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IN THE CHAIR: MRS VEIL
President

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

1. Resumption of the session

President. — 1 declare resumed the session of the
European Parliament, which was adjourned on
20 November 1981.

2. Approval of the minutes

President. — The minutes of the sitting of Friday,
20 November 1981 have been distributed. Are there
any comments?

I call Mr Johnson.

Mr Johnson. — (FR) Madam DPresident, I want to
draw your attention to the fact that the English
version of the Resolution on Pollution of the Rhine
has not been printed in full.

President. — Mr Johnson, that is correct, but the error
has since been noted and the text made complete
before being forwarded to the authorities concerned.

I call Mr Provan.

o Question Nol6 by Mr Seligman:
Energy investment subsequent to Cancun
Summit Meeting:

Mr Haferkamp; Mr Seligman; Mr Hafer-
kamp; Mr Eisma; Mr Haferkamp . . . 25

e  Question No 17 by Mr Beazley: OPEC
oil price increases:
Mr Richard; Mr Beazley; Mr Richard;
Mr Seligman; Mr Richard; Mr Herman;
MrRichard . . . . . . . . .. .. 26

e Question No18 by Mr wvon Wogau:
Electron beam lithography:

Mr  Richard; Mr von Wogau; Mr
Richard

Mr Provan. — Madam President, about this time last
year I tabled a motion for a resolution to be referred
to the Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Peti-
tions and the Bureau of Parliament drawing auention
to the composition of our agenda. In that motion for a
resolution I called for those parts of our agenda which
have to do with the legislative role of Parliament to be
treated with priority and feature prominently on the
agenda so that parliamentarians and others would
actually know what our role in life was and what we
had to concentrate on. In doing this, I was prompted
by the belief that in the Community today there are a
vast number of people beginning to wonder why we
are not paying more attention to certain things — for
instance, fisheries — and why we don’t actually make
our position well known on such matters as fisheries. I
would therefore hope that the Bureau will allow us
time to discuss these matters so that the people in the
Community can understand what our role is.

This is a very serious matter: our role must be properly
understood and the reports that we bring forward as
part of that role must be seen to be properly debated
on the floor of the House.

I trust, therefore, Madam President, that you can do
something to make sure that that motion comes before
the Bureau and the Committee on the Rules of Proce-
dure and Petitions.

President. — Thank you for drawing my attention to
this question. Our procedure is not as yet without its
faults and your motion for a resolution, which was
tabled under the old Rules of Procedure, should have
been dealt with under the procedure set out in Rule 25
of the new Rules of Procedure. We therefore made the
necessary rectification at once so as to follow the

A 8 rae s e lmeen an e,
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proper procedure. I might add that your proposals I call Mrs Kellett-Bowman.

were considered very favourably but when we draw up

the agenda — and those who take part in it know that )

it is no easy matter — we always give priority to insti- Mrs Kellett-Bowman. — Madam President, the

tutional questions. However, we are required to strike
a balance between the various requests made, the
priority given to such and such a problem varying with
the different groups and nationalities.

As regards fisheries, I shall shortly be proposing an
amendment to the agenda so that a proposal for a
directive, for which the Council has requested urgent
procedure, may indeed be placed on the agenda of this
part-session. That proves that we follow these matters
closely.

I call Mr Adam.

Mr Adam. — Madam President, I want to support the
point that Mr Provan has made because on the agenda
for Thursday there are fifteen items where we
consider proposals from the Commission. Now the
motion for a resolution that Mr Provan has referred to
may have been well received but it certainly hasn’t had
any effect on the agenda itself. Please can you ensure
that this is the last time that the Commission proposals
are compressed into such a short space of time?

President. — I must answer your point as it is an
extremely important one. In general we devote an
entire day, together with the members of the enlarged
Bureau to drawing up the agenda. Beforehand I spend
a smaller, though nevertheless substantial, amount of
time drawing up priorities with the committee
chairmen. But matters of current urgency are not
within our control. On this occasion, in order to give
special attention to institutional matters we decided to

limit urgencies to one hour so as to have more time for -

the reports. However, certain groups requested that
we return to the three-hour rule, which indeed may be
forced upon us by circumstances. You will now have
some idea of the difficulties we face in drawing up the
draft agenda. This week, because of the requirement
to give priority to the budget and a number of urgent
reports on development policy, very little time will be
left over, it is true, for the opinions on proposals
forwarded by the Commission and we shall certainly
not be able to get through all our agenda. This pros-
pect causes me some concern, as I pointed out this
morning to the group chairmen. I do not see how in
future, without holding an extra session, we shall be
able to deliver the opinions we are required to deliver.
No item on the agenda could be carried forward, and
we also had to include the report of the British presi-
dency, nor could we possibly refuse to hear the Presi-
dent-in-Office of the European Council who will be
appearing before our Assembly for the first time! The
choices we are obliged to make lead us into such diffi-
cult situations as the one we shall be confronted with
at the end of the week.

amount of time that Parliament spends discussing
properly digested committee reports is diminishing
year by year. It used to be 75%. It then went down to
45%. In January I understand it will be about 15%, if
not less. Could the Members of Parliament and
committee members not institute a self-denying ordi-
nance and not produce quite so many own initiative
reports, so that we actually deal with those things that
are necessarily before the committees, having been put
there by the Commission and Parliament?

President. — There are practically no own-initiative
reports on the agenda. Furthermore, the Bureau’s
suggestion to devote only one hour to urgencies —
and so leave more time for the opinions we are consti-
tutionally required to deliver — looks as though it will
have to be dropped.

(Parliament approved the minutes)

3. Situation in Poland

President. — Dear colleagues, in opening the proceed-
ings of the present part-session I wish to express, on
behalf of the entire Parliament, our anxiety and
concern at the events now taking place in Poland.

I also feel I speak on behalf of you all in conveying to
the Polish people the sympathy of our Parliament in
the face of their ordeal.

From this platform may I make an appeal to the
Counciland Commission to demonstrate our determina-
tion to help Poland overcome its economic difficulties
through practical initiatives.

On 4 May last our Parliament, recalling the events
that occurred in 1956 in Hungary, in 1968 in Czecho-
slovakia and in 1979 in Afghanistan, issued a solemn
warning against any attempt to interfere in Poland’s
internal affairs. This will of our Parliament must today
be emphatically repeated and confirmed.

In the name of the citizens of the ten Community
Member States who, since yesterday, have been
demonstrating their concern everywhere, we hope that
Poland will find, in full independence, the path to
freedom ensuring respect for the rights of all citizens
and workers.

(Parliament remained standing throughout this statement

— Applause)

I call Mr Efremidis on a point of order.
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Mr Efremidis. — (GR) Madam President, when
discussing this point you said that you were speaking
on behalf of the Parliament as a whole. We should like
to disclaim all responsibility: what you said does not
apply to us. [ do not wish to go into details, I should
merely like to say that you should be more careful —
and at least hold preliminary consultations — before
saying that you are speaking on behalf of all of us.
What you said does not express our position.

(Protests from certain quarters)

President. — Mr Efremidis, the text of my statement
was submitted in advance to the chairmen of all the
groups.

(Applause)

Your dissenting view will appear in the Minutes.!

4. Order of business

’

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

At its meeting of 17 November 1981 the enlarged
Bureau drew up the draft agenda which has been
distributed (PE 75.527). At the statutory meeting of
political group chairmen this morning, it was agreed
that various amendments to this draft agenda would be
proposed to you.

(The President read out the amendments proposed?

I call Mrs Kellett-Bowman.

Mrs Kellett-Bowman. — Madam President, the Cohen
report on the North-South Dialogue, which seems to
be bracketed with the statement by the European
Council, has, I believe, exactly the same wording as
something we discussed on 18 November. Is it
sensible to discuss the same thing twice?

President. — Since this request has been entered on
the agenda, we must discuss it.

I call Mr Forth.

Mr Forth. — Madam President, I thought I heard you
say that the issue of Poland would be first on the

Y Membership of Parliament — Transfers of appropriations
— Petitions — Authorization of reports — Referral to
committee — Referral to committee (Rule 49(6)) —
Motions for resolutions entered in the register pursuant to
Rule 49 — Documents received — Texts of treaties
Sforwarded by the Council. see Minutes.

2 See Minutes.

agenda for urgent debate on Thursday night. Since the
deadline for submitting urgent resolutions has not yet
been reached, I find it difficult to see how you can at
this stage say what will be first in priority. Others
things may arise which could conceivably deserve
greater priority. I hope therefore that you and others
who will determine priority will maintain an open
mind at least until the deadline for submission of
urgent motions for resolutions has passed.

President. — The agenda is never definitive since it is
Parliament itself that decides on it after we have
drawn up a list. But it seemed to me important that we:
should know as early as today that this item — in the
absence of some exceptionally serious event between
now and tomorrow, which would force us to amend
the draft agenda — would be appearing at the top of
the urgencies, in accordance with the wishes of the
group chairmen. A number of colleagues who might
otherwise have planned to leave immediately after the
budgetary vote, will thus be able to find the time to
swell the ranks of Members attending this important
debate.

I call Mr Bangemann.

Mr Bangemann. — (DE) Madam President, I should
like you to draw the attention of the House to the fact
that a vote must be taken during voting time on
Wednesday afternoon on the number and composition
of the parliamentary committees.

President. — I was coming to that in a few moments.

I call Mr Gondikas.

Mr Gondikas. — (GR) Madam President, I should
like to ask for an explanation concerning item No 298
— the first report scheduled for today, Monday. It is
not sufficiently clear whether it is to be debated or
postponed.

I have a further query: it appears from the minutes
submitted to you and to the chairmen of the political
groups that Mr Dankert’s report is to be debated .
immediately after Mr Nord’s report (No 310);
however, I believe we have already debated Mr
Dankert’s report in plenary sitting.

I should like to ask you to elucidate both these points
for me.

President. — The report on the carriage of goods by
road has indeed been withdrawn, not having been
adopted in committee.

As to the report by Mr Dankert on the Greek contri-
bution, which is a new report, it was only natural that
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it should be entered as the last item on Tuesday,
bracketed with the other budgetary items.

I call Mr Seefeld.

Mr Seefeld. — (DE) Madam President, for the sake
of clarity I wish to confirm to the House that your
observation is perfectly correct. The Committee on
Transport has declined to deliver an opinion on the
Commission’s proposal for a regulation amending a
regulation on goods transport between the Member
States. This decision was taken because the Committee
is unwilling to tolerate any longer these short time-
limits imposed by the Commission and Council. We
have taken this action in protest against the lack of an
overall concept for a European transport policy and
we hope that our colleagues in the House will give us
their support. For the time being therefore we are not
prepared to deliver an opinion on the Commission’s
proposal.

President. — I call Mr Fergusson.

Mr Fergusson. — Madam President, to revert to the
point which Mrs Kellet-Bowman made a little while
ago, of course this Parliament sets new precedents
every time it meets, but this one, I feel, is perfectly
extraordinary. Have we really decided, knowing how
short our time is, to debate once again a matter which
we debated only a month ago, at that time as an oral
question with debate? Is it suggested that the answer
then was unsatisfactory? Is the new answer going to be
different from the old one? How can we possibly
debate something twice over within two months, when
time is so short? I think that we need a much better
explanation than the fact that it has been tabled.

President. — Once the committee responsible has
adopted a report, the enlarged Bureau is required to
place it on the agenda. If some of our colleagues
sometimes feel that the enlarged Bureau is exceeding
its powers, they would be confirmed in their belief if it
did not place on the agenda a report properly adopted
by a committee.

I call Mr Cohen.

Mr Cohen. — (NL) Madam President, I am delighted
that my report on the 40 million units of account to
cover food aid deliveries to the poorest countries has
been added to the agenda. I imagine that the Council
is also very pleased because this item has been added at
its own request. | wanted simply to draw your atten-
tion to the fact that we need not hold a further debate
on this document since it was already discussed at our
last part-session. It only remains for a vote to be taken
on the report. I wanted to make this point to enable
you to allow a little more time for the consideration of

other items on the agenda. I believe that a vote on this
particular report will now be sufficient.

There is however a second point, Madam President,
which has caused a little confusion to me at least.
When you read the agenda I understood you to say
that an oral question with debate would be added on
Wednesday but I think you quoted the wrong docu-
ment number. Two documents have been distributed:
one relates to the oral question by myself, Mr Enright,
Mrs Focke and a number of other Members which was
already debated at the last part-session. Then there is a
second oral question with debate by Mr Poniatowski,
Mr Bersani, myself and Members of the Committee on
Development and Cooperation which should in fact be
added to the agenda. We wanted this matter 1o be
taken on Wednesday in conjunction with the other
reports relating to development policy.

President. — Two items have been added to the
agenda: first, your report on special aid in favour of
the least advanced countries, on which the Council has
requested urgent procedure and which has already
been the subject of a debate, but on which no vote has
taken place; if it is to be able to take place the report
must be re-entered on the agenda. Furthermore the
Committee on Development and Cooperation has
requested the inclusion in the debate of an oral ques-
tion to the Commission on the outcome of the Cancun
Conference. It was originally planned to include this
question in the debate on the Clément report. Since it
is foreign to the issues raised in the report, it is added
to the agenda, no change being made to the allocation
of speaking time. Lastly, at the request of the Socialist
Group an oral question by yourself on North-South
relations in the matter of political cooperation has
been added to the debate on political cooperation. If
you withdrew the question, matters would obviously
be simplified. Is this what you want?

Mr Cohen. — (NL) Yes, I wanted to propose the
withdrawal of this oral question, Madam President,
for the simple reason that we have a misunderstanding
here. This matter was already debated at our last
part-session.

President. — There must indeed be some mistake
since we received an express request in this connec-
tion.

Mr Fergusson, would you be satisfied with with-
drawal?

I call Mr Fergusson.

Mr Fergusson. — If it has been withdrawn, that is fine.
We may have a vote if you like, but we have had the
discussion and we have had the answer. If that is clear,
then I am happy, Madam President.
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President. — We now come to motions for resolutions
concerning parliamentary committees.

I have received from Mr Prag and others a motion for
a resolution to have a debate on the committees
inserted on Wednesday morning at the beginning of
the sitting. In addition the chairmen of the political
groups are considering tabling a motion for a resolu-
tion on the same question, that is to say on the number
of parliamentary committees. It would therefore be a
good idea to take these two motions for resolutions
jointly. But since this means amending the agenda, I
must put it to the vote, it being understood that for the
moment we can only vote on the proposal by Mr Prag,
who would like this item to be taken on Wednesday
morning.

I call Mr Bangemann.

Mr Bangemann. — (DE) I think Mr Prag will agree
to the vote being taken on Wednesday afternoon with
the normal votes; I know that he attaches a great deal
of importance to this decision being taken by the
largest possible number of Members of the House. I
therefore imagine that he will agree to the vote being
taken on Wednesday afternoon with the other reports
on which the debate has been completed by then.

President. — Mr Prag, do you agree to the vote being
taken on Wednesday afternoon with the other votes?

Mr Prag. — Yes, Madam President, I am in agree-
ment. I think this matter is of very great importance
and I am glad that it will be dealt with at a time when
there will be a good attendance in this House.

President. — I call Mr Arndt.

Mr Arndt. — (DE) Madam President, I should like
you to note that I shall not be prepared to vote on a
document which has not been submitted to Members
of the House 24 hours in advance in translation. I
would ask you to note that in connection with this
particular item.

President. — Certainly we shall apply the Rules of
Procedure, Mr Arndt.

(Parliament decided to add to the other wvotes on
Wednesday the vote on the Prag motion for a resolution
and any other motions that might be tabled on the same
sybject)

I have received from 11 Members a request to amend
the agenda pursuant to Rule 56 (1) of the Rules of
Procedure to the effect that the first item on today’s
agenda should be a debate on the situation in Poland

and that each political group and the non-attached
Members should be allowed ten minutes’ speaking
time.

4

I call Mr Pannella.

Mr Pannella. — (FR) Madam President, ladies and
gentlemen, I believe that extremely grave events are
taking place in Poland. We are afraid that a point of
no return may be reached in the next few days.

I think that we would be doing ourselves an injustice if
we failed to recognize right now that something
extremely serious has happened and is liable to go on
happening in the hours to come. I think that we should
answer the hopes of those men and women who are
already victims and may suffer even more severely.
Could we not then find 70 or perhaps even 35 minutes
to say something more than the few sentences which
you spoke just now in your capacity as President? 1
hope you will recognize the fact that at the meeting of
political group chairmen I did not agree with the prin-
ciple adopted and did not agree fully either with the
content of the decision.

Having said that, I believe that a spectre is haunting
Europe and it is not just the spectre which you your-
self quite rightly evoked. It is not merely a spectre of
invasion but that of the quisling, the risk that men in
positions of power, taking as their pretext a foreign
threat, will themselves become alienated from demo-
cracy and alienated from the freedom of their peoples.

Madam President, I think that if we want to help the
victims today and make sure that there are no more
victims tomorrow, we should grasp this opportunity to
state to the peoples of the Community that our
Community Europe cannot under any circumstances
envisage helping a regime which treatens freedoms or
restricts freedoms even without an invasion from
abroad. I think we should convey this message as a
matter of urgency to Walesa and to the workers and
women of Poland. Otherwise, ladies and gentlemen,
we shall be making out a blank cheque to this govern-
ment which is already taking violent action without
any threat of external intervention.

Madam President, I therefore hope that this Parlia-
ment will shoulder its responsibilities and hold a
debate on this matter today. The situation will be
different on Wednesday and Thursday. Sufficient unto
each day the problems of that day, Madam President.

President. — I call Mr Prag.

Mr Prag. — Madam President, I wish to speak on a
point of information. I agreed that we should vote on
my motion on Wednesday afternoon. Can I take it
that there will be a debate, as requested in the terms of
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my motion, on that subject at 9o’clock on
Wednesday? Was that the decision actually taken?

President. — I call Mr Bangemann.

Mr Bangemann. — (DE) Madam President, since this
is a procedural matter, we can arrange our discussions
in such a way as to allow each Member to make a brief
statement on the item before it is put to the vote. That
will not take a great deal of time, otherwise we should
be involved in an excessively long debate. It is a proce-
dural point and each Member can speak on it pursuant
to the terms of the Rules of Procedure for one minute
or 90 seconds.

President. — In my opinion it should go onto the
agenda. The groups are free to devote some of their
speaking time to this question.

I call Mr Forth.

Mr Forth. — Yes, this is the point, Madam President.
The Prag resolution specifically requests a debate at
9 a.m. on Wednesday morning. The vote may then
follow at 3 p.m. The House has passed that resolution,
and therefore there must and shall be a debate at
9 a.m. Each group will allocate the appropriate time to
it. The House, Mr Bangemann, has passed the resolu-
tion. Ask the President!

President. — We cannot object to this debate, which
will thus be held in the morning, the vote remaining
scheduled for the afternoon. That is the best solution
even if it is a pity that procedural debates should eat
into the already insufficient time set aside for consi-
dering the reports!

I call Mr Bangemann.

Mr Bangemann. — (DE) Madam President, I agree
entirely to the debate being held. It is perfectly in
order for that to be done. I simply wish to correct one
misunderstanding — and you can check this easily in
the minutes; I have followed them because I am inter-
ested in this point: Mr Prag’s resolution has not yet
been adopted. We have simply voted on the procedure
and decided to discuss it as a matter of urgency. But
the content has not yet been adopted although Mr
Forth clearly does not know this because he has just
said the opposite. I wanted to make this perfectly
clear.

President. — I call Mr Galland.

Mr Galland. — (FR) Madam President, as far as I am
concerned, and I think as far as many of my

colleagues are concerned, I want to make it quite clear
that when you put the matter to the vote just now I
was in favour of Mr Prag’s motion — and possibly
also another motion by the group chairmen — being
put to the vote on Wednesday afternoon. My intention
was not for a debate to be held. I fully understand Mr
Prag’s request but in that case a further vote should be
taken to give us an opportunity to state democratically
whether we want a debate to be held in addition to a
straightforward vote on the text.

President. — Mr Galland, I thought, it is true, that
there was simply going to be a vote. But since Mr Prag
is asking for a debate, it seems logical that this be
scheduled for the morning and the vote for the after-
noon.

President. — I call Mr Pannella.

Mr Pannella. — (FR) I thought I had understood that
when we voted on the Prag resolution we had
concluded that item and passed on to the next point
which was my own request for a change in the agenda.
Madam President, I know that your task is difficult
because we are not particularly disciplined.

(Laughter)

but could I ask you to put to the vote right now the
question as to whether we wish to hold a debate on
Poland and give our support to the Poles?

President. — Mr Pannella, since- Mr Prag raised his
hand just after you made your request, I thought he
wanted to state his position on the subject and I could
not interrupt him. We then found ourselves back to
the committees question. But we now return to your
request for an immediate debate on the situation in
Poland.

I call Mr Glinne.

Mr Glinne. — (FR) We have been following events in
Poland for some days now, from hour to hour, with
anxiety and deep sympathy for the Polish people. We
have been following these events for a very long time
as you can see from the resolutions which have already
been adopted by the European Parliament. But on
Wednesday of this week with the statement by the
European Council following the meeting of that
Council in London and on Thursday afternoon, with
the joint debate on the statements by the European
Council and the Council of the Community on Polit-
ical Cooperation, we shall have an opportunity to deal
with the Polish question in depth and with the neces-
sary preparation. I think therefore that Mr Pannella is
insisting on his own proposal to attract publicity rather
than from a desire to help.
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(Applause in various parts of the House).

(Parliament rejected the request for a debate on the situa-
tion in Poland to be held that day).

5. Speaking Time

(The President read out the proposed allocation of
Speaking Time)!

President. — I call Mr Adam.

Mr Adam. — Speaking time allocated on Tuesday,
Madam President — the amount that is allocated to
the draftsmen in the budget debate, of 20 minutes in
total, I think is really quite insufficient. We have got to
a stage where the draftsmen from the various commit-
tees now have very difficult choices to make and prior-
ities to indicate to the Parliament and to try and
squeeze all that into 20 minutes speaking time in total,
I think, is really inadequate. I would suggest that that
item should be made 40 minutes and 20 minutes
should be taken from the other time that is allocated in
proportion.

President. — We have followed the usual rule which,
it seems to me, should not be amended, unless it be to
limit still further group speaking time, which would
seem to be very difficult.

(Parliament adopted the proposed allocation)’ 2

6. Action taken by the Commission on the opinions and
resolutions of Parliament

President. — The next item is the communication
from the Commission on action taken on the opinions
and resolutions of Parliament.’

Mr de Ferranti. — Madam President, in addition to
the short document we also have this much longer
report which is extremely useful and it does not take
much research into these reports to see that the action
that is required, or the action that is being taken, on
the various directives that relate to freeing the internal
market are held up by the Council in no less than 80
cases. To repeat, there are nearly 80 directives now
held up for action in the Council and Mr Narjes
informed us last month that the cost of this delay must
be in the order of five billion pounds.

! See Minutes.
2 Tabling of amendments: see minutes.
3 See Annex.

Could I now ask the Commission whether in view of
the discussions that must have taken place in London
and are taking place in the Council today, the
Commission is going to press for a separate answer
to these questions relating to the internal market, or
will we have to wait perhaps the many months that it
may take for a solution to the problems of milk and a
solution to the problems of the budget? Can we have
some assurance that the Commission is doing its
very best to get a decision on these vital questions that
relate to the internal market, a real issue that is in
front of us all, where we have responsibilities and
where the present lack of progress is making a
nonsense of all the institutions of the Community,
including our own?

Mr Narjes, Member of the Commission. —
(DE) Madam President, on behalf of the Commission
I can give the honourable Member any assurance
which he wishes to have. We share his regret at the
delay in taking these urgently necessary decisions. The
President of the Commission will be attempting at the
meetings of the Foreign Ministers today and
tomorrow to obtain the separation of the first set of
issues or ‘Volet I’ as it is known, from the two others.
Whether or not he succeeds in this will depend on the
attitude of the other Member States.

Mr Patterson. — Madam President, my question also
refers to the longer document, and specifically to
page 62 of it. In June we passed a resolution, of which
I was rapporteur, on Petition No 41/79 concerning
the incompatibility of French artificial-insemination
monopoly with the Treaty of Rome. We understood
then that the Commission was taking legal action
against the French Government under Article 169 and
this was instituted on 25 September 1980. Now since
then, I understand, proceedings in a French court have
led this matter to be referred to the Court of Justice in
Luxembourg. My question is, what is the current state
of the Commission’s action against the French
Government, of which we have heard nothing since
September 1980, for the reasons which are stated on
page 62 of the long document, namely that they felt
the correspondence was confidential and could not be
released to our Committee on the Rules of Procedure
and Petitions?

Mr Andriessen, Member of the Commission. —
(NL) Madam President, in answer to that question I
am able to inform you that the Commission has taken
a decision to deliver a reasoned opinion under the
procedure of Article 169. That opinion will be
published in the near future but I do not expect it to be
published before the end of this year.

Mr Patterson. — That is very interesting, but it is not
the answer to my question. My question is, what is the
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state of the Commission’s action given that the case is
coming up in the Court of Justice on January 4?

Mr Andriessen, Member of the Commission. — (NL) It
is clear, Madam President, that when these matters are
brought before the Court on 4 January, the Commis-
sion will be participating by making its own position
known.

Mr Gendebien. — (FR) Parliament has already
adopted a moderate and constructive resolution on the
problem of nuclear power stations.

However, this problem remains topical since the
French Government has recently taken a decision to
continue its project to build a power station in Chooz
in the immediate vicinity of the Franco-Belgian fron-
tier. On numerous occasions a number of Belgian, in
particular Walloon, Members have put written ques-
tions to ascertain the action taken by the Commission
on this resolution. This problem remains topical and
urgent and we are surprised at the Commission’s
failure to act.

Madam President, I therefore hope that the Commis-
sion will inform us of its precise intentions in this
matter and of the timetable which it proposes to
follow with a view to reaching a decision at the earliest
opportunity.

Mr Narjes, Member of the Commission. —
(DE) Madam President, after the French Govern-
ment’s announcement of its intention to review all
nuclear power station construction programmes, the
Commission preferred to wait for developments in
France. It learned a few days ago from reports in the
press that the power station to which the honourable
Member referred is now in fact to be built.

It will therefore intensify its previous efforts to bring
about the adoption in the Council of Ministers of a
Community regulation for trans-frontier information
- and notification. The Commission is however not yet
able to give a more hopeful reply to the honourable
Member than a few months ago since the draft direc-
tive has already encountered very real difficulties.

Sir James Scott-Hopkins. — In relation to the horti-
cultural area of the disputes which exist between
Member States, will the Commission make a further
statement on developments in this particular situation
with regard to the Netherlands Government and the
energy subsidies which are putting other countries at a
disadvantage in that particular horticultural field.

Mr Andriessen, Member of the Commission. —
(NL) Madam President, if I have understood the
honourable Member correctly his question relates to

the problem of the use of natural gas for horticultural
purposes in the Netherlands. The Commission has
very recently informed the Netherlands Government
that the latter must state before the end of this year
whether prices for horticulture are to be aligned with
industrial prices as from 1 October 1982. The Nether-
lands Government has now answered the Commis-
sion. Its answer is being studied at the moment and I
hope that a decision will be taken this week. As
matters stand at present, the Dutch Government’s
reply does not appear satisfactory and a decision will
therefore have to be taken to initiate the appropriate
procedure. That is how things stand at present but I
cannot prejudge the Commission’s decision because it
has not yet been taken; in all probability it will be
taken this week.

Mr Beazley. — Can I ask for further clarification on
that point and why it has taken the Commission so
long to put a document in the hands of the Dutch
Government — as late as 11.30 on Wednesday of last
week the responsible members of the Dutch Govern-
ment advised me that they had received no formal
communication. When was the document in fact
delivered?

IN THE CHAIR: MR DE FERRANTI
Vice-President

Mr Andriessen, Member of the Commission. — (NL) 1
hope, Mr President, you will realize that I cannot have
all the dates and times relevant to this matter readily to
hand. However, I can say that the Commission has
followed developments in this matter with the utmost
attention in recent months and has acted with due
speed. But I cannot discuss actual hours at which
particular events took place since I do not have the
information readily to hand. I hope Parliament will
bear with me in this.

Mr Welsh. — Just so that we can be absolutely clear
about what Mr Andriessen is telling us, is it true that
the Commission has received an unsatisfactory reply
from the Dutch Government?

Mr Andriessen, Member of the Commission. —
(NL) As 1 just told you, Mr President, the Dutch
Government’s reply appears to be unsatisfactory and,
that being so, the Commission will have to take certain
action. But the Commission has not yet taken a formal
decision and I cannot therefore prejudge the issue at
this stage.
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7. Competition policy brings the Community into disrepute in the eyes of the
people of Europe.
President. — The next item on-the agenda is the

report (Doc. 1-689/81) by Mr Beazley, on behalf of
the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs,
on the

Tenth Report of the Commission on Competition Policy
(Doc. 1-195/81).

I call the rapporteur.

‘

Mr Beazley, rapporteur. — Mr President, I am very
pleased to be able to present to this House a report
which was unanimously supported by the Committee
on Economic and Monetary Affairs. [ say this because
my report has taken a very positive view of competi-
tion and the part it should play in the creation of a real
common market. It has spoken clearly and definitely
about the way the Commission has handled its respon-
sibilities, congratulating it where appropriate and
chiding it where necessary. In the final analysis,
however, it sees the Commission as an ally in the
achievement of a European common market.

This market must be a strong and flexible one, strong
and flexible enough to create the wealth and the
employment necessary to support the high aims and
aspirations of the Community. It must take proper
account of the diverse and sometimes conflicting
needs of industry, trade, commerce, the financial insti-
tutions, services, transport and, lastly and by no means
least, the needs of customers and consumers.

My report also speaks to the national Member States.
Here its main message is, I am afraid, one of repri-
mand and bitter disappointment. This House, I know,
longs to see the governments of the Member States

acting jointly as an enthusiassic ally and determined |

partner in the creation of a strong economic as well as
a strong political Community. This House is so often
disappointed by the intransigence of Member States’
governments, their lack of solidarity and common
interests, their selfishness and short-term views. It
must urge the European Council, the Council of
Ministers and their individual functional Councils to
seize opportunities which a European Community,
and a common market in particular, hold out to them.

I do not, Mr President, underrate the difficulties
which they face, but they have allowed themselves 1o
be increasingly driven back onto nationalist rather
than Community thinking to resolve their problems.
This House must regret that Member State govern-
ments have on too many occasions thwarted the
competition policy of the Treaty which they have
signed. In some cases they have chosen to ignore its
precepts, in others to employ gargantuan delays to

obstruct the Commission in its task of acting on behalf

of the Community. This lack of respect all too often

Now, Mr President, my report has attempted 1o do
two things: firstly, to handle the issues raised by the
Tenth Competition Report and secondly, to review
the needs of the Community in regard to competition
policy. There is clearly insufficient time to deal in my
speech with all the intricate subject covered in the
Tenth Report, but my resolution and the explanatory
statement do, I trust, deal with them adequately. I will

_ not strain your patience, Mr President, nor that of the

House by taking these complex and intricate details
individually. Before passing them by, however, I must
impress upon this House how important these complex
details are.

The Commission’s report indicates the way it is inter-
preting the Community competition policy. This is of
supreme importance to those sections of industry,
commerce and finance whose interests are affected by
the Commission’s interpretation of particular issues
concerning them and its understanding of other fators
in the development of the competition policy. Further-
more, there must always be a precise balance between
the elaboration of a Community policy and its inter-
pretation in detailed cases. As one of my colleagues
recently said in this House, the devil is in the detail.
The competition policy, which I believe is vital to the
life of the Community, cannot exist as a purely
academic concept. Whilst necessarily granting to the
Directorate responsible for competition policy a
certain independence in line with its special authority,
I believe that it was nevertheless necessary to recog-
nize the fact that competition policy cannot exist in a
vacuum. It must relate to the state of development of
the Community’s policies in particular, but also to the
overall objectives of the Community in general.

The Community was born with a rich heritage, and it
was natural for it to take the view it did on competi-
tion in the internal market, but its long history of
being an economy in surplus has been changed by the
energy crisis into that of a deficit economy. As an erst-
while surplus economy and the world’s largest interna-
tional trader to boot, the Community not unnaturally
decided to provide itself with one of the lowest tariff
protections in the world in the belief that it would
persuade others to maintain open .markets for our
exports. In present conditions the relatively high tariff
and non-tariff barriers of the much stronger econ-
omies of the United States and Japan make a strange
contrast to those of the European Community.

We, of course, could have chosen otherwise. We could
have opted for a strongly protected dirigiste
Community policy for industry as we did for agricul-
ture and with the crisis cartels of our coal and steel
industries. However, strong competition in both the
internal common market and the external world
market is required if our industry and services are to



14.12. 81

Sitting of Monday, 14 December 1981

No 1-278/11

Beazley

be powerful enough to create the level of wealth
necessary to meet the Community’s needs.

For private industry to continue at all in the European
market it must be world competitive and, furthermore,
the European Community common market is a world
market, open to all traders and investors and to all the
cold economic winds that blow.

The Commission, and the competition directorate in
particular, must recognize the world competitive char-
acteristic of the European Community when inter-
pretmg their various policies — merger and concentra-
tion policy in particular. We must not deny ourselves
the right and the duty within the Community to build
up profitable industrial and commercial operations
which are of the same size and power as those of our
competitors in the USA and Japan. These enterprises
must be able to exist in the competitive environment
both within and outside the common market. Many
such enterprises are, however, at present too frag-
mented by being the historical vestige of national and
not international economies. We must, therefore, like
the USA and Japan, over a period of time, change our
structures to make stronger and better organized
competition.

Now it must be understood that, important as is the
European Community to all of us, those international
firms that operate in all the main Community markets
also operate worldwide. The Community market must
be seen as the home market of such European-based
international companies. However, it must be realized
that Europe is but one part — however important —
of such firms’ world markets. Genuine competition
must rule in this home market, but these firms must
not be unfairly discriminated against within the
common market as though they had protection in their
home market, for clearly they do not.

In fact, in circumstances where the very existence of
certain necessary European industries could be threa-
tened, it might be desirable to permit, on a European
rather than on a national scale and under suitable safe-
guards — under, for example, the Commission’s
supervision — some temporary form of consultation
and cooperation to assist restructuring and to avoid
the loss of skills, capital and employment in the
Community.

Mr President, [ regret that time does not permit me to
make the necessary comments on the various sections
of my report, but I believe that these are quite clear
and self-explanatory.

I would, however, like to make a comment on just two
or three items.

Firstly, I would like to see a single common market
opened up for European financial institutions,
including insurance, on the lines of the proven models
of the best Member States’ experience.

Secondly, I would like to press for agreement that the
Parliament’s opinion be sought in regard to Regula-
tion No 67/67 on exclusive dealing and selective
distribution agreements and in the case of patents and
licences.

The whole area of exciusive dealing and supply and
distribution is extremely tricky, just as in the question
of parallel imports. In this latter respect my report
recommends further examination in order that a
balance may be found between the breaking down of
restrictions to enable the internal market to be opened
up as fully as possible, at the same time as providing
safeguards for capital and labour investments against
speculative importers.

Thirdly, I would like to draw attention to the relation-
ship between Community competition policy and
national competences. I do not wish to speak indivi-
dually to all the points in my sections 20 to 29.
However, it is to be regretted that Member States’
governments continue to introduce forms of local and
regional protectionism into what they are Treaty-
bound to create as a common market. They must be
aware, if not more so than anybody else, of the
damage which this does to their own wider and
longer-term interests.

My committee has submitted a short amendment to
illustrate the point. This concerns the differential
pricing of Dutch gas supplies to horticulure as
compared to Dutch gas prices to industry whose
destructive effect in other Northern European States is
immediately to be seen in all our constituencies.

This is no isolated case — all Member States have
found ways of providing protection, often for debili-
tated industries, sometimes in order to keep powerful
ones still strong.

I will speak finally of one item of the Commission’s
powers and procedures and I refer only to the recom-
mendations made in section 35 of the motion for a
resolution.

The first recommendation is for the establishment of
an ‘intermediate tribunal to review questions of fact,
leaving the Court of Justice as the final court of appeal
dealing essentially with points of law.

The second is for the appointment of an independent
person or persons from within the Commission, but
separate from DG IV, or else appointed by the Court,
who would participate in the investigative process and
handle certain procedural aspects.

Finally, to examine ways of expediting procedures for
granting exemptions whereby applications for granting
exemptions should be considered as granted within a
fixed period of, say, 90 days unless the Commission
had meanwhile raised serious doubt as to the applica-

~ bility or Article 85 (3).
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President. — I call the Socialist Group.

Mr Walter. — (DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the Socialist Group agrees in substance
with Mr Beazley’s report because it contains important
recommendations on competition policy which have
often been put forward by our Group in Parliament. At
the same time I have some doubts about the point of
these annual debates accompanied by annual demands.
This is the tenth report by the Commission on compe-
tition policy and the tenth opinion by Parliament; a
comparison of these reports shows that the opinion of
the European Parliament repeats the same demands
from year to year.

We conclude from this that the prospects for the
attainment of the Parliament’s wishes are obviously
not improved by constant repetition. The Council and
Commission allow Parliament to turn its prayer-wheel
over competition policy but substantial amendments of
the kind which Parliament hopes to see have not been
made.

This criticism is directed at the Council and also at the
Commission. It is directed at the Commission firstly
because — as is stated in the Beazley report — we do
not like the way in which the Commission has dealt in
the past with important suggestions by the European
Parliament. When we call for greater involvement of
employers, trade-unions and consumer associations in
the procedures of competition policy we expect to see
some politcal reaction to our request. And if the
European Parliament has been calling for years, if I
am not mistaken since 1977, for a regulation on
transfer prices within groups of companies, it should
not take all these years for resolute political action by
the Commission.

Our criticism is also aimed at the Council which is a
kind of secret kitchen cabinet and largely escapes any
influence by the European Parliament. If the harmoni-
zation of taxation policy has anything to do with the
creation of identical conditions of competition on the
European market, we are bound to enquire why more
than 30 directives and regulations on tax harmoniza-
tion have been blocked by the Council for years. If
industrial concentration and dominant market posi-
tions in the European Community have anything to do
with the creation of identical conditions of competi-
tion, why has the Council taken no action since 1974
on the proposals relating to preventive supervision of
mergers? And if the Member States of the EEC react
with protectionism and national subsidies to the inter-
national economic crisis and thus contribute to the
development of unequal conditions of competition,
where is the readiness of the Council to respond with a
common European structural policy for the steel and
textile industries, for shipbuilding and other important
branches of the Community economy.

A word of criticism must also be directed at the Euro-
pean Parliament and its Members in this matter. We
have been passing resolutions for years by large major-
ities on fine principles of competition policy. But what
is the reaction, for example, of my Italian colleagues in
this House when the Italian Government manifestly

" pursues national protectionism in respect of electronic

appliances and motor vehicles thus leading to distor-
tion of competition. Where are my Dutch colleagues
when the Dutch Government quite clearly contributes
to the distortion of competition in horticulture under
glass? Do we then hear critical comments from our
colleagues, Mr Berkhouwer? This seems to me the
decisive point. What I have said about Taly and The
Netherlands applies to almost all Member States and
Members of Parliament from all countries of the
European Community. I believe that our work on
competition policy can only be successful if we do not
adopt empty principles but are willing to measure the
policy of our own country by those principles.

I do not intend to repeat anything contained in Mr
Beazley’s report which you can all easily read. I just
want to say that in the matter of competition policy
the Socialist Group attaches particular importance to
three areas.

Firstly, we must counteract the control over
Community markets achieved in particular by trans-
frontier concentrations of companies. We need effec-
tive preventive supervision of such concentrations and
also authority o dismantle existing monopolies. We
need a strong independent European cartel authority
— much stronger than in the past. We need a policy
towards international undertakings which are today
able to evade national tax and economic policies
through their transfrontier economic activities. Finally,
we need to secure the right of workers to be informed
and participate in international undertakings. Here I
would like to address an appeal to my colleagues in
the Liberal, Conservative and Christian Democratic
Groups: when we move beyond matters of principle to
discuss practical issues in a few months’ time in
connection with our debates on the directive
concerning the supply of information to employees
and the fifth directive, you will have an opportunity to
prove that you are serious in your cause for control
over international undertakings in the EEC.

Secondly, we must take more resolute action than in
the past at European level to counteract the tendency
of the Member States to react to the economic crisis
with an increasing number of trade-policy manceuvres
at the frontiers, increasing subsidies to national indus-
tries, increasing protectionism and increasing limita-
tions on external trade. Ladies and gentlemen,
economic policy based on the idea of each man for
himself is economic nonsense and self-defeating in the
long term; it also endangers the political cohesion of
the European Community.

-
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My third and last point is this: in our discussion on the
proposals arising from the mandate of 30 May we
must make progress towards the reform of those
policy areas in the European Community where EEC
policy itself contributes to the distortion of competi-
tion within the common market. Let me give one
example: per capita agricultural subsidies from the
European budget to Dutch farmers are ten times
higher than the equivalent subsidies to Italian farmers
— is that compatible with the idea of common condi-
tions of competition?

Ladies and gentlemen, competition policy cannot be
pursued in isolation. It cannot solve problems created
by failures in other areas. Competition policy must
therefore be linked with the reform of other European
Community policies — and I am making that point of
behalf of my Group too.

(Applause)

President. — Of course there is no group speaking-
time for Monday’s debates, and you have already been
speaking for eight minutes. The agenda is very full this
week, as you know, and I think it would be a courtesy
to the House if speakers could be a lot briefer than
eight minutes.

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

Mr Franz. — (DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the EPP group supports Mr Beazley’s
report on competition policy. We welcome the fact
that this report once again stresses the importance of
competition policy as one of the principal objectives of
the Treaties and as an indispensable part of a socially
responsible market economy. Without competition a
market economy cannot be social. At a time of
growing unemployment and growing balance-of-
payments deficits when many countries advocate
protection of their own industries, we cannot stress
oo highly the fundamental importance of competition
to our economies and indeed to all of us.

May I now stress three points which appear to me
particularly important — three factors which severely
limit competition and are therefore a threat to Europe.

Firstly, subsidies: in recent years we have seen an
increasing tendency towards State aids and subsidies;
this matter was discussed in detail in the last three
Commission reports. We must constantly stress that
subsidies and in particular subsidies to protect
declining industries are one of the worst enemies of
competition and have led to many misguided develop-
ments in Europe. Subsidies of this kind prevent the
scrapping of unprofitable obsolete plants; as a result
competitive plants often cannot earn the profits which
are vital to finance the modernization programmes

necessary for the long-term preservation of jobs.
Subsidies lead to serious distortions of competition in
the European Community. Because of subsidies whole
sectors which have been protected against competition
have already ceased to be competitive on the world
market. Subsidies impair the decision-making
freedom of undertakings, efficiency and willingness
to take economic risks which are central features of
the market economy. At the micro-economic level
they reduce the adaptability of undertakings. In
macro-economic terms they are detrimental to the
mechanisms of control over the market economy and
diminish economic productivity and elasticity.

Mr President, unless we take more resolute action to
control subsidies in Europe, in a few years’ time many
sectors of our industry will cease to be competitive.
Some subsidies are of course necessary but they must
be completely transparent, strictly limited in duration
and degressive in nature. The Commission’s Tenth
Report on Competition Policy quite rightly looks in
detail at State aids. Mr Beazley is also rightly asking —
and he has my support — for the next report to
contain’ precise information on the results of aids
which have been approved and on their duration.

To no less an extent than subsidies trade barriers are
an obstacle to competition in the European
Community. Under the pressure of unemployment, we
have in recent years seen increasing non-tariff tech-
nical and administrative barriers to trade which
adversely affect the free market in the European
Community. However much we admire the creativity
and innovative spirit of officials and undertakings in
inventing new barriers to trade, we must obviously
recognize that these barriers are completely incompa-
tible with the aims of the Community and with free
competition which is vital. It is therefore all the more
regrettable that the Commission’s report does not look
at this important topic. The Commission — and I fully
endorse this request made by Mr Beazley — must do
all in its power to strengthen the domestic market by
eliminating trade barriers and preventing the imposi-
tion of further barriers.

The further development of a fully operational
domestic market is of vital importance to the future of
the economy in the 10 Member States of the European
Community. In the absence of a properly functioning
European domestic market, the current economic
problems of the European Community cannot be
solved nor can economic growth, jobs and prosperity
be safeguarded in the Member States. Norms and
approval procedures must be coordinated in the
Community instead of being contradictory. Distor-
tions of competition due to inadequate tax harmoniza-
tion must be ended in the Community together with
frontier controls and clearance procedures which
restrict trade in goods. Discrimination against
suppliers in other Member States by giving preference
to national companies in awarding public contracts
must also be prevented.
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Let us not forget that the Community market 15 a
market of 270 million consumers. If that market which
is far larger than the American, let alone the Japanese
market, were to function properly it would be the
strongest in the world. Research and development,
new investment in advanced products and innovations
of all kinds would be far more profitable than on any
other market in the world. Free competition can lead
to incentives to growth which are of great importance
to our future. We cannot fully utilize the advantages
of the European market until we put an end to
concealed protectionism and achieve a fully func-
tioning domestic market.

Allow me to mention a third point in conclusion:
however important the European domestic market
may be to us, it must be remembered that about one
half of EEC exports go to countries outside the EEC.
The Community has today the lowest average customs
tariff to be found anywhere in the world for trade in
industrial products. It has fought for the development
and safeguarding of liberal world trade but in times of
declining expansion of world trade, the fight against
protectionist trends assumes a key role. Our support
for free world trade must be constantly reaffirmed as
must our desire to open markets to exporting or devel-
oping countries. To a greater extent than most other
regions of the world, Europe, which lacks raw-mater-
tals supplies, is dependent on free world trade. Only in
a system of free world trade can we earn the currency
which we urgently need to pay our oil bills and for our
raw-materials imports.

It is often forgotten that trade increases with growing
industrialization. We should encourage the industriali-
zation of the developing countries which will lead to
growing competition and present a constant challenge
1o us.

On behalf of the EPP group I would ask you to give
full support to Mr Beazley’s report on the
Community’s competition policy.

President. — We must now go on to Question Time
so this debate and the debate on the Herman report
are adjourned until tomorrow.

I call Mr Deleau on a point of order.

Mr Deleau. — (FR) Mr President, pressure of time
clearly makes it necessary for us to suspend our debate
on Mr Beazley’s report. That is a great pity. Could
you tell us when this essential debate, which must be
continued, will be resumed? May I point out that we
are going to create an unjust situation. Two groups
have expressed their views at great length this evening
because speaking time was not limited. When we
resume our debate later on in the week speaking time
will be limited. This creates a deep injustice which I

greatly regret. The only solution would be to continue
our debate on the report this evening.

President. — I entirely agree with you about open-
endedness of the Monday afternoon debate where
speaking time cannot be settled because it is not
known at what time the debate will start. This gives an
opportunity to people to go on too long. I did my best
to try and indicate that speakers should keep their
remarks as brief as possible. As it is now, the House
has already agreed that this debate will continue
tomorrow after Item 303 on tomorrow’s agenda. It is
at the end of tomorrow’s agenda, you will appreciate,
and I think the whole House will take your point

8. Question Time

President. — The next item is Question Time
(Doc. 1-847/81).

We begin with the questions to the Commission.

I call Mrs Ewing.

Mrs Ewing. — Very briefly, Mr President, as the
President in the chair determines the order of Ques-
tion Time, I would move that my Question 19 be
given a higher priority for the reason that this question
was lodged on 16 September. It does seem, Mr Presi-
dent, if we are going to be expected to lodge questions
earlier than September for December, we really have
got to ask what point is accomplished by Question
Time. I know that the other Questions have been
carried forward, some of which were lodged after
16 September, but I would like:-to put this on the
record as something that perhaps could be considered
when the list of questions is drawn up.

President. — Question No 1, by Mr Howell (H-438/
81):

Does the Commission expect to publish further pro-
posals for a common fisheries policy and if so when?

Mr Richard, Member of the Commission. — As Parlia-
ment will know, the meeting of the Council of Minis-
ters fixed for today to discuss this matter has been
cancelled. The Commission considers that all the
proposals necessary to enable the Council to reach
agreement on the entire fisheries policy at its next
meeting have already been put to it. Nevertheless the
Commission reserves the right to amend its proposals
in line with the progress of preparatory work for this
Council meeting.
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President. — Before I call Mr Seligman to ask a
supplementary question, I must point out to the House
that the object of Question Time is to try and elicit
information from the Commission, and not to have a
debate. I am afraid, therefore, I will be rather hard on
people who go on too long or who do not ask a ques-
tion, and I will cut the list short when in my opinion
no further progress can be made.

Mr Seligman. — In place of Mr Howell, may I ask for
some information about the twelve-mile limit as it
affects Britain? We have a stay of execution of ten
years on this twelve-mile limit, and that will expire
presumably at the end of this year. What will happen
after the end of this year about the twelve-mile limit in
Britain?

Mr Richard. — As Parliament knows, discussions are
taking place between the British Government and, in
particular, the French Government on questions of
access. I do not think it would be sensible, frankly, for
the Commission to be drawn into the detail of those
discussions or perhaps into speculation, which may in
the end prove not to be necessary, about what should
happen after December. As Parliament will know, the
Commission’s views on the necessary limits have
already been made known to the Council, and the
Commission at this stage sees no purpose, or indeed
point, in altering them.

Mrs Ewing. — Can the Commission tell us what view
they are going to take on the proposals which were
passed through this Parliament on the last day of the
second November session with regard to regional
preference, the automatic right of local communities
to obtain licences?

Mr Richard. — Well, the Commission will consider
the views of the Parliament with its usual care and
assiduity, particularly on this issue, since it is one that
the Commission knows has exercised the minds of
parliamentarians in Parliament very greatly. I think the
honourable Member will find, if she looks back at the
various proposals that the Commission has made and
the various contributions the Commission has made
to this debate over the years, that the question of local
regional preference is indeed one which the Commis-
sion takes very much to heart.

Mr Provan. — Would the Commission not agree that
in fact there is very little sense in bringing forward
new proposals from the Commission themselves until
we know what proposals are likely to be acceptable to
the Council of Ministers? It is therefore much more
sensible to try and bring the Council of Ministers
together and keep them at it until they come up with
some bilateral agreements that might successfully
result in a2 new common fisheries policy.

Mr Richard. — [ do not think the honourable
Member is actually proposing a new procedure
whereby the Commission, so to speak, locks the
Council up until they come to an agreement. Perhaps
there might be something to be said for such a proce-
dure — I can only say to Parliament that there are
some moments when at least this Commissioner
regrets he does not have that power, but at the
moment he does not.

As to the relationship between bilateral discussions and
an eventual agreement, of course the honourable
Member is quite right: it would be quite absurd for the
Commission to produce proposals which the Council
of Ministers clearly had no possibility of accepting. On
the other hand it would be quite absurd for the
Commission to say that it had no locus in this matter,
no initiating power, indeed no power of intervention
at the moment that the Commission felt right. I am
afraid I can only say to Parliament what I said right at
the outset, namely that we reserve the right to amend
our proposals as and when we think it desirable in the
interests of reaching an agreement. But quite clearly it
does not make any sense whatsoever for us to come
along with totally fresh proposals at this stage when
bilateral discussions are taking place.

It is, as I am sure Parliament will appreciate, a difficult
question of balance to know precisely at what moment
of time you actually exercise the powers which you
have got. I can only say that the Commission very
much wants a common fisheries policy and we will do
everything we can to try and bring it about, recog-
nizing that we will not succeed in satisfying everybody
either in the Member States or, indeed, in this House.

Mr Calvez. — (FR) What can the Commissioner do
to ensure that the Council does one day adopt a
common fisheries policy?

Mr Richard. — The Commission will do what it has
been doing, which is to produce proposals which it
thinks are sensible and then try and persuade Member
Statés that they ought to think them sensible as well.
At this stage, as I said earlier, discussions are still
taking place between the British Government and the
French Government. Now I can only repeat to the
honourable gentleman what I said before; as far as we
are concerned we treat is as a matter of great urgeney
and importance and, within the limits of our powers,
we are doing what we can to produce an agreement.
But we cannot enforce an agreement. There is no way
in which the Commission has the power to ram an
agreement down anybody’s throat, whichever govern-
ment we think might be being difficult at any parti-
cular time. That is the nature of our institution, and
that is the nature of the power that we have, and
insofar as these questions, so to speak, have injected
an additional sense of urgency, particularly on the
Member States who are most directly concerned, I am
very grateful to those who have asked them.

‘.
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President. — Question No 2, by Mr Cousté (H-496/
81):

Could the Commission give a brief assessment of the
functioning of the New Community Instrument for
borrowing and lending operations to date? Which coun-
tries submitted the first applications? Were these applica-
tions accepted and what is the balance of loans still avail-
able?

Mr Haferkamp, Vice-President of the Commission. —
(DE) Two reports to which I should like to draw your
attention have been submitted to the House on this
matter. Firstly, a report on the operating procedures of
the new Community financing instrument and
secondly a comprehensive report on the borrowing
and lending operations of the Community in 1980, i.e.
on all our operations in this area.

As regards the new financing instrument, I can
summarize the situation briefly: loans to a value of 616
million EUA have so far been granted through this
instrument to borrowers in Denmark, France, Ireland,

Italy and the United Kingdom.

A great many other applications have been received
and are being processed at present; their authorization
would use up the remaining 384 million EUA. In addi-
tion to these operations, we have also granted credits
by special authorization for reconstruction projects
following the Italian earthquake.

The Commission believes that experience to date has
confirmed the usefulness of the New Community
Instrument. The Commission also believes that this
Instrument should be a permanent arrangement for
regular use.

Mr Cousté. — (FR) This means that the 1 000 million
have been or are about to be used. My supplementary
question is clear: a new effort in favour of the
Community instrument has been envisaged in’ the
European Council. Will the figure be 1000 or 3 000
million and when will the money be used?

Mr Haferkamp. — (DE) Discussions are currently
under way on this in the context of the debate on the
mandate. The principle is not in dispute. However, the
discussions have not yet proceeded far enough for me
to give you information on the definitive figure.

Mr Herman. — (FR) In dealings between the
Commission and the European Investment Bank has it
been clearly specified who has political responsibility
for selecting loan applicants? Secondly, can the
Commission assure us that it will do everything in its
power to ensure that Council decisions to make avail-
able new loan tranches are taken by a majority and not
under the unanimity rule?

Mr Haferkamp. — (DE) I shall answer the last ques-
tion first: the Commission has always attached import-
ance to departure from the unanimity rule wherever
possible to speed up decision-making in the
Community.

In answer to the first question we believe that there is
a very good division of responsibility which has proved
satisfactory. The political bodies, namely the Parlia-
ment and Council, decide on a proposal from the
Commission on the volume and utilization of the
credits. The Commission procures the capital after
authorization and ascertains whether the proposed
projects satisfy the conditions laid down. The Euro-
pean Investment Bank then looks after the banking
aspect of the transactions.

President. — Question No 3, by Mr Deniau (H-499/
81):

Does the Commission intend finally to propose the
introduction of a non-discriminatory levy on all
Community or imported vegetable oils?> What obstacles
currently stand in the way of this proposal which must
be introduced in the interests of fairness and effective-
ness?

Mr Richard, Member of the Commission. — The
Commission has given its official position on the
matter raised by the honourable Member in its
communications to the Council on the accession nego-
tiations with Spain, and more specifically in its
communication on olive oil on 15 October 1981. In
that document the Commission stated that in its
opinion such provisions should allow for structural
measures, provisions for the transitional period and
GATT negotiations. It will be possible, taking these
into account, to assess the additional cost to the
budget which might make it necessary to introduce a
non-discriminatory tax on the consumption of veget-
able oils, which, in order to comply with the
Community’s international obligations, would apply
both to Community produce and to imported vege-
table oils.

Mr Deniau. — (FR) I am rather surprised by the
brevity of that reply. We have already discussed this
matter and the Commission is familiar with it; it could
make proposals when the agricultural prices for
1981/82 are fixed in January. We are constantly left
with the impression of retreat in face of the fear of
displeasing the American Government by imposing a
tax on soya; I think that this is the real problem and
not Spanish or other oils. I should therefore like the
Commission to say whether or not it intends to submit
proposals for taxation when it comes to fix agricultural
prices in January.

Mr Richard. — It is much too early for me at this
stage to say precisely what proposals will be contained
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in the Commission’s proposals on farm prices when
they come to be considered by the Commission. As the
honourable Member may know, the Commission has
not yet in fact started its consideration of this issue. I
am sure that in the course of its consideration the
precise point raised by the honourable Member will
undoubtedly be raised, but what result it will have
inside the Commission, quite clearly it would be
absurd for me at this stage to speculate about.

Mr Chambeiron. — (FR) Does the Commissioner not
feel it necessary for the Commission to propose, parti-
cularly with a view to the renegotiation of GATT, the
imposition of a tax on vegetable fats entering the
Community, especially in the case of fats of American
origin? 1 am not of course suggesting that this tax
should apply to the countries which have acceded to
the second Lomé Convention because the Community
has special obligations to them.

Mr Richard. — I think that the only answer I can give
to the honourable Member is to say, in the terms in
which I answered the original question, that any
proposals which the Commission might consider at
some stage would have w be non-discriminatory
because of the provisions of GATT. Now I think it is
rather a tall order to ask the Commission to go and
renegotiate the GATT in order to produce a discrimi-
natory tax on vegetable oils directed against the
United States of America. On the other hand, the most
that I can do to help the honourable gentleman this
evening is to say that in the course of the Commis-
sion’s discussion of farm prices I have noted what he
said, and I will make certain that those views are made
known to the rest of the Commission.

Mr Welsh. — Could the Commission confirm that it is
not just a question of a non-discriminatory levy but
that under the GATT rules there would have to be a
counter-concession made to our trading partners on
some other product? Could he confirm that for the
benefit of our French colleagues, who do not seem to
understand the point? Could he speculate as to what
sort of product'the Commission would be proposing
for this concession to be made on?

Mr Richard. — The answer to the request for confir-
mation is ‘yes’, the answer to the urge for speculation
15 ‘no’.

Mr Pesmazoglou. — The matter is of major signifi-
cance for the Mediterranean countries and for my
country, Greece. I wish to ask the Commissioner
whether the political considerations regarding the
imposition of a differential non-discriminatory tax
have been considered by the Commission and what are
the recent results of this consideration because the
extension of the consumption of olive oil is a matter of

general importance in which all Mediterranean coun-
tries are highly interested.

Mr Richard. — May I say in reply to the honourable
gentleman that I entirely take his point as to the
importance of the issue and its significance for the
Mediterranean countries. The only thing I can
possibly add to what I have said before is that the last
time the Commission considered this was in relation to
its specific communication on olive oil which it made
in 'October. If the honourable gentleman would care
to read the specific paragraphs in that, dealing with
this issue, I think the views that the Commission took
on that occasion become clear.

)

President. — Question No 4, by Mr Galland (H-501/
81):

Article 3 (c) of the Treaty of Rome provides that the
activities of the Community shall include: ‘the abolition,
as between Member States, of obstacles to freedom of
movement for persons, services and capital’. This prin-
ciple of the free movement of capital has been disre-
garded by the French Government in its decision to
nationalize three companies: CII Honey-well Bull, ITT
France and Roussel Uclaf — ‘notable for their large
foreign shareholdings’ (Nationalization Bill tabled by
Mr Pierre Mauroy on 23 September 1981).

In these circumstances does the Commission intend to
ask the French Government to comply with Article 3 (c)
of the Treaty of Rome concerning the free movement of
capital, and withdraw its plan to nationalize these three
companies?

Mr Andriessen, Member of the Commission. —
(NL) As 1 have already told you on a previous
occasion the Commission believes that the French bill
of September 1981 on nationalizations is not incompa-
tible with Community provisions in general and more
specifically with those relating to the free movement of
capital. That being so, the Commission clearly cannot
examine the honourable Member’s suggestion that
the French Government should be asked to refrain
from implementing its nationalization plans.

Mr Galland. — (FR) That is rather extraordinary. Are
you unable to answer a question, Commissioner? Your
answer was quite irrelevant to the question I put to
you and I am very disappointed. You can tell me that I
am wrong and I would accept your point of view but I
would like you to answer my question. I shall now put
a supplementary question and I hope you will answer.
I shall try to be clear, Commissioner.

You and I both agree that the principle of nationaliza-
tion does not conflict with the Treaty of Rome.
However, the procedures for implementing the French
plan may conflict with the Treaty. Article 7 of the
Treaty prohibits any discrimination on grounds of
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nationality. Title 2 of the French Bill on the other
hand stipulates that only French nationals may act as
bankers.

Do you consider that to constitute discrimination on
grounds of nationality in the light of Article 7 of the
Rome Treaty? I am referring to the nationalization of
credit institutions which applies to French bankers
only. I hope I have made myself clear and I hope you
will give a clear answer with reference to Article 7 of
the Treaty.

Mr Andriessen. — (NL) 1 do not know whether
Mr Gailand and I are referring to the same question. I
am looking at question H 501/81 which reads: ‘In
these circumstances does the Commission intend to
ask the French Government to comply with Article
3 (c) of the Treaty of Rome concerning the free move-
ment of capital, and withdraw its plan to nationalize
these three companies?” That is the question and I
have answered that the Commission sees no reason to
do so. But perhaps we are talking about different ques-
tions. Am I right that we are discussing question H
501/81?

Mr Pranchére. — (FR) I should like to point out to
the Commissioner that in his reply he has disregarded
the first part of my question namely that — as
Mr Galland, Mr Calvez and Mr de la Maléne must
know — nationalizations fall within the national
sphere of responsibility and the French Government is
doing no more than exercising its sovereign rights. But
I now have the second part of my question: can you
tell these French Members of Parliament that neither
the employers nor the French right wing have any
possibility of appealing to the Treaty of Rome
following their electoral failures in France.

It is significant that those people are now going
abroad to look for the support which they have lost in
France.

Mr Andriessen. — (NL) I am sure that the honour-
able Member has now got his last message across; I see
no reason to intervene myself. As to the first point: I
have explicitly stated the position of the Commission
on nationalizations as such here in Parliament. I added
at the time that the procedures would have to be
looked at carefully by the Commission and we shall do
so on this occasion. At this juncture the Commission
believes that there is no reason to put Mr Galland’s
request to the French Government; I hope that consti-
tutes a specific answer to his question.

Mr Cousté. — (FR) Since the Commission is exer-
cising vigilance in the matter of nationalizations, I
should like to know whether it is aware that the
French Government has set itself the deadline of

October 1982 for the three nationalizations referred o
in Mr Galland’s question. Will the Commission use the
remaining time to make sure that the Treaty of Rome
is actuall