawn up.
Concerning it I defer to the Assembly. I am in favour
of Amendment 106.

Bdore paragraph3g (Amendments Nos 217, 147, 120,
121, 1 54, 1 55, 98)

Mr Ligios, rdpporte,,tr. - (|7) Madam President, a

few hours ago we voted on the motion for a resolution
concerning sugar, after the amendments had already
been presented. I do not know if it is technically
possible on the procedural level to indicate with an
oral amendment that we are referring to something
Parliament approved an hour ago.

President. - 
'!/e shall ask Mr Bockler, the author of

the sugar report, for his opinion. Ve shall vote at the
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President

same time on Mr Blaney's Amenrlment. No 217 which
had been held over, because it also deals with sugar.

Mr Bocklet. - (DE) Madam President, I gladly
support the suggestion made by the rapporteur, Mr
Ligios. If, however, you are not prepared to adopt this
suggestion - that we refer at this point to the decision
relating to the organization of tht: market in sugar -then I would propose that you put Mr Blaney's amend-
men[, No 277, to the vote. This srares exacrly rhe same
thing as we decided on at middal, - that is, a rejec-
tion of the lery on A-quota sugar. This amendment
was deferred until the moment came for dealing with
the question of sugar. I would, however, regard Mr
Ligios' proposal simply to refer t.o the decisions we
took at midday today as the most e legant solution.

President. - Mr Bocklet, we can take Mr Blaney's
amendment first, but it is a general amendment which
will not make the other amendmenrs void.

Afier paragrapb 41 (Amendment No 49)

Mr Ligios, rapporteur. - (17) Madam President, I
defer to the Assembly on this amendment, which was
rejected in committee.

Paragraphs 42 to 44 (Amendment No 130)

Mr Ligios, rapporteur.- (17) Madam President, since
in the Committee on Agricultule we had found
ourselves faced with a vacuum in regard to the wine
question, which has been under <liscussion here for
three months but which has not yer been voted upon,
we rook on the task of preparing an amendment which
would tie in with the report which we thought Parlia-
ment would already have approved ry this time.

Since this has not occurred, Mr Colleselli, the rappor-
teur, and I have made reference to the essential points
of this report, points which have already been

approved by the Committee on Agriculture.

For this reason I request the Assembly to approve this
amendment.

After paragraph 44 (Amendtnents Nos 31, 33, 1 00)

Mr Ligios, tapporter.tr. - (17) Madam President, I am

against them because the same ide.rs are included in
the amendment we have just approved.

Paragraphs 45 to 47 (Amendments Nos 183, 51)

Mr Voltjer. - (NL) Madam President, there appears
to be a translation error in the German text, which

states exactly the opposite to what I wrote. My own
text readsl 'approves the proposal from the Commis-
sion' and the vote must be taken on this wording and
not on 'rejects the proposal' as appears in the German
translation.

President. - The German version of your :rmendment
will be corrected.

Paragraph 54 (Amendment No 149)

Mr Ligios, rdpporteur. - (17) Madam President, I
would like to offer an explanation. Obviously the
person who proposed these amendmenr has erred in
saying rhat it is necessary to address the producers
direcrly. This is technically impossible, for the
premium for processing does not go to the producer,
but rather ro the one who processes th(: product.
Therefore I am against this amendment.

Afier paragraph 56 (Amendments Nos 224, 22t, t5, 58,

t7, t6)

Mr Ligios, rdpporteur. - (17) I am against them,
Madam President. The problem of fisheries is not pan
of the problem of prices.

()

Mr Ligios, rapporteur. - (IT) Madam President,
Amendment 225 should be dropped, since policy on
foresrry has been dealt with in another arnendment
which has been approved.

President. - I still think that it would be better to put
it to the vote.

()

I call Mr Glinne to speak on a point of order.

Mr Glinne. - (FR) Madam President, it goes without
saying that the vote on the report as a whole is going
to be influenced by the extremely uneven result of the
vote on a number of amendmen[s, and I therefore
request that the sitdng be suspended for five minutes,
no more.

President. - I call Mr Taylor.

Mr J. M. Taylor. - Madam President, on behalf of
my Group, I merely wanted to be sure that there would
be the chance of some time for groups to consider
their position on the report as a whole. As to whether
rhat is before or after the explanation of vote, that will
be guided by the Presidency.
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President. - I call Mr Klepsch.

Mr Klepsch. - (DE) I should like to suSSest a

compromise: we suspend the proceedings for ten

minutes and make our explanations of vote after the

final vote. That is a fair suggestion.

(Applause)

President. - I call Mrs Van den Heuvel.

Mrs Van dcn Heuvel. - (NL) Madam President, I
object. Under the Rules of Procedure explanations of
vote must be given before the vote.

President. - The sitting could be suspended unril 4.40
p.m., after which explanations of vote would be given
followed by the vote irelf. As we have finished earlier
than we thought we would, Mr Klepsch, I think that
thar is rhe only thing we can do.

I call Mr Klepsch.

Mr Klepsch. - (DE) In that case, Madam President,
we are opposed ro a break in the proceedings. I can
say for my Group that we are convinced that what is

going on here amounts to quite an extraordinary piece
of filibusrcring. Either one thing or the other. In this
case, since the objection comes from Mrs Van den
Heuvel, I insist we decide by vote whether the
proceedings should be suspended.

President. - It would be no more than reasonable to
suspend the sitting for l0 minutes, all the more so as

this has been requested by two groups. Afrer debares
of this importance, it is only normal that some groups
should wish to compare notes before the final vote.
'!7'e have finished sufficiendy early to have the expla-
nations of vote before the vote itself, as laid down by
the Rules of Procedure.

I call Mr Klepsch.

Mr Klepsch. - (DE) \flell, I can say for my Group
that we find that outrageous. If we take the explana-
tions of vote now, all right: those who want to can do
so, while the others hold group meetings. If we do
both, that will prolong the sitting intolerably!

(Applause)

Presidcnt. - V.ry well then, we shall not suspend the
sitting. I would ask those who wish to confer before
the vote to leave the Chamber in order to do so. '!?'e

shall begin with explanations of vore srraightaway.

I call Mrs Barbarella.

Mrs Barbarella. - (7) Madam Presidenr, *e believe
that the consensus reached in rhis Chamber on the
question of prices represents a balanced position. Ve
have not been sadsfied on an essenrial point, however:
progress has not been made towards a true reduction
of dairy surpluses and a resulting decrease in agricul-
tural expendirure in rhis sector. As it is, we rhink that
we are leaving rhe way open to the Commission and
the Council to decide as rhey please. For rhis reason,
our resolution makes no concrete contribution ro one
of the basic aspecrs of the quesrion.

Because we are unsatisfied in regard to this imponant
point, we will abstain from the final vore: in a marrer
of such lmport.ance we cannot do otherwise.

President. - I call Mr Surra.

Mr Sutra. - (FR) Madam President, ladies and
gentlemen, I have ro rcll you firsr of all rhar it is Mr
'l7oltjer who will be speaking on behalf of the majoriry
of my Group, but the agenda being what it is, I have
asked to speak now.

I must point our rhar we have, throughour rhe whole
day, supponed the Ligios repon and vored against all
the amendmenrs rhar sought to delere any of im para-
graphs. As I said yesrerday, we believe rhar the repon
has many positive poinm in irs favour. Unfonunately,
there are two specific poinrs on which European
farmers expect a clear answer: firstly on price levels
and price increases, and secondly on our artitude to
monetary compensatory amounrs. I am sorry to say
that these are the only two points on which we disa-
gree, having failed rc ger our amendmenrs rhrough,
which means that we are unable [o vore for the final
report. The rapponeur, Mr Ligios, accepred many of
our amendmenrs in the Commirree on A,griculture.
Although the repon really does conrain some posirive
aspecm which will be ro the advanrage of the common
agricultural policy, regretfully we shall be voting
against rhe repon because ir has failed to meet rhe
demands of COPA and the farmers for a 15.30/o
increase in farm prices and also, indeed mainly,
because, as a result of this morning's procedu.al
wrangle, we have been deprived of a clear vor.e on rhe
monetary comPensatory amounts.

President. - I call Mr Fanron.

Mr Fanton. - (FR) Madam Presidenr, I do nor wish
to speak just now because I should prefer ro wait for
my Group to return. I rhink it is deplorable thar we
should be speaking on such an imponanr topic to a

half-empty Chamber. I note, incidentally, rhat the
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Fanton

EPP Group, which was the one that wanted the sitting
to continue, has left the Chamb,er almost to a man. I
should, Madam President, therel'ore like the sitting to
be suspended officially. The Conr;ervative Group is not
here, the EPD Group is not here, most of the EPP
Group is not here, and I do not s(le any reason why we
could not suspend proceedings for just a few minuces.

President. - 
!fle decided just now not to suspend the

sitting. In any case we know from experience that
during the explanations of vote most Members leave

the Chamber.

Mr Fanton. - 
(FR) Madam President, might I

suggest that if some Members kft the Chamber just
now, it was because they were cor-rvinced that you had
decided to suspend the sitting . . .

President. - I call Mrs De March.

Mrs De March. - 
(FR) Madam President, in giving

an explanation of vote I have to say, on behalf of the
French Communist and Allies, chat we have been

struck by two things in particular during this debate
on farm prices. The first is the dernagogy of the polit-
ical groups connected with the governments of the
Community which and this is not entirely
unprompted by the presidential ek:ctions in France -
are showing an unwonted concenl for the lot of the
agricultural workers. The second is the silence of all
rhe groups on the problem of enlargement and its true
consequences for agriculture, panicularly Mediterra-
nean agriculture. To hide the truth from the farmers
one talks loftily of preconditions and guarantees, all
the time knowing full well 

- 
we h:tve the proof in our

experience with the United Kingdcm - that they will
never be honoured. In addition, there is the apparent
determinarion to ignore the intense anxiety of the
ACP countries, expressed in Freetown, and also of the
Maghreb countries at the prosper:t of enlargement,
because enlargement of the Community to include
Spain and Ponugal is a vital step towards European
integration.

The reticence of this Parliament on the subject betrays
the embarrassment felt by the majqriry of irc Members
ar the growing unrest, particularly in France from the
Midi to Brittany. You are hasrening the disappearance
of small and medium-sized family larms and you talk
about democracy when, in fact, onl'r the profits of the

industrial and agri-foodstuffs giants are at stake. Vell,
we say that you cannot claim to be protecting the
incomes of farmers, fishermen, wine growers, olive
growers, sheep farmers and pig breeders and at the
same time agree, as the Ligios repon suggests, to the
expansion of the economic area trrough accession,
with all the restructuring and reorientation of produc-
tion attendant on enlargement. And. as we know only

too weil, reorienting production in facr: means rhe
grubbing up of our vineyards and orchards. Hand in
hand with this go the grants and subsidies designed rc
speed up the process of eliminating smallholdings. In
my region, which covers Provence, the C6te d'Azur
and Corsica, more than 17 000 family farms have
disappeared in ten years. \7e know what we are
talking about.

Although you have not said it in so many words, the
Commission in Brussels, the governmenLts and rhe
majority of this Parliamenr are now prepared ro setrle
for the idea of fewer farms, run on profit-rnaking lines
and linked to the agri-foodstuffs industry. It is no
accident that the major French-based agri-foodstuffs
companies already have a foothold in Spain. Their
profits have nothing to do with spreading democracy
in these countries. The Commission in Brussels has
now decided 

- 
but this hasn't been admitred either 

-in relation to enlargement, which will put the olive oil
market into surplus, to apply the co-responsibility lery
to olive growers, which is a clear attack on therr guar-
anteed incomes. So now, in the south of France,
having suffered from massive imports of Italian wines,
we are going to see our vines grubbed up and our
fruit, vegetable and olive oil production taxed because
we alone, in this Parliament and in France, have had
the temerity to call for the ending of accession nego-
tiations, and the rejection of our ten arnendmenr
proves it.

'!7e will not, by our vore, put our name to any reduc-
tion in farmers' incomes or any funher enlargement of
the Community, or any attack on France's sovereign
decision-making powers.

President. - 
I ca[[ Mr Kirk.

Mr Kirk. - 
(DA) Madam President, in a democracy

one has to accept that voting involves compromises. I
for one am glad to live in a democracy and I am glad it
is possible to reach a compromise through the kind of
vote we have had here today. I shall not, therefore -unlike the honourable Communist Member who has
just spoken - refuse to vote in favour of this repon
merely because some amendments proposed by myself
or my Group have not been adopted.

Ve Danish Conservatives - 
and I hope or.rr British

colleagues in the European Democratic Group, too 
-can endorse the result of today's voting. '$7e can

endorse ir because it gives a balanced picture of the
prevailing political views in Europe and in the Euro-
pean Parliament on future agricultural polic1,. But we
can support it particularly because it makes clear to
Europe's farmers what price increases we advocate for
t98l-82. It represents a relatively clear statement on
how we intend to tackle the problems of the
Community's surpluses. \fle have said that the farmers
must share the financial responsibiliry for that pan of
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their production for which there is no outlet in the
Community or on the world market.

'S/e have also delivered an opinion on monetary
compensatory amounts which are one of the problems
of the common agricultural policy. \fle shall stand by
the result achieved here today and, to conclude, I
should like to thank the rapporteur, Mr Ligios, for his
excellent work in the committee and in this House. I
am pleased that this year we have come as far as we
have and shall therefore vote for the repon in the form
agreed on in today's proceedings.

President. - I call Mrs Castle.

Mrs Castle. - Madam President, the confusion over
the exact time of the vote tonight is just another
example of the way this parliament has failed to begin
to organize its procedure properly. The Luster repon
is only the beginning of what we have got to do, and I
cannot for the life of me understand how it is not
possible for a parliament of adult people to coordinare
the vores with the times of the planes they have ro
carch.

Now I am rising to explain a vote I may not even be
able to cas! because the last plane I can catch to Brus-
sels tonight for an imponant ma[ter leaves at 5 p.m.
Now this really is the. absurdity. The votes in this place
are never representative because we do nor know how
to organize our work. But what I would have loved to
do, Madam President, would to be able to be here ro
vote against this utterly inrclerable report, and I am
astonished that my conservative colleagues from Great
Britain - a country which has been demanding the
restrucruring of the budger, a country thar has been
demanding that we should spend less on agriculture
and more on industry 

- 
could have voted rhis after-

noon for a l2o/o increase in agricultural prices this year
which they know, because Commissioner Tugendhat
told them yesterday, is going to add ro anorher
I 900 m ECUs to the cost of the agricultural budget
in 1982, which with the increases already rhat would
have come from a price increase of 7.80/o means we
are going to be spending nearly 3 000 m ECUs on
agriculture in t982 compared wirh rhe presenr rime. So
where is the money going to come from for all the
other activities 

'we keep mlking about, and rhis
increase is also totaily unacceprable ro rhe consumers
of the European Community. The Commission in irs
report told us lhar a 70/o increase in producer prices
last year led co an increase of prices in the shops of
11%. \flhat then is going to be'the consumer price
increase that will flow from the increase of 12% which
the majority of this parliamenr is now asking for? Ir is

clearly going ro lead ro a fall in demand, increase
surpluses and create a vicious circle which will nor
benefit rhe farmer any more than anybody else. The
time has come for a fundamenral reform of the
common agricultural policy. '!7e have got to find other

ways of supponing farmers' incomes than the price
supporr system ar the present time. So I register now in
my words the vote I would like to cast. in person
against the report as it has now emerged.

President. - I call Mr Fanton.

Mr Fanton. - (FR) Madam President, we worked in
rhe Committee on Agriculture, we assessed the repon
submitted to us by Mr Ligios and we voted in favour
of it. \fle voted for the report even though it did not
entirely fulfil our objecdves. Mr Kirk was saying just
now, and quite rightly, that it is imponant to know
how to compromise, but today things have changed. \.

At the beginning of this debate we accepted rhe figure
of l2o/0, with cenain reservarions, because we are
aware of our responsibilities and because events in the
monetary field at the end of last week enabled us to
believe rhat rhis figure of 720/o was in the final analysis
acceptable, though unsarisfacrory. But in the light of
the votes that followed, panicularly as regards, firstly,
co-responsibility, which is a fundamental issue in our
eyes and which we have always maintained should be
excluded from this debare - unfonunarely it was nor

- and, secondly, the vote on rhe compensarory
amounts, on which, owing to a procedural wrangle,
Parliament was unable clearly ro srare its position,
even though it was quite apparenr rhar a large majority
held a very definite view on rhe matterl in rhe light of
these considerarions it is impossible for us to vore in
favour of Mr Ligios's reporr. Ve regret rhis because of
the work he has put into ir, and we retrer ir because
we believe this Parliamenr should'endeavour, in rhe
area of the common agricultural policy, which is such
a vital one for us, co reach some posirive conclusions.
But, on a number of poinm the majorities were such as
to call the Ligios repon inro question, and under the
circumstances we cannot vote in favour of it.

President. - I call Mr Pranchdre.

Mr Pranchdre. - (FR) Madam Presidenr, throughour
the debates we have resolurely held out for a guaran-
rced l5o/o increase in farm prices, and to this end we
called for the abolition of co-responsibiliry levies and
for the restricrions on intervenrions proposed by the
Commission. Ve submitted a ten-poinr resolution to
replace the Ligios reporr. It embodied all rhe demands
of our farmers who refuse to allow themselves to be
sacrificed. In addidon ro rhe guaranteed I 5olo increase,
it contained a categorical 'no' [o any enlargemenr of
the EEC and to any form of co-responsibiliry, and thar
includes rhe milk sector. It called for the system of
monetary compensatory amounE rc be completely
dismantled once and for all. Ir stood for a policy of
utilizing the agricultural potential in the context of a
new world economic order.
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It is highly significant that the Members as a whole,
and the French Members in particular, should have

rejected this resolution, and b,y voting against or
abstaining denied our agriculture'the right to develop.
This vote shows that, beyond r.he opportunist elec-

tioneering demagogy, there is an actual pact to
support the policies of the Comrrission in Brussels, in

particular enlargement, which wc,uld effecdvely sound

the death knell for hundreds of thousands of family
farms in France. The fact that we have at the Commis-
sion in Brussels Mr Onoli, a lepresentative of the

RPR, and Mr Cheysson, a r(:presentative of the

French Socialist Party, both appcinrcd by Mr Giscard
d'Estaing, explains the behaviour of the French right-
wing and Socialist Members in this House. Not only
does the Ligios report provide tor no more than a
120lo increase in farm prices; it also embodies measures
which will substandally cut back:his increase. In fact,
ir is quite obvious that the purpose of this part-session

was to discuss not just farm price's bur a whole range
of measures drawn up by the Cornmission which pose

a serious threat to the future o[ agriculture in our
country. That is why we shall be voting against the

Ligios report.

Ve now appeal to the farmers of l:rance and call upon
them to take vigorous action so that the French
Government will understand that it must insist, in
Brussels, on the interests of French farmers and of
France being protected. By virtue of the unanimity
rule they have the power of veto which they must use

[o Buarantee farmers' incomes for 1981. Our meaning
is quite clear: it must be in Paris and nowhere else that
the fate of our farmers and of France is decided.

President. - I call Mrs Vieczorek-Zeul.

Mrs'Wieczorek-Zeul. - (DE) Ladies and genrlemen,
I shall be voting against this report. I am obviously one

of the relatively few people in this House who
remember what the European Parliament decided six

monrhs ago in the Ferrero rePon. on hunger in the

world, and my reasons for opposing this repon are

that almost every section of it corrtradicts the princi-
ples that won for the Ferrero report the suppon of the

majority of this House.

I shall illusrarc this briefly by referring to three Para-
graphs in the motion for a resolution. In paragraph 13,

the new Ligios report calls for immediate proposals to
promote Community exports and tncrease the poten-
tial of Community agriculture, and specifies a number
of means to this end. I remind the House that the

Ferrero report explicitly called on the Community to
ensure that its external rade policy did not contradict
its own development policy - in other words, that the

problem of surpluses was not solved at the developing
countries' expense by exporting ,:hese surpluses to
Third Vorld countries by mer.ns of long-term
contracts, credits, etc. - and yet this is precisely what

the repon now before us calls for. Paragraph 13,

which you now want to adopt and which the majority
of this House has already approved, is in clear
contradiction to the guideline we gave in the report on
hunger in the world, where we expressed the wish that

the developing countries should be able to develop
their own agricultural production, and we hinder them

in this if we unload our surpluses onto lheir markets'

That is one reason why I shall vote againsu this report,
and I should tike rc illustrate this with another

example. In paragraph 26, the majority o{ this House
.has adopted a position which quite clearly amounts to
protectionism ttis-i-ztis, for example, beef rmpons; but
this is precisely a sector in which developing countries,
apart from the ACP countries, are exporters and

which gives them opportunities for foreign currency.

My rhird illustration is paragraph 48, which calls for
g.i"t.. protection for fruit and vege'tables, for
example: that is, you would deny the developing
countries which enjoy the greatest advantages the

opportunity to export their produce to the European

Community.

And so I rcil you that I am not prepared to go along

with the hypocrisy shown by the majority of this

House: you are liberal with words ois-d-ois the devel-

oping countries, but you are mean, - 
niggardly,

narro*--inded and shon-sightedly mindful of your
own agricultural interests when it comes to actual

deeds.

President. - I call Mr Skovmand.

Mr Skovmand. - (DA) Madam President, we from
the People's Movement against the EEC intend to
abstain from voting on this resolution. Our reason is

that we consider as a matter of principle that it is not
for Parliament to fix the Community's agricultural
prices. That is the Council's responsibility. At the same

time, we should like to state categorically that an

adjustment to the Commission's Percenlages will not
have a decisive effect on the situation in the agricul-
tural sector, because a large increase will merely post-
pone the time when we hit the ceiling fixed for
Community expenditure. !7e should not be misled by
the fact that Community expenditure on agriculture is

lower at present than had been anticiparcd. This is

only because some very special factors are oPeratint at
present; for one thing, the prices on the world market
are relatively high and that reduces the Community's
expenditure on export refunds. This situation can

change very rapidly and then, if we are not careful, it
could get out of hand. Even an increase of 12 or l5o/o

will not solve the farmers' long-term problems. In
Denmark, in any case, that can temporarily slow down
the compulsory sales that are going on at present

rhroughout the sector; it cannot stop them, because it
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cannot correc[ the catastrophic decline in the living
standards of Danish farmers that has taken place since
we joined the EEC.

President. - I call Mr Klepsch.

Mr Klepsch. - (DE) Madam President, I can be
brief. I wish to say, on behalf of my Group, that we
shall vote for the Ligios report, because in our view ir
is well balanced and its various sections mutually
complementary. \fle are gratified rhar this House has
succeeded in reaching such a conclusion, and with ir I
think we shall be offering the Council of Ministers a

useful proposal. My Group will be voring as a body for
rhis repon.

President. - I call Lord O'Hagan.

Lord O'Hagan. - Madam President, this has been a

difficult week for the Parliament and you have pres-
ided over our business with dignity and led us ro a

coherent way of ordering our affairs. I therefore pani-
cularly resenI Mrs Castle's accusarion which is a

personal accusation against you, that we have nol as a
Parliamenr, by some curious oversight, been able ro
accommodate her particular flight time for her ro vore
on this ma[ter. I do resent, Madam Presidenr, rhar you
should be rewarded in this way by the very vicious
personal attack that Mrs Castle made on rhe organ-
ization of the Parliament, when this Parliamenr has
been through a very tough and difficulr week, and we
all know it and we've come through wirh credir.

(Applause from the European Democratic group).

Now I am going to vore ronight because I believe in
the future of this Parliament, unlike Mrs Castle, and I
am beginning ro be deeply irritared by rhe way that
certain people from my counrry, from a dying polidcal
organization, are using this House as an instrument
for degrading the nature of Brirish politics and rram-
pling on the future of rhe Communiry. !flhat is even
worse is rhat Mrs Castle makes accusations of rhe
nature that she does not just against you, Madam
President, but againsr rhe whole of rhis house and then
goes away. She told direct untruths nor only about the
way we have spoken in this debarc bur rhe way we are
going to vore ronighr, and I therefore wish to say thar
thcse who are burying rhemselves in rhe mire of rheir
own political calumny should not seek to desrroy rhis
Parliament and rhe future of rhe common agriculrural
policy at the same rime, because unless - and I agree
with her - we reform rhe common agricultural
policy, we will have no future for the Community, bur
unless she and rhose few that remain with her in her
political alliance pur forward some consffucrive ideas
we will have no Communiry, no Parliament and no
place for this Communiry to develop towards.

So, Madam President, I apologise for my enrhusiasm in
speaking, I wish ro disassociare myself from my
compatriot when she birterly criticized you and the
administrarion and I wish to demonstrate, in a

personal capacity, rhat some Members of this Parlia-
ment believe in rhis Communiry, a reformed common
agricultural policy and Britain's firm presence in this
Community to drive forward ro greater progress.

(Applausefron the center andfrom the rigbt)

President. - I call Mrs Lizin.

Mrs Lizin. - (FR) Madam President, I rise to explain
why the Belgian Socialisrc will be absnining. Although
we are not sadsfied wirh all rhe proposals contained in
the Ligios reporr, we cannor join the resr of the
Socialist Group in voring against, and this for rwo
reasons. Firstly, as far as we are concerned, the recom-
mended price level is not whar we should like but it is
an acceptable minimum. Secondly, the posirion
adoprcd on co-responsibiliry leaves rhe door open for a

debate which we shall have to hold at a later dare.

President. - I call Mr !7ertig.

Mr Vettig. - (DE) Madam Presidenr, rhe majority
of the Socialisr Group took pan in rhis debate with the
object of giving irs supporr [o rhe Commission's
proposals on agricultural prices and rhe accompanying
measures. As a result of the voting, however, the
Commission, in our view, is nor being given the
backing we had hoped for in the essenrial poinrs. !7e
are [herefore unable to give the Ligios repon our
majority supporr, because we feel that neirher the
decisions on prices nor rhose on rhe accompanying
measures reflecr the views we have pur forward in this
directly-elected Parliamenr, panicularly during the
debates on the budget. Consequenrly, we shall not be
in a position ro vore for the Ligios repon.

President. - I call Mrs Ewing.

Mrs Ewing. - Madam President, I will be abstaining
on rhe Ligios repor! even though 120/o is a lot better
than the 7.50/o suggesred. Yet my posirion on behalf
of rhe farmers in Scorland is thar we need 15.20lo and
I expressed rhe frusrration of an industry thar believes
it's done a good job and is doing a good job. It has
ll% up on productivity last year bur a real fall of
income of 18% and many members of this industry
are seriously unable to conrinue carrying on their job
as farmers. Also on the ground of the colresponsibility
levy in Scorland, we have reduced our production oi
milk producrs, yer we still seem ro be penalized
although we do drink rhe stuff.
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I would also like to say in keeping with the words of
Lord O'Hagan that I resented Mrs Castle's remarks
too. I notice she was able to cat,:h the plane for Free-
town alright, and I would like to say that when she

calls for a cheaper method of p'oducing food, it was
rhe raditional method in Brimin under both govern-
menm for years: deficiency payments. It has been
costed recently by the farmers union in Scotland as

costing more than our contribution to the common
agricultural policy.

Having made these points, while I thank Mr Ligios for
all his work and regret I cannot vote for the reasons
given, I must abstain.

Presidcnt. - I call Mr Puletri.

Mr Puletti. - (17) Madam President, I wish to
explain rhe vote of the Italian liocialists and Social
Democrats.

Mr Ligios did in fact respond favourably to some of
our requests, but if he had been more attentive and
more 'generous' concerning the amendments we
presenred along with Messrs Gatto and Arf6, we could
have given our favourable vote in a more positive
frame of mind. I refer, for example, to what was said
concerning the need to distinguish between small and
medium-sized businesses in fixin6; prices and co-res-
ponsibility levies. !7e feel that the .Ligios resolution has

appreciable gaps, especially as far as our own country
is concerned. Ve do not deny, hr)wev€rr that, consi-
dering the inflationary spiral rvhich has reached

alarming proponions in Italy, we find the fixing of
agricultural prices at rhe 120/o level acceptable. \fle
also agree with the effon made in the Ligios repon to
provide a particular safeguard for Mediterranean
producrs. \fle profoundly disagree, on the other hand,
wirh what has been proposed for the co-responsibiliry
levy, that is, for the problem of surpluses in dairy
products and derivatives. Indeed, if Mr Ligios had
accepted our amendment to paragr,rph 31, which read:
'acceprc that dairy producers bear the responsibiliry
for the part of their production delivered to interven-
rion,' it would have been possible to make a distinction
in regard to firms which succeed in finding their own
markets. At the most, we are in fa'rour of the co-res-
ponsibility lery because Italy is not r surplus producer,
but at the same time we would have liked to offer
advantages to undenakings based on family activity.

Mr Ligios' report is chus a mixture of light and
shadow, but precisely because we p,erceive its positive
aspects, we, as Italian Socialisrc and Social Democrats,
announce our favourable vote.

President. - I call Mr Galland.

Mr Galland. - (FR) Madam President, not being a
specialist in agricultural problems, I do not normally
speak in such debates, but having seen rhe way the
debate was unfolding and having listened ro rhe
explanations of vore and rhe way things were heading,
I felt I had to say my piece because, as a commitree
politician, I have a natural horror of anything that
smacks of demagogy. Personally I am not in favour of
extending the co-responsibility lery and I am also sorry
that no timerable has been ser for dismantling the
system of monetary compensatory amounts. However,
taking into account the devaluation of rhe green franc
following on monetary events of which we are all
aware, I calculate that the 120/o price increase voted by
Parliamenr is actually wonh 14.50/o ro French
farmers.

The rest of the Ligios repon is consisrent enough, and
I feel that the fact that Parliament has delivered an
opinion and produced a coherenr repon for the
farmers far outweighs the adverse poinrs I have
mentioned. European farmers, French farmers, are
waiting fo,r an opinion from our Parliamenr. If, for rhe
second year running, we are unable to deliver one, our
credibiliry will be bound ro suffer.

For this reason, in spite of the objecrions I have raised,
I personally shall be voting in favour of the Ligios
report, which I believe is on rhe whole more positive
than negative.

President. - I call Mr Curry.

Mr Curry. - Madam President, when I spoke in che

debate yesterday, I made it perfectly clear that as far
as my Group was concerned, there was an essential link
between the two parts of this package, between the
part which dealt with prices and the part which dealr
with reform. I warned thar rhe worst possible thing
that could happen would be for people to grab the
prices and run and leave rhe reform pans of this
package behind. Vith imense regret I have to say rhar
we believe rhar rhar has happened.

Ve recognise the difficulries of the farm sector, rhat is
why we voted for the figure, rhe l2o/o ins1s45s -which I'm sure no! many people would have expecred
to see this Group voting for even a short while ago -because we wish to make a panicular effon on behalf
of our Community, but we recognize that it was abso-
lutely essential that there should be the willingness ro
make a parallel effort to install those measures which
would prevent this old bugbear, rhis old thorn of over-
production, coming back to poison our debates year
afrcr year after year. Now weve tot some words on
reform, we have got the usual tokenism, the son of
iokenism which we thought we could grow our of.

Its a great pity, Madam President, that in the budget
debates everybody in this house is a hero. In the farm
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price debatos they tend rc shrink to mice and what has
happened is that we have lost an essential link which
would enable us to go forward and be able to
proclaim, both that we are genuinely responsive to the
needs of a farming community and that we are
genuinely responsive to the needs to diversify this
community and make available resources that will give
it a qualiry and meaning for broader sections of the
population.

That hasn't happened and it is with very great regret,
Madame Presiderit, that we therefore have to
conclude that we musr vote against this repon.

President. - I call Mr Voltjer.

Mr \(oltjer. - .(NL) Madam President, fellow
Members, I must express my deep disappointment at
the Ligios report, which ultimarcly disregards reality.
On the one hand it says that surpluses must be elimi-
nated, but on the other it rejects a whole range of
restructuring measures proposed by the Commission,
without putting forward any alternatives. Funher-
more, the report is v6ry much against the interesm of
the developing countries and trade with the Third
Vorld. Nevertheless, after much hesitation, I have
decided not to vote against the repon since I consider
that Parliament, which has failed to do its homework
and has indeed lacked the courage [o take the deci-
sions that were really necessary, does not have the
right to preven[ the farmers from knowing where they
stand on I April, by blocking a report. In shon, it is a
bad report since it does not meet the farmers' demands
in the long term nor does it meet the needs of the
people in developing countries because it fails ro solve
the problems. This is because Parliament has given
way to all sorts of national demands, the net result of
which is zero. Nonetheless, in my view, we must
improve the situation and the farmers have the right to
know on I April where they stand with prices, thar is

to say with their incomes.

President. - I call Mr Moller.

Mr Msller. - (DA) Madam President, on several
occasions during this debate and on the days when we
have discussed agricultural matters I have heard it said
that the major problem is surplus production. At rhe
same time, we also hear it said in many quaners that
we should deal with world famine. But how can we
deal with world famine if we hold down the produc-
tion of those farmers who produce enough to enable
us to combat world famine? The solution ro rhe
problem of food shortages depends on our having
surplus production in Europe, in the USA, in those
countries which can help the developing counrries.
Therefore, I cannot see why we should ry to prohibit
those who want [o produce and who can produce

from doing so and why it should not pay them to do
so.

I deeply regrer thar the British members of my Group
cannot support this repon. It is an admission of failure
that we should have been unable to agree on [he
report which the committee was able to agree on, and
those who accepted the repon at the commirree stage
must have known that they would not be able to ger
the points adopted which they failed to get adopted in
committee. Nonetheless, they have approved the
Ligios repon. I deeply regret this dissension.

I wish to say here again that I believe we have cenain
obligations towards countries with poor producrive
apparata, rowards countries where people are starving,
towards the millions of people who are srarving. Ve
really should ensure that it pays the farmer who can
produce food ro do so. These two things are inrerre-
lated, although nor in the way rhe honourable
Member has suggested earlier today. My good friend,
Mr Skovmand, said thar ir was nor our job, bur the
Council's, ro adopt a position on chis question. Of
course, we all know thar ir is rhe Council who ukes
rhe final decision, but we also know that at this stage
of rhe procedure it is our job and our responsibiliry to
advise the Council, because we are a representative
body whose views must be heard in this matter. Mr
Skovmand knows that too, and, if he now chooses to
evade his responsibility, it is simply because he does
not dare to accept it. !7hat kind of sense of responsi-
bility is that?

(Applause from some benches on the rigbt)

President. - I call Mr Gremetz.

Mr Grcmetz. - 
(FR)Madam President, the vote of

the French Communists and Allies is a vote against
Malthusianism. In my country millions of workers and
children are going without meat, wichout fruit,
without vegetables, at a time when pan of what we
produce is being put into store, destroyed or dena-
tured. This is the result of austerity policies that are
squeezing the incomes of the workers.

At the same time, hunger and destitution are spreading
throughout the developing countries. The world food
situation is getting worse and worse. This tragic situa-
tion is an indictment of all the policies of cutting back
agriculrural production, and panicularly the policy
being pursued by Brussels. It is an indictment of its
initiators and, in panicular, of the French Government
and its represenlatives in the Commission. \flhat this
situation calls for, instead, is a boosting of French
agriculture to satisfy all needs. This could be done
with the help of the farmers and using the enormous
advances that science and technology, and agronomic
research in panicular, have broughr about. Farmers
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Gremetz

must be given due credit, their work must be fairly
rewarded and they must be giv,:n the means to bring
about a revival of agriculture.

This can best be achieved by rreans of an adequate
increase in prices, which the agricultural organizations
have set ar 15.30/0. Such a policy is clearly not recon-
cilable with the line being foltowed by Brussels of
dedicarcd support to the agri-for>d multinationals. \fle
need, rather, an agriculture that satisfies the needs of
everyone, as was proposed by Gr:orges Marchais in an

amendment that has been rejected by all sides of the
House, from the right to the Sc,cial Democrats. This
rejection is tantamount to acquiescence in the effective
crippling of our agriculture, whir:h is exactly what the
resolution before us, and expecially maintenance of
the system of compensatory amounts and of the co-re-
sponsibiliry levy, would mean. The opposite approach
is what is needed to satisfy requirements. That is why
I shall not add my voice to those who, behind all the
political posturing and electoral <lpportunism, support
a, Malthusian philosophy which is contrary to the
interests of the farmers.

(Applause from the extreme lefi)

President. - I call Mr Flanagan.

Mr Flanagan. - Madam President, first of all I wish
to join with Lord O'Hagan and rhe others who have
thanked you for the way in which you and your assis-
tants have conducted the sessiorr this week and to
express the hope that the difficuh.ies we encountered
at the beginning will never recur. I will be very brief
indeed and I have to say that with the permission of
our group chairman and after a great deal of heart
searching we, the Irish Fianna [;ail Members, have
decided to vote for the report as anrended. For reasons
implicit in the speeches made during the debate in
regard to the generalized co-responsibiliry levy, other
levies and particularly the MCA's operation which is

directly inimical to the interests ol' the cattle trade in
Ireland, we have a great deal of misgiving about this
decision, but we may prod the Council of Ministers to
come up with what will, due to monetary changes in
the last few days, be an effective 160/o increase for our
farmers. Vith all these misgivin6;s nevertheless we
propose to vote for the report and we thank rhe
chairman of our Group for allowing us a free vore on
the matter.

(By roll-call ootel Parliament adopted2 the resolution as

a whole - Applause)

I Requested by the Group of the European People's Pany
(Christian- Democratic Group)

2 See the minutes of the sirting.

President. - Before some of you leave, I should like,
on your behalf, to thank all those who have been
working for the past two days to enable the vote to be

taken on this report. I think you do not fully realize
what a miracle it is that we have been able to achieve
this result. An enormous amount of work has been
done since yesterday by the transla[ors, interpreters
and other members of staff. Ve should be grateful to
them, as I really did not think that we could get so

much done in this sitting.

Sir James Scott-Hopkins. - (FR) Easy on there now,
Madam President, I beg of you. After all they have
been on strike, you know!

President. - Some of them were not on strike,
SirJames, and they were the ones who worked to
enable our proceedings to be got through. They
worked all night to cope with the backlog of work. I
feel thar we should be very grateful ro them.

I call the Commission.

Mr Dalsager, Member of the Commission.
(DA) Madam President, I just wish to add my thanks
to those you have expressed to the Members of Parlia-
ment. I should very much like to avail myself of this
opportunity to thank the Committee on Agriculture
and the rapporteur, Mr Ligios, for all the work they
have done.

As you know, owing to tragic circumstances I, as the
new Commissioner, had very little time to prepare rhis
proposal and the Committee on Agriculrure very litrle
time to consider. it. I think thar Parliament, in accom-
plishing this work, has gone one srep funher rowards
convincing Europe's farmers and the orher
Community institutions thar ir is a force to be
reckoned with. It was clearly essential, if the Council
is to fulfil ir polidcal responsibilities in rhe coming
weeks, that Parliament should complere the rask which
it has now completed in record time.

Speaking for the Commission, I am very grateful to
Parliament for expediting its work in this way.

Obviously, there are still areas of disagreement
between Parliament and Commission with regard to
rhe proposals for this sector - it would be srange if
there weren't - but now we have Parliament's views

on what should be done. Thank you, Madam Presi-

dent. It has been a valuable experience for me in this
very difficult situation to sit in on Parliament's deliber-
ations.

(Applause)
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President. - I call Mr Ligios.

Mr Ligios, rapporteur. - (/7) Madam President,
permit me to express my warmesr thanks to all the
members of the Committee on Agriculrure, especially
to its chairman, and ro all the other members who
contributed wirh their speeches towards rhe Parlia-
ment's acceptance of a reporr which I believe ro be
coherent and, all things considered, of a cenain
importance.

Permit me to thank you, Madam President, for your
patience and competence in directing our work on rhis
difficulr task, so rhar rwo especially imponant initia-
tives could be sanctioned. I also thank Commissioner
Dalsager.

Finally, we are extremely grareful ro the staff for
having made it possible for us ro bring our work to
completion.

(Applause)

President. - !fle shall now consider the Kirh report
(Doc. 1-831/80): Catch quotes (NAFO).

( Parliament adopted the resolution )

President. - !7e shall now take the Plumb report (Doc.
1-53/81): Allowable catcbes for 1981.

(Parliament adopted the preamble and paragraphs 1

and 2)

After paragraph 2 I have Amendmenr No 7 by
Mr Kirk and others, seeking to add the following new
paragraphs:

'2a. Takes the view that the Commission proposal does
not strike a real balance between biological, social
and economic requirements ;

Is therefore of the opinion thar the carch quotas for
1981 can be increased subject to scientific advice
without endangering Community fish stocks;

2b. Urges the Commission therefore to review its
proposal and to submir without delay to the Euro-
pean Parhament and the Council a Community-
oriented document which is based on and takes full
account of the general principles laid down by the
European Parliament concerning quoms in
Doc. l-597/80;

At the same time, the restrictions on potential
fishrng acrivities ansing from the delayed Council
decision must be compensated for rhrough appro-
priate and equal quotas, for example, in rhe waters
off the coast of Greenland;

2c. Requests the Commission ro review the proposed
Jolo maximum limit for herring by-catches during
sprar frshing as it has made it difficult for fishermen
to pursue their activrties in all areas;

Requests that the relevant expens be asked to
review again the posirion of herring srccks at the
beginning of t981 and thar rhe proposals be revised
in the light of this information;

2d. Requests the Commission to consider an increase in
the toral allowable catch for cod off the coast of
East Greenland in view of the fact that Icelandic
fishermen at present fish approximately 400 000
tonnes of thrs common stock on an annual basis;
considers the Community share of only 8 000
ronnes proposed by the Commission to be too small
in the lighr of rhese circumstances; is of the opinion
rhar recommendations by scientists for the total
catch off Easr Greenland in 1981 are based on
partly outdated figures and are not sufficiently
convrncing evidence;

2e. Requess the Commission to reconsider the
proposed reduction rn the catch quous for plaice in
the North Sea from I 15 000 to 105 000 tonnes and
believes that rhe measures to marnrain plaice stocks
should be improved by cunailing fishing periods in
order to protect spawning fish, which have a lower
market value;'

Vhat is the rapporteur's position?

Sir Hcnry Plumb, rapporteur. - Madam President, I
support the amendment in [he name of those who put
it forward in its entirety.

(Parliament adopted the amendment and then adopted
paragraph 3)

President. 
- On paragraph 4 I have Amendmen[ No 5

by Mr Kirk, seeking to add the following new para-
graph:

4. Calls therefore upon the Commission to amend ns
proposal and to submit a more balanced document
to tbe Europedn Parliament.

'!7hat 
is the rapponeur's position?

Sir Henry Plumb, rapporteur. - )

Presidenr.

( Parliament adopted tbe amendment)

In favour, Madam

President. 
- I can now allow explanations ofvote.
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President

I call Mr de Lipkowski.

Mr de Lipkowski. 
- 

(fR) Ma<lam President, it is not
possible to vote for the Plumb repon, nor because
there is anything inherently wrong in the work
Sir Henry has done on it, but because of the vagueness
that characterizes the whole reporr. It could hardly be
otherwise. It could hardly be otherwise because borh
the Commission and the rapporleurs are waiting for a

decision by the Council of Ministers, and I want to
take this opportunity to say how dismayed we all were
by the results of the last pul6rpean Summit, which
followed on a previous Summit where likewise no
decision was reached.

And so, from summit meeting to summit meeting, we
are gradually moving towards total paralysis. Vhen
the initiative was taken to hold these meetings,
everyone applauded it. Ir was expected that they
would help untangle some of the serious problems that
the specialist ministers had been unable to resolve. All
that is happening now is that the Heads of State or
Government meet, only to find thar they have to refer
these matters back ro the speciali;t ministers. Vith all
the to-ing and fro-ing we are hr:ading for paralysis,
awash in a sea of words.

As for the fisheries question, it is all the more alarming
in that it is marked, I am sorry to r;ay, by the failure of
one State to honour its commitnrents: the failure of
the Unired Kingdom to honour the undenaking it
gave on 30 May of last year after certain agreements
had been reached in rhe agri,:ultural sector. In
exchange, the United Kingdom undenook to draw up
a workable common fisheries polic'r. [t has not kept its
word. I am particularly saddened by it inasmuch as the
position of European fishermen <:ont.inues ro deter-
iorate - their incomes are falling;, their living stan-
dards are falling and their purchasing power is falling.

Under the circumstances, there should be some provi-
sion for compensation. Compensa':ion for all Euro-
pean fishermen, for German fishermen - 

who are

seriously affected by this refusal as a result of an
agreement signed with Canada - tlLe fishermen of the
whole of the Community, and in particular of France.

Hence the various emergency measLlres needed, given
the complete absence of a decision by the ministers,
must include, as we reques[ed, aid f,or storage, higher
guide prices, an income bracket whi,:h will allow fish-
ermen to retire on improved terms, aid to producers'
organizations, and a diesel oil subsidy, since we have
already voted for aid vrhich took int,c the account the
fact that the cost of fuel had increast:d by 5740/o since
197 4.

In view of the Council of Ministers' tc,tal failure to act,
it is essential that we find a way out.

If the Council of Ministers of Fisheries cannot come
up with a solution within 48 hours, we shall have ro
put forward a whole series of emergency measures,
because now the whole European fishing industry and
small-scale fishing concerns are under threar.

President. - I call Mr Kirk.

Mr Kirk. - (DA) Madam President, I am bound ro
observe that the honourable Member who has jusr
spoken has not been talking abour rhe problems dealr
with in Sir Henry Plumb's reporr,. \7har we are consi-
dering is the fixing of the TACs for 1981. I musr
repeat, I had to resign as the committee's rapponeur
because I felt that the report we were presenting to rhe
House lacked substance. But now I am gratified to see

that the amendments I tabled rogerher wirh people
from the Christian-Democra[ic Group and my own
Group have been adopted, so I think the repon has
now Bot sufficient content to justify our forwarding it
to the Commission and the Council. Therefore I
recommend the few Members present to vote for the
resolution.

President. - I call Mr Harris.

Mr Harris. - President, I wasn'r going to explain my
vore, but I have been provoked inro doing so by rhe
remarks not of the last speaker, my good friend and
colleague Mr Kent Kirk, but the remarks from our
colleague at the back of the hemicycle. I'm going ro
vote for this report. I do so because I want to see a

common fisheries policy, just as much as our friend
does at the back and I would remind him:the reason
we haven't got a common fisheries policy now is

because France sabotaged the mlks just before the
deadline. In December it was France which prevented
agreemenr from being reached. That is the cause of
the difficulty which our colleagues from Germany are
now facing. \7e sympathize with our German
colleagues and the fault cannor be laid at Grea[
Britains's door.

(Cries from certain quarters of the Group of Progressioe
Democrats - Parliament adopted tbe resolution)

()

President. - Ve shall now take the Josselin report
(Doc. 1-54/81): Fishing off tbe coasts of the Frencb

department of Guyana.

( Parliament adopted tbe resolution)
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President. - \7e now come [o the Nieken report (Doc.
1-55/8 1): Fishing drrdngements utith Norany.

(Parliament adopted the preamble and paragraph 1)

On paragraph 2 I have Amendmenr No I by Mr
Pannella seeking to replace the word 'held' with the
word 'concluded'.

(Parliament rejected Amendment No 1 and adopted
paragraph 2; it then adopted paragraphs 3 to 5)

On paragraph 6 I have Amendment No 2 by Mr
Pannella, seeking to reword the paragraph as follows:

'6. consrder that the Council and Commission should
better safeguard the legitimate rights of Community
fishermen [o pursue their activities in waters off Jan
Mayen while respecting the interesr of third coun-
tries in this area;'

\flhat is the rapporteur's position?

Mr Nielsen, rapporteur. 
- 

(DA) Madam President, as

far as this amendment regarding fishing off Jan Mayen
is concerned, I am prepared to accept it. It does not
actually say anything very specific, but it draws the
Commission's attention to some problems that do in
fact exist and I think we can include it in the motion
for a resolution. !7hile I have the floor, however, may
I say that I do not think we should accept Amendment
No 3 by Mr Pannella.

( Parliarnent adopted the amendment)

President. - On paragraph 7 I have Amendment No 3

by Mr Pannella, seeking to add the following words to
this paragraph:

7. . . . to be concluded within six months of the adop-
tion of rhis resolution;

(Parliament rejected the amendment and adopted para-
graphs 7 and 8 before adopting the resolution as a uthole)

President. - \7e shall now take the Gautier report
(Doc. 1 - 56/8 1 ) : North-East Atlantic fisheries.
( Parliament adopted the resolution)t

2. Adjournment of the session

President. - I declare the session of the European
Parliament adjourned.

(The sitting was closed at 5.aO p.m..)

t See the minutes of the sitring for the following items:' Deadline for tabling amendminu - Dates for nixt part-
sessions - Approoal of minutes.

ANNEX

Opinions gioen by the rapPorteur on the amendments to the Ligios report ( Doc. 1 - 50/8 I )

In faaour: 12, 104, 116, 125, 126, 188.

Against:2,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,22,23,25,27,28,30,32,37,38,!9,
40,41,43,44,45,46,47,48,51,53,60,65,66,67,68,70,72,71,75,77,80,82,83,95,96,87,88,
89,90,91,92,93,94,95,96,97,98,101,102,103,105,106,112,113,114,117,123,136,138,139,
141,142,143,144,145,146,150, 153, 154, 155, 159,161,162,163,164,165,166,167,168,169,
170, 171, 172, 174, 175, 178, 179, 180,181, 182, 183, 184, 185, 186, 187, 189, 197,200,201, 205,
211, 215, 216, 218, 219, 220, 221, 222, 223, 226.
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