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15. Deadline for tabling amendments . . . . . 8 24. Compensation of Greece for its contribution
. to the costs of the financial mechanism —
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IN THE CHAIR: MRS VEIL
President
(The sitting was opened at 2 p.m.)

President. — The sitting is open.

1. Resumption of the session

President. — I declare resumed the session of the
European Parliament adjourned on 21 November
1980.

of influence on domestic politics by EEC offi-

cials:

Mr Natali; Mr Megaby; Mr Natali; Mrs
Hammerich; Mr Natali . . . . 32
Points of order: Mrs Buchan; Mr Sea/ X )

My Patterson; Mr Natali; Mrs Ewing; Mr
Natali; Mr Moreland; Mr Natali; Mrs
Kellett-Bowman; Mr Natali . . . . . 34
Question No 10, by Mr Hutton: Appomt-

ment of a new director of forestry-Question

No 13 by Mr Diana: The forestry policy of

the European Community:

Mr Burke; Mr Hutton; Mr Burke; Mrs
Buchan; Mr Burke; Mrs Ewing; Mr Burke;

Mr Marshall; Mr Burke . . . . . . . . 35
Question No 11, by Mr Marshall: Doorstep

sales of eggs:

Mr Burke; Mr Marshall; Mr Burke . . . 36

Question No 12, by Mrs Nielsen: Excesswely

high fares on scheduled flights :

Mr Burke; Mrs Nielsen; Mr Burke; Mr Pais-

ley; Mr Burke; Mr Hord; Mr Burke; Mr
Enright; Mr Burke; Mr Galland; Mr Burke . 36
Question No 15, Mr C. Jackson: Use of
transport infrastructure or UK ‘supplementary
measures’ funds for the A 249:

Mr Burke; Mr C. Jackson; Mr Burke . . . 38
27. Agenda for nextsitting . . . . . . . . . 39
Annex . . . . . . . . . . .. ... 40

2. Earthquake in Italy

President. — We have all been overwhelmed by the
tragedy which has hit Italy since our last part-session,
bereaving numerous families and leaving tens of thou-
sands of people homeless at the approach of winter.

This extremely grave disaster is an occasion for the
European Community to fully demonstrate the soli-
darity that unites its members.

Our Assembly will take special care to do so, in
conjunction with the other Community institutions.

Tomorrow we shall be voting on the arrangements for
the special aid the Community is to give Italy. I would
also mention that the Bureau of our Parliament has
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President

asked one of our Vice-Presidents to visit the disaster
zone and report back to it tomorrow.

The day after the earthquake I expressed to the Italian
authorities, on behalf of you all, the feelings of
profound sympathy and solidarity of the people of the
European Community. Today I should like to reiterate
to the many families struck by this disaster how much
we share their pain.

In memory of all those who died, I ask you to observe
one minute’s silence.

(Parliament, standing, observed one minute’s silence)

3. Membership of Parliament — Verification of
credentials

President. — The DPresident of the Chamber of
Deputies of the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg has
informed me that Mrs Colette Flesch has become a
member of the Luxembourg Government and can no
longer hold a seat in the European Parliament, since
the two mandates are incompatible.

Note is taken of this announcement.

Furthermore, the President of the Luxembourg Cham-
ber of Deputies has informed me that Mr René Mart
will succeed Mrs Flesch.

Pursuant to Article 3 (1) of the Rules of Procedure the
Bureau has established that the appointment complies
with the provisions of the Treaties.

It therefore proposes that the appointment be ratified.
Are there any objections?
The appointment is ratified.

I welcome our new colleague.

4. Membership of committees

President. — I have received from the Group of
Technical Coordination and Defence of Independent
Groups and Members a request to appoint Mr
Coppieters member of the Committee on the Rules of
Procedure and Petitions in place of Mrs Bonino.

I have received from the Socialist Group a request to
appoint Mr Rieger member of the Committee on
External Economic Relations and Mrs Gredal
member of the Joint Parliamentary Committee of the
EEC-Turkey Association in place of Mr Fich.

Are there any objections?

The appointments are ratified.

5. Petitions

President. — [ have received various petitions, the
tiles and authors of which you will find in the
minutes.

These petitions have been referred to the Committee
on the Rules of Procedure and Petitions.

6. Documents received

President. — Since the session was adjourned I have
received from the Council, Commission, parliamen-
tary committees and Members various documents
which are listed in the minutes.

7. Texts of treaties forwarded by the Council

President. — I have received from the Council certi-
fied true copies of various agreements and acts. These
documents, which are listed in the minutes, have been
deposited in the archives of the European Parliament.

8. Transfer of appropriations

President. — You will find set out in the minutes
various decisions by the Committee on Budgets
concerning the transfer of appropriations.

9. Authorization of reports — Authorization to deliver
an opinion

President. — Pursuant to Rule 38 of the Rules of
Procedure, I have authorized various committees to
draw up reports. Details of these and other authoriz-
ations are set out in the minutes.

10. Statement on motions for resolutions

President. — Also set out in the minutes are details
of decisions relating to various motions for resolu-
tions.
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11. Extension of the mandate of the ad hoc Committee
on Women's Rights

President. — Since the mandate of the ad hoc
Committee on Women’s Rights is due to expire on
31 December 1980, and to enable it to complete its
work, I propose that the mandate should be extended
until the consideration and vote in plenary sitting of its
report on the position of women.

Are there any comments?

That is agreed.

12. Election of a Quaestor

President. — Following the departure of Mrs Flesch
it is necessary to hold a new election.

[ have received a request from Mr Pannella, on behalf
of the Group for the Technical Coordination and
Defence of Independent Groups and Members, for
this election to be held during the January 1981 part-
session whereas the Group chairmen decided this
morning by a majority that this question would be
placed on the agenda for Thursday of this part-
session.

I call Mr Coppieters to speak on behalf of the Group
for the Technical Coordination and Defence of Inde-
pendent Groups and Members.

Mr Coppieters — (NL) Madam President, I wish to
explain the request made by our group: the expla-
nation is quite obvious, namely that it is preferable to
await the arrival of our Greek colleagues before
appointing a new member to the College of Quaestors.
In the circumstances [ consider this perfectly normal
and that is why our group has made its request.

President. — I put to the vote the request from the
Group for Technical Coordination.

The request is rejected.

The election will therefore take place during the
present part-session.

I propose that the deadline for nominating candidates
for this post be fixed at 6 p.m. tomorrow and that the
election be arranged for Thursday, after the vote on
the budget.

Are there any objections?

That is agreed.

13. Order of business

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

At its meeting of 20 November 1980 the enlarged
Bureau drew up the draft agenda, which has been
distributed to you (PE 69.850/rev).

I call Mr Arndt.

Mr Arndt. — (D) Madam President, Item No 250 on
the Agenda is the continuation of the vote on the
motion for a resolution in the report by Mr Pearce.
Several amendments have been tabled. This matter was
held over from the November part-session. There has
been no debate on the amendments and on the report
itself so that a debate must be held today if the amend-
ments are to be admissible. That is because we can
only vote on amendments which have previously been
discussed. This means that we must now either simply
vote on the motior for a resolution or, if it is placed
on the agenda with the four amendments, also hold a
debate; otherwise the amendments will not be admiss-

ible.

President. — We considered this matter at length this
morning with the Group chairmen. We referred to the
minutes of the last sitting where it is noted that, by
one vote, Parliament decided that the discussion
would take place without debate. We may therefore
consider that Article 29 has been complied with.
Furthermore, the Rules of Procedure are quite explicit
where there has been a request for a quorum, the
procedure will be resumed solely for the voting and
the debate cannot be re-opened. We should therefore
continue the voting on the motion for a resolution,
together with the three amendments, from the begin-
ning of this sitting today.

I call Sir Frederick Catherwood.

Sir Frederick Catherwood. — I would like to support
you most strongly, Madam President. It does seem to
me that we have got ourselves into an extremely
awkward situation here by putting this debate at the
last session so late that we ran out of a quorum, which
is exactly what I anticipated when I asked you at this
point in the last session to put it in earlier. It seems to
me quite intolerable on this enormously important
issue that we should be faced with the position that
we either vote the whole thing or nothing at all. This is
something between the Community and two-thirds of
the world’s population. It is enormously important
that we put our opinions in and the only way of doing
that is to vote these amendments so I most strongly
support what you have just suggested.

President. — I call Mr Pannella.
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Mr Pannella. — (F) You referred to a decision taken
by the Group chairmen under your chairmanship. I
simply wish to put on record that I did not share this
view. As you know, I definitely do not endorse this
interpretation of the Rules of Procedure.

President. — I call Mr Pearce.

Mr Pearce. — Madam President, I also strongly
support the line you propose to take on this. It seems
to be the best way out of the difficulties in which we
find ourselves at the moment. It may be, Madam Pres-
ident, that the wranslation got it a little bit wrong, but
you did say that there are three amendments to go.
My recollection is that we have disposed of the first
four paragraphs of this report, and as two of the
amendments were on paragraph 4, this means that we
have dealt with two of the four amendments tabled
and have two amendments left on the remainder of the
report.

President. — On the one hand, at the request of Mr
Scott-Hopkins, it was decided to vote without debate
without, however, dropping the amendments, of
which two, indeed, remain. On the other hand, where
there has been a request for a quorum, a vote must be
taken; the Rules of Procedure are absolutely clear on
this.

I call Mr Arndt.

Mr Arndt. — Madam President, I would not like to
make your job more difficult and will be satisfied for
the time being. However, I should be grateful if this
problem were examined by the enlarged Bureau.
Either Article 29, paragraph 1 will not apply anymore
in future, or — since on that Friday a contested vote
took place and some of the parliamentarians were
against the adoption of this decision without a debate
— subparagraph 3 of Article 29, paragraph 1, could be
suspended, with the result that amendments shall all
the same be voted on, without debate. In other words,
for today I say ‘Agreed’, so we don’t delay the prob-
lem. But in future, it will not be possible for anyone in
this House who wishes to see the Rules of Procedure
observed, to be overruled. The mistake was obviously
made at the last session.

(Applause from certain quarters)

President. — This is one of the many contradictions
in the Rules of Procedure: Rule 29 provides that
amendments must be moved. The wording, in French
at least, could certainly be clearer.

On the other hand, the Rules allow for a vote without
debate without indicating whether, in that case, the
amendments are dropped. This is yet another point
that will have to be clarified by the Committee on the
Rules of Procedure and Petitions.

I call Mrs Kellett-Bowman.

Mrs Kellett-Bowman., — Madam President, on the
Friday morning of the last part-session I did, in fact,
raise this precise point and was assured by the Chair
that it was possible to vote on these particular amend-
ments. Under the Rules it is perfectly clear. They
merely say that Parliament shall not deliberate on any
amendment — they do not say you may not vote on it.

President. — I can only repeat that, once the vote is
open, the debate cannot be re-opened but that, since
they have been amended in good time and accepted,
the amendments must be put to the vote at the same
time as the rest of the motion for a resolution.

I call Mr Dankert.

Mr Dankert. — (NL) I have a problem as regards
Item 260. The agenda indicates that it is to be taken
jointly with Irem No 259, the Gatto report; there is no
connexion whatever between the two reports, except
perhaps for the word Greece, but that does not seem
to me sufficient justification for a joint debate.

I would also ask you to place the report somewhat
later on the agenda as the discussion will otherwise
coincide with the meeting of the Committee on Bud-
gets and [ shall be unable to attend.

Perhaps the report could be taken immediately after
the votes or at the end of this day’s sitting, otherwise it
will be extremely difficult for me to be present. I
would imagine that the whole report could be dealt
with in ten minutes.

President. — We shall deal with these two reports:
separately and take yours at the end of the sitting,
before Question Time.

Are there any objections?
That is agreed.

I call Sir Henry Plumb.

Sir Henry Plumb, chairman of the Committee on Agri-
culture. — 1 have a problem, Madam President. I am
aware that you have received a special request from
the Council for urgent debate, on the basis of Rule 14
of the Rules of Procedure, on three documents — one
on isoglucose, one on the export refunds for cereals
used in the manufacture of whisky and one on sugar.
Unfortunately, Madam President, owing to the death
of a good friend of mine I have to return to England
tomorrow, and I understand that you are going to
discuss the question of urgency in respect of these
reports tomorrow morning. I would like to ask you
whether you would allow me, as chairman of the
Committee on Agriculture, to state the position taken
by the committee on these matters at its last meeting.
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President. — It is when the decision is taken on
urgency that you must make known your opinion, Sir
Henry. If you cannot do so yourself, this will have to
be done by a vice-chairman of your committee.

I call Mr Vernimmen.

Mr Vernimmen. — (NL) I would ask Parliament to
return early tomorrow to the point made by Sir Henry
Plumb since, to my mind, a very important decision
was taken in the Committee on Agriculture, i.e. the
decision that these matters would not be treated as
urgent: the Committee took a clear decision on that
point and consequently — if the work of that
Committee and of Parliament is to be treated seriously
— respect must be shown for the decision taken by the
Committee on Agriculture.

President. — The requests for urgent debate will be
taken when the relevant documents have been distri-
buted. The Committee on Agriculture will then be able
to make known its points of view and the Members
will be able to take account of it in their vote. The
following reports have not been adopted in committee
" and have therefore been withdrawn from the agenda:

— report by Mr Nielsen, on behalf of the Committee on
Agriculture, on the use of hormones in domestic
animals

— report by Mr Kirk, on behalf of the Committee on
Agriculture, on catch quotas for fish

— report by Mr Kirk, on behalf of the Committee on
Agriculture, on vessels fishing in the regulatory area
defined in the NAFO Convention

— report by Mr Gautier, on behalf of the Committee on
Agriculwure, on the common organization of the
market in fishery products.

I have received a number of requests for urgent debate
pursuant to Rule 14 of the Rules of Procedure, all
relating to the earthquake in Italy.*

By virtue of the powers conferred upon me by Rule 12
of the Rules of Procedure, I propose that all these
texts be included in a single joint debate on the agenda
for tomorrow’s sitting, within the framework of the
budgetary debate.

Are there any objections?
That is agreed.

I have been informed that the committees concerned
will probably adopt their reports this evening so that
the documents may be available tomorrow morning. I
therefore propose that the deadline for tabling amend-
ments to the draft supplementary budget be fixed at
6 p.m. this evening and the deadline for tabling

*  See minutes.

amendments to the report by the parliamentary
committees and to the motions for resolutions be fixed
at 11 a.m. tomorrow.

As regards the votes, I propose that these texts be
voted on at the end of the debate; the other votes will
be taken at the normal time, 3 p.m.

I have received requests for urgent debate from the
Council concerning proposals for isoglucose (Doc.
1-700/80) and the common organization of the
market in fishery products (Doc. 1-635/80).

I shall consult Parliament on these requests tomorrow
morning.

If urgent procedure is adopted, these items could be
included on the agenda for Friday, and the deadline
for tabling amendments could be fixed at 12 noon on
Thursday.

Are there any objections?
That is agreed.

I have been informed that a number of motions for
resolutions may be tabled on Poland for debate during
the present part-session. With the agreement of the
chairmen of the political groups, I propose that the
deadline for tabling these motions for resolutions be
fixed at 6 p.m. on Tuesday, 16 December.

The vote on urgency would be taken on Wednesday
morning and the text would be debated jointly with
the statements by the Council and Commission, also
scheduled for Wednesday, while the vote on the
motions for resolutions would be taken immediately
after the debate.

Are there any objections?
That is agreed.

I call Mr Sutra.

Mr Sutra. — (F) Madam President, Ladies and
Gentlemen, ten days ago in Brussels the Committee on
Agriculture adopted the report by Mr Gatto on the
agricultural provisions of the Act of Accession of the
Republic of Greece to the European Communities.
That report approves the proposals by the Commission
which were abandoned last week during the discus-
sions between the Council and the Greek Government.
The report therefore no longer has any purpose. In
line with the conclusions reached by Mr Gatto who
regretted that the Greek Members could not be
present to take part in the debate the report should
surely not be discussed during this part-session. I am
therefore extremely surprised to find us being asked to
approve Commission proposals which are now obso-
lete since the Council of Ministers has abandoned
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Sutra

them. We are told that an agreement was reached last
night between the Council and the Greek Govern-
ment. But we have no definitive official information
on that point. Therefore, since the Commission’s
proposals have been superseded and since also the
Greek Members will be present during the next part-
session, I would hope — and I am making this request
on behalf of the rapporteur — that the report by Mr
Gatto should be held over to our next part-session.

President. — I call Mr Natali.

Mr Natali, Vice-President of the Commission.

— (I) Madam President, I would like to comment on
a matter of substance since Mr Sutra stated that the
Commission’s proposals had been overtaken by events.

That is not strictly speaking correct because our
proposals are still pending in the Council of Ministers
of Agriculture and if the Council has discussed them it
did so precisely because the Commission maintained
its proposals. I would add that the Council of Minis-
ters of Agriculture will be meeting next Thursday to
approve these proposals which are vital if the common
agricultural policy is to enter into force on 1 January
1981.

President. — 1 call Mr Klepsch to speak on behalf of
the European People’s Party (CD Group).

Mr Klepsch. — (D) Madam President, we have now
heard that the reason for withdrawing this item from
the agenda does not in fact exist; the reason given Mr
Sutra was that the Commission’s proposals had now
been overtaken by events. That is not the case. That
being so I should be very sorry if Parliament did not
take its decision as planned. I should also like to know
whether Mr Sutra has the authority to withdraw the
report by Mr Gatto. To do so would prevent Parlia-
ment from delivering its opinion on a proposal of deci-
sive importance.

President. — I call Sir Henry Plumb.

Sir Henry Plumb, chairman of the Committee on Agri-
culture. — Madam DPresident, the opinion of the
committee was that this report should be placed before
the House on this occasion. Mr Sutra has, neverthe-
less, requested that it be withdrawn. I should have
liked to discuss this with Mr Sutra before he withdrew
it, and if you would give me permission to do so I will
then report to you.

President. — I call Mr Sutra.

Mr Sutra. — (F) Madam President, since the
Committee chairman has been kind enough to
propose that he should discuss the matter with me
before taking a decision, I am clearly bound to fall in
with his wishes.

President. — We shall therefore leave this item for
the moment.!

Having consulted the chairmen of the political groups,
I propose that the following reports be included at the
end of the agenda for Friday:

— Report by Mr Louwes on tariff quotas for beef and
veal and buffalo meat (without debate)

— Report by Mr Beumer on taxes on the consumption of
manufactured tobacco (without debate)

— Report by Mr Giummarra on olive ol

— Report by Mr Cottrell on relations between Greece
and the Community in the field of transport.

Are there any objections?
That is agreed.

The order of business is adopted.?

14. Speaking Time

President. — I propose that speaking time be allo-
cated as indicated in the draft agenda, subject to
adjustments necessitated by any alterations to the
agenda.

Are there any objections?

I call Mr Pannella.

Mr Pannella. — (F) Madam President, for the usual
reasons, we cannot agree to this distribution of speak-
ing time. I have already informed the enlarged Bureau
and the Committee of Chairmen to that fact.

Furthermore, Madam President, I would hope at the
very least that the debate about the Italian earthquake
would not be covered by Rule 28 which is being
applied here to the entire day’s sitting.

I therefore oppose the proposed distribution, not only
for the usual reasons but also because I consider that
in the particular instance of the debate about the Ital-
ian earthquake, the application of Rule 28 in the
normal manner — i.e. for the whole day — would be
detrimental to the interests of this Parliament.

1 See below under speaking Time.
2 See minutes.
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President. — Are there any other comments?
That is agreed.

I call Sir Henry Plumb.

Sir Henry Plumb. — Madam President, I have now
discussed the Gatto report with Mr Sutra, and I wish
to inform you that the report will stand before the
House.

President. — This item is therefore maintained on
today’s agenda.

15. Deadline for tabling amendments

President. — 1 propose that the deadline for tabling
amendments be fixed as set out in the draft agenda,
and at 12 noon on Thursday for items which have
been added to the agenda.

Are there any objections?

That is agreed.

16. Procedure without report

President. — Pursuant to Rule 27A (5), the titles of
proposals from the Commission to the Council, which
have been placed on the agenda for the present sitting
for consideration without report, are set out in the
minutes.

Unless any Member asks leave to speak on these
proposals or amendments are tabled to them before
the opening of the sitting on Friday, I shall declare
these proposals to be approved.

17. Electronic voting system

President, — A number of voting cards have not yet
been collected from the secretariat. I would remind
you that you must always have your voting cards with
you.

18. Action taken by the Commission on the opinions of
Parliament

President. — The next item is the communication

from the Commission on action taken on the opinions
and resolutions of the European Parliament.*

I call Mr Coppieters.

Mr Coppieters. — (NL) Madam President, in its
resolution of 18 April 1980 concerning Community
measures to save energy, the European Parliament
asked the Commission to present a detailed report by
the end of 1980 on the experience acquired by the
Member States in the area of energy saving and, more
particularly, on local experience which might be taken
as an example. Can the Commissioner tell me when we
may expect that report?

President. — I call Mr Natali.

Mr Natali, Vice-President of the Commission.
— (I) Madam President, I do not know whether this
point is covered by the document which we have
forwarded. If it is not so covered, I shall clearly be
unable to give an immediate answer to Mr Coppieters
but the answer will be forwarded to him later.

President. — I call Mr Moreland.

Mr Moreland. — Madam President, if I may refer to
paragraph 3 of this report and the report in my own
name, although it is fair to say that my own report to
Parliament on behalf of the committee did not warrant
any formal amendment to the Commission proposal, I
think I would have to say that the amendments that
were passed by Parliament would, in fact, have
entailed an amendment to the Commission’s proposal.
In view of the fact that the discussion on this particular
item in the Transport Council on 4 December was
deadlocked because of the view of one or two
members, and since it is going to be discussed again —
I understand in March — I think that point should be
made clear.

President. — I call Mr Natali.

Mr Natali, Vice-President of the Commission.
— (I) Madam President, in the light of the docu-
ments I think it right to say that this Parliament did
not ask for Mr Moreland’s amendment to be incor-
porated by the Commission as an amendment to its
own text. I think that this emerges perfectly clearly
from the working document of Parliament which has
been distributed:

* See Annex.
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19. Community’s generalized tariff preferences
(continuation of vote)

President. — The next item is the continuation of the
vote on the Pearce report (Doc. 1-545/80): Generalized
Tariff Preferences.

I would remind you that at its sitting of Friday,
21 November, Parliament, after adopting the preamble
and paragraphs 1 to 4 of the motion for a resolution,
noted that a quorum was not present — hence the
continuation of the vote on today’s agenda.

(Parliament adopted paragraph 5)

On paragraph 6, I have Amendment No 1, by Sir
Frederick Catherwood and others, to replace this
paragraph with a new text:

’6. Approves the Commission’s proposal that a five-year
scheme of generalized tariff preferences should be
nstituted, but considers that the undertaking that no
adjustments would be made in sensitive products from
super-competitive countries until 1985 severely and
unnecessarily limits the Commission’s power to
discourage levels of imports which could put severe
pressure on the Community’s liberal trade policy;

What is the rapporteur’s opinion?

Mr Pearce, rapporteur. — Madam President, 1 believe
the committee would be against this amendment.

(Parliament adopted the amendment and subsequently
paragraphs 7-17)

President. — On paragraph 18, 1 have Amendment
No 2 by Mr Tuckman, to replace this paragraph with
a new text:

‘18. Recognizes that it is desirable to extend the coverage
of the generalized system of preferences to include
additional processed and primary agricultural prod-
ucts, but believes that it is essential to give mdustries
both in the Community and in beneficiary countries
the necessary time to adjust to the new circumstances
without suffering commercial damage, therefore,
rejects the inclusion of Basmat rice in the proposals
for 1981-85 because the quantities proposed present
almost the total consumption of this product in the
Community and because the proposal would there-
fore severely damage the Community processing
industry concerned (in which new investments in
plant and equipment have taken place this year),
while bringing only marginal benefits to the supplier
countries;

What is the rapporteur’s opinion?

Mr Pearce, rapporteur. — Madam President, again I
believe that the opinion of the committee would be
against this amendment.

(Parliament rejected the amendment and adopted para-
graphs 19-22)

President. — I call Mrs Kellett-Bowman for an
explanation of vote.

Mrs Kellett-Bowman. — Madam President, I really
only wished to speak on the explanation of vote if I
could not get in on the debate. There has now been no
debate. I was particularly anxious at that time about
some of the chemicals not included on the list of sensi-
tive products. I am happy to say that these have now
been included and therefore my anxiety has been
allayed since last Friday.

(Parliament adopted the motion for a resolution as a

whole)

20. Agricultural provisions of the Act of Accession of
Greece to the Communities

President. — The next item is the report drawn up by
Mr Gatto, on behalf of the Committee on Agriculture
on several proposals from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council (Doc. 1-628/
80) for regulations implementing the agricultural
provisions of the Act of Accession of the Hellenic
Republic to the European Communities (Doc. 1-688/
80).

I call Mr Sutra.

Mr Sutra, deputy rapporteur. — (F) Madam Presi-
dent, on behalf of my colleague, Mr Gatto, I can only
reiterate the reservations he had voiced in committee.
He was given notice that he was to present a report in
Brussels last week, in fact on the Friday morning,
having received the relevant documents on the Thurs-
day afternoon. He spent all the time available to him
drafting a report and what was brought home most
clearly was the extent to which Parliament had been
kept in the dark about the progress of these negoti-
ations. He therefore takes exception to being rushed in
this way by the Commission and deplores the fact that
we are obliged to deliberate on the proposed regu-
lations without the benefit of the valuable suggestions

that the presence of Greek Members could have
afforded us.

In our opinion, for us to be discussing this matter in
December when we are to be joined here by the Greek
Members in January is unbecoming for us and
discourteous to them. Quite apart from what took
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place last week — I refer to the fact that, although the
Commission’s proposals were rejected out of hand by
the Greek Government, the Commission are now tell-
ing us that they sull stand; I should like to believe
them but we do not know exactly where we stand and
Parliament is left once again in the dark — may I say
that not only have we been consulted at the last minute
on a procedure of debatable urgency, but we should
also have liked to have had more information from the
Commission on the negotiations that took place last
week and on how they intend to conduct them with
the Council after the 18th, as we understand that they
are to take place in three days’ time.

With regard to the Commission’s proposal on sugar,
as things stand at the moment there 1s a certain incon-
sistency between the situation on the world sugar
market and the Commission’s proposals. Given that
Greece has not yet achieved self-sufficiency and that
there is an unsatisfied demand for sugar on the world
market, it is by no means clear what the Commission 1s
hoping to achieve by cutting her quota.

As for all the other proposals on prices, clearly it
would have been desirable to have had a much more
wide-ranging discussion which has unfortunately been
denied the Committee on Agriculture by reason of the
lateness with which the relevant documents were
submitted.

My colleague, Mr Gatto, despite all his reservations —
and I wish personally to add to them his concern at the
off-handed treatment of Parliament by both the Coun-
cil and the Commission — has given his endorsement
to the Commission’s proposals. I have to say — and I
am speaking now purely for myself — that I reserve
the right to take whatever action is needed by tabling
amendments before the report is put to the vote, bear-
ing in mind what I said earlier in the debate on the
agenda.

To conclude then, Madam President, the rapporteur
approves these proposals, subject to all the reservations
which I have voiced on his behalf.

President. — I call Mr Ligios to speak on behalf of
the European People’s Party (CD Group).

Mr Ligios. — (/) Madam President, I am speaking
merely to put on record the favourable opinion of my
Group on the report by Mr Gatto.

I too cannot really understand why Mr Sutra asked for
this debate to be held over on the basis of press reports
which do not in reality concern us. I would put on
record our favourable opinion on this report for the
same reasons adduced by the rapporteur, Mr Gatto:
in a sense this is an act of trust.

On 1 January next the agricultural prices currently
applicable in the Community are to be extended to
Greece and we do not think that their entry into force
can be held up. We greatly regret the fact that there
has been an urgent consultation on so important a
matter and that we have not been given the possibility
of looking into the matter in depth and above all of
assessing the political implications for Greece. We
regret that our Greek colleagues are not able to take
part in this debate; they will only be joining us on
1 January but their participation would clearly have
been extremely valuable.

With those reservations, I confirm the favourable vote
of the Group of the European People’s Party.

President. — I call Mr Pranchére to speak on behalf
of the Communist and Allies Group.

Mr Pranchére. — (F) Madam DPresident, whilst
giving his approval to the Commission’s proposals the
rapporteur for the Committee on Agriculture, Mr
Gatto, has deplored the fact that there was not the
time to study them in depth.

Is the need for urgent consultation of the European
Parliament really good enough reason for us in the
Committee on Agriculture to have first sight of these
proposals only as we come in for the start of our meet-
ing and for us to be obliged to vote on them almost
immediately thereafter? This is nothing short of scan-
dalous.

This cavalier attitude to the rights and privileges of
Parliament is totally in character and wholly consistent
with the general air of secrecy that has surrounded the
preparatons for Greekaccession to the Common
Market and its consequences, both as regards the
negotiation of the terms and the signing of the Treaty.

Without attempting any detailed assessment of the
Commission’s proposals, which manifestly contain a
number of anomalies and inconsistencies (how does
one account for the fact that some Greek farm prices
have in the space of a few months caught up with
Community prices?), we cannot help but observe that,
even before Greece’s official entry into the Common
Market and in the absence of Greek representatives,
the governments of the Nine are putting through
measures aimed at reshaping and restructuring the
agriculture and economy of Greece. ‘Greece belongs
to us’ says a travel agency brochure. That appears to
be precisely the motto of the other governments.

Furthermore, neither in Brussels nor in Athens did
they wait until 1 January 1981 before implementing
the initial restructuring measures. The Greek workers
— and the owners of small and medium-sized farms in
particular — have suffered the consequences. They,
too, had been told: Greek agriculture will have a
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better chance in the Common Market. But twenty
years of experience had taught the Greek Communist
Party enough for them, and others, to alert the Greek
workers and put them on their guard against this
confidence trick.

We of the French Communist Party understand and
approve this attitude. The movement in Greece against
entry into the EEC is an answer to all those who
accuse us of standing against enlargement southwards
as a way of protecting ‘national egoism’.

In fighting and continuing to fight against this
enlargement we are seeking to protect the interest of
the workers in France and in Greece.

As far as the Greek agricultural worker is concerned,
his death-knell has already been sounded and the
process of agricultural concentration has already been
set in motion and will continue to gather pace. A
serious threat hangs over certain crops such as sugar,
with the risk of closure facing many refineries.

Through their struggle, Greek farm workers
succeeded in forcing their government 1o set aside
subsidies for smallholders, for the least-favoured areas
or to encourage farming cooperatives. At the request
of Brussels, the Greek Government has undertaken to
phase out these subsidies by 1985. And with them will
go the Greek smallholders’ last hope of eking out a
meagre existence, leaving them exposed to the fresh
winds of Community liberalism.

In the name of specialization based on the particular
characteristics of individual regions, Brussels is inténd-
ing to encourage certain crops such as the fruit and
vegetables of Greece. In no way can this be said to
serve the interests of the producers, but it does serve
the interests of the powerful agri-foodstuffs companies
and it is certainly to the detriment of the agricultural
production of the southern regions of the EEC.

Even before official Greek entry, French tobacco
growers have already been subjected to the first string
of restructuring measures: the reform of SEITA,
restrictions on planting, the elimination of many plan-
ters. In exchange for the sale of ITT-Thomson televi-
sion sets in Greece, and in the interest of the tobacco
multinationals, the French Government has agreed to
the export of Greek tobacco to the EEC; which has
had the effect of depressing prices and limiting pro-
duction in France. That, as far as the tobacco growers
are concerned, is not the end of the story as there are
at this moment 125 000 tonnes of tobacco stocks in
Greece, to which have to be added the 30 000 tonnes
harvested in 1980.

The fate of the wine-growers and fruit and vegetable
producers is not better. They quite rightly fear compe-
tition from Greek products, the production costs of
which are only 60 % of those in the EEC. As for the
livestock farmers, to whom had been held out the

alluring prospect of new outlets, they must already be
disappointed. Greece’s present suppliers of lamb —
New Zealand — and beef and veal — Argentina and
Yugoslavia — are not at all inclined to abandon the
Greek market. And so, after the first enlargement, we
are now faced with a still more serious threat to our
livestock farmers, and especially in France.

Those who defend and argue for enlargement on the
ground that it will help restore the balance between
northern and southern Europe can no longer invoke
the facts to support their case because, in reality,
enlargement has not so much favoured the regions as
disfavoured them, and has moreover aggravated the
imbalances.

In industry, who stands to benefit from Greek entry
into the Community? As in agriculture, it is the
multinationals seeking new sources of profit who will
be attracted by wages one-third of what they are in the
EEC, among many other advantages. This is revealed
with unusual candour in a Greek Government press
release contained in a financial journal and what it
does is to set out quite clearly the real reasons for
enlargement and also what it has to offer:

What Greece has to offer to the investor or the Western
businessman 1s almost without parallel: a hard-working,
disciplined and cheap labour force together with the best
and most effective anti-strike legislation and arbitration
procedures in Europe. Few countries can match Greece as
regards the guarantees being written into the Constitution
iself; in it, the right to strike is serverely restricted: strikes
in the public services are virtually illegal; the government
has always acted ruthlessly to suppress illegal strikes. To
encourage large investments, those 1n excess of 5 million
dollars enjoy income-tax exempuions and tax-free undis-
tributed profits

To those Western businessmen who might be afraid
that democracy in this country means instability, the
reply is given that they have their guarantee in
Greece’s membership of the European Community
and NATO, through which it is also allied with the
United States.

What clearer indication could we have that this coun-
try’s entry into the EEC is being used to protect the
interests of the multinationals and of big foreign inves-
tors? And these investors have not been slow to make
their move: French multinationals, with Péchiney-
Ugine-Kuhlmann leading the way, have invested
250 million dollars in Greece. For Péchiney, as for the
other groups, enlargement provides a golden oppor-
tunity to redeploy their business by ensuring the free
movement of goods, capital and workers. There is no
doubt that for the workers of Greece, and also Spain
and Portugal, enlargement will mean higher unem-
ployment. This fact is incidentally acknowledged by
the Commission in Brussels in their opinion on the
accession of Spain, better known in France as ‘Docu-
ment 630°: ‘Enlargement will entail some major
restructuring, which will inevitably have repercussions
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for the employment situation’. Thus in France ship-
building workers see their jobs threatened by Greek
entry and in fighting against enlargement they are
fighting for their jobs.

Like the employees of Péchiney-Ugine-Kuhlmann in
Greece and in France, they are fighting against the
multinationals and for a cooperation that will bring
benefit to the workers and protect the mutual interests
of the two peoples.

Enlargement of the EEC, on the other hand, is a
means of imposing an excessive authoritarianism in
order to force acceptance of solutions that are
contrary to the interests of the peoples. The key to the
operation is the challenge to the principle of unanimity
within the Council of Ministers. Document 630 consi-
ders in fact that enlargement would pose the question
of the Community’s decision-making capacity. This is
the thought that lies behind our determined opposition
to enlargement and we therefore ask this House to
defer further discussion of this matter.

President. — I call Mr Delatte to speak on behalf of
the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mr Delatte. — (F) Madam President, the matter
discussed in the Gatto report is not a speculative
proposal in the event that Greece joins the Common
Market. The decision has already been taken and what
the Gato report is asking us to do is to deliver an
opinion on the farm prices to be fixed as from 1 Janu-
ary 1981. We would do well to remember that date of
1 January because it is very close now. A few moments
ago Mr Sutra asked that the Gatto report be held over
out of courtesy to the Greeks. Contrary to what Mr
Sutra thinks, I believe it would be discourteous to the
Greeks no to set the terms for the fixing of farm prices
as at 1 January 1981 since it has already been decided
that they will be joming the Common Market on that
date. If we were today to reject the Gatto report, the
Council would be unable to act and there would be no
common prices for the Greeks as from 1 January 1981.
We would thus find ourselves faced with a legal
vacuum.

I might add that the Greeks are in fact involved in the
negotiations inasmuch as they are to attend the discus-
sions at the meetings of the Council of Ministers due
to be resumed either today or tomorrow. They will
therefore have an opportunity to make their views
known. It is for this reason that my group would like
to see the Gatto report adopted and on behalf of my
group I wish to say that it has our support and will
have our votes.

President. — I call Mrs Fourcade to speak on behalf
of the Group of European Progressive Democrats.

Mrs Fourcade. — (F} Madam President, Greece has
decided in favour of Europe and of the common agri-
cultural policy and we are glad that she has done so.
At the negotiations for Greek accession to the
Common Market it was agriculture that raised the
most intractable problems in the Council, and in fact
the relevant provisions take up a major part of the act
setting out the conditions of accession.

We regret very much therefore that our Committee on
Agriculture did not have the necessary time to be able
to deliver an opinion on the initial implementing regu-
lations, the purpose of which is gradually to align
Greek agricultural prices on Community prices. Need-
less to say these proposals have to have the approval of
Parliament, in just the same way as a long time back
now we approved the entry of Greece in the Common
Market. Of course there are bound to be problems
along the way but we shall always be able to resolve
them because we have the chance here to get to the
roots of the common agricultural policy, which is the
most carefully worked out of all the Community pol-
icies.

Greece has a sizeable agricultural sector. In six of the
nine regions in Greece, over 50 % of the working
population is employed in agriculture. The other side
of the coin is that productivity is low. It is more than
10 % below that of Italy, for example. That is why it
would be desirable for the Guidance Section of the
EAGGEF to make funds available as soon as possible to
finance agricultural infrastructure projects and parti-
cularly to help modernize the smaller Greek farming
units. A recent study has shown that Greek agricul-
tural machinery is more often than not inadequate or
unsuited to the smaller farming units or for working in
steeply sloping terrain. This is an ideal opportunity for
the Community to show its friendship by offering not
only plant and equipment but also know-how.

As regards the prices which are dealt with in the
proposals before us, the matter is an important one in
that it raises the problem of the Community’s Mediter-
ranean crops. Without a doubt Greece’s future part-
ners can expect to find there important outlets for
their livestock production and especially beef and veal.
On the other hand they can expect strong competition
from Greece on the market for green vegetables, wine
products, agricultural produce and citrus fruits. We
must seize this opportunity to bring the arrangements
for Meditterranean produce more closely into line
with the so-called North European products which
enjoy a much happier situation. We are not afraid o
allow Greek farmers high prices because, with one
exception, their output is not all that great. The prices
which we would like to see extended to our own
Mediterranean production will be adopted gradually,
but we recommend that the system of accession
compensatory amounts be scrapped as soon as possible
because we all know what distortions it can lead to.
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The one exception is wine, for we know from the
crises we have undergone in the fairly recent past just
how shaky the market organization still is. The restric-
tions on production accepted by French and Italian
wine-growers should be applied equally strictly to
Greek growers.

Finally, I should like specifically to draw attention to
the emergency procedure, peculiar to the agricultural
sector, set up in connection with the safeguard clause
which allows the import of products into the Commu-
nity to be suspended in cases where such imports
might endanger the stability of the Community
markets. There is such a danger with early vegetables
and the Commission should be especially vigilant as
regards this particular problem.

Madam President, there you have our observations,
inspired, not by the Gatto report, which — as I say —
we did not really have an opportunity to examine in
committee, but by the initial impact of Greece on the
common agricultural policy.

President. — I call Mr Natali.

Mr Natali, Vice-President of the Commission. —
(I) Madam President, Mr Ligios and Mr Delatte
pointed out in their speeches that this was not the
occassion to raise again the whole subject of the acces-
sion of Greece to the Community. I listened to Mr
Pranchére who is obviously not interested in my reply
since he has left the Chamber, but I would stress one
fundamental point, namely the fact that the Act of
Accession provides for the common agricultural policy
to enter into force in Greece on 1 January 1981.

Madam President, I simply wish to remind you that
the Act of Accession has been discussed and approved
by the European Parliament; as you all know the Act
of Accession was discussed and explicitly approved by
Parliament in due form on the basis of the report by
Mr Blumenfeld.

The provisions under consideration here today relate
solely to the need to set up the machinery needed for
the common agricultural policy to be applicable in
Greece on 1 January 1981; those mechanisms are
covered by the Act of Accession and have therefore
been approved by Parliament.

May I say to Mr Sutra that the proposals submitted by
the Commission to the Council relate to the products
indicated in the report by Mr Gatto; the principal
purpose of these proposals is to prevent measures
relating to the compensatory amounts from being
taken on 1 January and I wish to remind you that
these proposals from the Commission had been
endorsed by the Council of Ministers. It is true that
last week a discussion took place in the Council
between the Ministers of the Nine and the Greek

Minister of Agriculture. In the course of that discus-
sion it emerged that the Council of Ministers of the
Community agreed with the Commission’s proposals
and I would like to say to Mr Sutra that the discussion
took place because of the need to clarify certain tech-
nical points. The Council will be meeting again in a
few days’ time and I think it safe to say that the
proposals now under consideration by you will be
approved in full, although perhaps with some minor
changes in certain sectors.

Madam President, in thanking the Committee on
Agriculture for the rapidity with which it has delivered
its opinion and while reminding you that this opinion
does not refer to the more general problem of the
accession of Greece to the Community — including
the agricultural aspects of accession — I should like to
stress that it is in the interests of Greece and of Greek
farmers for the common agricultural policy to be
applied in that country from 1 January 1981. There-
fore, while I agree to some extent that the presence of
the Greek Members of Parliament would have been
useful, the fact that these measures must enter into
force on 1 January creates an insurmountable diffi-
culty from that angle and I therefore request the Euro-
pean Parliament to deliver a favourable opinion on our
proposals.

President. — The debate is closed.

The motion for a resolution will be put to the vote at
the next voting time.

21. Special committee of inquiry concerning the
EAGGF

President. — The next item is the report by Mr
Battersby, drawn up on behalf of the Committee on
Budgetary Control, on the report of the special
committee of inquiry concerning the Guarantee
Section of the EAGGF, wine sector (Doc. 1-166/80).

I call Mr Battersby.

Mr Battersby, rapporteur. — 1 am very pleased to be
able to present this report to the House. It is
concerned with the budgetary control aspects of wine,
with the misuse of taxpayers’ money in this sphere,
with irregularities, and with the protection of the good
name of the wine producer. The report before you,
which is Document 1-166/80, was inspired by the
findings of a text prepared by the group of Commu-
nity and national experts known as the Special Mission
of Inquiry which examined the wine sector. The text
was completed a long time ago and would have been
brought before this House earlier were it not for the
fact that the draftsman of the opinion changed from
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Mr Hansen to Mr d’Ormesson and the opinion was
not adopted finally until the end of September. The
document is a very valuable one bearing in mind the
very special professional knowledge of Mr d’Ormes-
son.

Considering the detailed report of the Special Mission
of Inquirv one is struck by the range and ingenuity of
frauds that affect the wine sector and by the ingeni-
ousness and resourcefulness of the defrauders. A great
deal of work needs to be done at Community level by
the Commission and by the Court of Auditors to help
eliminate at least some of these irregularities. The
Council has been remiss in not acting swiftly in the
past when it came to amending Community law in a
way that would close some of these loopholes.

We all know how prone the Community is to bad
publicity due to allegations of frauds and irregularities
being laid at its door. These rumours of misappropri-
ations of funds damage the good name of the Commu-
nity. They also do harm to the good name of the pro-
ducers. As elected representatives of the taxpayers we
are duty-bound to follow up these scandals and to
eliminate them. Fraud debases the currency and it
affects the quality, and we will have a situation where
good wine is forced out by bad, which is something I
personally do not subscribe to.

My report, 1 hope, is sufficiently clear and fairly
comprehensible. Therefore, I will not go into a long
and detailed explanation of the report but confine
myself to one or two facts. The cost to the budgets of
expenditure in relation to wine was estimated at about
350 million units of account for 1980 and 365 million
units of account for 1981, or about 3 % of the total
EAGGEF expenditure. This is a considerable amount of
money. Although it does not appear as large as the
outlay on dairy products and cereals, it is an area
which has considerable potential for further growth.

[ also pointed out that there is a very real danger of
the formation of a very deep wine lake after the Spa-
nish and Portuguese enlargement. I refer Members to
paragraph 8 of the explanatory statement for the basic
figures. The Spanish and Portuguese enlargement will
result in an extra 29 million hectolitres coming into the
pond. The Greek accession only brings in about 4 %
of the total wine, but the Spanish and Portuguese
situation can be very serious. Therefore, I believe that
we must get to grips with this sector before the Spa-
nish and Portuguese enlargements.

I consider that the frauds identified by the Special
Mission of Inquiry must be prosecuted vigorously if
the overall interests of Community wine producers are
to be preserved. Any Community funds intended for
wine producers should benefit the producers and not
the manufacturers of false labels, the forgers of transit
papers, the mixers or waterers of wine or the resource-
ful characters who defy science and produce wine
without using any grapes whatsoever.

One particular fraud, for example, which did not
amuse our German colleagues, entailed operations in
three different States with the addition of water and
the fixing of special printed labels which bore descrip-
tions of German quality wines with fictitious control
numbers. I believe the water was Community water.
Other frauds involved transactions in as many as five
different States.

We read in the Commission report on the agricultural
situation in the Community in 1979 that the 1978/79
production of wine in the Community was 132 million
hectolitres. If you allow 50 Belgian francs a litre
bottle, this gives you something in the region of
16 billion units of account. Then of course, there is all
the other wine in store, maturing in depots and cellars.

I referred to 20 varieties of fraud identified by the
Special Mission of Inquiry. On 14 November 1980 the
Commission published its ninth financial report on
EAGGEF for the 1979 financial year and I looked at
Annex 16 of this document for the irregularities
reported in the wine sector. Strange to behold, there
were no irregularities recorded. I find this surprising in
view of the statements by the Special Mission of
Inquiry and the probability that not all wine producers
and storers, bottlers and merchants are whiter than
white and were anyway in 1979. Therefore the report
before you urges the taking of appropriate action by
the Commission to make further cases of a similar
nature virtually impossible. These improved controls
are vital and I believe that everybody in Parliament
will support them. I also feel that the Commission
section on wine in the annual report on the agricul-
tural situation could be re-written so as to give more
information on the stamping out of fraud.

There is one other aspect of my report [ would like to
mention. That is the problem of gasohol or the future
of gasohol. I feel that until we are much further ahead
on gasohol development, there is no point in resorting
to distillation as a means of taking care of surplus wine
production. By distilling wine you merely replace one
structural surplus with another, and it is very difficult
to get rid of this alcohol.

I look forward therefore to an interesting debate
because some colleagues now present come from
wine-producing regions, are producers themselves and
could have valuable points to make. I recommend the
report to the House for its endorsement.

President. — I call Mr Sutra.

Mr Sutra. — (F) Madam President, first of all 1
should like to point out to Mr Battersby that he under-
took to present a report on the report of the Special
Committee of Inquiry of 14 February 1978, which was
referred to his committee by letter of 24 March 1980.
In other words, two years have elapsed between the
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Special Committee’s report and his report on it. It so
happens that in the meantime, in December 1979, the
Council of Ministers adopted a new policy with regard

to the wine sector which throws a completely different -

light on what happened in the past.

The new Community wine-growing policy, with its
emphasis on quality, embodies in fact many of the
suggestions that Mr Battersby has put forward in his
conclustons. I am not questioning the value of his
report, particularly the part of it dealing with frauds
— and I shall come back to that in a moment — but I
think it is a pity that he was obliged to base his work
on documents that are two years out of date and that
we have been overtaken by the new policy adopted in
the Community, a policy based on grubbing-up, which
has certainly not been vindicated so far. The report
makes no mention of the discrepancies between the
levels of excise duty levied on wine in the various coun-
tries of the Community and in particular the high excise
duties levied in northern Europe; this is certainly not
an aspect to be ignored. Also since then we have seen
the introduction of performance guarantees on long-
term private storage contracts for wine. When ques-
tioned by me, the Commission admitted before the
Committee on Agriculture that this system was work-
ing better than before and without any increase in
cost.

It is also unfortunate that, by stopping at 1978, the
report bases its findings on a period which would
appear to indicate a steady upward wrend in wine
production, and therefore also in Community expen-
diture in the wine sector, whereas, as we all know,
production is subject to considerable fluctuation and if
a further year had been taken into account the report
would have ended on a very sharp drop in production.
This year there has again been a rise. And what of next
year, will there be another drop? With wine produc-
tion fluctuating as it does, anyone who attempts to
draw conclusions on the basis of too short a period is
bound to get the figures wrong. [ believe that to take a
period of three years during which wine production
has increased and to infer from this that it is going to
continue to increase exponentially is a mistake. The
following year in point of fact saw a very sharp fall
both in production and in expenditure.

In any case, if we look at the last page of the report
before us and at the annexes we see that even for this
highly unfavourable period wine accounted for only
2-3 % of the EAGGF budget but represented 5-3 %
of value of the total production. The expenditure on
wine is therefore disproportionately low. And I will go
on to say that if the expenditure on wine is very small
and accounts for only 2-5 % of the EAGGF budget,
taken over these bad years — or 1-5 % if taken over a
longer period — Mediterranean agriculture as a
whole, like wine, is the Cinderella of the EAGGF
budget. Over the last five years wine and fruit and
vegetables have together accounted for only about

5 % of the EAGGF: 5 % for Mediterrranean agricul-
ture and 95 % for North European agriculture. Now
that throws a completely new light on Mr Battersby’s
report. Let me say that whilst this aspect is not brought
out in his report, I give it my wholehearted endorse-
ment as regards everything it has to say about frauds.
Wherever there is fraud it must be eliminated. Wine-
growers throughout the Community are fully aware
that they are the victims of the defrauders and they all
support the measures taken against fraud. And may I
say, incidentally, that I think it is quite deplorable that
the Member States are unable to agree on controls to
stamp out fraud, with the result that certain practices
are authorized in some countries and prohibited in
others.

If I may just digress a moment, in April of this year
apple producers in my country decided to adopt the
scientifically approved tincture of iodine test to check
ripeness, but three Member States of the Community
refused to recognize this test, as a consequence of
which shipments of apples were arbitrarily turned back
at the frontiers. Mr Battersby’s report might usefully
also have included some observations about produc-
tion surpluses caused by underconsumption due to the
excise duties charged in the northern Community coun-
tries. The best proof of this was provided by the
Commissioner for Agriculture, Mr Gundelach, who
recently told the Committee on Agriculture that if
these excise duties were reduced, even in his country
which as we know is the northernmost of the Commu-
nity, wine would now be enjoying an unprecedented
popularity. Certainly the problem is one of under-
consumption rather than over-production. 1 will
conclude by saying that in March 1980 the Commis-
sion won its case before the Court of Justice in
Luxembourg in which it sought the harmonization of
the excise duties on wine and beer in the northern
States of the Community. This had absolutely no
effect, whereas during that same month, the British
Government won before the Court of Justice a case
against my, government to harmonize the excise duties
on whisky and brandy, and the judgement was
complied with. And so we had two judgements handed
down by the Court: the one protecting the interests of
the wine-growers was not applied, and the one
strongly attacking them was applied immediately.
What we have then are two different standards, and
Mediterranean agriculture always loses out. This is
something I felt [ had to get across, especially as we
are soon to welcome Greek Members into our Parlia-
ment. It is as well for them too to know what sort of
Community they are joining. It is as well for them to
know just what share of the budget goes to Mediterra-
nean agriculture. [ believe that, in historical retrospect,
the share that is devoted particularly to wine and to
fruit and vegetables will be seen as a shameful blot on
the first ten years of the Community’s existence.

President. — I call Mr Dalsass.
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Mr Dalsass. — (D) Madam President, careful
consideration of this report by the Special Committee
of Inquiry on the EAGGF, Guarantee Section, with
particular reference to the wine sector, reveals several
points of great interest. I would add that this report
was necessary to gain an impression of trends in this
sector and take stock of the present situation in order
to see what is being done and what problems remain.
The following questions now arise: Is support for the
wine sector the right solution? Is it proper that
expenditure should rise from year to year as the report
shows is clearly happening? In absolute terms the
burden which the wine sector represents for the
EAGGF is not particularly high but the annual
increase gives grounds for some concern. My third
question is whether it is acceptable for things to
continue indefinitely in this way or whether remedial
action should be taken?

The answer to the first question must be affirmative.
Support must continue to be given to the wine sector.
The wine sector is of particular importance, especially
in the Mediterranean regions, as Mr Sutra has just
pointed out. Many people depend and will continue to
depend on this sector for their livelihood. I do not
believe that we can reasonably accept a crisis in the
wine sector which would force all these people to seek
other forms of employment. There are more than
7 million unemployed in the Community today and I
do not think that the figure should be allowed to rise
further. Nevertheless it seems to me that some action
must be taken; that brings me to my next question,
namely the elimination of surpluses.

I am not referring to surpluses in the absolute sense
but specifically to wine of rather low quality which is
produced in large quantities on small areas. We shall
have taken a step in the right direction if we manage
to cut this particular production somewhat. We should
not produce unlimited quantities of all types of wine
since our policy must be oriented towards quality; in
my view only high quality wines have any future in
the Community. Measures should be taken to prevent
low grade wine from being produced. On that I differ
from Mr Sutra. Funds should be made available to
grub up vines and convert certain areas. But precise
controls are necessary. It would be wrong to make the
funds available and then fail to check whether the
vineyards are actually converted to other types of
production.

That is one of the measures which must be taken. As
to the cases of fraud, [ share the view that they are
detrimental to our wine sector. They are detrimental
to the good reputation of our wines and we should do
everything possible to prevent such frauds through
controls carried out uniformly in all the Member
States.

If certain types of wine cannot be marketed it is still
possible to use them for different purposes. To enrich
certain types of wine which do not have the required

alcoholic strength, rectified grape concentrates could
be used as is done in all the Member States; this would
avoid a situation in which the addition of sugar is
permitted in some cases and prohibited in others.
Efforts must be made to produce these grape must-
concentrates more cheaply so as to enable them to be
used by the wine growers and wineries.

I would like to add a further point: it is high time for a
market organization to be created for alcohol. I am
raising this problem now because such an organization
would also help to stabilize our wine market in the
Community, ensuring better regulation and removing
certain quantities of wine from the market for other
uses. | have been appointed rapporteur on the organiz-
ation of the market in alcohol but it will take some
time to prepare the report. The market organization
has already been discussed once in Parliament and the
question of competence was raised on that occasion.
Parliament felt that the Community is not competent
to set up such an organization but the Commission has
now submitted a further proposal for the organization
of the market in alcohol. The Commission believes
that we are competent. The Legal Affairs Committee
of Parliament felt that this was not the case. We shall
therefore try to clarify this problem of competence at a
hearing. I hope that this will bring us nearer to a satis-
factory arrangement in this area.

Better protection could be provided for wine produc-
tion if a package of measures were taken. Let me stress
once again that wine production is important in the
Community, particularly in the Mediterranean areas,
and we should therefore do everything possible to
prevent damage to wine production which we need as
a component of our economic structure. May I stress
once again that the amounts being spent are small in
absolute terms but if they are doubled or even tripled
each year we must obviously give the matter close
attention and try to take measures to prevent this
sector being exposed to the same kind of criticism as
several other sectors of agriculture; in other words we
should proceed with rather more caution, logic and
economy and not spend money on surplus production.

President. — I call Mr Natali.

Mr Natali, Vice-President of the Commission.
— (I) Madam President, the Commission wishes to
thank Mr Battersby for his report.

Obviously this is a delicate problem. Mr Sutra and Mr
Dalsass have drawn your attention to the characteristic
features of this type of agricultural production which
is a fundamental resource, or indeed the sole resource,
of certain regions. We are also confronted with a
problem arising from the imbalance between supply
and demand in the wine sector. This problem of struc-
tural surpluses which might clearly assume more
alarming proportions following the enlargement of the
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Community, has already been the subject of measures
taken by the Council acting on a proposal from the
Commission. May I remind you here of the premiums
for the temporary or permanent cessation of produc-
tion. We are planning the adoption of other measures,
especially in the context of aid for private storage and
distillation.

A further problem to which Mr Sutra referred is that
of harmonization of excise duties.

This whole problem has a further aspect which we
consider to be fundamental: the need for a policy to
promote high quality wines. Some measures have
already been taken to improve the quality of wine and
cut the production of low cost wines which are a
burden on the market and for which there are no real
outlets.

The report also refers to the problem of controls. That
is a vital point. I believe that we must step up our
controls over methods of analysis and also controls of
the origin of wines. To prevent irregularities, the
Commission hopes shortly to present a series of regu-
lations to the Council which it hopes the Council will
be able to adopt at an early date.

In conclusion, Madam President, may I say that the
problem of wine — a typical Mediterranean product
— must be viewed in a wider context considering the
vital importance of this problem for certain regions
which are, very often, the least-favoured regions of the
Community.

President. — The debate is closed.

The motion for a resolution will be put to the vote at
the next voting time.

22. Establishment of a European Regional Development
Fund

President. — The next item is the report, drawn up
on behalf of the Committee on Regional Policy and
Regional Planning, on the proposal from the Commis-
sion of the European Communities to the Council
(Doc. 1-510/80) for a regulation amending Regula-
tion (EEC) No724/75 establishing a European
Regional Development Fund (Doc. 1-610/80).

I call Mr Cronin.

Mr Cronin, rapporteur. — Madam President, I think
it is necessary from the outset to distinguish between
two very distinct aspects in this report: firstly, there is
the question of amending the ERDF Regulation to
provide for the Greek quota, and secondly, the more

controversial aspect of the complete revision of the
regulation establishing a European Regional Develop-
ment Fund.

When Greece becomes the tenth member of this
Community in just over 2 weeks’ time, it will have the
doubttul privilege of being the country most deserving
of the attention of the European Regional Develop-
ment Fund. Greece has an inflation rate of 26 % for
1980; a current account deficit for 1979 which is 5 %
of the gross domestic product — and the level of this
domestic product is around 43-3 % of the Commu-
nity average; private consumption in Greece is static,
and the employment situation is also deteriorating. In
fact, Greece will find herself at the bottom of the EEC
economic league.

The Commission is proposing that Greece’s share of
the Fund should be 15 %, or some 228 m EUA. This
amount may well appear somewhat on the short side,
especially in the light of the problems being faced by
the Greek community. However, it is felt by the
regional policy experts in the Commission that the
effects of such a sum would not be negligible on
regional problems, particularly when compared with
the expenditure on public investment. Article 1 of the
ERDF Regulation states that the European Regional
Development Fund

is intended to correct the principal regional imbalances
within the Community, resulting in particular from agri-
cultural preponderance, industrial change and structural
underemployment.

It goes without saying, therefore, that the regulation
establishing the ERDF will have to be amended in one
respect before the end of this year: that is, a new
national quota must be allocated in accordance with
the terms of Regulation No 724/75 to take account of
Greece’s accession to the EEC on 1 January 1981. 1
am convinced that no-one in this Parliament would
deny Greece, as a future member, the right to benefit
normally from the European Regional Development
Fund and that you will therefore approve this allo-
cation.

In point of fact, this Parliament has already approved
a quota of 15 % for Greece. During the first reading
of the 1981 budget an amendment tabled by the
Group of European Progressive Democrats requesting
the reinstatement of appropriations shown in the preli-
minary draft budget for the Community action in
support of the national regional policies and which
stated in the remarks: “The Council and Commission
must make the arrangements necessary to give 15 %
of the ERDF was unanimously adopted.

The second aspect of the resolution contained in my
report is its disapproval of the way the Commission
and the Council have handled, or failed to handle, the
long-promised and long-awaited reforms of a totally
inadequate and ill-adapted European Regional
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Development Fund. This opportunity of discussing
Greece’s 15 % quota is the last opportunity that we in
this Parliament shall have of addressing ourselves to
the outgoing Commission and the Council on the
question of ERDF reform before 1 January 1981.

I do not, Mr President, intend to waste the time of this
House in enumerating all the events which have led to
the present situation. Suffice it to say that I believe the
facts give us the right to point an accusing finger at
those who have allowed this situation to develop.

Most of the points contained in my resolution are
nothing new. For example, in February of this year,
before this same House, I referred to the inadequacy
of the non-quota section of the ERDF, as I did to my
reservations concerning national quotas. I also voiced
my dlsapproval you may remember, of the need for a
unanimous vote in the Council of Ministers on
non-quota projects. This Parliament approved me then,
as I am sure it will approve me again today. Your are
all familiar with the Council’s statement:

The regulation must be reviewed in the near future —
that is, before 1 January 1981. It is in this context that the
Council will consider the new proposal from the Commis-
sion, taking particular account of the Parliament’s views.

Need I say any more? I do not, however, have reser-
vations concerning the Commission’s attempt to use the
proposal for a Greek national quota as a scapegoat
behind which to hide and therefore use as a means of
justifying their own failure to respect their commit-
ments.

You might ask why I am suggesting only two modifi-
cations to the Commission’s proposal: namely, the
introduction of a qualified-majority vote and the
increase of the non-quota section to 15 % of the
Regional Fund. The answer is simple and straightfor-
ward. On the one hand, I am not advocating a revision
but rather an adaptation of Community principles and
practical operating requirements. On the other hand, I
feel that the outgoing Commission must show some
courage so as not to leave the new Commission with
these two dfficulties, which threaten to hinder its
progress towards a genuine revision.

President. — I call Mr Griffiths to speak on behalf of
the Socialist Group.

Mr Griffiths. — Madam President, on behalf of my
group I would like to give our full support to the allo-
cation of the 15 % quota to Greece when it becomes a
member of the Community from January of next year.
I would also like to support, on behalf of the group,
the remarks which Mr Cronin made about the great
need for urgent action on a review of the Fund’s
guidelines. This action is urgent not only to enable the
Regional Fund to help the regions more effectively but
also to enable the budget itself to be restructured so

that the people of Europe will feel that progress will be
made through this Parliament. If we cannot go back to
our electors in 1984 with some real and positive
changes and not just a little bit of trimming around the
edges, we will have failed.

I am sure that the Commission will take note of this,
but 1 especially hope that the Council too will take
note, that there will be a far-reaching review of the
Fund guidelines, that this Community will move
forward and that the disparities of wealth between the
richer and the poorer parts of the Community will be
reduced.

President. — I call Mr Pottering to speak on behalf
of the Edropean People’s Party (CD Group).

Mr Péttering. — (D) Madam President, Ladies and
Gentlemen, on 1 January 1981 Greece will become the
10th Member State of the European Community; I
believe this to be a historic event for the European
Community and we should always bear the historic
significance of the accession of Greece in mind when
discussing the report which my group, the Group of
the European People’s Party, endorses in full.

A great nation will be joining the Community — a
country which has given so much to Europe and the
world in the shape of philosophy, political experience,
ideals and values. We in the European People’s Party
— and this is important in the context of a debate on
regional policy — view the accession of Greece not
only as an economic development with implications
for agricultural products and industry, but also as a
factor of great significance to the future of the whole
European Community. When we talk about figures
and money in discussing the Cronin report, the ques-
tion as to the path which Greece will choose to take
naturally arises. We have heard highly optimistic
comments from Greek leaders; may I remind you of
the words of the Greek President, Constantin Kara-
manlis, who said that the unification of Europe will be
the greatest political event in the history of our conti-
nent.

This event will influence not only the fate of Europe
but also the destiny of all mankind. We Christian
Democrats greatly welcome the fact that the Greek
Prime Minister, Georgis Rallis, and the European
Commission through Vice-President Natali and
Commissioner Giolitti who is attending this debate,
have adopted a similar position. My group attaches
such great importance to relations with the new
Member State, Greece, that one of its Members, Bern-
hard Silzer, became chairman of the Joint Parliamen-
tary Committee for the association with Greece.

Ladies and Gentlemen, when [ say that the Group of
the European People’s Party approves the Cronin
report with its proposal of a 15 % contribution for
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Greece, the question naturally also arises as to whether
we in the European Community are providing enough
aid and support to Greece. The European People’s
Party believes that our contribution is not large
enough. Accession to the Community has aroused
great expectations in Greece. May I remind you how
high the expectations were when the United Kingdom
became a Member of the European Community and
how great the disappointment now is in Britain. I very
much hope, Mr Griffiths — and I share your views on
many points — you will manage to persuade your
colleagues in the Labour Party to abandon their fateful
policy of leaving the European Community.

(Applause)

I say this because we cannot disappoint further new
Members of the Community. We cannot be satisfied
with the 15 % support which we are now offering
Greece from the Regional Fund. We in the European
People’s Party believe that a more far-reaching initia-
tive must be taken. On the first reading of the budget
my group therefore made a proposal for a Mediterra-
nean plan constituting nothing short of a Marshall
Plan for Greece, Portugal, Spain and the southern
regions of the existing Community, i.e. the south of
Italy and southern France; we did so because we
believe that a major project is imperative to overcome
the present problems of the European Community —
we must once again show the courage to take real
decisions in Europe. Let us remember that 56 million
people live in Greece, Portugal and Spain, two-thirds
of them in areas which are comparable with the
poorest regions of the present Community, i.e. south-
ern Italy and western Ireland. Unless we in the Euro-
pean Community do what is necessary to solve these
regional problems we shall endanger in Greece, the
country with which we are concerned today, and also
in Spain and Portugal, the expectations placed by
these peoples in the Community and the result will
then be equally bitter for us in the European Commu-
nity. I therefore repeat today on behalf of our group
my proposal for the definition of a Mediterranean
plan. That plan obtained a majority on the occasion of
the first reading of the budget in this Parliament; all
honour to this Parliament for the fact that all or at
least most of its political groups endorsed this project.
But then the Council of Ministers rejected the plan in
the course of the conciliation procedure and deleted
the corresponding title in the budget, thus demonstrat-
ing yet again that it is unable to take effective action in
the present situation and above all clearly lacks the
political determination to advance the political unifi-
cation of Europe.

Ladies and Gentlemen, I would ask you in all sincerity
to convey these points to your political groups and to
inform those Members who have been unable to
attend our debate today of the need to give their
renewed support to our proposal for a revolving fund,
a Mediterranean plan, during the second reading of
the budget on Thursday; if your political groups give

their support in this way this plan will be included in
the budget. That will provide the basis for a start to
our work; appropriate instructions could be given to
the Commission and inclusion of this plan in the
Community budget would compel the Council of
Ministers to concern itself with the future of the Euro-
pean Community and thus also with the future of
Greece, Spain, Portugal and the other southern
regions of our Community. \

I would ask you to support our request next Thursday
during the second reading of the budget just as you
did a few weeks ago on the occasion of the first read-
ing. We endorse the Cronin report — and I would like
to convey our specific thanks to Mr Cronin on behalf
of my group — but we must realize that all our
previous decisions on regional policy can only remain
isolated factors unless far-reaching initiatives similar to
this Mediterranean plan are effectively taken and
subsequently supported by political progress in the
European Community. With the forthcoming acces-
sion of Greece and the subsequent addition of Spain
and Portugal, our Community might all too soon be
shattered unless we take the necessary political and
institutional steps to achieve real progress; this
involves first and foremost strengthening our Parlia-
ment and the Commission and also — this is probably
the most important point — putting an end at long last
to the unanimity rule in the Council of Ministers
which is preventing progress and acting as an obstacle
to the future of Europe.

Ladies and Gentlemen, a word in conclusion: the
accession of Greece is a great opportunity for our
Community and we Christian Democrats set high
hopes in accession. But it is up to us in Parliament and
in the Council of Ministers — I say this intentionally
with an eye to events in Poland which we cannot
influence — it is up to us in Parliament, in the Council
of Ministers and in the European Community as a
whole to do all that is necessary to ensure a secure
future based on freedom in a free Europe and also
based on solidarity which can guarantee peace.

This is a matter of political resolve; it is a matter for all
of us, for the Council of Ministers, for the Commis-
ston and also for this Parliament.

IN THE CHAIR: MR VANDEWIELE
President

President. — 1 call Mr Harris to speak on behalf of
the European Democratic Group.

Mr Harris. — Mr President, not for the first time this
House finds itself in an incredible and totally
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unsatisfactory position over the future of the Euro-
pean Regional Development Fund. We have before us
an excellent report by Mr Cronin on the consequences
for the fund and for the quota system in particular, of
Greece’s arrival in the Community in 17 days’ time,
and yet what do we find? According to my informa-
tion, the Cronin report is already out-of-date and this,
let me hasten to add, through no fault of our colleague
Mr Cronin.

My information is — and I do ask the Commissioner
to confirm this — that instead of a figure of 15 %, as
the quota for Greece, apparently now the figure being
talked about between the Council and the Commis-
sion, if not already agreed, is one of 13 %.

Now I heard these rumours some weeks ago and I
questioned officials when they appeared before the
Committee on Regional Policy and Regional Planning
when we were considering Mr Cronin’s report and I
was given a blank stare by the officials, who pretended
to know nothing about this.

Well, it seems to me that the committee has been kept
in the dark, this Parliament has been kept in the dark
and the Cronin report on this specific point, if my
information is correct, is now largely irrelevant. And
this makes a nonsense, an absolute nonsense, of the
procedures of this Parliament for dealing with these
matters. | would ask the Commissioner to put us in the
picture about exactly what is going on over Greece’s
quota and also, if indeed my information is correct,
whether he does not agree that this debate is some-
thing of a charade if the situation has changed in the
meantime. And if it would not be a much better proce-
dure, if there has indeed been a change in proposal or
indeed decision, for the Commission to come forward
with a revised proposal instead of going ahead with
the particular content of this report?

But, of course, Mr President, it goes much wider than
just the question of Greece’s quota. That is the imme-
diate decision which the Community is facing. But for
reasons which have already been outlined in excellent
speeches by those who have gone before me, we are of
course facing a much bigger situation and indeed by
its very scale a much graver situation when Spain and
Portugal also come into the Community. My belief is
that there has been little or no positive thinking on the
part of either the Commission or the Council on how
to face up to that situation. And I suspect that when
Spain and Portugal arrive we shall again be faced with
some hastily cobbled-together proposals.

That, quite frankly, is not good enough. This Parlia-
ment must go on fighting for a coherent change to the
Regional Development Fund. The Commission has
put off its intention to have this major revision of the
Fund; we understand the situation, we understand the
reasons for it but quite frankly I am not convinced by
the reasons for it and I believe the Commission has a
duty not just to this House but to the three new

member countries to come forward with the funda-
mental rethink of the Fund which is now so vitally
needed.

President. — I call Mr Davern to speak on behalf of
the Group of European Progressive Democrats.

Mr Davern. — Mr President, I would like first of all
to congratulate my colleague and friend Jerry Cronin
on his excellent report. This Parliament has been
asked to approve 15 % of the European Regional
Development Fund for Greece. The Council has
requested our urgent opinion on the Commission
proposals so that the amended ERDF regulation may
be applied on 1 January next. This is a vitally impor-
tant issue for Greece, the tenth member of this
Community, and yet the Council has put it on its
agenda under the heading ‘Other business’ in recent
weeks. The Council should be discussing Parliament’s
opinion tomorrow when it takes a decision on the
Regional Fund amount for Greece, but whether it will,
in fact, be doing so remains to be seen.

This Parliament already approved unanimously a
15 % quota for Greece when it adopted this group’s
amendment to the Regional Fund during the first
reading of the budget. The Council, however, saw fit
to delete the remarks to our amendment which stated:
“The Council and the Commission must make the
arrangements necessary to give Greece a 15 % share
of the ERDF, while at the same time retaining the
essential monetary modification.” This is a clear indi-
cation of what the Council thinks of our opinion, the
opinion of this directly-elected Parliament. Is it not
true that the Council has already decided on a figure
of about 13 % for Greece? Is it not also true that the
Council’s delay in making this decision known has
nothing at all to do with Greece, but rather with the
redistribution of quotas while taking account of
specific electoral considerations and the needs of the
existing Member States.

Regional policy and planning in Greece is the key to
its national development, and I have good reason to
believe that this vital factor was highlighted by the
Greek authorities when they negotiated their member-
ship of this Community. I have good reason to believe
that the Commission and the Council totally acknow-
ledged that fact when they were negotiating with the
Greek authorities. During the negotiating phase what,
[ ask, was the percentage used by the Council as the
basis for discussion? The answer, of course, is 15 %.
Parliament has no disagreement with that figure. We
are totally in favour of 15 % as Greece’s quota. There
has been talk of compensating Greece for a decrease
in its proposed ERDF quota by special concessions
from the European Social Fund. I would advise
Greece not to be lured into this type of corner. The
Social Fund is different matter entirely. Indeed
Commissioner Giolitti stated recently that the regional
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policy should be viewed as an economic policy and not
as social assistance. I would therefore warn Greece
against being manoeuvred into this type of corner and
getting involved in this type of argument.

In conclusion I would like to remind this Parliament
that the 15 % which we are being asked to approve for
Greece will only apply for the 1981 financial year. The
all too long awaited overall revision of the ERDF,
which may come about next year with a bit of luck and
a bit of extra work by some people, should modify a
lot of things, including the method of calculating
national quotas. That would include Greece. There-
fore any figure which the Council might adopt for
1981 other than the 15 % which has been used and
brandished from the outset would indeed be a mock-
ery of European democracy and especially of a coun-
try such as Greece, the very founder of our democratic
system. I am supporting this report. My group is
supporting it, and I would urge all members to support
15 % for Greece and nothing less.

President. — I call Mr Sutra.

Mr Sutra. — (F) Mr President, as the spokesman for
my group indicated a few moments ago, we are of
course wholeheartedly behind Mr Cronin’s report.
What 1 wanted to say is that there is an apparent
contradiction between what we have heard here today
and the budget as it was presented to us by the Coun-
cil.

When I was asked by my party in my own country to
draw up a report on the problem of the enlargement of
the Community, basing myself on documents prepared
by the Commission in Brussels, I said then that the
distortion between the most prosperous regions, that is
to say those with the highest wages in the Community,
and the poorest regions after enlargement (namely
Estremadura in southern Spain or Alentejo in Portu-
gal), which was at that time in the ratio of 1 0 6
would increase to a ratio of 1 to 11. One or two
people thought I was being pessimistic. Some felt that
the ratio should be more like 1 to 9. Alas, history has
proved us all wrong since the statistics for this year,
two years later, show that the distortion is now no
longer in the ratio of 1 to 11 but 1 to 12. Therefore,
the disparity between the prosperous regions and the
poor regions has been aggravated still further over the
last two years and we know that the countries apply-
ing to join the Community,-and not just Greece, which
will be with us as from 1 January, but also Portugal
and Spain, suffer from even greater regional disparities
in that respect than those to be found in the Nine.

It is all very well preaching solidarity to us, but we
should also like to see some of this solidarity reflected
in the budget. When we see the budget of the
Regional Fund cut as it was this year by the Council of
Ministers after the Commission had put forward its

proposals, when we see Parliament reinstate the
Commission’s expenditure proposals only to see the
Council cut them again — and this is what we shall be
debating during the second reading of our budget
tomorrow — well, not to mince matters, we are being
lectured about solidarity while in reality the Commu-
nity is apparently sinking deeper and deeper into self-
seeking natuonalism.

Faced with these exhortations to solidarity on the one
hand and with the reality of nationalism and self-inter-
est on the other, I find it quite incredible that at a time
when the Community is embarking on a phase of
enlargement southwards the Council of Ministers
should see fit, at the first reading and again at the
second, to prune the Regional Fund’s budget so
drastically. The point I felt I had to make is that the
realities of our budget do not seem to square at all
with our pretensions to humanitarian principles.

President. — I call Mr Hutton.

Mr Hutton. — Mr President, may I express to the
Commissioner my bitter disappointment that we in this
House, the first directly-elected Members, are being
this year denied the chance to influence the scope of
the Regional Fund. Certainly in my area in the south
of Scotland the Community is probably best known
for the work of the Regional Fund and I wonder what
the Commissioner thinks the people of Europe think
about us when they see the kind of off-hand attitude
which is being displayed by the Commission to what
ought to be the jewel in the European crown.

I do understand the Commissioner’s dilemma and I am
inclined to agree with Mr Cronin that only the report
on the social and economic situation in the regions
stands up as a good reason for the delay in the revision
of the regulations. I am sorry to say, Sir, that the other
three look like mere excuses. And if the delay experi-
enced in the first revision — 13 months — is a good
guide we may not see any revision in force until 1983.

I have to say that I think this is a cavalier and disgrace-
ful way to treat directly-elected Members. Last month
Mr Thorn told me in Question Time that the revision
would take place during 1981 and if there is any back-
sliding, any other excuses from the Commission you
can, Sir, expect a great deal more anger from this
House. This subject is far too important to the people
we represent to let 1t just along as though we were
discussing nothing more important than the revision to
the rules of the cloakroom at the front door of this
building.

I have, Mr President, very much pleasure in endorsing
Mr Cronin’s remarks in his lucid and excellent report,
particularly his remarks about the early increase in the
non-quota section of the 'Fund. This, Sir, is surely the
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way that Europe must be looking in its regional policy
and it must be looking at it quickly.

President. — I call Mrs Ewing.

Mrs Ewing. — Mr President, I think that this House
universally welcomes the Greeks in advance of 1 Janu-
ary. I would like 1o say that nobody welcomes them as
much as I do, because I am at one periphery and they
are at another. Their land has many problems. It is
arid and hot. Mine has many problems: it is largely
arid and cold. But I think that peripheries understand
peripheries and I am certainly looking to the Greeks,
even though I can no longer boast to this House about
having more islands than anyone else. I had 80, but the
Greeks with 3 000 rather leave me behind.

I am hoping, therefore, that the Greek Members will
have a great compassion for all the problems that
affect people who live in faraway islands and remote
places. 1 hope that some of the points in the Cronin
reports, such as point 3 where mention is made of the
need to base assistance on Community criteria taking
account of the specific needs of the regions will be
noted. I have been urging that, with the accession of
Greece, we should mark this appropriately by recog-
nizing that a proper criterion for regional aid would
be to help areas under threat of depopulation. There
are many parts of the Community which are over-
populated and it must be quite hard for them to under-
stand the sheer might of the magnet of industrial areas
which attract people, as they do in my area and in
Greece, to the cities from the remote places. If the
remote places cease to be inhabited then we all, I
think, lose out. Derogations are necessary from
Community policies, such as the drivers’ hours that
make no sense in remote areas and cause grievous
hardship. I am obviously hoping, Mr President, that
with the accession of Greece I am going to have a
great deal of sympathy and understanding from these
new Members, who will at least know what I am talk-
ing about.

I do not think I want to add anything except to say
that I welcome the report and to say finally that a little
more flexibility would be very desirable in granting
regional aid, because small is often beautiful. It often
means the survival of a community in the EEC and
sometimes the saving or creation of a very few jobs
can actually mean that an island remains viable. I have
said this for five years, Mr President, and it has not
bee taken note of but perhaps with the coming of
Greece, this House will take note of the need for flexi-
bility in downgrading the size of projects as worthy of
aid and also to recognize the problems of depopula-
tion.

President. — I call Mr Giolitti.

Mr Giolitti, Member of the Commission. — (I) Mr
President, may I begin by expressing my sincere
thanks to the rapporteur, Mr Cronin, and to all the
Members who have spoken in this debate for their
twofold contribution in stressing the significance of
the accession of Greece to the Community while at the
same time expressing criticism of some aspects of the
Community Regional Policy and of the Regional Fund
which is its financial instrument.

This debate is taking place two weeks before Greece is
due to join our Community and it is therefore only
natural for the importance of that event to be stressed
here: the Commission is well aware of all that it will
entail, as a number of speakers have rightly pointed
out, not only from the economic point of view, but
also from the general, political and historical angle,
for the future of our Community. As far as the
Regional Policy is concerned, the Commission has
taken the necessary steps and completed the necessary
studies to ensure that intervention from the Regional
Fund can become effective immediately after the
accession of Greece to the Community. I believe it is
also important to recall, as other speakers have, that
the accession of Greece demands the attention of all
the Community institutions to the problems of the
Mediterranean area of the Community; these prob-
lems are bound to acquire new weight with the acces-
sion of Greece and even more so with subsequent
enlargements.

May I turn briefly now to two aspects of the report
and of the speeches that we have heard; the first aspect
concerns the more specific consequences of the acces-
sion of Greece for Regional Policy while the second
relates 1o other aspects of the functioning of the
Regional Fund since Parliament has most aptly taken
this opportunity to call attention to these questions
which have already been considered on previous occa-
sions.

As regards the first aspect, may I say that the Commis-
sion has not at any time changed its initial proposal of
granting Greece a 15 % share of the Regional Fund,
working — let us be quite clear about it — on the
assumption that this is only a provisional adjustment to
the Regional Fund regulation designed to enable inter-
vention from the Regional Fund to be effected imme-
diately after 1 January 1981 for the benefit of Greece.
It is also true — and I wish to confirm this point
clearly — that during descussions in the Council of
Ministers on this point the view has tended to emerge
that the Greek quota should be reduced because of the
fact — about which there is some dispute — that the
Commission’s proposal is based on statistics for the
whole territory of Greece including the Athens area
which we consider should not be the subject of inter-
vention from the Regional Fund but which should
nevertheless be taken into consideration in any overall
assessment of the general implications of the regional
problem in Greece. The Council does not apparently
share this view which, let me repeat, the Commission
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has always maintained and still does firmly maintain. I
should also add that the definition of the Greek quota
is applicable only to the year 1981; that is clearly indi-
cated in the amendment which we are proposing to
introduce to the regulation. The Council of Ministers,
however, has not taken a decision on this matter: it is
true that a Council decision is imminent but it will not
be taken before Parliament has delivered the opinion
which it 1s now debating and which will T believe be
adopted in a few hours time. We are faced here with
certain deadlines because, as I see it, we all share the
belief that a decision must be taken before the begin-
ning of the new year and before Greece actually joins
the Community: the last deadline is therefore the final
meeting of the Council of Ministers of General Affairs
today and tomorrow in Brussels — but they will not
take their formal decision unul Parliament has
delivered its opinion.

I come now to the other, to my mind apt, observations
which have been made on the subject of the definition
of the Greek quota of the Regional Fund. We have
already had occasion to discuss all of these questions
in the Parliamentary Committee on Regional Policy
and in the Plenary Assembly and I have repeatedly
expressed the Commission’s full agreement with the
critical remarks and suggestions made by Parliament
on the policy to be followed in the context of the
review of the Regional Fund Regulation.

I have already explained on previous occasions why
we did not feel, and still do not feel, it possible to
review the Regional Fund Regulation in 1980. May I
remind you extremely briefly of the reasons: the first
report on the social and economic situation in the
regions of the Community has only been available for
a few days but it provides, at long last and for the first
time, a valuable analytical basis for a review of the
fund regulation taking into account the real situation
existing in our Community at regional level. We must
also — in other words the future Commission must do
this — undertake a complete reappraisal of the
Community policies and budget. I am convinced that it
would have been wrong to review the Regional Fund
Regulation before this overall reappraisal has taken
place because I believe it most important for the
Regional Policy not to be relegated to the side-lines: I
would go so far as to say that it must be the focal point
of the future reappraisal if it is true, as has so often
been maintained in Parliament, that Regional Policy
must increasingly — especially in an enlarged
Community — become a vital instrument, a key policy
to safeguard and strengthen the internal cohesion of
our Community.

I shall not dwell on the details and I think it sufficient
for me to repeat here that we endorse the suggestions
and criticisms once again expressed so clearly by
Parliament in this debate on the basis of the lucid
report by Mr Cronin; there are two specific aspects
which are central to our concerns: that of the scale of
the non-quota section and that of the procedure for

the approval of Commission proposals relating to
Community actions to be financed from the non-quota
section. For the rest I would remind you that the
Commission’s initial proposal on this subject fits in
with all that has been said in this debate and in the
Cronin report in support of an increase in the volume
of the non-quota section from 5 to 15%: we had
initially proposed that this section should amount to
13 % of the total so that we have been in agreement
on this point from the outset, just as we were and still
are in agreement on the fact that a qualified majority
and not a unanimous vote should be necessary to
obtain approval for Commission proposals in respect
of actions to be financed from the non-quota section.

Mr President, [ wanted to make those brief remarks
during this debate, in a desire to draw your attention
once again to the views and guidelines which the
Commission has already had occasion to put forward
in the past. I hope that the future Commission will
continue to work on the same lines.

President. — The debate is closed.

The vote will be taken at the next voting ume.

23. Urgent procedure

President. — 1 have received from the Council a
request for the application of the urgent procedure
provided for in Rule 14 in respect of the proposal for a
regulation on the use of hormones in domestic animals
(Doc. 1-580/80). Urgency is justified by the fact that
the Council would like to take a decision on this
proposal before the end of the year.

I shall consult Parliament on this request for urgent
procedure at the beginning of tomorrow’s sitting.

24, Compensation of Greece for its contribution to the
costs of the financial mechanism

Pre:ident. — The next item is the report by
Mr Dankert, drawn up on behalf of the Committee on
Budgets, on the proposal from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council (Doc. 1-653/
80) for a regulation compensating Greece for its
con:ribution to the costs of the financial mechanism
and the supplementary measures for the United King-
dom (Doc. 1-703/80).

I call Mr Dankert.

Mr Dankert, rapporteur. — (NL) Mr President, the
Commission has submitted to us a draft regulation
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concerning compensation to Greece for its contribu-
tion to the costs of the financial mechanism together
with supplementary measures for the benefit of the
United Kingdom. The Committee on Budgets unani-
mously felt that this proposal was unnecessary. Why is
it unnecessary? Firstly because the Community must
cease the practice of resorting superfluously to
twofold legislation: once through regulations and
once through the budget. I recognize that this leads to
a substantial increase 1n paperwork but it is quite
unnecessary.

What is the true situation? A political agreement has
been made and embodied in point 4 of the Council
Decision of 30 May; the agreement is that eight
Member States should cover the cost of a reduction in
the British contribution. Point4 thus expressly
excludes a ninth Member State which was not a
Member State at the time, 1.e. the Republic of Greece.
The Commission now says that the situation is really
not so clear and that a regulation is therefore neces-
sary. It has taken as the basis of its regulation the very
same point 4 of the Council decision of 30 May 1980.
As far as that is concerned there is no difference of
opinion between the Committee on Budgets and the
European Commission. All kinds of other agreements
have clearly indicated how the compensation is to be
paid to Greece. The first and most important provision
is contained in Articles 1 to 7 of the Act of Accession
which provides for a gradual increase in the Greek
contribution to the Community over the next few
years. That is not in itself sufficient because Greece
would then have to pay part of the British contribu-
tion, to put it in perfectly clear terms. To prevent that
necessity the Commission included in the budget Arti-
cle 491 which provided for the reimbursement of
100 % of the Greek contribution to the British
payments. That should surely be sufficient and the
Committee on Budgets can therefore see no reason
whatever to issue a further regulation on this point.
This Parliament has always stood by the position that
the remarks contained in the budget on matters of this
kind, constitute a sufficient juridical basis for a deci-
sion.

The Committee on Budgets therefore proposes that
the Commission should be advised to withdraw its
proposal and state quite clearly in Article 491 of the
budget relating to this particular problem, that Greece
will be fully compensated for any extra payments to
the Community arising from the agreement on the
British contribution.

President. — I call Mr Notenboom to speak on
behalf of the European People’s Party (CD Group).

Mr Notenboom. — (NL) Mr President, although it
is true that the Committee on Budgets has taken a
unanimous decision on this matter as indicated by the
rapporteur. Mr Dankert, whom I wish to thank for

his report, my group still considers it necessary to
explain quite clearly why we subscribe to this view.

Quite clearly there is no difference of opinion on the
fact that Greece must not be asked to contribute to
these particular payments; there is also no difference
of opinion between the Commission, Council and
Parliament on the amount involved. There is a general
consensus on all this. The Council adopted the same
view in the draft supplementary budget for 1980 which
is also a Council decision with the force of law.

If it is now felt necessary to create a superfluous new
regulation so as to provide a so called juridical basis
for a decision, we feel that this is going too far. To
adopt such a document would be to underestimate the
legal force of budgetary decisions and the legal force
of Council decisions, one of which I have just
mentioned.

This regulation is therefore not only superfluous but
also bureaucratic. I see this document as a typical piece
of bureaucracy — of the kind of bureaucracy which
we do not want. Briefly, those are the reasons for
which we strongly endorse the rapporteur’s views.

President. — I call Mr Nord to speak on behalf of
the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mr Nord. — (NL) Mr President, my group too
supports the conclusions reached by the rapporteur
and my group likewise considers it important to indi-
cate briefly why we share this view; I say this because
the issue is more important than might seem at first
sight. The underlying issue here is the juridical signif-
icance of the budget as a Community text and as a
Community instrument. There must obviously be a
clear juridical basis for the repayments to which
Greece is entitled. The Greek government would no
doubt not be satisfied with anything less than a clear
juridical basis. But in our view the legal basis exists and
it exists in three parts: firstly there is point 4 of the:
well-known Council decision of 30 May which
expressly states that the costs are to be born by the
other eight Member States; then there is the second
Letter of Amendments to the draft budget which allo-
cates appropriations to this budget line pursuant to the
decision of 30 May, and thirdly there is the budget
line itself with the accompanying remarks which are
no more than the logical consequence of the decisions
to which I referred previously.

All in all, I cannot envisage a sounder juridical basis
for these compensatory payments and this basis pro-
vides a sufficient guarantee to Greece. There is there-
fore no need whatever for a specific separate regula-
tion and if such a regulation is nevertheless requested,
the impression will be created — in this T agree
entirely with Mr Notenboom — that the juridical
significance of the budget is not accepted at its true
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value. Parliament cannot accept that attitude which is
why my group supports the conclusions of the
rapporteur and also his request to the European
Commission to withdraw this superfluous and in some
respects even dangerous draft regulation.

President. — I call Mr Burke.

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — Mr Presi-
dent, natwurally I agree with Mr Dankert that it is abso-
lutely right that Greece should be entirely compen-
sated for its share in the financing of the reduction of
the United Kingdom’s net contribution in 1981, other-
wise the Commission would not have suggested it in
the first place. I also take the view that there has to be
a budget entry and therefore that the budget is a
necessary legal base; otherwise no compensatory
payment could be made to Greece. I cannot agree,
however, that the proposed regulation is totally super-
fluous and should be withdrawn.

The decision which is suggested by the Commission is
an important decision of principle and an important
derogation from the basic principle of financing the
Community budget through own resources. To
exclude one Member State from it cannot, in the
Commusssion’s view, be done by simple budgetary
decision. I therefore regret to have to decline the invi-
tation by Parliament to withdraw the regulation.

President. — I call Mr Dankert.

Mr Dankert, rapporteur. — (NL) Mr President, |
am astonished that the Commission should put
forward so few arguments, or in fact no arguments at
all, in support of its position. The Commission states
that it sees the budget as a sufficient basis. But nobody
here has said anything to the contrary. We have said
that the budget line is a consequence of a number of
other decisions already taken following the Council
decision of 30 May and the Letter of Amendment
forwarded to us by the Council. It is therefore not
simply a matter of one budget line! The decision is a
consequence of previous decisions and, as we see it,
has force of law and there is no point whatever in
submitting a new text now. There is already a suffi-
cient basis and sufficient indication has been given in
the budget itself. May I say again how sorry I am that
the Commiission has put forward so few arguments in
support of its position. And if there are so few argu-
ments the regulation must indeed be superfluous.

President. — The debate is closed.
The vote will take place at the next voting time.

We have now dealt with all items on the agenda up to
Question Time, which will begin at 6.30 p.m. Since we

have to adhere strictly to the agenda, the sitting must
be adjourned.

The sitting is suspended until 6.30 p.m.

(The sitting was suspended at 4.55 p.m. and resumed at
6.30 p.m.)

IN THE CHAIR: MR ROGERS

Vice-President

President. — The sitting is resumed.

25. Urgent procedure

President. — I have received from the Council a
request for urgent debate pursuant to Rule 14 of the
Rules of Procedure on:

— a proposal for a regulation on the common organiza-
tion of the market in cereals (Doc. 1-701/80)

— a proposal for a regulation on the common organiza-
tion of the market in sugar (Doc 1-471/80)

Urgent procedure 1s requested to enable the Council
to act on these proposals before the end of the year.

I shall consult Parliament on these requests at the
beginning of tomorrow’s sitting.

26. Question Time

President. — The next item is Question Time (Doc.
1-686/80).

We shall begin with questions to the Commission.

Question No 1, by Mr Combe (H-438/80):

Given that the Community’s electronics industry is an
important source of innovation for all sectors of Euro-
pean industry, that the colour television industry is an
essental element in the aforementioned Community
industry, that the most important component of a televi-
sion set is the tube and that 48 % of all television tubes in
the world are manufactured in Japan, what does the
Commission intend to do to protect Community manu-
facturers of television tubes against the inroads of the
Japanese industry which is pursuing a policy similar to
that already pursued 1n other fields?

Mr Natali, Vice-President of the Commission.
— (1) The Commission recognizes the importance of
the colour television tube industry for the reasons indi-
cated by the honourable Member.
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For technical and economic reasons the tube industry
in the Community has concentrated on the production
of large tubes with a diameter of more than 51 cm. We
must therefore expect a certain level of imports, espe-
cially for small television tubes and those imports
cannot be considered as a risk to our industries.
However, the Commission has noted a steep increase
in imports of television products from Japan to the
Community this year; the increase has been much
higher than the growth of the market: in the period of
January to October 1980 there has been a 33 %
increase in imports of television tubes and a 44 %
increase in imports of television sets as compared with
the same period in 1979.

The Japanese government has stated on a number of
occasions that it had no intention of flooding the
market of third countries and Mr Davignon has drawn
the attention of the Japanese authorities to the conse-
quences of their exports of colour television sets. The
Japanese authorities have indicated that, as an imme-
diate measure, they will ask their exporters to proceed
with greater prudence.

In the longer term the problem of the television sector
forms part of the wider question of the European
Community’s commercial policy in relation to Japan.
The honourable Member will no doubt be familiar
with the conclusions reached by the Council on
25 November in which the Council expressed its
serious concern about trade relations between Japan
and the Community. The Council agreed on the need
to open a dialogue with the Japanese in order to seek a
common strategy.

A meetng took place on 11 December between the
Japanese Minister of Foreign Affairs, Mr Hito, and
Vice-President Haferkamp and Commissioner Davig-
non as the first stage of this dialogue; the Commission
will be reporting to the Council on the outcome of the
discussions before the end of February 1981.

Mr Combe. — (F) The Japanese began with an
onslaught on the United States market. When the
United States signed an agreement with the Japanese
stipulating a quantitative ceiling, sales in the United
States of these Japanese tubes dropped sharply — by
more than 40 %; it was then that the Japanese turned
their attention to Europe.

Could the Community not sign an agreement similar
to that recently concluded between the United States
and Japan?

Mr Davignon, Member of the Commission. — (F) The
situation of the Community is rather different from
that of the United States. For example a great many of
these tubes are imported by European companies for
assembly in appliances which are then exported to

third countries. The discussions now under way with
the Japanese thus fall within the context of our request
to them to show moderation in sectors where the atti-
tude of the industrial companies concerned is now
showing a radical change. It is quite clear that these
companies are at present taking a number of steps
towards industrial cooperation and are looking into
our real needs and possibilities. Our discussions with
the Japanese do not therefore have an entirely differ-
ent basis from those which they have held with the
Americans. On the other hand their scope is wider
because the situation in Europe is more diversified.
For example if all imports of Japanese tubes were to be
prohibited today a number of European companies,
and not the smallest, in almost all our Member States
would be placed in difficulties. How is the transition
to be made® This whole problem is the subject of our
discussions.

Mr Marshall. — May I assure the Commissioner that
any action he takes to deal with unfair and subsidized
Japanese imports will be warmly welcomed by this
House Would the Commissioner point out to the
Japanese that this Parliament believes in fair and reci-
procal trade and does not believe in Community
industries being strangled by unfair competition from
the Japanese? In particular would he take account of
the fact that the Community television industry has a
worldbeater in the TX range and that we do not
intend to allow this child to be strangled by unfair
Japanese competition?

Mr Davignon. — (F) In its discussions with Japan,
the Commission will be encouraged by the honourable
Member’s statement.

(Laughter)

President. — Question No 2, by Mr Cousté (H-485/
80):

The Finance Ministers of the Nine having, at a meeting in
Mullerthal, devised a new loan plan to help Community
countries in balance of payments difficulties, can the
Commission state whether the Mullerthal projected
mechanism is different from the procedures hitherto
applied under what 1s known as the Ortoli facility?

Mr Vredeling, Vice-President of the Commission. —
(NL) The recent initiative to which the honourable
Member refers in his question is a consequence of the
discussions which have taken place in 1980 in various
Community bodies over the role which the Commu-
nity might play in the area of capital movements as a
result of the balance of payments problems which have
resulted from the increase in the price of oil products.
A clear distinction must be drawn between this initia-
tive and the new Community instrument or Ortoli
facility; this distinction applies in particular to the aims
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and procedures to be applied. In the first instance, i.e.
loans to correct balance of payments distortions, the
Community will be making use of its credit standing to
float loans in third countries, for example in the oll
producing countries, from financial institutions or on
the capital market with the intention of relending the
funds obtained in this way to a Member State experi-
encing balance of payments problems as a result of the
rise in oil prices. The decision to make such loans
available under specific conditions will be taken by the
Council of Ministers. In the second instance — that of
the new Community instrument — the resources
obtained by the Community will be used to provide
loans to finance specific investment projects which
must be in line with the principal objectives of the
Community. The Council will determine the loan
tranches and the criteria to be met by them. The
Commission will then determine whether a particular
project is eligible for a loan and the European Invest-
ment Bank which acts for the account and at the risk
of the Community, will be responsible for granting
and administering the loans. I would add that on
30 October last, concurrently with its report to the
Council and Parliament on the experience gained with
the new Community instrument, the Commission
submitted a proposal to the Council for the continu-
ation of this instrument with one important change —
deletion of the provision of a ceiling of 1 000 million
European units of account.

Mr Cousté. — (F) The Commission has just indi-
cated — and I am grateful to it for doing so — that
there are two different types of instrument. We are
familiar with the mechanism of the Ortoli facilities and
it is precisely because we are familiar with it that we
want to know the scale of the new loan plan to assist
the Community countries through recourse to
oil-producing countries. We see this as an illustration
of the North-South dialogue. If I have understood you
correctly, the size of the loans to be contracted with
the oil-producing countries was not stated in the reply
and that is the very point which I wish to know.

May I add that we are also concerned to know how
these new loans are to be administered. Will the
management methods applied to the Ortoli facility be
used in this case too?

Mr Vredeling. — (NL) I shall briefly answer Mr
Cousté by providing the further details requested by
him. The fact is that the existing loan facility has so far
been limited to a ceiling of 3 000 million dollars in
view of certain payment problems. The new proposal
increases the maximum to 7 000 million and the term
of the loans which was restricted to 5 years under the
previous regulation will now be unlimited. The admin-
istrative arrangements and the procedure for making
the various loans available having regard to balance of
payments difficulties will be arranged in a similar
manner, particularly as regards the oil-producing

countries. There will be only minor changes but I
believe it would go too far in the context of an answer
to an oral question to provide details on this point. I
would refer you to Mr Ortoli who is more competent
to deal with this matter and who will be reporting to
Parliament later.

President. — Question No 3, by Mr Deleau (H-490/
80):

With Greece due to become a Member State of the Euro-
pean Community in January 1981, does the Commission
intend to mmpose on Greek iron and steel undertakings
the same measures adopted recently in respect of the
Community iron and steel industry?

Mr Davignon, Member of the Commission. — (F) 1
am able to give an assurance that all the necessary
arrangements have been made for the provisions of
Article 58 together with all the other provisions of the
ECSC Treaty, to be applied to Greece from 1 January
1981. The final points relating to quotas remain to be
fixed because there are certain technical difficulties
largely because the Greek statistical system does not
coincide entirely with the Community’s own system of
statistics. A final meeting with Greek experts will be
held on 17 December to enable the system to take
effect smoothly on 1 January.

Mr Deleau. — (F) Perhaps my question is no longer
topical because, at the time when I drafted it, the
Commission was adopting provisions relating to the
European steel industry. I wanted to point out that
when the agreements on European steel industry were
adopted Greece would be joining the system at once,
even before January 1981, in which case the provisions
would be applicable in full to Greece, including the
provisions in respect of control.

Mr Davignon. — (F) Under the terms of the Treaty
of Association we were in an extremely complex situa-
tion during the period leading up to 1 January. It was
therefore necessary for us to work pragmatically with
our Greek partners because no juridical basis had been
found. The contacts which we had with the Greek
steel industry and Greek authorities at the end of
September and early in October enabled us to ensure,
without formal controls, the existence of equal condi-
tions from then on; those conditions will be formally
laid down from 1 January onwards.

President. — Question No 4, by Mr Ansquer will not
be called as the matter will be debated later in the
week.
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Question No 5, by Mrs Vayssade (H-501/80):

The seuing up of a lead battery factory by General
Motors in Sarreguemines has given rise to grave concern
amongst the people affected on both sides of the border.

Could the Commission give details of the progress made
in enforcing the Directive of 29 March 1977 on the biol-
ogical screening of the population for lead?

Mr Vredeling, Vice-President of the Commission. —
(NL) The Commission has recently put the finishing
touches to a report on the application of the directive
to which the honourable Member referred. That
report has been compiled in cooperation with the
competent national authorities and will be shortly
forwarded to Parliament and to the Council. The
results of the first campaign of measurements show
that the lead content of blood is generally lower than
might have been expected in the light of previous,
more fragmentary studies. Measures have been taken
in the various Member States to improve the situation
and the second measurement campaign provided for in
the directive will take place early next year.

On the basis of discussions following the first report
and having regard also to the results of the second
measurement campaign which is to start early next
year, the Commission may propose to the Council an
extension of the validity of the directive in order to
enable a third screening programme to take place over
a period of three to four years. The same methods may
then be applied for evaluation of the health risk in
areas other than lead, in particular in respect of certain
equally toxic products such as cadmium and mercury
which also give grounds for concern. Finally we have a
further proposal on our agenda this week to which I
would briefly draw your attention, namely the direc-
tive concerning the exposure of workers to lead at the
place of work. May I point out that this proposal
contains a number of measures designed to keep
contamination by lead outside the work place as low
as possible, with particular reference to the contamina-
tion of members of workers’ families.

Mrs Vayssade. — (F) I hope that this report will soon
be submitted to us but I would ask Mr Vredeling what
specific action has been taken by the Community in
the case of Sarreguemines where there is a factory
which will be processing lead and thus creating a
further risk to the population living in the vicinity; in
the case of the Sarreguemines plant this problem is
aggravated by the location close to a national frontier.
We therefore have the problem of providing informa-
tion on both sides of the frontier. Does the Commis-
sion envisage specific action when the location of a
plant of this type in the Community is announced?
Does the Community then organize a campaign for
the protection and surveillance of the population
immediately before and after construction of the

factory in order to measure the precise risk of a plant
of this kind?

Mr Vredeling. — (NL) If there is a risk of lead
pollution of the population in frontier regions, the
Commission will have to take steps with the Member
States concerned. This matter is also dealt with in the
Seveso directive now under consideration in Parlia-
ment. In general the Commission must therefore take
concrete action when there is a health risk in frontier
regions involving more than one Member State.

Mr De Goede. — (NL) The Commissioner has used
the word lead and referred to the Seveso problem. My
question now is this: is there not now a need to extend
Community legislation relating to the discharge of
toxic substances into the soil. Recent events have high-
lighted this problem in the Netherlands: in the polder
near Amsterdam, Philips Duphar is discharging a
highly toxic substance known as dioxyne; there have
also been press reports about radio-active waste on the
Kema plant site. I know from my own experience that
these are not merely reports but also facts. My specific
question is whether existing Community legislation is
sufficient to combat the discharge of highly toxic
substances into the soil and if not whether the
Commission is prepared to give an assurance that
legislation and control in this area will be extended?

Mr Vredeling. — (NL) As regards the general prob-
lem of soil and water pollution, I would say that
Community regulations are applicable whenever
certain problems are experienced in dealings between
States. As regards the specific cases mentioned by him
in my own country, it seems to me that these are
initially the responsibility of the national government
and I know that it is acting at present in the particular
cases referred to by him.

Mrs Roudy. — (F) Could Mr Vredeling say exactly
what he means by stating that the Commission is going
to act in a particular matter? Since he referred to the
Seveso directive I would ask him whether the
Commission’s action has been sufficient to convince
the Council of agreeing on the need for information of
all parties when a plant is sited close to a frontier. This
is a matter of deep concern to us and on which he
might usefully give us information. 1 think that Mr
Natali who is closely following this matter could also
give us some information.

Mr Natali, Vice-President of the Commission. — (I)
I believe that the honourable Member is aware of the
meeting last Friday of the Council of Ministers of the
Environment during which the text presented by
Parliament and endorsed by the Commission obtained
substantial support.
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It was not possible to adopt the text because the prob-
lem of the juridical form to be chosen for it remains to
be solved: is the provision to be embodied in an article
of the directive or in a Council declaration recorded in
the minutes?

As far as we are concerned I think it is necessary for us
to take action at the earliest possible opportunity to
control the process of information between the indi-
vidual Member States.

Mrs Viehoff. — (NL) Is the study of lead also
directed specifically to small children? It has been
found that they come into much closer contact with
lead than adults because they play in the open air and
acmospheric pollution by lead which reaches the
ground particularly affects children who play in the
sand or on the street in the open air. Can you tell us
whether specific studies have been directed at children
since otherwise one obtains a completely distorted
picture with unrealistic averages and peaks of little
practical use.

Mr Vredeling. — (NL) The research into the effect
on the population to which reference is made in this
directive covers the entire population, including chil-
dren, a group which, as the honourable Member has
said, is indeed particularly exposed to this health risk.

President. — Question No 6 by Mr Turcat (H-505/
80):

What is the Commission doing, and what does it intend
to do, about establishing European standards to promote
telematic communication within the Community, the
setting up of European data-banks and the markét in
European products, in order thus to safeguard the
economic and cultural independence of the Community?

Mr Davignon, Member of the Commission. — (F) Mr
Turcat has posed a vital question. It is quite certain
that in a rapidly evolving area in which developments
are closely bound up with juridical norms, the problem
o” norms and standards and the way in which they are
used is liable to make or break the prospects of a parti-
cular industry. This is an extremely wide problem and
one on which the Commission has prepared two docu-
ments which are at present both before Parliament: a
document dealing generally with our attitude to stan-
dardization and a more specific document dealing
with actions in the area of telecommunications.

More specifically, but without going into too much
detail because this 1s not the occasion to do so, I might
say that in the area of informatics the Commission is
taking part in the specific work of OSI or Open
Svstem Interconnection with a view to the definition
of norms at that level since the equipment concerned is
intended from the outset for international use. On the

other hand if work in the development of standards
were 10 be seriously retarded, thus placing European
industry in a difficult situation because it is less power-
ful than the data processing industry of other coun-
tries, it might then be necessary to give consideration
to a European standard. The Commission in conjunc-
tion with industrial companies and the Member States
is following developments in this area.

In the area of telecommunications — I shall not dwell
on this because the Commission has made a series of
recommendations In its communication on this subject
now before Parliament — and in that of data banks it
has become apparent that the proposal to create a
general system of software has not obtained the
support of the major European manufacturers of data
processing equipment. We have therefore chosen a
different path and supported, in our first and second
action plans in the area of information and documen-
tation, the development of a common language for the
interrogation of data bases in the bibliographic sector.
Because of the rapid progress of research it will proba-
bly be necessary to reconsider our position on this. I
think [ have given some general indication of the
priority which the Commission attaches to this sector
because it has a direct bearing on the creation of a
domestic market, on the success of research and on
the development of an industry which is vital in this
sector.

Mr Turcat. — (F) [ am not very sure what priorities
the Commission has actually chosen apart from
following the work of OSI. We have two reasons for
concern. Firstly, twenty years after the first efforts at
standardization, it must be conceded that it is still just
as difficult and expensive to interconnect the equipment
of different manufacturers, except equipment classified
as compatible, and this leads us to speak of the power
wielded by a particular manufacturer. Attempts at
standardization and the COBOL venture which
started by being unified and then became divided,
threaten most possible future standards and highlight
one important aspect of the problem: is it not a fact
that the cost and effort involved in introducing the
standard initially outweigh the benefits to be obtained
in terms of freedom from dependence on suppliers or
on one particular supplier? This is a very wide problem
and, like Mr Davignon, I do not propose to go into
detail. For my supplementary question I shall confine
myself to a subject which is more easy to grasp: what
position has been adopted in the telecommunications
sector on standardization at European level of tele-
matics systems of the Prestel and Videotec types to
prevent us being faced with problems similar to those
experienced in the case of television with the initial
difference between 819 and 625 lines and then the
difference between the Secam and Pal systems?

Mr Davignon. — (F) On the first point I would like
to reassure Mr Trucat. When I say that we are follow-
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ing the work of a particular body I do not mean that
we are passively observing the discussions. We are
trying to use the combined strength of the position of
the ten Community countries and of their representa-
tives to obtain acceptance of a quite specific position in
this particular body, OSI, or in the CCIT; the users
themselves asked us to do this.

As to the question of the compatibility between the
Prestel, Videotec and other systems, we certainly did
not want to be faced with a repetition of the situation
experienced with Pal and Secam or with the 819 and
625 line problem; I am sorry to say, however, that we
were late in making a start in this matter and we are
already faced with a situation in which it is necessary
to create connexions, i.e. to permit communication
through the addition of technical facilities. The equip-
ment is not compatible as it stands. We have the work-
ing party which is examining how this new equipment
can be rendered compatible as it is developed. As
regards the Commission’s procurement policy and the
connexion and use of equipment in this area we have
made it a rule never to purchase equipment which was
not immediately compatible with other European
equipment and additional costs have been incurred to
avoid experiencing this problem. That explains why
the Commission’s policy in the area of norms and
standards consists in creating the conditions which will
prevent this type of situation from arising. But this also
necessitates an open-minded approach on the part of
the Industrial companies and public authorities
concerned who would be well advised not to conceal
from us for too long the specific characteristics of
equipment which they are intending to develop; this
aspect has a direct bearing on the question which you
put to us. I hope at all events that it will be possible to
find a solution to this problem.

President. — Question No 7, by Mr Prag (H-448/
80):

Wit the Commussion state what progress has been made
in the matter of removing the very substantial artificial
cost advantage given to Duth tomato-growers — calcu-
lated by the National Farmers’ Union at some 40 000
EUA per hectare of glass, or 0-17 EUA per kilo of toma-
woes relative to Briush growers — by the preferenual price
at which natural gas is sold to them by Gasune for the
heating of glasshouses?

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — In connec-
tion with the preferential prices for natural gas, the
Commission has initiated a procedure under Article 93
(2) of the Treaty and has formally requested the
Netherlands Government to submit its observations. It
has also formally requested the other Member States
and other interested parties to submit their observa-
tions. After hearing what they all have to say, the
Commission will decide whether and within what

period of time the preferential prices should be abol-
ished.

Mr Prag. — I understand that Dutch proposals are
already to hand. Could the Commission tell me what
its calculations is of the cost advantage which, if the
Dutch proposals were adopted and if oil-prices rose by
15 % next year, as expected, Dutch tomato-producers
would again enjoy by the end of 1981, and will it tell
me how long it intends to take to solve this problem,
which has been with us for far too long already, and to
achieve continuing, not temporary, fair competition
among tomato-growers in the different Member States
of the Community?

Mr Burke. — The Commission took its action as
recently as 7 November 1980, by letter to the Nether-
lands Government. I am not aware that any further
indications have come to hand which would enable me
to give the honourable Member the kind of informa-
ton which he desires.

I must point out that this matter has to be carefully
examined to determine whether a particular price sup-
port constitutes an aid. Now 1t may seem easy enough,
following the line of the questioner’s supplementary
and considering it from an economic point of view, to
answer the question, but from the point of view of the
Treaty, it is necessary to establish the extent of State
participation in fixing the prices and the financial
sacrifices ensuing before it can be decided whether a
State aid exists within the meaning of the Treaty. I
might point out also that the Commission has endeav-
oured to persuade the Netherlands Government to
take a particular action on its own initiative, but with-
out success, before undertaking the action which I
have described.

It would be impossible at this stage for me to give an
estimation of any advantages in advance of the
Commission decision in the overall matter.

Mr Van Minnen. — (NL) I wonder if the Commis-
sion can say what progress has been made towards a
lessening of the substantial artificial cost advantages
enjoyed by tomato growers in a highly discriminatory
manner who obtain their heating from solar energy
which is practically free in their areas. I know that this
does not apply to British tomato growers and I cannot
make a ready reckoning of the units of account per
pound of tomatoes, but I assume that the Commission
intends to restore the balance of competition in favour
of the Dutch tomato growers by imposing for example
a requirement 1o set up awnings to cut out the unjusti-
fied benefit of free sunshine . . .

President. — The question is directly concerned with
preferential gas-prices. I think that if you want to elicit
from the Commission comparative prices of energy
supplied, then you would do better to put a written or
oral question down yourself for I do not think the
Commissioner would be in a position to answer this. If
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you read the annex to the Rules of Procedure, you
will see that your supplementary question is out of
order.

Mr Hutton. — Would the Commissioner not agree
with me that the Commission has been tardy in taking
its action against the Dutch, and would he say whether
the Commission, if the Dutch raise their prices, is
prepared to help producers such as those driven out of
business in the Clyde Valley of Scotland as a consequ-
ence of the Commission’s tardiness, to come back into
business?

President. — The Commission does not have to
answer that: I think it is right on the borders of the
question. You are now talking about aid for farmers in
another region, not specifically about this question . . .

(Interruptions from the floor)

Mr Prag in his question asked exactly the same as you
did. You then extended it to ask if the Commission
was prepared to give aid to farmers in another region.
That is a different matter altogether, and I am ruling it
out of order.

Mr Price. — Am [ right in thinking that as long ago
as June the Commission found that there was a prima
facie breach of the Treaty? In view of the length of
time that has passed since then, I am wondering
whether the Commission realize that a solution is
required urgently. The livelihood of a large number of
growers In several member countries depends on
conditions of fair competition being restored, and in
Lancashire, in the United Kingdom, growers are find-
ing it hard to make any profit at all while they face this
unfair competition at the same time as high interest
payments. When do the Commission foresee that this
problem will be resolved? The timetable is all impor-
tant.

President. — Are you in a position to give a time-
table, Mr Burke?

Mr Burke. — Not immediately, except to indicate
that no undue delay will take place in the processing
of this issue. It is taking the normal time to reach
conclusions on this matter. I can sympathize with the
people who put the question, but there is no question
of tardiness on the Commission’s part.

Mr C. Jackson. — May [ just press this matter a little
further and ask the Commissioner whether he can
assure us that the highest priority is being given to
restoring fair competition in this market? We appre-
ciate that whether the cost advantage is an aid or not is

a difficult question, but he must be aware that this is
causing great difficulty to growers in other countries.

Mr Burke. — As you are aware, [ can give the assur-
ance sought.

Mr Fanton. — (F) Mr President, I think that this
discussion has not in any way departed from the ques-
ton and I have unfortunately observed that the
Commission is still not answering the only question
which has been put.

Is it true that the decisions in question represent an
advantage of 0-17 EUA per kilo of tomatoes? I cannot
understand why the Commission should need so much
time to determine this. What is quite clear, Mr Presi-
dent, and this is my question, is that while energy is
used to grow tomatoes in regions which are obviously
not natural producing regions, the other areas in
which tomato growing is a natural occupation are
exposed to twofold unacceptable competition: firstly
the produce is grown at the expense of the Commu-
nity’s own energy resources and secondly this type of
cultivation disturbs the balance of normal tomato
growing. The Commission says that it has begun to
look into the matter. I would remind you that during
this part-session we have been dealing with the acces-
sion of Greece, in other words with the problem of
farming in the Mediterranean countries. If no
measures are taken to solve the problems of the Medi-
terranean countries on the pretext that studies are
necessary, for how long will this situation continue?
When the Commission says that it cannot give a time
schedule, when will it be in a position to do so? Is this
subject so difficult to comprehend?

But all events the tomato growers themselves will be
astonished to see that no answer has been given to
such a simple question.

President. — Well, that question has been asked
three times and the Commissioner has replied that he
1s not In a position to give a precise timetable.
Obviously you have expressed your displeasure, but I
do not see the point in the Commissioner having to
answer that question yet again.

Mr Fanton. — (F) If the Commission wants to
answer let it do so.

President. — No, Mr Fanton, your question was
exactly the same, though in different words, as the two
preceding ones. The Commission has said it is not able
at the moment to give a fixed timetable.
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Question No 8, by Mr Michel (H-468/80):

With reference to the statement by the President-in-
Office of the Council in the European Parliament on
17 September 1980 that the establishment of the various
power-stations is the Commission’s responsibility, [ would
ask the Commussion to indicate when 1t delivered, or
intends to deliver, an opinion, pursuant to Article 37 of
the EAEC Treaty, on whether the proposed establishment
of further nuclear power-statons in Chooz may lead to
radioactive contamination of the water, soil or airspace of
another Member State In addition, has the Commission
discussed all the aspects of this investment project which
are related to the objectives of the EAEC Treaty,
pursuant to Arucle 43 of that Treaty, and if not, when
does it intend to do so? '

Mr Vredeling, Vice-President of the Commission. —
(NL) On the basis of Article 37 of the Euratom Treaty
the Commission will be delivering its opinion on the
plan for elimination of the radio-active waste from the
new nuclear power stations at Chooz within six
months of receipt from the French government of
general data on this project. According to the
Commission’s recommendation of 16 November 1960
on the application of Article 37 the general data on
projects for the elimination of waste must be notified
to the Commission at least six months before the date
on which discharges are to begin. In the case of the
Chooz power stations this means no later than six
months before the commissioning of the first unit. As
regards Articles 41 to 43 of the Euratom Treaty the
Commission has not examined the investment project
for these power stations as yet because, under the
terms of Article 42, this project must be presented to
the Commission three months before the start of activ-
ities and Electricité de France is not expected to
commence construction of the new Chooz power
stations before 1982.

Mr Michel. — (F) Mr President, 1 asked a similar
question some time ago together with a supplementary
question in which I asked whether the local population
had been consulted on the construction of nuclear
power stations in Chooz and in particular the popula-
tion of the frontier regions who are concerned more
often than others by such projects.

The Commission, through Mr Davignon, answered
that it was aware of this consultation but had not
received the results. Four months have now gone by. I
assume that the results are now available and could be
notified to Parliament.

But I have a further question: does the Commission
propose to take the safety and hygiene measures
necessary to prevent water contamination? As you
know the people of Belgium and also the population
of a part of the Netherlands obtain water supplies
from the river Meuse. Should the necessary controls
which are so important to the health of the population
of these countries not then be carried out by respon-

sible and impartial Community departments giving a
complete guarantee to all the people concerned? We
are worried about this and I hope that the Commission
shares our concern.

Mr Vredeling. — (NL) I can only give an assurance
to the honourable Member that the opinion which we
shall be publishing as soon as the relevent data reaches
us within the specified time limit, will cover the very
points mentioned in the question, i.e. the consequences
of normal discharges, discharges in emergency situa-
tions and the risk to the population. The Commission
will give particular attention to this as soon as we have
received the corresponding plans. But I must point
out, Mr President, that the time available to us is very
short. To forestall a possible supplementary question I
might add that we are now engaged on the revision of
the 1960 recommendation. The result of our work will
be known early next year. We shall propose longer
time limits for the examination of these complex
matters by the Commission.

Mr Galland. — (F) The question had a somewhat
tendentious aspect: can the Commussion therefore
confirm that all the controls effected in the vicinity of
all nuclear power stations have shown that radio-
active contamination of the water, soil, and atmos-
phere was well below the permitted levels?

Mr Vredeling. — (NL) I cannot make a public decla-
ration of that kind immediately. The aim of our
studies is of course to establish, as I hope, what the
honourable Member has stated, namely that there is
no risk to the environment near Chooz. But until we
have the necessary data I obviously cannot make a
statement in one way or the other.

President. — Question No9, by Mr Megahy
(H-474/80):

What safeguards exist to prevent EEC officials from seek-
ing to influence the domestic politics of the various
Member States?

Mr Natali, Vice-President of the Commission. — (I)
The second title of the Staff Regulations lays down a
number of principles including a requirement on offi-
cials not to intervene in the domestic politics of
Member States.

Mr Megahy. — My reason for asking the question is
the fact that in the particular circumstances of the
United Kingdom the British Government, faced with
the fact that recent opinion polls showed only some-
thing like 29 % support for the EEC and also, what is
more important, faced with the fact that the official
opposition party, the Labour Party, by a two-thirds
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majority at its conference has voted to withdraw from
the EEC, is planning a massive propaganda campaign
to sell the EEC 1o the British people.

(Applause from the European Democratic Group)

They are prepared to go to any lengths, even to use
Her Majesty the Queen, which I thoroughly deplore,
for these arrangements. Will the Commissioner take
account of the fact that we in the British Labour Party
shall be watching very carefully indeed to see that
Commission officials do not get embroiled in highly
partisan campaigns to support the Tory Government
in opposing the view of the official Labour Party
opposition?

(Applause from certain quarters on the left)

Mr Natali. — (/) The remarks made by the honour-
able Member on the internal problems of a particular
country cannot be answered here. In providing objec-
tive information to public opinion on various issues,
the Commission officials are doing exactly what they
are required to do.

Mrs Hammerich. — (DK) I find it quite understand-
able that Mr Megahy should want protection against
Commission officials, but perhaps he should also seek
protection against his colleagues in Parliament!

In Denmark, too, we have good reason to ask for a
measure of protecion. The Commission has a
so-called information office in Copenhagen, the head
of which receives a net salary double that earned by
our Prime Minister. His function is to disseminate
factual — and I stress the word ‘factual’ — informa-
tion about the Community. But it seems that he has
misunderstood his function; either that, or, on the
contrary, he has understood his function only to well!
For example, his office distributes free of charge three
newspapers, namely ‘EF-avisen’, ‘EF-fagligt’ and ‘Ung
1 EF’. These papers, which are produced in a large
number of copies, are different from all other newspa-
pers in Denmark in that they are free and in that they
ought to be objective, but are not . . .

President. — Mrs Hammerich, it is not considered
appropriate in this situation to attack a civil servant,
and if you have any specific complaint about someone,
I think you should contact the Commission directly. If
you are going to put a supplementary question, would
you please put your question.

Mrs Hammerich. — (DK) ... But I want to talk
about the papers. Can one talk about newspapers?
Can’t one talk about anything specific?

President. — Mrs Hammerich, will you please ask
your question?

Mrs Hammerich. — (DK) I'm coming to that. I'm
coming to it. I should like to know something more
from Mr Natali about these papers, which are not at
all objective. They are interfering in an aggressive and
polemical manner in the political debate in Denmark
and Greenland. When they write something that is
untrue they will not give space to anyone who wants
to set the record straight, nor are they inclined to print
replies to their own tendentious articles. This is just
one example of the way in which Commission officials
meddle in politics, and in particular in the internal
political affairs of my country. If these papers merely
sought to inform, then we should be content . . .

(Applause from certain quarters)

President. — Mrs Hammerich, would you please ask
your question!

Mrs Hammerich. — (DK) What does the Commis-
sion propose to do to prevent its information office in
Denmark from misusing Community and taxpayers’
money 1n this way?

Mr Natali. — (/) The Commission’s information
offices have a budget of their own which is approved
by Parliament and they perform their proper function
of providing objective information to the general
public on events in the Community. I find it highly
illogical to suppose that the Commission could engage
in action contrary to the interests of the Community.

If Members of Parliament believe that the rules have
been infringed in this instance they are at liberty to put
questions in the Chamber and the Commission will
readily answer them.

President. — I call Mrs Buchan on a point of order.

Mrs Buchan. — I don’t know, but I had thought that
there was a restriction on the number of supplemen-
taries that could be put on any one question. If we are
to have five people — and I am not objecting to this
because according to the way this Parliament is run it
is sometimes the only way that you can get in —
would it be possible for the Commissioner to give one
encyclopaedic response to all the points so that people
waiting to raise points can all get in before the end of
business?

(Cries from the European Democratic Group)
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President. — I would agree with you that, for in-
stance, in the last question there were quite a number of
supplementary questions that were exactly the same in
different words. It is a way of pressing the Commis-
sion for an answer. I have got five down on this one. I
close the list.

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

Mr Seal. — Mr President, in order for you to have
arrived at such a list so quickly it seems to me that you
must be taking written applications for supplementar-
tes. Now if this is the case, Mr President, it is defeat-
ing the whole object of supplementaries. Until we have
heard the answer from the Commission we are notin a
position to put supplementary questions. So could I
ask that, in future, supplementary questions are not
taken before the answer has been given by the
Commission.

President. — Supplementary  questions are not
normally taken unless a Member indicates, perhaps
beforehand, that he might want to. That is quite possi-
ble. But all the people on this list have indicated their
intention since the question was asked.

Mr Patterson. — Mr DPresident, as you are being
quite lement as to the form a question takes, I might
observe to begin with that it is high time this Parlia-
ment had a debate on information policy and I appeal
to the enlarged Bureau to see about this.

Can I have an assurance from the Commission, in view
of the fact that we as elected Members of the Euro-
pean Parliament to which the Commission is respon-
sible, are part of the domestic politics of Member States,
that no pressure is going to be brought to bear on the
information and press officers of Parliament and the
Commission which may prevent them doing their job

properly?

Mr Natali. — (I) I do not know to what kind of
pressure the honourable Member is referring. I would
like however to give him an assurance that the
Commission is willing to answer politically for all that
is done by its services while giving the utmost support
to officials who are doing their duty.

(Applause from the Members of the European Democratic
Group)

Mrs Ewing. — To stick to the question asked on the
matter of influencing domestic politics: as the
Commission must know that a straight majority of the
people of Scotland in the UK voted for an Assembly,
how does it explain the publication of documents in
the name of the Commission referring to ‘la reine
d’Angleterre’? This happens constantly. Can the

Commission not at least have the courtesy to Scotland
to get the name of the Member State right? Are they
not aware that this amounts to interference by encour-
aging an anti-Scottish attitude within the UK, and is it
not insulting to all the people of Scotland to breach in
this way the Treaty of Rome?

Mr Natali. — (/) I have noted the remarks by Mrs
Ewing which will be taken duly into account.

Mr Moreland. — I would like to get back to the
question itself and ask the Commission if it does not
agree that in future the Commission should spend a lot
of 1ts time going around the Community. When I say
the Commission 1 include both commissioners and
staff, selling their direcuves, selling their views, and
indeed putting over the facts about the Community
and countering some of the lies that we are getting,
for example from certain quarters in the United King-
dom

Mr Natali. — (7) The tasks of the Commission
certainly include that of providing objective informa-
tion on action taken by the Community. We shall try
to perform that task and expect to come in for further
criticism, as has sometimes been the case in the past.

Mrs Kellett-Bowman. — While agreeing entirely with
what my honourable friend on my right has said, I
would ask further whether the Commission would
ensure that all staff of the EEC provide the objective
information regarding the immense benefits the EEC
confers on the whole world by helping to preserve the
peace of the world, preventing a trade war and thus
helping to prevent a deepening of the recession and of
unemployment, which 1s bad enough as it is but which,
without the EEC, would be totally, utterly and
completely intolerable.

(Applause from the European Democratic Group)

Mr Natali. — (/) [ share the views expressed by Mrs
Kellett-Bowman and am quite convinced that the
situation would be considered intolerable anywhere
else than in the Community.

President. — Since their subject matter is related, the
following two questions may be taken together:

— Question No 10, by Mr Hutton (H-499/80):

When will a new director of forestry be appointed in the
Commussion?

— Question No 13, by Mr Diana (H-587/80, ex
0-62/80):

1 The Commission of the European Communiues
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President

submitted to the Council on 6 December 1978 a
communication on the forestry policy in the European
Community A common policy in this sector would
have close links with requirements of an industrial
nature (supplies by forestry industries), with the agri-
cultural and regional policies, taking account of the
fact that many forestry areas and marginal agricultural
areas are in poor regions of the Community, and with
the policy of the environment because of the role of
forests in the conservation of soil, water, flora and
fauna

2. The European Parliament expressed its opinion on
these proposals in a resoluuon of 11 May 1979 in
which it emphasized ‘the serious and urgent nature of
the problems in the forestry sector having regard to
the Community’s growing timber requirements and its
dependence on non-member countries for supplies’,
approved the proposals and invited the Commission to
draw up a genuine common forestry policy.

3. Two years after the Commission’s communicaton to
the Council and eighteen, months after the approval
of the European Parliament’s opinion, the situation
does not seem to have made any progress, whilst it is
apparent that the organization of services dealing with
this sector has been weakened by the departure, a long
time ago, of the person in charge of the forestry divi-
sion, who has not yet been replaced

4. The Commission is therefore asked what initiatives it
intends to take:

— to ensure effective coordination of national
forestry policies,

— to give a new impetus to a Community forestry
policy,
— to make provision 10 remnforce its secretariat by,

inter alia, appointing someone to head the Divi-
sion for Forestry and the Environment.

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — The
honourable Members are aware of the Commission’s
draft resolution sent to the Council on 6 December
1978 in regard to the objectives and principles of a
forestry policy and the creation of a permanent
forestry committee. Although a number of initiatives
have been taken in coordinating national forestry poli-
cies, further progress in this area will depend on the
will of the Council to adopt the necessary instruments.
Since a common forestry policy was not provided for
in Article 43 of the Treaty, a comprehensive policy is
only possible if it is decided unanimously by the Coun-
cil under Article 235 of the Treaty and for this a
strong political will of Member States is necessary.
There has been some movement in the Council’s posi-
tion, and it is hoped that there will be agreement on this
matter in the coming year. There has never been any
question of a directorate of forestry but the Commis-
sion 1s currently examining the most effective way of
organizing the work of the forestry and environment
division in order to make real progress.

Mr Hutton. — 1 feel I really ought to apologize to
the Commissioner for having asked him to answer a
question which does not properly fall within his terms
of reference on his very last occasion with us. But
would he not admit that although the post of Director
of Forestry has in the past been filled and has been
vacant since 28 April, the Commission really has no
intenuon of filling this post in the foreseeable future,
because the grade has already been diverted to a post
in the Director-General’s office, and would he not
admit that this shabby act shows perfectly clearly that
the Commission really does not take forestry
seriously, in spite of the fact that wood is our second
most expensive import?

Mr Burke. — I can assure the honourable Member,
while thanking him for his kindly sentiments on my
last occasion here, that the former head of the forestry
and environment division has not yet been replaced,
and I place the emphasis on ‘yet’. Arrangements for his
replacement will be made when the current review of
organization of the work of the division has been
completed. It is hoped that this will be done shortly.

Mrs Buchan. — I too would like to share the regret
at the departure of Mr Burke. I think it is rather sad,
because Brussels can really not afford to lose from the
Commission a man of culture and intelligence. There
are too few of them around.

I was interested in Mr Hutton’s point that the
Commission would appear not to take forestry
seriously. May I ask the Commission, when it comes
to consider forestry, to take issue with the UK
Government, which proposes to hand over to private
hands the most successful and most longstanding of
the public industries of our country and to consider
the very severe effect this will have on regional policy
in my own country, Scotland, and elsewhere. (Of
course, I am not speaking with the voice of the
landowners of Scotland: I do admit that they are
speaking with it there. I am not being petty, I am being
historically accurate.) Can I ask the Commission,
therefore, to urge the UK Government not to further
aggravate the hardships faced by the regional areas of
the UK by handing over to inefficient private hands
the great benefits of the publicly-owned forests of

Scotland?

Mr Burke. — The honourable Member places me in
a very grave difficulty, because her remarks about
myself personally are so gracious that I feel a difficulty
in suggesting that while the Commission is conscious
of the need for greater effort in the whole question of
forestry provision and related matters, while there is a
long history of the projects which we have put before
the Council in our resolution of 6 December 1978,
while we have pressed continuously over those years
to get a policy introduced in the Community, while we
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know that various bodies in the Council have these
matters before them, it is not possible for the Commis-
sion on its own to deliver a policy, the legislative basis
for which lies with the other institutions. I could point
out to the honourable Members that we have taken
quite a number of initiatives here, adopted quite a
number of regulations, made quite a number of
proposals. If the real will exists to go forward with a
policy in this area, I am quite sure that a number of
our less-favoured regions can be helped not only envi-
ronmentally but also regionally, agriculturally and
industrially.

In regard to the question put about impressing upon
the British Government that they should take a paru-
cular line of action, I have to say to the honourable
Member that I should have to limit myself to drawing
attention to this exchange of views and that it is not
usual for the Commission, in a matter of disputed
policy in a Member State, to offer its own conclusions
in that regard. But I hope that the honourable
Member’s contribution to this item will be noticed,
and further than that I cannot go.

Mrs Ewing. — Is it not a matter of great interest for
the Community that millions of acres of land suitable
for forestry lie fallow when in Europe umber is one of
the great import costs? Is that not the problem the
Commissioner faces, namely lack of will on the part of
the Council, which will not tackle the question of land
lying fallow? It is available for sporting and produces a
quarter of an ounce of grouse per acre but it could be
used for forestry to reduce dependence on imports of
timber. Would the Commissioner say that the basic
problem is the use of land and the privilege of those
who have control over vast tracts of it?

Mr Burke. — I would agree that the availability of
land in sufficient quantities in suitable areas is neces-
sary for a proper forestry policy. But in view of the
decisions already taken in certain areas of the
Community, I would think that the line which has
been taken by the honourable Member is not totally
correct. I do not wish to take up the particular line
that she has suggested, but I would say that in areas
such as the West of Ireland, some areas of the Medi-
terranean, some areas of the western part of Scotland
are examples of the kind of areas where a good
forestry policy would be very suitable.

Mr Marshall. — Would the Commissioner not agree
that it is somewhat strange that those who under
Question 9 were asking for no interference by the
Commission in the internal affairs of Member States
are busily asking for it 5 minutes later under Question
10? Is the Commissioner aware that what the British
Government 1s proposing is the sale of mature forests
so that 1t can invest in new forests, and that that in fact
is in the long-term 1nterest of the British economy?

Mr Burke. — I have noted the point made and I do
not wish to be involved in answering the second part
of the question.

President. — Question No 11, by Mr Marshall:

Is the Commission aware that many UK housewives
(including the honourable Member’s wife) prefer to buy
their eggs from farmers who deliver to their own homes
and would the Commission accept that the proposed ban
on doorstep sales (reported in the British Farmer and
Stockbreeder, 4/10/80) would be contrary to the wishes
of consumers and be yet another interference with the
freedom of trade?

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — The
proposal for a directive on contracts negotiated away
from business premises, which the Commission
submitted to the Council and which is sull being
discussed, does not provide for a ban on doorstep
sales. The proposal suggests that contracts for goods
of a value between 15 to 25 units of account as well as
products which are delivered by regular roundsmen
shall not be affected by the directive. British house-
wives will therefore continue to be able to purchase
their eggs in the way indicated by the honourable
Member.

Mr Marshall. — Can [ congratulate the Commis-
sioner on unearthing this matter, which means that it
will be in the encyclopedia of EEC myths, no doubt
propagated by some Members of this House, rather
than in the digest of Jenkins’ follies.

Mr Burke. — I always want the true facts about
Community policy to be known as widely as possible.

(Applause from the European Democratic Group)

President. — Question No 12, by Mrs Nielsen:

In the light of the excessively high fares charged by most
European airlines on their scheduled flights within the
Community, a policy that is higly detrimental to consu-
mers, is the Commussion prepared to carry out an inquiry
into the relationship between the fares charged on differ-
ent routes and the costs to the different airlines of provid-
ing services on those routes?

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — The
Commission is currently carrying out a study of sche-
duled air fares in the Community. The study will cover,
among other elements, the relationship between fares
and operating costs.

Mrs Nielsen. — (DK) My question to the Commis-
ston is no less topical today than it was when I putitin
mid-October. In the meantime the European consu-
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mers’ organization has called attention to the unac-
ceptable situation with regard to the excessively high
fares on flights within the Community. Not so long
ago a representative of British Airways was reported as
saying that fares in Western Europe were 25-30 % too
high. I really do believe that the British Airways repre-
sentative knows only too well about the excessive
burden we consumers have to bear. I am very glad that
the consumers’ organization has also taken a stand on
this matter.

Whilst I realize that the Commission is carrying out a
study, may I ask it to hurry things along, so that some-
thing can be done about the situation. After all, we
know that we could be flying much more cheaply than
we are at the moment. The charter companies have
shown that it is perfectly feasible to fly people at prices
everyone can afford. Will the Commission take steps
to ensure improved competition in air transport — and
we are entitled to it under the Treaty of Rome — and
will it ensure also that price structures as a whole
become simpler and more transparent, in the interests
of European consumers?

Mr Burke. — Among the advances which have been
made in the transport policy over the last four years by
the Commission are measures to improve air transport
services for the European Community. I would refer
the House and the honourable Member to our 1979
memorandum on this question. In that memorandum
the Commission felt that it was necessary to ensure a
consistent approach towards air transport policy
including air fares. We suggested in that memorandum
that tariff structures might be revised and simplified
while providing for some new fare types. We also
suggested a certain opening of market access to
introduce a pressure towards greater efficiency leading
to lower costs and lower air fares.

Again, the Commission has recently taken a first
initiative in this direction by proposing a Community-
wide set of rules for inter-regional services. I would
refer the House and the honourable Member to my
statements on 17 October of this year in the debate on
the Hoffmann and Schwartzenberg reports.

I have noted with great pleasure the representations
made by the consumer organization. I am glad that the
consumer organizations have now associated them-
selves with the policy initiatives of this Commission in
trying to get cheaper air services for the Community.
Anybody who helps in this regard I would welcome. 1
think the Commission can be reasonably proud, within
the constraints placed upon 1t, of having made some
progress in this area over the last few years.

Mr Paisley. — I should like to associate myself with
the kind remarks addressed to Commissioner Burke.
As an Ulster Unionist. I should like to say that we have
always welcomed him to Northern Ireland and his

visits were certainly beneficial to Northern Ireland. I
should like to ask him whether in his studies he has
taken into careful consideration the fact that British
Airways operate a monopoly service from Belfast to
London Heathrow, that they no longer supply any
lounge service and that there is no cabin service on
that flight, yet the fare is £ 86 return, whereas a single
ticket to the United States with two good meals provi-
ded costs a lot less. Would he, as a parting shot for the
honour of Northern Ireland, do something about that?

(Applause from the European Democratic Group)

Mr Burke. — I wish to reciprocate the kind senti-
ments of Mr Paisley and to say that with him it has
always been a pleasure to cooperate in the Commis-
sion’s activites in the best interests of Northern
Ireland.

With regard to the particular question he raised, that
can best be solved in the context of the overall policy
which we have been putting forward over the last few
years. At the moment we are looking specifically at the
level of fares and destinations. I am quite sure that my
successor in this office will take the point made by the
honourable Member and make sure that that region —
Belfast and London — will be looked after in any
further developments suggested. If I might draw the
honourable Members’ attention to the previous
debates here they will see a very extensive outline of
our policy. I thank them for their kind remarks.

Mr Hord. — Would the Commission agree that the
cartels applied by European Community national air
carriers directly contravene the competition provisions
of the Treaty?

If so, why has there been no real and effective action
by the Commission on this very important matter?

Mr Burke. — The case has not been proved. [ would
draw the honourable Member’s attention again to the
debate where I outlined the difficulties arising in this
regard. The matter is being studied, but it is not just an
open and shut case. As somebody with a legal back-
ground I would have to say that the case still remains
to be proved.

Mr Enright. — May I also express my genuine regret
that Commissioner Burke is leaving. I have been able
to appreciate some of his abilities in the Committee on
Transport and I know very well that he took over
transport, which was basically in terms of policy a bog,
and there is a considerable amount of reclaimed land
as a result of what he has done, and I thank him for
that.
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Would he now, as his final gesture, please assure us
first of all that the Commission will keep a sharp eye
on private buccaneers who are merely able to make
profits and put nothing into the social services that are
required for the regions? Some of us actually live
outside London and therefore require a service from
British Airways which it is not always able to give
because the private buccaneers have taken away the
profitable routes. Secondly that it will not in any way
move from its position of looking to safety first, which
1s also very much a consumer interest and in which
British Airways has had conspicuous success? And
finally, always remember the regions, not just Belfast
and London, so that it might be possible some day to
get from Leeds, Bradford, to Brussels?

Mr Burke. — Again I thank the honourable Member
for his kind remarks.

In regard to the first part of his supplementary, I
would have to say that as I see it, and I think the
Commission would back this policy, there 1s a future
both for publicly-owned airlines and for private initia-
tive. The question is to get the proper set of rules and
balance between them.

Secondly, I would point out that our whole thrust of
policy has been in the area of innovation. We must do
this in a controlled way, and again I draw the atten-
tion of honourable Members to the memorandum
which I have produced and the suggestions I have
made to the Council. This brings me to the third part
of the supplementary: we have, in fact, put in hand in
the lasts few months a policy on inter-regional sche-
duled services, which could go a long way towards
meeting the point raised by the honourable Member
in the third part of his supplementary.

Mr Galland. — (F) Does the Commissioner not
think that we are in an altogether paradoxical situation
because, as Mrs Nielsen has quite rightly said, we are
faced on the one hand with excessively high fares and
on the other with an extremely disturbing financial
situation of most national airlines in the Community,
some of them even being in a disastrous situation?
Does the Commissioner not think that it will be
impossible to strike a balance between the national
airlines and the private companies as long as the
former are required to serve certain airports at a defi-
cit for reasons of regional policy. Does the Commis-
sioner not think that a choice must be made: either to
provide a public service to all the regions of the
Community with the resulting repercussions on fares
as is at present the case or to allow the free play of
competition to the detriment of services to certain
parts of the Community which are operated at a heavy
loss to the companies concerned?

Mr Burke. — The choice before the Community at
the start of the debate on air transport policy was
whether or not we should follow the general lines of
the United States’ D Regulation. The thrust of our
policy has been to try and find a balance between total
liberalization of the market and a continuation of the
status quo. It is not possible at this stage to say where
the pendulum will finally come to rest, but I think that
we have tried to find the proper balance between
public service and freedom to provide services and I
hope that this policy will in fact succeed over the next
few years.

President. — At the author’s request Question No 14
will be held over unul the next part-session.

Question No 15, by Mr Christopher Jackson (H-535/
80):

Is the A 249 from the M2 to Sheerness included in the
Community list of ‘bottlenecks’ for which aid 1s envisaged
and, if not, in the view of the Commission 1s improvement
of the A 249 a project which appears to satisfy the condi-
tions envisaged for the Community infrastructure aid
and/or for the use of monies from the UK ‘supplemen-
tary measures’?

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — The A 249
was not mentioned in the bottlenecks report. The road
network used for this report was based on the network
of European arteries designated by the United Nations
Economic Commission for Europe. The A 249 does
not form part of this network.

The possibility of Community financial assistance for a
project under the proposed regulation on financial aid
for transport infrastructure i1s in no way affected by
the existence of the bottlenecks identified” in the
report. The economic criteria for granting financial
assistance under the proposed regulation for transport
infrastructure will be the subject of a report to the
Council of Ministers early next year.

The United Kingdom supplementary measures
programme is undertaken in accordance with Regula-
tion (EEC) 2744/80. Proposals by the United King-
dom for Community assistance for the trunk-road
programme have been received. Included in the
programme are certain works on the A 249. These
proposals are currently being examined by the
Commission.

Mr Christopher Jackson. — As this is, sadly, the last
occasion on which I shall have the pleasure of ques-
tioning Mr Burke as Transport Commissioner, may I
ask him whether, in the light of his experience and
knowledge of Community transport matters and in
view of the apparent conflict between Community
priorities and national priorities, he feels more or less
strongly about the importance or necessity of the
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transport infrastructure plan and financial instruments
for which he has worked so hard and whether this is
not a plan that is most likely to help frontier bottle-
neck problems such as the A 2492

Mr Burke. — I wish to thank the honourable
Member for his kind remarks. I would say that my
conviction has been strengthened in regard to the
importance of an infrastructure policy for Europe. It
has to some extent been an uphill battle, but I think
that the importance of the policy is now established. I
was pleased to see that certain committees of this
Parliament put forward a proposal for some millions
of units of account in order to give a start to the policy
for infrastructure development.

I would have hoped — sadly it will not happen now —
that during my term of office the Council of Ministers
would have put into effect and into legislation this
most important Community policy. The procedure
under that policy for the submission of applications
has been set out in the draft regulation which is before
the House and in fact before the Council for the last
few years. The responsibility for submission of projects
rests with the authorities of the Member States where
a project is located. I should like to draw attention to
this important point. Although Member States alone
may submit schemes, this does not imply that the
Member States themselves have to undertake them.
Both public and private promoters can be involved.
This is provided for under Article 6 of our proposals.
In the event therefore that regional authorities
consider that infrastructure projects in their area could
be of Community interest they should take the neces-
sary steps to ensure that the central government is
made aware of the projects and submits them to the
Commission. I would like to draw attention to the fact
that I have personally visited, at the request of Mr
Jackson, the A 249 and I consider that it should figure
very high on the list of priorities for future works, and
I wish it the very best of success.

President. — May I say to you, Mr Burke, since that
is the last question you will be answering in Question
Time that it has always been a pleasure for me when
presiding at Question Time to hear your English
voice, which makes it very much easier for the person

presiding, and that it is very nice to hear your national
accent. It is always nice to hear English spoken with a
nice accent. May I thank you for your courtesy and
your conciseness in Question Time and may I person-
ally and on behalf of the Members wish you all success
in the future and very good health.

(Applause)

Mr Burke. — Mr President, I regard this unusual
expression of the views of Parliament, as summed up
so graciously by you, as a recompense for my efforts
over the last few years to serve the European Commu-
nity I was responsible for relations with the Parlia-
ment for two and a half years of my mandate. I am
glad to see the Parliament developing so well, and I
thank you and all the Members of the House for their
kind expression of good will. Who knows what the
future may hold? One of the possibilities is that I
might be back among you. If so, I will look back on
this period with great pleasure. Thank you once again.

(Applause)
President. — The first part of Question Time is
closed.!
27. Agenda for next sitting
President. — The next sitting will be held tomorrow,

Tuesdéy, 16 December 1980, at 9 a.m. and 3 p.m. with
the following agenda:

— Decision on several requests for urgent debate

— Joint debate on the Adonnino and Ansquer reports on
the draft general budget of the European Communi-
ties for 1981 as amended by the Council, and on the
earthquake 1 Italy

— Hoff report on the fixing of the rate of the ECSC

levies
— 3 p.m.:Voung time

— 6.30 p.m.: Vote on items concerning the earthquake in
Ttaly

The sitting 1s closed.

(The sitting was closed at 8.05 p.m.)

1 See Annex to Report of Proceedings of Wednesday,
17 December 1980.
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ANNEX

Commission action on opinions delivered by the European Parliament
at its November 1980 part-session

1. As agreed with the Bureau of Parliament, the Commission informs Members at the beginning of
every part-session as part of the consultation arrangements of the action it has taken on opinions
delivered at the previous part-session.

2. At its November part-session the European Parliament delivered 13 opinions on Commission
proposals in response to Council requests for consultation.

3. At that part-session Parliament discussed 11 reports, and delivered favourable opinions or did not
request formal amendment in the case of the proposals mentioned below-

report by Mr Moreau on the proposal for a draft decision on the adoption of the annual report on the
economic situation and setting guidelines for 1981;

report by Mr Wawrzik on
— the recommendauon concerning the ACP/EEC Convention,
— the proposal for a decision concerning the association of OCT;

report by Mrs Cresson on the proposal concerning fishing within the 200-mile zone off the coast of
the French department of Guiana by vessels flying the flags of certain third countries,

report by Miss Quin on the regulation on the import of New Zealand butter into the Community on
special terms;

report by Mr Colleselli on the decision on restructuring the system of farm surveys in Italy;

report by Mrs Rabbethce on the regulation laying down general rules on the supply as food aid of
products other than cereals, skimmed milk powder and butter oil to certain developing countries and
specialized agencies,

report by Mr Moreland on the regulation amending Regulation (EEC) No 3164/76 on the Commu-
nity quota for the carriage of goods by road between Member States;

report by Mr Key on the directive concerning harmonized implementation of the International
Convention for Safe Containers (CSC) in the European Economic Community;

proposal on the approximation of the laws of the Member States concerning the preservatives,
authorized for use in foodstuffs intended for human consumption;

proposal for a directive amending for the third time Directive 70/357/EEC on the approximation of
the laws of the Member States concerning the antioxidants authorized for use in foodstuffs intended
for human consumption;

proposals for:

— a decision on acceptance by the Community of the draft resolution of the European Conference
of Ministers of Transport on the introduction of an ECMT-international removals authorization,

— a directive amending the First Directive laying down common rules for the carriage of certain
goods by road between Member States,

— a direcuve amending Directive 65/269/EEC concerning the standardization of certain rules relat-
ing to authorizations for the carriage of goods by road between Member States.

4. The European Parliament asked the Commuission to amend 1ts proposals under the second para-
graph of Article 149, and adopted proposals for amendments in two cases:

report by Mr Schmid on the proposal concerning a multiannual Community research and development
programme 1n the field of biomolecular engineering

report by Mr Kirk on
— the regulauion setting total allowable catches for fish stocks.
— the regulation allocating total allowable catches among the Member States

During the discussions the Commuission explained why it wished to maintain its proposals.

5. The Commission ‘took the opportunity to tell Parliament what aid 1t had granted to disaster
vicums since the previous part-session
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(2) ltalian earthquake

During the night of 23 November an earthquake devastated a number of provinces in the South of
Italy. On 24 November the Commuission utilized the remaining Chapter 59 appropriations to grant
1500 000 m EUA in immediate aid to the victims and this was paid out on 27 November. The
Commission also decided to make 15000t of cereals, 1900t of meat and 1000t of olive o1l
immediately available to the Italian authorities.

On 27 November the Commission set up a select group of Members of the Commission on the
President’s authority to work out and coordinate the Community emergency aid programme.

At its meeting on 1 and 2 December the European Council requested the Council to adopt forth-
with, on a proposal from the Commission and in the framework of the normal budget procedure,
in addition to the emergency aid, exceptional aid measures designed to provide a real contribu-
tion, notably by means of a loan with an interest rebate, to the programme for the reconstruction
of the areas affected so as to mitigate the effects of the disaster on the economic and social situa-
tion in these regions, and to ensure that the measures are implemented as soon as possible.

On 3 December 1980 the Commission proposed a preliminary draft supplementary budget for
1980 giving Chapter 59, ‘Aid to disaster victims in the Community’, a further 40 m EUA. The
Council is expected to take a decision at its meeting on 12 December and the matter will be put
before the European Parliament at its December part-session.

On 3 December also, the Commission, which considered that a Community loan of up to 1 thou-
sand mullion EUA could provide a significant contribution, decided to present a letter of amend-
ment to the 1981 preliminary draft budget.

As soon as the Council has taken a decision the matter will be put before the European Parliament
forthwith.

(b) Financial aid

The Central African Republic, where there is famine in a number of regions, has been granted
150 000 EUA.

1 m EUA has been earmarked to combat cattle plague in West Africa.

1 m EUA has been made available to Algeria as supplementary aid for the victims of the El Asnam
earthquake.

150 000 EUA has been made available to Montserrat for vicums of the hurricane Allen.
20 m EUA has been made available to the victims of events in Cambodia.

(c) Emergency food ard

The Commission has proposed to the Council that 250 t of skimmed milk powder be made availa-
ble to Angola and has decided to grant 23 000 t of cereals as aid to drought-stricken regions of
East Africa.

6. The Parliament also expressed its views on the report by Mr Notenboom on the draft first supple-
mentary and amending budget for 1980.

7. The Commission made known its position during discussions involving it and took note of the
European Parliament’s opinions on the

report by Mr Hahn on the possibility of 1985 being made ‘European Year for Music’;
report by Mrs Baduel-Glorioso on the closing of the Consett steel-works;

report by Mr Martinet on EEC-United States steel relations;

report by Mrs van Alemann on the siung of nuclear power stations in border areas;

report by Mr Ferri on the Commuission’s action on the opinion delivered by the European Parliament
on the proposal for a directive concerning the right of residence of Member State nauionals in the
territory of another Member State;

resolution on the future of Eurocontrol;
resolution on the seat of the European Parliament;
two resolutions on Community oil supplies from the Middle East;

report by Mr Sable on the outcome of the deliberations of the Joint Committee and the ACP/EEC
Consultative Assembly,
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report by Mr Clinton on the common fishery policy;

resolution on Mediterranean fishing;

resolution on the abolition of the death penalty in the European Community;
resolution on Uganda;

resolution on the Soviet authoriues’ treatment of a number of women working for the abohuon
various forms of discrimination between men and women in the USSR;

resolution on the referendum in Uruguay.
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Vring; Mr De Goede; Mr Arndt, Mr Noten-
boom; Mr Forth . . . . . N 4

Point of order: Mrs Kellett- Bowman . 88

Mr Forth; Mr Baillot; Mr Nord; Mr Doub-
let; Mr Capanna; Mrs Spaak; Mr Colla; Mr
Tindemans; Mr Ligios; Mrs Boserup; Mr
R. Jackson; Mr Rossi; Mr Ansquer; Mr

IN THE CHAIR: MRS VEIL
President
(The sitting opened at 9 a.m.)

President. — The sitting is open.

1. Documents received

President. — I have received various documents, a
list of which is contained in the minutes.

2. Decision on urgency

President. — The next item is the decision on the
urgency of five proposals from the Commission.

I call Mr Scou-Hopkins.

Mr Scott-Hopkins. — Madam President, 1 would
only point out to you that none of the documents on
the proposals from the Commission, either on the fish-
ery regulations or on 1soglucose, are available. As the
documents are not available, standing orders lay down
quite clearly that no further proceedings on that
matter can take place. Therefore, Madam, I beg to
move that we move straight on to the next item on the
agenda.

President. — You are quite right, Mr Scott-Hopkins.
We shall vote on these requests for urgent procedure
tomorrow morning, provided the documents are avail-

able.

I call Mr Friih.

Bonde; Mr Almirante; Mr Megaby; Mr
Battersby; Mr Nielsen; Mrs Castellina; Mr

Motchane; Mr Barbi; Mr Fich; Mr Spencer 88

8. Agenda . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 107
9. Urgent procedure . . . . . . . . . . . 107
10. Agenda for next sitting . . . . . . . . . 108

Mr Frith. — (D) Madam President, you have post-
poned the decision on these requests for urgent
debates until tomorrow. They are all requests relating
principally or exclusively to agriculture. I am now
speaking on behalf of the Committee on Agriculture,
because its chairman, Sir Henry Plumb, has had o
return to his own country today. I should like to point
out that these requests for urgent debate were before
the Committee on Agriculture at its last meeting on
4/5 December. We were not able to discuss them at
the time, because the necessary documents were not
available, let alone translations into all the languages.
There has been little change in this situation since
then.

The Committee on Agriculture noted at its last meet-
ing that it finds it virtually impossible to get through
such things at rapidly convened ad hoc meetings
during the part-sessions. We did have almost all the
members together yesterday evening for a different
occasion. Even if the situation should change by
tomorrow — and we will undoubtedly not have all the
documents by that time — I would ask you to refrain
from putting these matters on the agenda, because in
the circumstances it will simply not be possible to
discuss so urgent and important matters in an appro-
priate manner.

(Applause)

President. — Mr Friih, the proper time to comment
on whether urgent procedure should be adopted or
not is tomorrow morning. The chairman of the
Committee on Agriculture who will be back tomorrow
— I saw him yesterday and we discussed these matters
— will present his views and Parliament will be able
to decide on urgency with full knowledge of the facts.

3. Agenda

President. — I call Mr Dankert.
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Mr Dankert. — (F) Madam President, the vote on
draft amending and supplementary budget No 2 for
the financial year 1980 is scheduled to take place at
6.30 p.m. today. Now, as the Committee on Budgets
has not yet completed its work on this subject, the
amendments are still in the process of being drawn up
so that the political groups have been unable to meet
the deadlines. Besides, the discussions within the
committee show that it is not absolutely essential for
the vote on supplementary budget No 2 to be taken
today; it could just as easily take place on Thursday.

President. — I call Mr Lange.

Mr Lange, chairman of the Committee on Budgets. —
Madam President, to Mr Dankert’s remarks it should
be added that the supplementary budget and the 1981
budget and also the ECSC budget are this time so
closely related that the votes must take place at practi-
cally the same time. It should also be borne in mind
that tomorrow morning the Council and Parliament
will be having another conciliation meeting, which
concerns not only the 1981 budget but also the 1980
supplementary budget. That, Madam President, would
therefore be an additional reason for requesting that
the vote be taken on Thursday morning rather than
today.

President. — I call Mr Scott-Hopkins.

Mr  Scott-Hopkins. — Madam President, 1 very
rarely cross swords with the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Budgets, but it seems to me that in this particu-
lar case we are liable to get ourselves into a mess. As |
understand it, the first reading and vote on the supple-
mentary budget have to take place today so that the
second reading can take place after the negotiations
with the Council tomorrow. If we do not have a first
reading then we are really in trouble, since we cannot
have a second reading at the same time.

I know that Mr Dankert and Mr Lange are experts in
this matter while I am not, but I do not want anything
to go wrong in this House by missing out on the first
reading and vote which, as far as I can understand,
should take place before the second reading on Thurs-
day. I therefore hope that the House will not accept
what Mr Dankert has said.

President. — I call Mr Lange.

Mr Lange, chairman of the Committee on Budgets. —
(D) Madam President, I hope I can set Mr Scott-
Hopkins’ mind at rest. As far as we can see and if
certain informal contacts are made between us and the
Presidency of the Council, there will be no difficulties
in this connection. We shall not be treading difficult

ground and, as you know, Mr Scott-Hopkins, we take
very great care not to set any traps into which we
might ourselves walk. I feel we should have that much
confidence in each other, otherwise we shall take deci-
sions which we shall simply not be able to justify
tomorrow at the conciliation meeting in view of the
conditions we have negotiated with the Presidency of
the Council in the unofficial talks, since it was expli-
citly agreed that we should decide on these three
matters together. As things now stand, it is quite possi-
ble that one reading will be enough.

President. — I call Mr Klepsch to speak on behalf of
the Group of the European People’s Party (CD
Group).

Mr Klepsch. — (D) Madam President, it was
pointed out that the political groups will hardly be able
to adopt their positions by this evening. I therefore feel
we should perhaps choose the course of settling every-
thing in one reading. I quite sympathize with what Mr
Scott-Hopkins has said, but I believe that in the
present circumstances we should opt for this joint
consideration on Thursday.

President. — I put to the vote Mr Dankert’s proposal
to enter on Thursday’s agenda, within the framework
of the vote on the budget which has already been
scheduled, the vote on Draft Amending and Supple-
mentary Budget No 2 and on the motion for a resolu-
tion contained in the Dankert report.

(Parliament adopted the proposal)

We must clearly try to obviate the need for a second
reading since we shall certainly not have a quorum on
Friday.

4. General budget of the European Communities for the
Sfinancial year 1981 — Earthquake in Italy

President. — The next item is the joint debate on the
following items:

— Report by Mr Adonnino, on behalf of the Commuttee
on Budgets, on the draft general budget of the Euro-
pean Communites for 1981 Section III — Commis-
sion — modified by the Council (Doc. 1-670/80);

— Report by Mr Ansquer, on behalf of the Committee
on Budgets, on the outcome of the Council’s delibera-
tions on the amendments adopted by the European
Parliament to
Section I ‘Parliament’

Section II ‘Council’

Annex 1 to Section II ‘Economic and Social Commit-
tee’

Section IV ‘Court of Justice’

Section V ‘Court of Auditors’
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President

of the draft general budget of the European Commu-
niues for 1981 (Doc 1-708/80);

— Report by Mr Dankert, on behalf of the Commitee
on Budgets, on Draft Amending and Supplementary
Budget No 2 of the European Communities for 1980
(Doc. 1-731/80);

— Report by Mr de Ferranti, on behalf of the Committee
on Economic and Monetary Affairs, on a proposal
from the Commussion of the European Communities
to the Council for a regulation on interest subsidies on
certamn loans granted within the context of special
Community aid for the reconstruction of the areas
devastated by the earthquake in Italy in November
1980 (Doc. 1-699/80);

— Mouon for a resolution by Mr Antoniozzi and others,
on Community aid to areas of southern Italy stricken
by earthquake (Doc. 1-622/80);

— Motion for a resolution by Mr Vitale and others, on
behalf of the Communist and Allies Group, on the
earthquake in southern Italy (Doc. 1-634/80);

— Motion for a resolunon by Mr De Pasquale and
others, on aid to the regions of Italy affected by the
earthquakes (Doc. 1-681/80);

— Motion for a resolution by Mr Pininfarina and others,
on behalf of the Liberal and Democratic Group, on
the earthquakes in the south of Italy (Doc. 1-712/80);

— Mouon for a resolution by Mr de la Maléne and
others, on behalf of the Group of the European
Progressive Democrats, on the earthquake in south-
ern Italy (Doc. 1-713/80);

— Motion for a resolution by Mr Ruffolo and others, on
the earthquake in southern Italy (Doc. 1-721/80);

— Mouon for a resolution by Mr Klepsch and others, on
behalf of the Group of the European People’s Party
(CD Group), on intervention by the Commission of
the EEC to help the victims of the earthquake (Doc.
1-723/80),

— Motion for a resolution by Mr Prag and others, on
behalf of the European Democratic Group, and Mr
Beyer de Ryke, Mr Calvez, Mr Michel, Mr Cecovini,
Mr Potering, Mr Bocklet, Mr Dalsass and Mrs
Cassanmagnago Cerretti, on the earthquake in Italy
(Doc. 1-724/80);

— Motion for a resolution by Mr Peters and others, on
behalf of the Committee on Social Affairs and
Employment, on financial aid from the Community
for the Italian regions devastated by the recent earth-
quake (Doc 1-726/80).

I call Mr Adonnino.

Mr Adonnino, rapportenr. — (I) Madam President,
Mr Representative of the Council, ladies and gentle-
men, we have nearly concluded the budgetary proce-
dure for the 1981 financial year.

I believe it should be emphasized that, in the course of
this procedure Parliament has acted with exceptional

consistency, following the approach adopted with last
year’s vote and firmly adhered to in the current year.
It should be mentioned that the second reading
presents some striking new elements, but these in no
way alter the auitudes already fully expressed by the
Parliament in the resolution of 6 November 1980, with
regard to the 1981 budget.

What are these new elements which we must evaluate
today, and which must be taken into account when we
vote next Thursday? Firstly, there is the Council’s
decision of 24 November 1980, modifying the draft
budget on the second reading; secondly, the second
letter of amendment, dated 19 November 1980,
authorizing the anticipation on the 1980 budget of a
119 million EUA repayment to the United Kingdom,
as stipulated in the relevant agreements, and therefore
the deduction of a corresponding amount from the
1981 budget; thirdly, a more recent letter of amend-
ment presented in the last few days concerning special
aid to Italy after the great earthquake. Such aid will
obviously affect the 1981 budget and should therefore
be entered on an appropriate line of credit. Finally,
there is the element mentioned a moment ago in
connection with the order and scheduling of the vote:
that is Amending and Supplementary Budget No 2 for
1980, which, sifice it includes some items capable of
influencing the position of the budget any authority
for the 1981 budget, is closely related to today’s
discussion. This is also the reason I supported the
request that this 1980 supplementary budget and the
1981 budget be voted on together next Thursday.

I must remind you, in regard to these new elements we
must now consider, that, by means of transfers of
appropriations, it was possible to put another quota of
repayments to the United Kingdom on the 1980
budget. This will be accompanied by a corresponding
reduction in the 1981 budget, in order to avoid a
double appropriation.

Having stressed these new elements, which have arisen
in the interval between the parliamentary debates in
November and the present second reading, I would
also like to say that the decisions made by the Commit-
tee on Budgets up to this point, especially those made
last week in Brussels, are not final. They are still open
to modification in the course of the negotiations now
in progress between the Parliament and the Council,
and for this reason the Committee on Budgets will not
decide on the proposals it will put 1o the Assembly
until it meets tomorrow evening, just before next
Thursday’s vote.

This having been said, I would like to return to the
close relationship I pointed out earlier between the
supplementary 1980 budget No2 and the 1981
budget. This relationship is derived from a principle
Parliament has stressed many times, to the effect that
the attainment of a balanced development of our poli-
cies and activities depends upon an equally balanced
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relationship between commitment appropriations and
payment appropriations.

Parliament made significant efforts in this direction
during the first reading of the 1981 budget, but it does
not appear that the Council has succeeded in doing the
same, especially if we consider that for two very
important items, the Social Fund and the Regional
Fund, the payment appropriations stipulated by the
Council for the 1981 budget are not sufficient to cover
the payment quotas for commitments authorized by
the Council iself for the 1981 financial year. This,
therefore, is one of the problems we must solve now,
in these last hours before the final vote. Perhaps the
solution lies in the 1980 supplementary budget No 2,
and this makes the connection between the two bud-
gets clearer.

The Committee on Budgets is convinced that this
balance between commitment appropriations and
payment appropriations can be achieved even with the
limited resources available to us for 1981, while at the
same time strictly maintaining the priorities already
established by Parliament. I would like to quote some
statistics, with particular reference to non-compulsory
expenditure, even though I must now mention that
there are some points of contention between Parlia-
ment and the Council regarding classification.

Even taking into account the considerable reductions
which were approved, the European Parliament’s
overall decision made on 6 November 1980 favored an
increase of 992-33 million EUA for commitment
appropriations and an increase of 769-77 million
EUA for payment appropriations in respect to the
draft budget. On 24 November the Council, still
working on the basis of the draft budget which it had
presented to this Assembly, fixed on a commitment
appropriation increase of 281 million EUA and a
payment appropriation increase of 183 million EUA.

I would like to point out immediately that, as far as
commitment appropriations are concerned, the Coun-
cil remained within the limits of the normal increase
allowed in the Treaty regulations for non-compulsory
expenditure. For payment appropriations, on the other
hand, the 183 million arrived at by the Council repre-
sents 50 million EUA more than would normally
derive from the standard increase rate. This is why the
Council has proposed to Parliament that a new rate be
established, as provided for in Article 203 of the
Treaty.

I must emphasize that this attitude, here evident for
the first time, undoubtedly constitutes a positive,
though modest, achievement on the part of the Coun-
cil.

Parliament’s Committee on Budgets, when it met Jast
week in Brussels from 9 to 11 December, decided on
further increases of 23984 million EUA for commit-
ment appropriations and 215-74 million EUA for

payment appropriations. It also decided to reinstate a
series of amendments which contribute to the clarity
of the budgetary approach without affecting the
amount of expenditure and therefore without financial
consequences.

It must be stressed — and [ hope that the Council will
recognize this as we have recognized some of the
Council’s positions — that these conclusions reached
by the Committee on Budgets, which, as I have said
before, are not definitive, are the fruits of a rigorous
analysis by the committee and therefore also by Parlia-
ment. The aim of this analysis was to identify very
precisely certain necessary and priority expenditure,
insofar as it is compatible with commitments for
payment and with present available resources.

I must remind you that on 6 November 1980, Parlia-
ment proposed a modification of the budget, calling
for a 2 % reduction across the board in the items for
the EAGGF Guarantee Section. The funds thus
obtained were to constitute a reserve under Titles 6
and 7, to be used for needs arising in the course of the
1981 financial year, especially for the first, already
foreseeable need to meet agricultural price increases
for the 1981/82 agricultural year. Parliament also
requested a 50 million EUA reduction in aid for
powdered skimmed milk. Both these proposals of
amendment presented by the Parliament were
accepted by the Council.

Both proposals affect compulsory expenditure, and
thus they have become definitive in consequence of
the position adopted by the Council. I would like to
emphasize here that this fact is extremely significant,
whether seen from the budgetary or from the institu-
tional point of view, as part of the relationship
between the two arms of the single budget authority.

In its resolution of 6 November 1980, the European
Parliament decided to reject increases in agricultural
expenditure for 1981, with the intention of carrying
forward, particularly within the Guarantee Fund itself,
the needs arising during the financial year. These and
other principles will be raised again in the resolution
to be voted on Thursday. It is again specified in the
resolution that, as far as agncultural prices are
concerned, new expenditures — that is, increases aris-
ing from the fixing of new prices and in particular those
arising out of the normal evolution of agricultural
expenditure in 1981 — would be financed with savings
in the EAGGF Guarantee Section.

I should like to stress once again that, in completing
this piece of budgetary engineering with the 2 %
reduction of expenditure in the EAGGF Guarantee
Section and the establishing of the reserve, we have
still not completed our task. Parliament also calls upon
the Commission for proposals aimed at rebalancing
agricultural policy as a whole, so that the resultant
savings can be added to the first to contribute towards
a true solution of the basic problems known to all of
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us. These problems particularly involve sectors with
structural production surpluses and must therefore be
solved by means of regulation and not merely by
budgetary provisions.

Ladies and gentlemen, Parliament had established
precise priorities, particularly in regard to energy,
developmental cooperation, and the Social and
Regional Funds. We have noted with satisfaction that
the Council has agreed to confirm these priorities. It is
certain however that agreement on the goals to be
reached does not also mean agreement on the means
to be employed in the process.

The Council has accepted some of Parliament’s
proposed amendments increasing appropriations for
several items concerning the energy sector. It has also
agreed to enter certain lines of credit in the budget,
though some are only token entries and others have a
small reserve under Chapter 100. This is a very posi-
tive sign, since it shows an intention to continue
moving in this direction. We hold nevertheless that
these steps taken are still inadequate in view of the
importance of the issues involved, and we wish to call
the attention of the House to the fact that the Euro-
pean Council in Luxembourg recently reconfirmed the
priorities established by the European Council in
Venice concerning the importance of the energy
sector, stressing once again to the Community and its
Member States the need to establish and pursue a
complete overall energy policy. For this reason the
Committee on Budgets decided to reinstate some of
the items which the Council did not accept, with parti-
cular insistence on several of them, to be further
defined on conciliation with the Council.

Another very important sector is that of development
cooperation. We have several times asserted that its
importance is of a varied but global nature. It is politi-
cally important, since it bears witness to the presence
of the European Community in different parts of the
world to an awareness of existing problems and a
consequent desire to make a concrete contribution
towards their solution. It also has great importance
from a humanitarian viewpoint. We know of the great
suffering experienced daily in many parts of the world
due to shortages of food, and feel it a duty to inter-
vene in favour of these most in need.

In this area of development cooperation, the Parlia-
ment wishes to make its presence felt, to reinstate the
proposals made, having noted with regret that the
Council did not feel itself obliged to accept any
amendments concerning aid to non-associated devel-
oping countries.

There is a question of classification involved here: the
Council holds that, since the expenditure in question is
compulsory, the final decision rests with it. Parliament
has always stressed that action of this type can only be
considered as non-compulsory, and, while awaiting
the next conciliation session with the Council, hopes

that this formal problem of classification will not
jeopardize Community actions of great political and
humanitarian importance.

Another problem, which I have already mentioned,
concerns the Social and Regional Funds. Parliament
must take note of the fact that even with the consider-
able increases accepted by the Council at the second
reading, the approprations are still not sufficient to
meet the payments for 1981 in regard to the commit-
ment appropriations determined by the Council itself.
We will also try to resolve this question as well which
involves the 1980 budget, as [ have already mentioned.
For this reason I am pleased with the decision made by
this Assembly to vote on the general budget together
with the amending and supplementary budget, since
the interconnections between the two can only be
perceived if they are regarded from a single logical
viewpoint.

There remains the important problem of the ECSC.
The position is this: Parliament requested the inclusion
in the budget of an amount earmarked for ECSC
social programs, calling for a debit on the Community
budget in favour of the ECSC budget. The Council
agreed to enter the line of credit — though only as a
token entry and with strict reservations — pending its
final decision to be made today or tomorrow. The
Committee on Budgets could be more precise on this
point as well and refer it to the House at the beginning
of Thursday’s vote, although I can restate the Parlia-
ment’s position on the issue as of now. This position is
oriented towards obtaining an entry for these appro-
priations and towards the implementation of the
programs involved, whose worth, as we know, has not
been questioned by the participating countries. The
issue is whether such action should be charged to the
various Member States or whether it should be
Community in nature and thus represented on the
Community budget.

Parliament has several times expressed the opinion
that such programs are to be considered as areas for
Community action. Parliament continues to hold this
view and hopes that in the course of its meetings with
the Council this point can be clarified before Thurs-
day’s vote.

We have also, ladies and gentlemen, reinstated some
amendments concerning the staff of the Community,
including proposals for the creation of additional
permanent posts and for the reclassification of other
posts, aimed particularly at improving mobility for
Community officials, whose careers have been stalled
for several years. We must state frankly that in so
doing we were motivated by our inability to accept the
reason given by the Council for rejecting this
proposal, which was that it would be in opposition to
the conclusions and objectives laid down in the
Spirenburg report. We believe the exact opposite: we
are convinced that, in reclassifying these posts and



Sitting of Tuesday, 16 December 1980 49

Adonnino

providing career mobility for the Community staff, we
will attain the objectives mentioned in the Spirenburg
report. This is why we have presented the proposals
again.

There are some basic problems, designated at the first
reading as budgetary mechanisms and principles,
which we have already discussed, and I dont’t want to
go into them again at this point.

I only wish to say that meaningful discussions are now
under way and that some new avenues have been
opened up, even though all the problems have
certainly not been solved for the current financial year.

The resolution calls on the Council to reopen these
discussions, even outside the budgetary procedure
early next year with a view to dealing with them more
calmly and without the pressures arising directly from
the allocation of sums of money which make discus-
sion difficult.

I believe, however, that we should take special note of
the positive attitude evidenced by the Council which
has permitted several lines of credit to be entered in
the budget even though there are as yet no regulations
concerning them. It appears that the difficulty referred
to as the problem of the legal basis, which at one point
was put forward as an insurmountable obstacle, is
being brought to a positive solution.

The Counci! decided that it could proceed to issue a
regulation in the course of the financial year in the
near future. Your rapporteur feels that to open lines of
credit in the budget without pertinent regulations is to
feel one’s way in the dark. The budget authority, in its
two component parts, should make an evaluation of
these regulations and decide during the year upon the
action to be taken.

Ladies and gentlemen, Parliament reaffirms in its reso-
lution some of its principles regarding the basic prob-
lem of compulsory and non-compulsory expenditure,
for untl now these problems remained filed away in
the working documents of the committees and were
never openly debated in the Assembly. We propose,
therefore, as an affirmation of principle with which to
confront the Council, that for the Parliament the
supplementary measures for the United Kingdom and
for the EAGGF Guidance Sectuion, food aid, and
financial cooperation with third countries are to be
considered as non-compulsory.

Two problems remain, which were also at the root of
the rejection of the 1980 budget. The first concerns
the budgetization of borrowing and lending opera-
tions and the second the budgeuzation of the EDF.
No solution for these problems will be found this year,
but I believe there has recently been some progress
deserving mention.

The Council proposed improvements in the document
setting out borrowing and lending operations. The
proposal was, in fact, to use the technique of move-
ment of capital, therefore relying for the most part,
except for questions of authorization, on the docu-
ment prepared by the Commission, which we are
working to improve in the Committee on Budgets.

Above all, the Council offered Parliament to include
the discussion on the borrowing situation in the
budget procedure. I personally believe that this is an
extremely positive step because it will allow Parliament
to take this into account as part of an overall assess-
ment of the budget. A closer connection is therefore
established between loans and the budget entries. It
has also been proposed that, since it is a question of
formulating new mechanisms concerning loans,
recourse to the conciliation procedure could be made
obligatory, instead of occurring only on request. I
believe this also to be positive, although, Mr Repre-
sentative of the Council, I believe that the Parliament
should stress that the normal limitations of the budget
procedure, which provide for an autonomous decision
by the Council once the viewpoints of the two institu-
uons have been aligned, should be replaced, if possi-
ble, with an agreement subscribed to by both parties,
and that this agreement should form the basis for the
Council’s subsequent decision.

As we know, budgetization of the EDF has been post-
poned until the 6th Fund. I consider what the Council
has communicated to us to be of a positive nature, and
without going into detail, I think it important to
emphasize that the Council, in providing for a classifi-
cation of compulsory expenditure and in confirming
the possibility of applying budgetary measures and
principles to the EDF, accepts the budgetization of the
Fund itself. T believe therefore that this should be
taken as a definite commitment concerning the 6th
EDF. The Committee on Budgets proposes in any case
to attach the financial document transmitted by the
Council to the budger.

Parliament should bear in mind the part of the resolu-
tion of 6 November, 1980 which contains a reference
to the restructuring of Community expenditure, to the
rebalancing of funding policies, and an indication of
serveral lines of action. I believe it necessary to repeat
today that the Parliament will pay close attention to
the proposals of the new Commission, to ensure that
they are in line with the views of this Parliament.

Madam President, Mr Representative of the Council,
Mr Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, I have
reached the end of my report. I wish to point out that
Parliament was not only concerned with safeguarding
its own Institutional powers, as is its duty, nor was it
only concerned with increasing certain expenditures,
in particular the non-compulsory ones which lie within
its sphere of competence and therefore permit an
expression of its own demands for progress. In this
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budget Parliament was also concerned with reducing
expenditure wherever possible; with creating, for
example, a reserve to meet future needs arising from
agricultural expenditure. I believe that Parliament has
acted very responsibly, and it is also to its credit that
relations with the Council have improved, permitting a
firm and open discussion directed at obtaining
concrete results.

I hope that the Council will realize that Parliament
shares the spirit of prudence which induced it, on the
first reading, to curtail non-compulsory expenditure in
such a way that, after the Commission’s proposal, the
utilization margin of the VAT quota amounted to
about 1 350 EUA. We believe, however, that more or
less the same results can be obtained by other means.
Today it must be borne in mind that, since the agricul-
tural reserve has been established, eventual new
demands will no longer be a charge on the absolute
margin. We must also remember that the repayments
to the United Kingdom were anticipated in the 1980
budget, and will therefore not figure on the 1981
budget, making it possible to increase the maximum
reserve. If we succeed, as we hope to do, in conclud-
ing the procedure for the 1980 supplementary budget,
this could also serve as an imaginative but practical
operation of budgetary engineering for removing
some of the burdens from the 1981 budget.

We should be aware that the absolute margin, which
was initially 550 million EUA, has now been more
than doubled. In regard to the continuing debate
between Parliament and the Council on non-compul-
sory expenditure, I think that our recent meetings and
the vote the day after tomorrow may confirm our
hopes.

Considering the evolution of the Community as a
whole and the attitudes of the institutions, taken
separately and together, I believe that this 1981 bud-
getary procedure has produced significant new elements
which will, hopefully, provide more and increasingly
significant results in the future.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Ansquer.

Mr Ansquer, rapporteur. — (F) Madam President,
we are now approaching the final stage of our budget-
ary procedure, which has given the European Parlia-
ment a chance to see the overall picture and also to
establish a doctrine against which to measure the
administrative budgets of the institutions.

This doctrine is based on two contradictory principles.
On the one hand the European Parliament expects all
the institutions to have the resources they need to
carry out the tasks assigned to them by the Treaties,
and on the other hand it expects them to make addi-

tional efforts to curb increases in appropriations. Bear-
ing these two principles in mind I propose that we
should as far as possible remain within the overall ceil-
ing decided by the Council. An exception should be
made, however, as regards the budget of the Court of
Justice. The proposals of the Committee on Budgets
entail a total expenditure of no more than 163 000
EUA. The committee sought by this means to avoid
the danger of any increases in the administrative bud-
gets that might be adopted being taken out of the
margin for manoeuvre available to Parliament at the
final reading. T believe, in fact, that the margin we
have to cover non-compulsory expenditure should be
used to reinforce structural and social policies and not
to contribute to the escalation of administrative costs.
And I believe Mr Adonnino would go along with me
on this.

As regards our own budget, the House will recall that
we suggested a number of structural changes and also
the updating of Members’ allowances, whilst remain-
ing faithful to the principle adopted by Parliament
when it first examined its estimates. The Committee
on Budgets nevertheless feels obliged to make two
general observations on the subject of our budget.
During the November part-session we had a fairly
heated debate in this House about the appropriations
set aside to cover rents at the three places of work.
Parliament took an unambiguous stand on this ques-
tion: the responsibility for the financial consequences
resulting from the lack of a decision on the seat must
rest exclusively with the governments of the Member
States. It 1s a very heavy responsibility, as the propor-
tion of our budget that is directly attributable to the
lack of a single seat continues to grow. Nor should
Parliament itself shirk its own responsbilities in the
matter, and it 1s for this reason that the Committee on
Budgets, in its resolution, calls on Parliament to keep a
particularly watchful eye on the cost of rents in the
three places of work.

The committee’s second observation concerns Parlia-
ment’s establishment plan. You will recall no doubt
that all the posts created in June were frozen, with the
exception of those set aside for new Greek officials.
These posts were frozen to enable Parliament to
conduct a review of its structures and analyse its real
needs. Nevertheless, the Committee on Budgets consi-
ders that the procedure for releasing posts must be
very carefully thought out. With this in view, several
members of the Committee on Budgets — in particular
Mr Pfennig and the members of his group — formu-
lated a proposal for such a procedure which would
closely involve the heads of administration and would
moreover require careful scrutiny of each request by
the Bureau of Parliament and the Committee on
Budgets.

Your committee takes a very favourable view of this
proposal, believing that it could be the best way of
making the present procedure more transparent. This
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proposal has therefore been passed to the working
party set up jointly by the Bureau and the Committee
on Budgets. You will recall that this working party is
composed of the President of Parliament, the Bureau
of the Committee on Budgets, two political group
chairmen and Mr Dankert, Vice-President of Parlia-
ment. [ believe there is good reason for optimism
regarding the conclusions that this working party will
come up with, which will hopefully get around the
problems connected with the division of powers while
at the same time showing due regard for the responsi-
bilities of all concerned.

I am not forgetting, of course, that we have a working
party set up by this House and chaired by Mr Vande-
wiele, which, needless to say, will continue to look
into these matters. Throughout this procedure both
Council and Parliament have adhered strictly to the
gentleman’s agreement not to interfere with each
other’s budget. I have already indicated that this
agreement 1s very much in the Community’s interest
and I hope it will continue to be observed in future
years. I can deal with the other three budgets very
briefly. With regard to the budget of the Economic
and Social Committee, the Committee on Budgets
abides by its original proposals put forward at the first
reading, the aim of which is to strengthen the adminis-
trative structures of the Economic and Social Commit-
tee and to permit the conversion of a certain number
of posts in order to align the career development of its
officials with the practice in other institutions. These
measures are essential if the Committee is to be able to
meet the growing burdens facing it as a result of
enlargement.

As regards the budget of the Court of Justice, I am
proposing some additions to its establishment plan and
the conversion of a number of posts, but the Commit-
tee on Budgets calls on the Court of Justice to make
every effort to hold back recruitment so as to finance
the additional posts from half of the appropriations
that we proposed in November. In this way we shall
have struck a compromise with the Council, which for
its part accepted one of our amendments concerning
the costs of building an annex to the Court of Justice.

Lastly, I do not propose to reinstate the appropriations
to cover the cost of publishing the reports of cases
dealt with by the Court. The budgetary authority will,
if necessary, have to find the resources for this in the
course of the financial year. But I ask the Court of
Justice to keep within the overall ceiling on expendi-
ture laid down in the draft budget.

As for the Court of Auditors, the Committee on Bud-
gets is suggesting an amendment creating new posts in
the language service to provide adequate cover for
translations from Greek as from the beginning of next
year.

However, this amendment has no financial implica-
tions for 1981 because we are asking the Court of
Auditors to find the necessary appropriations from
within the existing appropriations available under
Chapters 11 and 12. I do not propose reinstating the
amendment put forward at the first reading relating to
outside consultants. The budgetary authority could
effect the necessary transfers of appropriations as and
when the need arises.

To summarize, the Committee on Budgets is limiting
its proposals to four new amendments in an effort to
demonstrate its willingness to fall in with the Council’s
position on the budget. But I again call upon the
Council to collaborate more constructively with
Parliament both on the budgets and on questions
connected with the functioning of the institutions. In
order to be able to fulfil its task the budgetary author-
ity must not only look at the appropriations and new
posts to be created, but must also have an overall
picture of how our institutions operate. Whilst Parlia-
ment has every intention of subjecting every budget to
the most vigorous scrutiny, it would also like to be
able to work in close cooperation with the Council so
that our work can bring positive results, results that
will enhance the work and influence of the Commu-
nity institutions.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Doublet to speak on behalf of
the Committee on Transport.

Mr Doublet, draftsman of an opinion. — (F) Madam
President, after examining the position taken by the
Council the Committee on Transport once more
unanimously decided to put forward its original
proposals. For, in fact, the Council has tossed us a
bone to play with and, on our main demand, has
replaced a dash with a token entry. And what argu-
ments are put forward for rejecting our proposals?
There can be no question, says the Council, of enter-
ing appropriations unless and until a transport policy
has been laid down. But the Council should look at its
own record, for while Parliament for its part has been
drawing up one study after another, submitting reports
and passing resolutions, the Council, on the other
hand, has yet to implement the regulation of which it
was itself the prime mover.

The Council goes on to say to us: “The Commission
must define its priorities before we can offer it any
appropriations.” But the Commission has already
listed, over two years ago, a number of projects that it
was very interested in pursuing and there is no shor-
tage of projects. So let the Council allocate the appro-
priations, laying down conditions as to their use if
need be, whereupon the Commission will immediately
assume its responsibilities and the appropriations will
be utilized in good time.
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After all, the 15 million in commitment appropriations
that we are asking for the infrastructure policy, corres-
ponding to the 15 million in payment approprlauons
and the 50 million in commitment appropriations of
last year, represent an interest rebate of 2 points over
5 years on a loan of 100 million EUA.

The third counter-argument runs: ‘Let the Member
States lead the way’. But it is absolutely essential for us
to demonstrate a degree of willingness, to indicate the
kind of project or projects that we should like to see
implemented as a matter of priority and that in our
eyes would be of an unquestionably European charac-
ter.

Lastly, there are the objections of an apparently bud-
getary nature. In point of fact we are talking here about
a sum equal to three thousandths of the general
budget. Our greatly scaled down and eminently
reasonable requests do not jeopardize any other
policy. Their sole purpose is simply to enable us to
implement for the very first time a specific measure
under the transport policy expressly provided for in
the Treaty of Rome. This measure will permit us to
meet increasingly important and pressing needs. In
conclusion, two issues are at stake here, namely the
need to get action under way in a priority sector and,
secondly, the matter of achieving the necessary degree
of cooperation between the Community institutions,
which is something we urge with all our strength.

President. — I call Mr Dankert.

Mr Dankert, rapportenr. — (NL} Madam President,
this Parliament finds itself, of course, in a rather
remarkable situation, in that we are this morning
discussing a supplementary budget for 1980, the budg-
etary proposals for 1981 and the ECSC budget. I have
the feeling that there is some room for improvement in
the future cooperation between the Council and
Parliament to prevent the coincidence of these various
budgets, something to which Mr Adonnino has also
referred. In my opinion, the eventual solution will not
be exactly satisfactory from a budgetary point of view
either. There is, of course, a link, partly as a result of
the critical situation with regard to own resources in
1981 and the Council’s consequent tendency to bring
forward some of the 1981 problems to 1980 and to
postpone others until 1982. We ought really to have
had a general rapporteur for 1982 in this debate, but
he has not yet been appointed. And something of a
link has also been created by the partial failure of
Parliament’s attempt in 1980 to redefine the relation-
ship between commitment and payment appropri-
ations, since the Commission has been able to spend
more than it had ever expected, particularly in the
social and regional sectors, and the Council has kept
very few of its promises in this respect. Furthermore, it
again appears to be contemplating no more than the
partial translation in 1981 of Parliament’s efforts in
1980 to establish a relationship between commitments
and payments that is acceptable in budgetary terms.

Those of you who have read the supplementary
budget and are not members of the Committee on
Budgets will perhaps wonder where this introduction
is leading to and what the connection is with a supple-
mentary budget that is exclusively concerned with the
granting of emergency aid to Italy and making up
something of a deficiency in payment appropriations
for the Social Fund. I therefore feel it would be a good
thing if [ dealt with these two subjects first, before
going back to my introduction.

Italy first, then: immediately after the inconceivable
natural disaster in southern Italy the Commission
rightly made the remaining 1-5 m units of account in
emergency aid available. It is clear — and it was clear
to the Commission at the time — that this 1-5 m pales
into insignificance beside the estimated damage of
17 000 m units of account facing southern Italy. The
Commission’s initiative, followed up by the Council,
of making an additional 40 m units of account availa-
ble for immediate aid is therefore very welcome,
although again this sum is, of course, insignificant
when compared with the damage 1 have just
mentioned. In proposing that this 40 m should be
increased to 60 m, therefore, the Committee on Budg-
ets is not trying to say that 60 m compares more
favourably with the 17 000 m than the Commission’s
40m. I feel that the most important reason for the
increase is that it represents a political gesture to Iraly
and the victims and their dependents in the Naples
area, a political gesture to the victims of a disaster who
would be entitled to our solidarity and help more than
almost anyone else in the Community even if the
earthquake had not occurred.

Then we have the Social Fund: the Commission has
requested 100 m units of account to aliow it to honour
its payment obligations in 1980. A hopeful develop-
ment, since both the Council and Parliament have
constantly complained about the large sums left in the
Commission budget at the end of the year, because it
was not able to spend them. I am therefore surprised
that the Council wants to grant only 60 m of the
100 m requested. It appears that one member of the
Council claimed the burden on his treasury would be
too great, as if the Community had no resources of its
own, while another maintained that the Commission
could not spend the money before 1 January. But I
consider that a shabby argument when it is compared
with the assurance given by the Council last year that
it would make available the necessary payment appro-
priations for the 1980 budget if the situation requ1red
The Commission has repeatedly said that the situation
does require. It confirmed yesterday and on previous
occasions in the Committee on Budgets that the sum
requested can be spent in 1980. Since this Parliament
must attach importance to the availability of payment
appropriations if commitments have been approved
and can be paid out, it also has an obligation, I feel, to
make the requested 100 m available to the Commis-
sion.
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And that brings me to the problems we will face in
1981. In 1980, as I have just said, we had an assurance
from the Council that the necessary payment appro-
priations would be made available to the Commission
if the payment situation required. Challenged by the
Committee on Budgets, by the rapporteur and by
many others, Parliament has tried to obtain at least the
same assurance from the Council for 1981. Parliament
would, of course, have preferred to see the necessary
payment appropriations included in the draft 1981
budget, but it would have been partly satisfied with an
assurance. The assurance was not forthcoming, and to
judge by the situation in 1980, we find that the Coun-
cil keeps to only 60 % of its assurances anyway. This
means that the Council has included commitment
appropriations in the budget, and that means the draft
budget features a substantial shortage of payment
appropriations for both the Regional and the Social
Fund. In view of the speed at which the appropriations

of both funds have been disbursed in the last few diffi--

cult years, the Commission must seriously be expected
to go bankrupt or suffer a shortage of resources if
Parliament does not change this situation in some way
or other.

Madam President, we of the Committee on Budgets
naturally considered the possibility of an intervention
of this kind in the 1981 procedure as a means of ensur-
ing the inclusion in the draft 1981 budget of the
payment appropriations required both for the
Regional Fund and for the Social Fund, some 170 m
EUA altogether. This should form part of the 1981
budget, because we feel that, if the budgetary author-
ity enters into certain commitments, it must also
ensure that the payment appropriations corresponding
to these commitments are included in the budget.
Secondly, we felt that this should be done in 1981,
because the Regional and Social Funds are, despite all
the criticism that may be levelled at them, among the
few budgetary instruments which have the effect of
redistributing incomes in the Community.

But it does not look — at least if I understand the
Council correctly — as if the 170 m can be included in
the 1981 budget, firstly because the Council is not
inclined to allow the maximum rate of increase in
payment appropriations to exceed the present 19-7 %
by a great deal, and secondly, because Parliament can
hardly adopt an extreme approach with respect to
payment appropriations which are simply the outcome
of a decision on commitments taken by the Council
itself, and without wishing to get into a hopeless
conflict with the Council, Parliament also has a few
other priorities it would like to see achieved in the
fields of energy and development aid.

Madam President, in these circumstances the Commit-
tee on Budgets proposes that we take emergency
action as a last resort, a last resort which I have
already said is far from satisfactory in budgetary
terms, but one which will bring us to our goal, which

consists in ensuring the budget contains the guarantee
that those who cherish hopes as regards the Social and
Regional Funds as a result of the commitment appro-
priations entered for 1981 see their hopes converted
into hard cash. The last-resort action which the
Committee on Budgets is proposing consists in using
resources left over from 1980 to finance the claims of
Regional and Social Fund beneficiaries attributable to
1981 commitment approprnauons The expression
‘resources left over’ is perhaps overly simplistic. What
we are in fact proposing is that some of the 300 m or
more in payment appropriations which were not used
from Parliament’s margin in 1980 should be included
in supplementary budget No2 for 1980 so that
commitments entered into by the Council for 1981
may be honoured.

I am, of course, prepared to withdraw this proposal
immediately if the Council includes this 171 m in the
1981 budget outside Parliament’s margin. But, as I
have already said, I do not think it is prepared to do so.
That is why the Committee on Budgets has put
forward this proposal. We shall have to wait and see
how far we get with the Council on this during the
conciliation meeting on Wednesday. That was why we
were discussing the time of the vote this morning. This
proposal is thus designed to make it possible for the
problems with the Council to be solved. It is also
designed to prevent our being forced once again to
take steps to reject the budget or block the procedure.

Madam President, if I may say so in all modesty, I find
this proposal also shows that this Parliament’s inten-
tions are constructive, and this as regards not only the
budget but also the furtherance of European cooper-
ation.

President. — I call Mr de Ferranti to speak on behalf
of the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs
on interest subsidies on certain loans granted to Italy
for the reconstruction of the areas devastated by the
earthquake. I would also ask Mr de Ferranti to say a
few words on the mission which, at the request of the
Bureau, he has just undertaken to the devastated area
of ltaly.

Mr de Ferranti, draftsman of an opinion. — 1 wish to
thank you, Madam President and the Bureau, for
inviting me to go to Italy to see for myself the damage
caused by the earthquake and to meet ministers and
responsible officials. I undertook this mission and
spent Wednesday of this week in Rome and Thursday
in Naples, talking to Mr Zamberletti, the Commis-
sioner now responsible for the earthquake area and
subsequently visiting the earthquake area itself.

By way of introduction, Madam President, before I
comment on the Community’s response to the earth-
quake and the particular proposal that is in front of
Parliament today and the motion for a resolution upon
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it, I would like to make one point. It is very difficult,
unless you have visited the region, to imagine the
extent of the damage and the geographical area that is
covered, quite apart from the suffering and the misery
and the unhappiness that inevitably follow a disaster of
this kind. The area affected is about equal to the size
of Belgium.

It is very difficult to comprehend what it means when
400 villages in an area of that size are damaged —
120 of them were completely demolished — and to
imagine the complexity of the logistical task of bring-
ing aid and succour to the people in the area. I think
that the economic and social consequences of the
earthquake are now beginning to be understood and [
was very struck by the inevitability of the emotional
situation in the area, especially during the early days
after the earthquake when the problem was really
being faced and people did not know exactly what was
going on.

The fact is that some of the newspapers and some
television commentators gave the impression that there
had been failure on the part of the authorities to
respond adequately. I would just like to say myself
that I think it is appropriate for Parliament to consider
the other side of the question and to recognize what a
fantastic, indeed heroic, task was accomplished by the
authorities concerned. It really must be recollected
that, despite the appallingly bad weather until last
Tuesday 350 000 people have been found accommo-
dation, admittedly very temporary, in tents and cara-
vans. Sanitary facilities have been provided for them.
That in itself is a task of enormous proportions. And
whilst most people of course are still close to their
homes, some accommodation has been provided in
hotels and in requisitioned housing.

In addition to that, law and order has been main-
tained. Of course there was the tragic murder of one
of the mayors, even whilst I was there, but law and
order has in general been maintained under difficult
circumstances and to everybody’s credit the health
risks have been reduced to a minimum. I did just want
to say that, Madam President, to Parliament before I
make any further comments, because it is something I
think that is in everybody’s mind, reading the newspa-
pers as we do, and I would like to say that I do not
think that the newspapers and television have given a
fair account of the job that has been done out there.

Madam President, we face today very specific propos-
als that have been made to us, and may I say how very
fortunate it is that the European Council was meeting
in Luxembourg at the critical moment because it
enabled it to make decisions and precise proposals
based upon the Commission’s proposals to them.

The one which most immediately concerns the budget
for 1980 is a proposal for 40 million ECU, to be spent
in a way agreed between the Commission and the Ital-

ian Government’s special Commissioner, Mr Zamber-
letti. This will be in addition to the 1-5 million which
was all that was in the bank at the time the disaster
occurred, and that was sent off straight away. That is
part of the emergency aid in the very initial phases.

The main proposal, in front of us today is for a loan of
1 billion units of account of which the first 3 % of the
interest would be charged against the Community
budget for 1981 in the first instance. The loans would
be for 12 years and therefore the charge on the budget
would remain over a period of 12 years.

As I understand it now — and the budget Commis-
sioner will be able to give more definition to this —
the original Ortoli loans, with which we are all famil-
lar and which are easily associated with the name of
the Commissioner who first introduced them, are now
to have their name changed and to be amended. From
now on they are to be known as the New Community
Instrument.

This is very important indeed under the circumstances
we are considering today so that an additional billion
can be raised. This money can then be spent in the
area that is defined and on social and economic infra-
structure work. Members will recall that the original
Ortoli loans were somewhat restricted in their applica-
tion ie. to social infrastructure problems. This is a
fairly formidable loan task and it is very much to be
hoped that Parliament will continue to take an inter-
est, especially of course in the rate of progress for
helping to bring aid and reconstruction and economic
activity back into the areas affected, but at the same
time to fulfil its normal and proper function in its rela-
tionship with the Commission and the Council in
ensuring that the monies are properly applied and
appropriately spent.

On the subject of the Community response, I do
think, it is worth mentioning that the Research Centre
at Ispra had a column of nine trucks. This is a small
part, but a part none the less, of the Community’s
facilities and it was despatched to Avellino and did
work that was much appreciated in that town.

Could I just say a few words now, having commented
about the Community’s response, on the response in
Italy itself?

The earthquake struck on the Sunday night at about
7-30 p.m. It was the Sunday after our plenary session
in Strasbourg. The commandant of the Air Search and
Rescue Headquarters in Bari was in his command
centre and felt the tremor. He straight away made the
decision as to where the earthquake was and what had
to be done. He got into his truck, leaving appropriate
commands behind him and drove to Potenza, where
he, during the night, cleared the heliport so that at
first light the next morning helicopters were arriving in
Potenza with the necessary medical supplies and with
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all the facilities that were required to begin the
immense job. It was a rapid, competent and praise-
worthy effort.

Of course the Carabinieri and the police and fire
service were in a position to go to work immediately.

The Italian Government had to set up the command
structure rapidly, and they did so. During the course
of Monday Mr Zamberletti was appointed. He had
won great respect for his similar job during the Friuli
earthquake, and he was appointed to take command
of the affected area.

The most difficult response was really on the part, as I
understand it, of the Army, which is stationed mostly
in the north of Italy. It inevitably took them some time
to get down to the affected area. It could perhaps have
been that inevitably slow response which gave rise o
some of the criticisms. I was very interested to learn
whilst in Potenza itself how they maintained
communications during the first Sunday night.

We can imagine the scene: People were in their
houses; they were in the cinema, in the streets. The
earthquake struck. The shaking, which was violent,
went on for 70 seconds. If you look at your watches
and just try to feel what it must be like to experience
such an event for such a long time. The chaos that
followed is difficult to describe. I listened to many
personal reminiscences of what happened during those
first few hours.

But it is communications that are the key to response.
And it was very interesting that the police using their
car radios were the key to maintaining contact
between the rescue services. I have to admit, and they
had to admit, that this was not planned. But it was a
fortunate event that the police were there with their
radios and able to carry out this important service.
And I must say, both in relation to the response of the
Army and in relation to the police, that there is
perhaps a lesson to be learnt by all of us on how to
deal with major disasters and aid the civil authorities.

I made particular enquiries, Madam President, whilst I
was there because I felt that Parliament would be
interested, as many people have personal experiences
in the relief work organized throughout Europe.
Everyone there appreciated enormously the response
throughout Europe. They felt that whilst they were
going through this disaster, they were not going
through it alone.

Now relief came in many different forms, but there
was one major problem. The motorway, which fortu-
nately was undamaged, stretches throughout the prov-
ince of Basilicata and Campagna and gives very easy
access to the villages lying along the central area
affected. What happened therefore was that a great
number of relief lorries arrived, went to the villages
close to the motorway and unloaded their supplies.

Those villages could not really cope with them
properly, and the villages lying 20, 30 and 40 kilo-
metres beyond the motorway got nothing.

Mr Zamberletti and the authorities took the view that
it would be more appropriate in all the circumstances
to have definite distribution depots where relief
supplies could be delivered and then distribution
organized from those depots.

This was of course disappointing to many of the
people who had organized relief supplies and driven to
Italy, that they were not able to hand over the supplies
directly to the people affected. But I suspect that in
logistical and administrative terms, it was probably the
best that could be done.

None the less the area is so big that there must have
been many instances where supplies were not delivered
as competently as one might have expected. All T can
say is that one should judge these questions in relation
to the problem in its totality and reflect that now,
nearly three weeks after the event, supplies are getting
through very adequately and, as I said at the begin-
ning, a fair amount has been accomplished.

Could I say a few words, Madam President, about the
problem from now on and how the Community itself
perhaps should regard it?

The immediate task facing the authorities is the more
permanent housing of the people during the course of
this winter and of course the following winter because
the reconstrucuion work must inevitably take more
than two years. It is important that people should be
housed in something more permanent than tents or
even caravans. The vital requirement is for 20000
portable homes of the type that can be lifted like a
container. If this Parliament has any communication
value perhaps I could put an appeal out through you
all now to do all we can to find companies that are
prepared to provide this kind of housing because
20 000 are needed within a month.

The next most important aspect in regard to the future
is to recognize that at the moment the economy of the
country areas has really come to a complete standstill
— without banks, without shops, without normal life,
the economy really comes to a halt. It is vitally impor-
tant therefore that the reconstruction phase and the
Community’s contribution to it take place and are
initiated as rapidly as possible.

I was very encouraged to learn that the authorities do
not propose to go through the same phases of investi-
gation and planning that they did at Friuli. The
proposal is to get straight on with the work on rehous-
ing, on infrastructure, on public buildings, on agricul-
ture and industry, using the existing authorities, and to
carry 1t through as rapidly as possible. This, of course,
is especially important once the powers of the special
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Commissioner cease to be available. Those seem to me
to be some of the aspects concerning the country
areas.

I would just like to add — speaking as one who was a
visitor there for a very short time — that the fact that
the villages are all on the tops of hills is a very remark-
able one which does not seem to those who see them
for the first time to be all that relevant in economic
and social terms today.

But I think we should be very careful indeed before
making any judgements ourselves. And it is vital there-
fore that the normal democratic decision-making
procedures in the different areas of local government
concerned should start functioning again as rapidly as
possible. I am sure we could all dream of a grand
economic plan to totally alter and modernize and
change the way of life in this part of Italy. I am equally
sure it would be a mistake. I think what we need is a
clear determination to get on with the job as quickly as
possible and to help the normal process of decision-
making to take place efficiently and rapidly. I would
suspect that the earthquake in the country areas will
give the impetus for a new kind of social and
economic life in the region, but it is for the region to
decide and for us, perhaps, to allow the region to so
decide.

Naples on the other hand, as opposed to the country
area, is another problem. I left Rome at 6 o’clock in
the morning. [ got to Naples an hour ahead of time for
my meeting with Mr Zamberletti and it took me a
whole hour to get from the outskirts of Naples to
Mr Zamberletti’s office. Naples just does not function
in the way that other cities in the Community do. It is
very, very different. It is obvious how difficult the
political problems are there, and it is certainly not for
me to comment.

I would just say this though: it is evident from the
shaking that the houses got — incidentally there were
only one hundred deaths in Naples, but they were
caused by the collapse of a building — that there are
many, many more buildings that are extremely
dangerous. Something has now got to be done to
re-house a percentage of the population in Naples.
Perhaps, therefore, there may be some benefit in this
awful disaster if it stimulates the beginnings of the
necessary changes that I think everybody who has
visited Naples feels ought really to be made.

In conclusion, Madam President, could I say that the
aid that is being proposed — the 1 000 million and the
400 million units of account — is very small. The total
estimate of the cost made at the moment, which
admittedly is very early, is something in the region of
eight times that figure. The loan that is being found is
perhaps therefore only one-eighth of the total sum of
money required for just the first two years of the
reconstruction phase. It is for the institutions to judge

whether the amount is correct and whether the interest
rebate is the correct amount — that is a political deci-
sion which clearly must be made.

I think what is important though is to get on with the
job, not to make too many changes, to recognize
consensus where there is consensus and follow it up so
that the work can be started; and then to recognize
that what we are doing now, today, this week, is only
the beginning; that as time goes by it will be necessary
to re-examine the problem and the challenge that we
face and to decide again whether additional monies
are required and on what sort of repayment terms and
what sort of interest rates.

So I hope we will in no way think that that is the end
of the story of Community aid — it must be kept
under review. I hope that Parliament will play its
normal role, using its committee structure in the
normal way and putting questions to Commissioners
dealing with the progress being made under its rules in
the normal fashion. But we do need to remember
constantly during the next two years that this was a
disaster on an unprecedented scale. It is a challenge
that has been presented to the Community. It goes to
the very heart of whether the Community is meaning-
ful to the people of our countries or not and it is
therefore the continuing responsibility of this Parlia-
ment to make certain that Community institutions
respond in an appropriate way.

The way in which the Community responds is of
course not limited to the specific proposals before us
today. There 1s also the normal functioning of the
Social and Regional Funds. But, my goodness, this
disaster certainly lends emphasis to the need for
extending the Social and Regional Funds and the need
to get on with the normal job of the budget, which we
have heard explained by the rapporteur on the budget
today, and the need to make progress under the
Commission mandate and go ahead with all the views
that we have 1n this Parliament about future progress
in the Community.

I hope very much therefore that the normal working
of the institutions will continue but, also that it will
continue, with a very conisderable sense of urgency, to
respond to this appalling situation.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Lange.

Mr Lange, chairman of the Committee on Budgets.
— (D) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, Mr
de Ferranti has undoubtedly given a very impressive
report of conditions in the earthquake area. I will not
comment on this or on the aid measures, which we all
support without reservation, having said some time
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ago that aid is needed quickly and urgently in the Ital-
1an disaster area.

Madam President, I cannot, however, avoid raising
one point which we find rather disturbing. The report
submitted by Mr de Ferranti clearly demonstrates that
this regulation concerns above all the procurement of
resources, in other words, the Community must raise
loans to be able to make the required financial
resources, the additional resources available to Iraly.
Mr de Ferranti and Mr Adonnino, the rapporteur of
the Commuttee on Budgets, will be commenting on
this later.

I feel we must take this opportunity to have a further
discussion on the terms of reference of the commirtees
in the Bureau or the enlarged Bureau. Some may think
1t is being petty to raise the question of terms of refer-
ence in the context of the disaster in Italy. But this was
not all that the committee now responsible wanted.
When financial resources have to be procured for
certain political measures and loans granted from
these resources, or borrowings, then we are talking
about financial policy and not economic policy,
regional policy or social policy, and the Committee on
Budgets is then the appropriate committee.

If I take the argument used by the enlarged Bureau to
appoint the Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs as the committee responsible, 1 can only
conclude that in fact the Committee on Regional
Policy and Regional Planning should be the commit-
tee responsible, because what is at stake is not simply
the economic development but the complete recon-
struction of a region. I feel that these questions must
be quietly settled — not here and now: this was simply
intended as a stimulant — in the Bureau or enlarged
Bureau, so that no more misunderstandings arise over
the terms of reference of committees.

I should like to add that the Committee on Budgets
has refrained from claiming responsibility for marters
to do with taxation and tax legislation because tax
legislation 1s for the Community simply a question of
harmonization and equal conditions of compettion,
and that is a subject which falls within the terms of
reference of the Committee on Economic and Mone-
tary Affairs. But the procurement of resources on the
capital market does not fall within the terms of refer-
ence of the Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs or of the Committee on Regional Policy and
Regional Planning.

Madam President, I felt compelled to take the oppor-
tunity to point this out. If we had said nothing, the
Bureau or the enlarged Bureau might have assumed
that we agreed to such decisions.

I would ask the chairman of the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs not to see my
remarks in the wrong light. I was able to explain the
situation to him personally this morning.

President. — We do not wish to hold a debate on the
question of aid to Italy, but only on the question of
principle posed by the chairman of the Committee on
Budgets. It would be desirable for the chairman of the
Committee on Budgets to contact the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs on this matter as the
question could arise again. If agreement is reached the
Bureau will ratify it and it will be included in the draft
to be submitted to the plenary sitting which will be
required in the near future to decide on the terms of
reference of the various committees.

I call MrAdonnino to present the opinion of the
Committee on Budgets on aid to Italy.

Mr Adonnino, rapporteur — (I) Madam President,
ladies and gentlemen, the Committee on Budgets has
examined the problem of aid to Italy following the
earthquake, to the extent that the matter touches upon
its field of competence. This examination _naturally
took into account the most strictly technical factors,
but we are nevertheless fully aware of the social and
human aspects of this great tragedy. 1 believe it my
duty to begin by praising Mr de Ferranti’s report, a
correct, precise, and very moving one which gives us
an objective picture, such as I, an Italian, would find it
difficult to present. I am especially appreciative of the
evaluation made by Mr de Ferranti after his personal,
on-the-spot investigation of the occurrence.

This having been said, Madam President, the Commit-
tee on Budgets evidently agrees with Mr de Ferranti’s
conclusions regarding this aid, and approves the
recourse to the system of loans. The Committee
believes that, as a beginning, the tranche of
1 000 million is acceptable, for it is clearly necessary
also to take into account the existing capacity for utiliz-
ing the means involved. The Commission itself, in
presenting the proposal, specified its opinion that two-
thirds of this 1 000 million can be entered in the 1981
budget, and one-third in that for 1982.

What I wish to emphasize, and which I consider very
important, is that when we discuss such intervention,
we normally use the word ‘solidarity’ and justify our
action by the principle it represents. I believe that what
we are doing now in this exceptional case is in fact a
manifestation of the principle of solidarity, but not
only that. We must be aware that the action taken for
reconstruction in the areas devastated by the earth-
quake is also a Community matter: if the Community
exists, it is to its advantage that all the regions belong-
ing to it should be capable of progressing towards the
goals for which it was created and towards the objec-
tives clearly laid down in the Treaty of Rome. If,
therefore, because of an extraordinary event, such as
this earthquake in Italy, the basic conditions in two
regions, which were already among the most disad-
vantaged, with income far below the Community aver-
age, are further aggravated, the restoration of these
basic conditions to permit the continuation of normal
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policies designed to improve life in these regions is
properly a problem of Community interest. Such
action represents not only solidarity as a human
emotional fact, but also, and in particular, the very
principles underlying the existence of Community
policy.

A consequence of this was examined yesterday by the
Committee on Budgets. The proposal in question
provides for an interest subsidy of 3 %, which will

affect Community budgets for the next 12 years, and.

whose influence on the 1981 budget I have already
mentioned. What is the reason for the 3 % figure? It
has been noted that no new means were created, and
that a new tranche was merely added to the means
already in existence to cover the new commitment.
Therefore the normal 3 % was adopted, a figure
which already has precedents in Community financial
intervention.

We of the Committee on Budgets agreed yesterday
that the event is exceptional in nature, and calls for an
exceptional response. The Committee planned to
suggest that the 3 % interest subsidy, that is, the inter-
vention by means of an interest subsidy charged to the
Community budget, should be increased to 5 %.
Naturally, over the years of the duration of the loan,
the conditions of the money market, which are subject
to change, will be taken into account. With this
suggestion we mean to stress that the decision regard-
ing the loan should be referred to the budgetary
authority, which will decide on an annual basis, and
that the extraordinary nature of the situation should
also be reflected in the mechanisms of this Community
intervention.

These are the two fundamental points I wished to
make, but there is also a third one, which is that the
Commission’s proposal, in contrast to what has been
done before, is intended to provide for interest subsi-
dies, not through the creation of a special fund —
which remains outside the Community budget, — but
rather to the system of annually charging the pertinent
amount to the Community budget. I believe that this,
t00, is very important, for this annual charge on the
budget underlines the Community nature of the initia-
tive and thereby the fact that the Community is pro-
viding for these expenditures out of its general
resources.

Ladies and gentlemen, this is the conclusion reached
yesterday by the Committee on Budgets. While
welcoming Mr de Ferranti’s report and respecting his
conclusions, I want to state that I shall be tabling an
amendment to the motion for a resolution on the
amount of the interest rebate.

President. — I call Mr Santer.

Mr Santer, President-in-Office of the Council.
— (F) Madam President, for the third time in a few
months it falls to me to address Parliament in the
context of the budgetary procedure for the financial
year 1981. I should like to point out that throughout
this procedure the Presidency has made every effort to
maintain the closest possible contact with the parlia-
mentary bodies most directly concerned with budget
questions, in particular the Committee on Budgets.

The difficulties we experienced over the 1980 budget
together with their many and various consequences
should at least have taught us one lesson, namely that
no institution has anything directly to gain from
precipitating a budgetary conflict with its potentially
crippling effect on Community policies, which would
be detrimental to the Community itself. Through a
continuous dialogue with Parliament, jointly with the
Commission, the Presidency hoped above all to be
able to explain the background to the positions
adopted by the Council, to clear up any misunder-
standings that might have arisen between our two
institutions and to take some of the heat out of the
discussions on possible points of friction.

The time is nearly upon us when each of our two insti-
tutions will have to assume its responsibilities in the
full knowledge of the arguments and motivations of
the other.

You will recall that on 24 and 25 November 1980 the
Council took its decision on the 1981 draft budgert,
amended and accompanied by proposed modifications
adopted by Parliament on 6 November. Before making
its decision the Council had an opportunity to measure
once again, at a meeting with a parliamentary delega-
tion, the importance that Parliament attaches to
certain particular aspects of the 1981 Community
budget. I do not believe I am exaggerating when I tell
you that the arguments developed by your delegation
in the course of this meeting had a significant influ-
ence on the Council’s deliberations on some of the
points about which Members of Parliament feel parti-
cularly strongly. I will go further. I am personally
convinced that the effort put in by the Council on the
night of 24/25 November represents a significant
movement towards the common ground that our two
institutions must find this week.

I should like then, if I may, just briefly to run through
the Council’s decision, concentrating on the most
important topics.

The Council has again confirmed that it shares Parlia-
ment’s preoccupation with the need to keep a tight
rein on agricultural expenditure. It did not reject
either proposed modification No 594, cutting aid for
skimmed-milk powder by 50 m EUA, or the modifica-
tion which provided for a flat-rate reduction of 2 %
throughout Chapters 6 and 7 and the transfer of a
corresponding amount to Chapter 79. The approval of
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these two proposed modifications is in my view indica-
tive of the economy-oriented approach that we can
expect to prevail at the discussions on agricultural
prices for the 1981/1982 marketing year and on the
financing proposals that the Commission will be
submitting on that occasion.

The inclusion in the budget of borrowing and lending
operations was among the points that had induced
Parliament to reject the 1980 draft budget. Following
a period of hesitation and prevarication the Council,
after a very detailed examination of this complex
subject, eventually formed a clearer picture of the
numerous problems associated with this question. It
was forced to conclude that a number of the most
important budgetary rules prevented these operations
being included as such in the budget. However, in
order to enable Parliament to have a clear overall view
of the Community’s borrowing and lending policy, of
the debt burden and also of the regularity and sound
management of these operations, the Council
proceeded to rearrange and improve the document
that is to be annexed to Section III — Commission —
of the budget. Furthermore, before the end of the
budgetary procedure the Council will be answering
any points that the European Parliament may wish to
raise in connection with this annex, and it will also be
applymg, with the European Parliament, the concilia-
tion procedure laid down in the joint declaration
drawn up by Parliament, the Council and the
Commission, before adopting the basic regulations
establishing the new borrowing and lending mecha-
nisms. I believe that in this area, too, the Council has
made a genuine attempt to move towards meeting
Parliament’s wishes, but without — and I am fully
aware of this — being able to meet them fully.

The parliamentary delegation which met the Council
on 24 November indicated that the sections of the
budget that the European Parliament had singled out
for priority treatment this year were those relating to
energy, reglonal and social policy, and developmem
cooperation policy. It would seem that there is a large
measure of agreement on this point between Parlia-
ment and the Council, for it is on the appropriations in
these four particular areas that the Council has
concentrated its special attention. The Council has
increased the Social Fund’s commitment appropria-
tions by 40 m EUA as against the 59 m EUA requested
by Parliament.

Moreover, the Council has added 140 m EUA in
commitment appropriations to the European Regional
Development Fund, bringing the total to 1 540 m EUA
as against the 1600 m EUA suggested by Parliament.
It is clear from this that as regards commitment appro-
priations in these two areas there has been a consider-
able narrowing of the gap between the two positions
and the volume of appropriations adopted at the
second reading should no longer be a source of
conflict. Now as regards payment appropriations I

understand that, despite the undertakings already
given by the Council, which would make available
some 180 m EUA for these two areas combined,
Parliament still feels that a further 50 m EUA or so
will be needed for the European Social Fund and a
further 150 m EUA for the European Regional Deve-
lopment Fund in 1981. I would ask Parliament to take
into account also the financial measures that are being
taken in connection with the Social Fund under
supplementary budget No 2 for 1980, about which Mr
Dankert spoke to you earlier.

On a general note, I would say that the experience
gained in previous years has shown that there has been
a tendency on the part both of the Commission and of
the budgetary authorlty to overestimate the payment
appropriations requirements for these two large funds.
This is a factor it is well worth bearing in mind in the
discussions that have still to take place on this prob-
lem.

So far as cooperation with non-associated developing
countries is concerned, the Council has added 50 m
EUA in commitment appropriations to the figure
approved in September. The Council has, however,
made no increase in payment appropriations since it
has transpired that all the 1980 appropriations are to
be carried over to 1981, the rate of utlization of
appropriations being extremely slow owing to the
difficulties inherent in an operation of this nature.

The other sector regarded as a priority one by Parlia-
ment is energy. Here, the Council is proposing an
increase of 47-3m EUA in commitment appropria-
tions, thus doublmg the appropriations originally
entered in the draft budget in September. The Council
has, however, admittedly declined to include in the
draft budget amounts of the order of 150 m EUA, as a
‘global reserve’ for the energy sector, and a further
100 m EUA for the new Community initiative. The
Council could not allow the budget to be inflated by
the inclusion of appropriations of this order of magni-
tude, since it is virtually certain that there will be no
possibility of such amounts being committed during
1981.

Another amendment to which Parliament attaches the
greatest importance provides for the entry of a total of
112 m EUA to finance social measures in the iron and
steel sector. After discussing the matter at very great
length the Council accepted that action had to be
taken to alleviate the social implications of the crisis in
the iron and steel industry. However, we should not
close our eyes to the fact that opinions are divided as
to the best method of achieving the desired objective.
This fundamental question is even now being
discussed in Brussels, but the Council’s suggestion of
putting in a token entry until such time as a decision of
principle is reached seems the best course as it leaves
all the options open.
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Madam President, looking at Parliament’s resolution
of 6 November on Section IIl — Commission — of
the 1981 draft budget, it should be apparent — as I
have just tried to show — that on a whole range of
points the Council has made considerable efforts to
accommodate the views of the European Parliament.
This is particularly true given that the Council has
agreed, not without some difficulty I can assure you,
to initiate with Parliament the procedure provided for
in Article 203 (9), fifth subparagraph, for the purpose
of fixing a new rate for payment appropriations.

It is therefore with some surprise, not to say regret,
that I learned that Parliament’s Committee on Budgets
had decided on 8 and 9 December to recommend that
Parliament reinstate at the second reading amend-
ments to the amount of 240 m EUA in commitment
appropriations and 215 m EUA in payment appropria-
tions, and that does not take into account the
Regional Fund or the ECSC social measures on which
the Committee on Budgets is to express an opinion
only tomorrow afternoon.

The criucal situation in the budgetary field that all the
Member States, without exception, are experiencing at
the moment — and there is no light at the end of the
tunnel looking at next year, austerity being the order
of the day — demands that we be realistic and it is in
this frame of mind that the Council will be embarking
tomorrow with Parliament on what I hope will be the
very last discussions on the 1981 draft budget, which it
is in all our interests to see adopted by the end of this
week.

President. — I call Mr Tugendhat.

Mr ‘Tugendhat, Member of the Commission.
— Madam President, as Mr Dankert said in the
speech which he made earlier in this debate, we are
dealing with a number of important subjects which
have now become rather mixed together. We have an
annual budget, we have a supplementary budget, we
have a letter amendment, and we are dealing with
them all together. We have the very important political
and technical problems that arise from the budget and
the supplementary budget. We also have the quite
different but extraordinarily important human and
political problems that arise from the Italian earth-
quake, so we are moving from the kind of detail which
characterizes our budgetary debates to the enormous
human, social and political problems that characterize
the Italian earthquake, all in the space of a single
debate and, in the case of some of us, in the space of a
single speech.

Now clearly the only way to approach a matter of this
sort is to deal with each subject one at a time and to
try to provide as clear a division between them as one
can. As the House would expect, I shall start with the
budget for 1981, though I shall also have some refer-

ences to make to the interesting and imaginative 1deas
which have been put forward for linking the annual
1981 budget with the supplementary budget for 1980.

I begin, therefore, with the 1981 budget, and I begin
with a quotation:

Where the Assembly, the Council or the Commission
consider that the activities of the Communities require
that the [maximum] rate should be exceeded, another rate
may be fixed by agreement between the Council, acting
by a qualified majority, and the Assembly, acting by a
majority of its members and three-fifths of the votes cast.

No doubt, many Members of the Parliament will
instantaneously remember that that is a quotation
from subparagraph 5 of Article 203 (9) of the EEC
Treaty. It is an important element in our debates
today, because it is very clear from the text that each
of the three institutions, the Parliament, the Council
and the Commission, have a say in the matter. Each of
them is entitled to express its view as to whether in the
best interests of the development of the Community’s
activities the maximum rate ought to be exceeded. The
decision, of course, has to be taken by agreement
between the Council and the Parliament. For once,
these two institutions are indisputably on an equal
footing. There has to be real negotiation; there has o
be a genuine search for a mutually acceptable solution;
some compromise has finally to be found and a
genuine co-decision has to be taken by the two institu-
tions that together comprise our Community’s budget-
ary authority.

On the question whether a maximum rate ought to be
exceeded at all, I am glad to underline that the situa-
tion today is clearer than it has ever been in the past at
the same stage in this procedure, or, at least, certainly
clearer than it has been in my recollection, though
there are some people here, Mr Lange, Mr Aigner and
others, who have been dealing with budgets over a
very much longer period than I have. It is well known
that the Commission, right from the beginning,
expressed the view that the Community’s activities
require that the maximum rate of 12-2 % for this year
should be exceeded. We took this view with regard
both to commitment appropriations and to payment
appropriations. Nor will it have escaped anyone’s
attention that the Council at its second reading also
decided that the maximum rate should be exceeded
with regard to payment appropriations. A new rate has
indeed been proposed by the Council to the Parlia-
ment. This is, if I may say so and I think it is right that
I should say so, both an act of realism and a gesture of
goodwill on the Council’s part. We are, it seems to
me, working in the right direction and we have, as |
think has emerged both from Mr Santer’s speech and
from some of the speeches which have been made
from the side of the Parliament, a more favourable
atmosphere than has sometimes been the case in the
past. Indeed, I have noted that the last conciliation
meeting, held in Brussels during the budget Council in
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November, took on a new and specific character. It
enabled the three interested parties to have a real and
thorough exchange of views about the Community
budgetary policy in the short and medium terms.
Certainly, the position of the Parliamentary delegation
and my own position were rather in advance of the
position of the Council, and I believe that many more
meetings of the same type will be needed in order to
clarify misunderstandings and to settle old problems. I
expressed my views of the way in which those meet-
ings should develop and the kind of issues which
should be covered in the contribution which I made at
that time; but I would like to express the wish here
that the conciliation meeting which will be taking
place tomorrow and which will be dealing above all
with the specific problems relating to this budget,
though no doubt it will go wider as well, will be able
to take place on the same constructive plane as seems
now to be characterizing the exchanges on the 1981
budget.

So, Madam President, I have sounded an optimistic
note, and after listening to the rapporteur, Mr Adon-
nino, and to the other speeches, I think there are
reasons for optimism. The Committee on Budgets’
suggested course of action — to devote a considerable
weight of expenditure in the 1980 supplementary
budget to purposes that are undeniably in the interests
of the Community and as a result to be willing to
forego seeking increases of a similar order in
non-compulsory expenditure in the 1981 budget,
when the Community’s finances will necessarily be
much more constrained, seems to me to be both
responsible and imaginative. It is imaginative because
Parliament is using its undoubted powers to the full
and In a constructive fashion, and it is responsible
because it should provide a means for the two halves
of the budgetary authority to reach agreement But for
this to happen, we shall have to have a speedy and,
above all, a positive response from the Council, and I
for my part appeal to it to act in this manner.

I now twrn to some more detailed and specific
remarks. As the House knows, there has been a
constant problem this year in the relation between
payment appropriations on the one hand and commit-
ment appropriations on the other. Every year that goes
by presents us with a new situation. Last year, as ever-
yone will no doubt vividly recall, the level of payment
appropriations was not the main issue; it was commit-
ments that were the cause of discord. This year, it so
happens that it is for payment appropriations that the
Council itself has thought fit to exceed the maximum
rate. Now, of course, that does not mean that one year
payment appropriations are of political importance
and the next year they are not. The Commission has
always held, and continues to maintain the view, that
payment appropriations must automatically flow from
the level of commitments. It is precisely because
payments are an automatic consequence of commit-
ments that commitments which have already been

entered into and commitments which the budgetary
authority will authorize us to enter into next year must
be honoured by a sufficiency of payment appropria-
tions. This is a problem which the Council has hitherto
avoided facing up to completely, but it is one that
cannot be neglected or set on one side indefinitely.

One can, of course, take a number of views on the
subject. One can decide that the appropriate level of
payments, should be entered now in the 1981 budget
and thereby become part of the overall bargain on the
amount by which the draft budget ought to be
increased. This, of course, would be the normal way
of doing things. On the other hand, one can accept
that such amounts can instead be provided by way of
supplementary budgets. That is the less normal way of
doing things. It is less normal, it is less orthodox, but it
is — and I think this is the key point — perfectly
possible. Parliament is suggesting the latter course,
and because of the financial circumstances of the
Community it is suggesting the use of the 1980 supple-
mentary budget. Now, as I have said already, this is
ingenious, but the budgetary authority must recognize
that it has consequences for carry-overs and transfers
and these will have to be accepted subsequently — if,
indeed, it is decided to go down this particular route
in order to find a solution to the problems which we
face at this particular moment. There, Madam Presi-
dent, I would like to let the matter rest of how it is one
seeks to find a solution to the problem. I think that a
new and interesting avenue has been opened up, and it
1s one that certainly must be explored to the utmost.

In any discussion about a budget, we cannot, of
course, avoid all reference to figures, and for a few
brief moments I should like to deal with some of them.
On several occasions this year in this Parliament, I
have pointed out that the Commission’s record in the
utilization of payment appropriations has been
improving very considerably. Indeed, in October of
this year, in answer to Mr Notenboom’s oral question
with debate about the implementation of the 1980
budget, I announced a full utilization of the Social
Fund payment credits by the end of this year. That was
in October; and the Commission has now just given
written evidence that it could, if it were given the
means, spend 100 m more than is actually available on
the Social Fund. No-one, I think, could ask for a
clearer demonstration of the need for an adequate
provision in payment appropriations in this important
area of Community activity, an area of Community
activity which we have been emphasizing throughout
the budgetary procedure.

As I am dealing with the Social Fund and its require-
ments both for 1980 and for 1981, let me try to clear
away one possible misunderstanding. If the budgetary
authority adopts the supplementary budget for 1980 as
proposed by the Commission, this does not mean that
the shortfall in the 1981 endowment is ipso facto
reduced by the same amount. It is simply an indication
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that the Commission has now removed all the adminis-
trative obstacles to speedy implementation and that its
initial estimates for the 1981 requirements are being
confirmed as the right ones. I think it is very important
to bear this point in mind.

On the other priority actions, I have little 1o add to the
statement I made on 3 November 1980. I think I need
to repeat some of it, but I shall do so quite briefly. In
the energy sector, I note that for all the lines where
legislation still has to be proposed and passed — the
new energy initiative, interest-rate subsidies for invest-
ment in energy-saving — the Committee on Budgets
suggests entering the amounts in Chapter 100, and a
global energy reserve has been entered in a separate
reserve chapter, Chaper 103. I welcome these initia-
tives, which I believe demonstrate the Parliament’s
determination to foster the real development of a
common energy policy. They constitute at the same
time a clear acknowledgement that a separate legal
basis is necessary before implementation becomes
possible and they are, as in some other areas which we
are talking about at the moment, a constructive and
clear-sighted recognition both of the objectives that
the Community ought to be pursuing and of some of
the problems which face the Community in the way of
actually attaining those objectives. So, I welcome these
initiatives.

The same applies to Item 3781, concerning Commu-
nity financial support for transport infrastructure
projects for which it is proposed to enter 5m EUA in
commitment appropriations in Chapter 100.

Then there is Chapter 54, designed to finance social
measures in the steel industry through a subsidy to the
ECSC budget. I have spoken frequently and at length
on this subject in this Parliament, and Parliament
knows how very strongly the Commission feels on this
subject. Both Commission and Parliament are held in
suspense by the Foreign Affairs Council which is meet-
ing today — I do not know if it has started yet — and
which is expected to pronounce both on the substance
of the policy and on its financing methods. We shall
no doubt have to revert to this subject later this week
in the conciliation meeting when the situation has
become clearer. Suffice it for the moment to say that
the Commission and Parliament share the view that
once the policy is agreed, its financing through a
subsidy from the EEC to the ECSC budget is both
legally possible and financially preferable to any other
method.

Aid to development is also, and justifiably so, in the
forefront of everyone’s preoccupauons. It is therefore
all the more regrettable that at this stage, where we
should simply have to reconcile different views on
amounts, the discussions should be burdened by
underlying problems of principle, such as the classifi-
cation of expenditure. Clearly, Parliament attaches
great importance to increases in quantities of food aid.
At the same time the Council, regarding as it does the

whole of food aid as compulsory, considers this matter
to be closed Once again, I have to regret that the
budgetary procedure should have gone through with-
out at any stage a proper discussion of the ‘institu-
tional points’, as they are generally called, or the prob-
lems of principle.

The basis for discussion exists and has been provided
by the Commission in its introduction to the prelimi-
nary draft budget. The Commission’s thesis that any
food aid which is not bound by an international agree-
ment 1s non-obligatory is accepted in its entirety
neither by the Council nor by the Parliament, but the
justification for such a rejection has not been exposed
by either of these two institutions, let alone discussed
by them with the Commission. I have noted that the
draft resolution prepared by Mr Adonnino deplores
this state of affairs and proposes that such discussions
be opened at the beginning of the 1981 financial year.
[ strongly support Mr Adonnino’s initiative, even
though it does not, of course, help to solve our prob-
lems on this particular occasion.

Having covered the main priority items, I should like,
if T may, to turn to a few rather technical remarks.
First of all, on the four lines under Article 351 relating
to environment policy, it is clear that the Committee
on Budgets considers that the proposed amounts of
4 million European units of account must be imple-
mented by the Commission on its own responsibility.
While the Commission’s original intention was to
submit proposals for Council regulations in this sector,
it would be possible instead — and more appropriate,
given the amounts invoked — to prepare for future
policy actions by studies and pilot schemes. The
Commission is ready to do this. By definition, such
actions would be of a more limited nature than those
at first envisaged by us. If such is the wish of Parlia-
ment, the relevant amendments will have to be made
to the remarks column of the budget in order to
remove all further references to framework Council
resolutions. Therefore, if Parliament wants to do this,
it must take the consequential action; but, as I have
explained, we, for our part, are prepared to undertake
the tasks in the manner I have just described.

Secondly, I must thank Mr Aigner for accepting the
Commission’s suggestion that the breakdown of the
subsidy to the various satellite bodies be shown in the
remarks column of the budget. I understand that in his
view that would imply informing his Control Commit-
tee about transfers made within the satellites” budgets
but would not require any change in the existing
financial regulations. I, for my part, can accept the
terms of this settlement.

Lastly, I cannot and the House would not expect me
to bring my speech to a close without thanking the
Committee on Budgets for its amendments for both
the creaton and transformation of posts. I do so not
only as the Commissioner responsible for the budget,
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but also as the Commissioner responsible for personnel
and administration. I am particularly grateful to
Mr Adonnino for recognizing that the transformation
of posts is the best solution to ease the very serious
career blockages which many Commission officials
experience at this moment.

[ have been dealing thus far with the 1981 budget and
in the course of my remarks have naturally said some-
thing about the supplementary budget as well, but, as
said at the outset, we are dealing not only with these
important matters but also with the very emotional,
very human tragedy of the Italian earthquake and I
should like, before I sit down, to turn to the proposals
the Commission has made in response to that earth-
quake. The resolutions from the political groups and
from others are only just beginning to become availa-
ble. I do not have them all myself yet, and depending
on how things develop, it may very well be necessary
for me to say something later on in the debate on this
particular point.

Let me say at the outset that Commission’s view is that
it is the duty of the Community to respond to the
plight of its citizens. This duty can be fulfilled in a
variety of different ways, but it is the duty of the
Community to show solidarity with its citizens when
they suffer some particular tragedy or disaster of
which this earthquake is obviously a fearful example.
Now, that response can come partly in the form of
actions by individual citizens and partly in the form of
actions by the governments of the Member States, but
also, of course, it should certainly take the form of
action through the Community budget.

Our proposals are in two parts: an appropriation for
emergency aid which is contained in the supplemen-
tary budget No 2 o the 1980 budget, and a proposal
for a long-term loan to be subsidized from the
Community budget beginning in 1981. Let me take the
1980 supplementary budget No 2 and the 1981 letter
of amendment together. The Commission proposed
40 million European units of account in emergency
aid. The rapporteur of the Committee on Budgets
suggests 60 milhon European units of account. The

Commission considers that this 1s equally appropriate.
* They are substantial sums of money in our terms and
in terms of our budget. Our means are limited, and
they are, I think, an important act of solidarity.

So far as the Joan is concerned, the House knows that
this is intended for economic and social reconstruc-
von. There is a difference between emergency aid
designed to alleviate the immediate sufferings of the
moment and the economic and social reconstruction
that has to be embarked upon afterwards. The
Commission has proposed a loan of 1 billion European
units of account, subsidized at a rate of 3 % over
12 years, the instruments for the loan being the Euro-
pean Investment Bank and the New Community
Instrument. The Committee on Economic and Mone-
tary Affairs has, I understand, endorsed this approach.

I know there are some in the House who feel that
things should be done differently. All I would say —
and I said this in the Committee on Budgets last night
— is that speed is terribly important. I think that came
through very clearly from Mr de Ferranti’s report, as
well as from all the other reports which one has read
and heard from the earthquake zones.

Speed is very important indeed, and I do hope very
much that all those concerned with this problem —
and certainly the Commission, Council and Parliament
— will not take any action which gives rise, for
whatever reason, to delay or make any changes which
are not absolutely essential. We want to get the matter
right, but we want to get the money flowing into the
earthquake zone as quickly as we possibly can. We
need therefore to agree on this assistance package to
Italy in this part-session and to have it cut and dried
before we rise for Christmas, so that the consequential
acton can begin to flow. But let me on this point —
and, as I say, I may very well feel the need to return to
it later — also allude again to Mr de Ferranti’s report
and to what I took to be the response of the House to
it.

Mr de Ferrant explained first of all the magnitude of
the disaster that has struck that part of Italy and drew
an analogy with the size of Belgium in order to illus-
trate it. He also talked about the immediate problems
and the way they are being tackled and about the big
social and political problems which the people of that
region are going to have to face. He said that it was
going to be very important that the Community and its
various institutions should stand ready to help and that
we should help as effectively as possible. He pointed
out, however, that the way in which the political and
social problems of that part of Italy are resolved
should be the responsibility of the Italian people and
the appropriate Italian authorities themselves. That
seems to be the mood of the House. Much the same
terms were used by Mr Adonnino in his moving
response to Mr de Ferranti’s remarks and, of course,
also by Mr Lange who spoke afterwards.

I hope the House will remember that, because I think
there is a danger here of the Community becoming
rather more involved in those decisions than is appro-
priate. I have here a motion put down by a number of
Members which instructs the Commission to submit to
the European Parliament without delay a detailed plan
specifically designed to restore production and rebuild
the industrial base, including the necessary social
measures to improve employment and productive
capacity throughout the earthquake area and in the
adjacent areas. Now [ would say to that that we are
not the Italian Parliament. We are not the Italian
authorites. Most of us, of course, are not even Italian,
but, as is clear from Mr de Ferranti’s remarks and the
response which the House gave, it is for us to assist the
Italian people and the appropriate Italian authorities in
doing all those things. It is for us, I hope, to assist
them, but it is not for us to take over their task.
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Certainly not! It is for them to make their own deci-
sions about their lives and their future and their region
and their country. 1 think it is very important to
remember that.

I think it is also important to look carefully at the
actual situation of the budget and to remember first of
all that our means are limited. All of us know that.
Secondly, we must remember that there are no easy
ways of finding a little bit of money here or a little bit
of money there in some pocket or another, which one
can funnel into Italy without actually feeling the cost
oneself. Reference has been made to unexpended
balances from this year’s Regional Fund and Social
Fund. There is a small unexpended balance in the
Regional Fund, but the Social Fund, as I have just
been saying and as the House very well knows, is one
hundred million units of account down. We do not
have any unexpended balance. We actually need a
hundred million more, as I was explaining. So if we
are to provide assistance for the earthquake zone, it is
going to have to be real money and will actually have
to be found, therefore, at the expense of some other
purpose. There is no easy way of doing it, and we
must operate within the realm of the possible while
taking decisions which actually mean something to our
pockets. That, of course, is absolutely how it should
be.

Let us also look at the way in which existing instru-
ments can be used and the way in which existng
instruments can be developed and built up. There is, of
course, — and I have this very much in mind — the
integrated programme approach of the Commission. It
so happens that a long time ago one was designated
for southern ltaly, and in Naples it is making steady
progress as a pilot scheme. Now this is a pilot scheme,
as I say, but it is the kind of thing which we need to
take into account in our assessment, so that we can see
how to make the best use of what we actually have
available.

Mr President, I have covered a wide area. I have
covered the 1981 annual budget and the 1980 supple-
mentary budget. I have made a number of references
to your own report from the Italian earthquake zone. I
have tried to say something about your approach to
the Italian earthquake problems. Obviously the debate
will now take its course. I will listen to all that is said,
and if need be I may very well ask your indulgence to
intervene again.

IN THE CHAIR: MR DE FERRANTI

Vice-President

President. — I call Mr Patterson to speak on behalf
of the Committee on Youth, Culture, Education,
Information and Sport.

Mr Patterson,  draughtsman  of an  opinion.
— Mr President, as I only have three minutes, I will
confine myself to three points.

First of all I formally move Amendments Nos 56 and
81, as Rule 29 of the Rules of procedure say I should.
Secondly, may I thank the Council for accepting my
committee’s amendment to appropriations to prepare
young people for their working careers. This is going
to provide small but valuable help in particular to the
young handicapped during next year’s Year of the
Handicapped.

Thirdly, could I make a plea to this Parliament to
support Amendment No 55 which refers to the infor-
mation policy of the European Community. The
Commission originally asked for 10 million units of
account — a very small amount — and published the
programme saying what they wished to spend it on.
The Council first of all cut it back to 7-2 million, less
than this year’s allocation and a cut in real terms of
15 %. The Council has now come back with 8 million
which is still a cut of 5%. Now the Committee on
Budgets is asking for 9 million, which is a small
increase.

However I think everybody has forgotten that in a few
weeks Greece will be joining the European Commu-
nity and all the basic briefing documents — maps,
pamphlets, information brochures — will have to be
republished in order to take account of a new
Community member and a new Community language.
Therefore the appropriation which the Commission
asked for in the first place, and which my Committee
supports’ is an absolute basic minimum.

Yesterday, at Question Time, the need for basic objec-
tive information on the EEC became absolutely clear.
Opinion polls in my country are showing opposition
to Community membership. More significantly
perhaps they are showing abysmal ignorance about
what the European Community is and does. One
recent survey showed that most people in the United
Kingdom are willing to believe that there is a Commu-
nity scheme to dye potatoes green. Well, as it happens,
there is such a scheme to dye potatoes green, but it 1s
not a Community scheme, it is a British Government
scheme. Yet people will blame these things automat-
cally on the European Community.

A more serious case is the matter of herrings. On
television recently in my country there was a picture of
a trawler being forced to dump herrings into the
Channel because it had contravened the fishing regu-
lations. Who gets the blame for this? The European
Community does. Yet all of us here know it was at the
insistence of the British Government that this regula-
tion was brought in in the first place.

Could I then quote what a spokesman for my group
said in the last debate. How long do we want to keep
the European Community a secret? He said. It makes
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no sense whatsoever to vote hundreds of millions of °
units of account on policies to further the cause of the
European Community and then begrudge one or two
million pounds so that the people know what we are
doing. T appeal to this Parliament to support Amend-
ment No 55 when it comes to the vote on Thursday.

President. — I call Mr Galland to speak on behalf of
the Committee on Energy and Research.

Mr Galland, draftsman of an opinion. — (F) Mr Pres-
ident, T listened attentively to Mr Santer speaking
about energy, and as Mr Santer is a good orator I was
wondering whether he was going to put his weak
point at the beginning or at the end. I see, Mr Santer,
that you in fact decided to leave your weak point —
energy — until the last, which is certainly one tactic.
You quoted a figure. You said that the Council has
gone out of its way to increase commitment appro-
priations by 47-3m EUA, adding that this in effect
almost doubled them. Mr Santer, you are surely not
unaware that the same Council — on the basis of what
you say has been doubled — had reduced the commit-
ment appropriations under Chapter 32 by 56 %, and
the payment appropriations by 66 %, in relation to
1979. Under these circumstances, if you take as your
base a figure that you have first lowered by 56 % and
then say you have doubled it, you really get the feeling
that you have achieved something. I think you should
know, President-in-Office of the Council, that so far
as energy is concerned, there is still a wide gap
between Parliament and the Council, as I shall ury 1o
explain for your benefit.

To begin with, the Committee on Energy and
Research has retabled a number of amendments that
we felt were responsible and broadly speaking fitted in
with the general principles you outlined earlier.

Firstly, we decided to reinstate Item 3.2.1.0 relating to
prospecting for uranium within the Community. It is
of little concern to us that there are political problems
in the Council, that some states have no nuclear
energy policy, or that others, like France, do have a
nuclear energy policy and wish to do their own urani-
um prospecting. That is really nothing to do with us.
In Parliament we have a political will, we want, as
does the Commission, 20 to 25 % of our uranium
requirements to be satisfied from within the Commu-
nity, and we are showing our political will by retabling
the amendment. I cannot say it plainer than that.

Another important amendment, Mr President,
concerns Item 3.2.4.1. On Item 3.2.4.0 you have gone
a long way towards meeting Parliament’s wishes and
we have therefore dropped that amendment. But on
Item 3.2.4.1. — Programmes for the development of
new energy sources — we have gone back ot the preli-
minary draft budget. Why? If there is one item where
the appropriations are justified, that is to say the 9 m
EUA in payments and 15m EUA in commitments,

then it is Item 3.2.4.1, where we know from the past
that the Commission has really done a good job, coop-
erating smoothly with industry, where there are a
series of projects capable of being exploited, and
where there were very few carryovers from 1979 to
1980.

Naturally, Mr President, we have reinstated other
amendments, too. With regard to Chapters 100 and
103 — and the point I am making is a general one —
you said, if I understood you correctly, that the
measure was interesting but the amounts involved
were too high. Very well then, we will go along with
you on that. In Chapter 100, instead of 100 m EUA we
are now asking you for 25m EUA in commitment
appropriations, and in Chapter 103, instead of 100 m
EUA and 50 m EUA, we are asking for 15 m in each
case. But we are doing this simply to demonstrate an
exemplary political will on the question of energy as
regards new energy prospects.

Mr President, I will conclude by citing three amend-
ments.

There is one in connection with which, quite frankly,
we feel strong resentment. 1 refer to Amendment
No 65 concerning Article 3.2.7 on energy balance
sheets. It relates to energy aid to developing countries.
You have given us an increase of 300 000 EUA and we
asked for 2m EUA in all. If we in the Community
cannot find 2 m EUA for energy aid to the developing
countries, then that is absurd.-

I will end, Mr President, by underlining the import-
ance we attach o Article 3.2.9, relating to interest
rebates, which we have reinstated, as no legal basis
exists as yet, under Chapter 100. We have kept to the
original amount. If there is no legal basis, then we
enter it under Chapter 100 until such time as it exists.

You know now, Mr President-in-Office, what is the
political will of Parliament. We are waiting for you to
give practical expression to the political will of the
Council in the matter of energy, something that has
been voiced on many occasions in the European
Council, but which we have yet to see reflected in the
budget.

President. — I call Mr Van Minnen to speak on
behalf of the Committee on Social Affairs and
Employment.

Mr Van Minnen, draftsman of an opinion. — (NL) Mr
President, the combination of the second reading of
the 1981 and the third reading of the 1980 budget,
which is what the supplementary budget really
amounts to, clearly shows how far this budget debate
and the budgetary authority of this Parliament have in
fact been undermined. Of course, they have also been
undermined by Parliament’s, which means our,
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submission 1n June and above ail by the Council’s
obscure machinations. What we have here in this
supplementary budget is a sudden windfall from
above. The faithful may see in it the hand of the deus
ex machina. It reminds me more of the fairy tale figure
of Mother Carey, who, depending on her mood,
drops glue or gold pieces from the sky. This time it is
gold pieces, but there is still little sign of a budget

policy.

In itself this windfall of a few hundred million units of
account, of course, comes in very handy. You will not
hear the spokesman of the Committee on Social
Affairs and Employment say a bad word about it. We
of the committee were all able to agree to the
Commission’s proposals and, without our meeting last
night even later than the Committee on Budgets, I
venture to say that we can endorse even more strongly
the disbursement proposed by the Committee on
Budgets, because it comes even closer to the original
idea our committee had, provided, of course, that the
social margin is increased as a result and not decreased
or just pushed aside in budgetary terms.

The Committee on Budgets fortunately realized where
the problem lies, in the Social Fund. Payments are now
being arranged, and so that is all there is to it. Mr
Dankert has already pointed out that assurances were
given last year, namely the assurance by the Council
that, if the payments required, this would be done.
This year there is not so much as an assurance.
Already this morning reference has been made to the
threat of the Community’s bankruptcy. I really believe
that there is a threat of the Community going bank-
rupt, not only politically, but also financially, if we do
not take care. So now we have this second, decisive
reading of our 1981 budget and the supplementary
budget for 1980 to repair the worst of the damage.
Nothing more is at stake, but nor, at this moment, is
anything less at stake.

The Committee on Social Affairs and Employment
simply wishes to place the emphasis on some of the
absolutely necessary repairs, repairs to such essential
aspects of the budget as the vocational training of
young people, the vocational rehabilitation of older
people, the creation of jobs, a policy towards the
handicapped and so on.

1980 and 1981 thus merge. A number of items are
reinstated. There is also a merging of the liberties the
Council has taken. It has been quite clear as regards
1980 and it is again quite clear as regards 1981: the
Council says it is pursuing a social policy and at the
same time loses credibility by withholding the neces-
sary budget items. And I call that out-and-out Euro-
pean deceit. To tell people, as the Council does, that
you want something and then let them believe that you
will pay, just as they themselves do when they place an
order, and then, when it comes to paying, to leave
people out 1n the cold and to move on to pastures

new: that is what in fact the Council is doing. The
question is, therefore, when will the Council finally
realize that political commitments must also be
payment commitments?

One thing at least, I hope, has now become clear to
the Council, that the amounts which it originally
deducted from the payment appropriations for the
Social Fund this year — and that is expenditure which
we now all know is essential — must be reinstated
here and now. Otherwiese, we shall have exactly the
same story again at the end of next year and the least
we can expect is that we will be spared this wretched,
humiliating business next year.

And that is the only saving I wish to advocate in this
context.

President. — I call Mr Herman to speak on behalf of
the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs.

Mr Herman, draftsman of an opinion. — (F) Mr
President, if there is today one priority above all other
priorities, it is to deal with the economic crisis and
unemployment, and the best way of dealing with this
crisis is through an industrial policy. That is why I, on
behalf of the Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs, would urge most strongly the reinstatement of
some of the modest appropriations set aside for indus-
trial cooperation. I do so with all the more conviction
in the knowledge that it would be, for the most part,
existing programmes that would suffer — some of
which are already bearing fruit — and that failure to
allocate the appropriations requested would result in
the money already spent being wasted.

Furthermore, these appropriations are intended to be
used mostly to help narrow or try to narrow the
serious technology gap that has developed between
Europe and the United States and Japan. I refer in
particular to the appropriations for data processing,
sectors in difficulty, such as textiles, and those for the
ceramics industry. The items in question are 3.7.0.2,
37.04, 3.7.2.2, 3.7.5.0, 3.7.6.0 and 3.7.6.1, and the
amounts involved are for the most part really very
small. If I stress these small amounts it is because the
results that can be achieved with them are out of all
proportion to the expenditure involved.

Judging the greater part of these appropriations by this
standard T find that these are among the best, which
means to say that for a given level of expenditure one
can expect the maximum impact or effectiveness in the
medium and long term.

That is why, Mr President, while remaining well
within my allotted three minutes, I have been pressing
so hard for the Council to retain these appropriations.
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President. — I call Mr De Pasquale to speak on
behalf of the Committee on Regional Policy and
Regional Planning.

Mr De Pasquale, draftsman of an opinion — (I) Mr
President, the Committee on Regional Policy met in
Palermo the day after the earthquake, and I wish on
this occasion to express, my appreciation to all its
members for the great concern which they expressed.
We were there for a meeting with the regional author-
ities of Southern Italy, but the earthquake opened up
an abyss which not only affected the fate of hundreds
of thousands of European citizens but also revealéd
the slowness, inefficiency, and hypocrisy of many
measures, and indeed if our own debates as well. Big
words like integrated operations, Mediterranean pack-
age, and structural intervention are at a vast distance
from the reality brought to light by the most serious
telluric disaster to strike Europe since the beginning of
the century. If the regions of Southern Italy had not
been left to fall into decline by Community and
national policy, the scope of the disaster would have
been considerably less. The hydro-geological break-
down, the inadequacy of infrastructures and services,
the poor living conditions, and the absence of any
industrial fabric were decisive factors in determining
the heavy toll of destruction.

It is therefore a question of repairing not only damage
caused by the earthquake, but also that arising from
the unbalanced policies of the Community and of the
Italian government. This, Mr Tugendhat, involves the
direct responsibility of the Community. The effort of
reconstruction and development that our country must
undertake is immense. New and honest management is
necessary to prevent the effort of the Italian people
from being lost in speculation or dispersed in mere aid.
The Community bears a responsibility both for the
quantity and the quality of its intervention, because it
has policies which directly concern the stricken
regions. This is a clear appeal to the Treaties: the
protocol on ltaly states that ‘the Community must
cooperate in the redevelopment of the South’. If not
now, when? And how? We criticize the decisions of
the Council and of the Commission: it is not enough,
ladies and gentlemen, to cooperate with a loan of a
thousand million and a 3 % interest subsidy. Such a
loan is obtainable anywhere, and the 3 % is a mean-
ingless measure of ordinary administration. Aside from
this, it is the attitude itself which is unacceptable: we
will give you a loan and then shelve the matter.
Measures are necessary which in their very application
oblige the Community to engage in true cooperation,
year by year, in the plan for reconstruction to be
formulated by the Italian government. This can only
be done with new and specific measures, and we
intend to fight for their adoption.

President. — I call Mr Pedini.

1

Mr Pedini, chairman of the Committee on Youth,
Culture, Education, Information, and Sport. — (I) Mr
President, I am now speaking for the parliamentary
Committee on Youth, Culture, Education, Informa-
tion, and Sport. The committee, on the occasion of
this final vote on the budget and even though it is no
longer procedurally possible to modify what has
already been voted upon, feels that the consequences
of a vote which has considerably reduced the proposed
increases for Chapter 3920 are very serious. The
amendment in question was presented by the Commit-
tee on Youth and Culture and also approved by the
Committee on Budgets. By only a few votes, it failed
to receive approval in this House, even though it
concerned the chapter dealing with programmes for
education. I wish to make clear once and for all that
we have no intention of going beyond the provisions
of the Rome Treaties by introducing a new cultural or
educational policy in an area which incontestably
belongs to the national governments. We do intend to
preserve the means necessary for implementing the
decisions made in 1976 by the Council of Ministers
concerning exchanges for teachers and young people,
for language instruction and common university
programmes. All these programmes, Mr President, are
aimed at realizing one of the basic principles of the
Rome Treaty: the free circulation of labour, to which
differences in standards and in education, as well as
linguistic differences, constitute real if invisible
barriers. These barriers must be gradually removed,
and it is precisely this aim which brings about our
involvement in the educational sector.

It has not been possible to convince the Presidency
and Secretariat of our Parliament of the possibility of
presenting this amendment again. Its defeat was due to
absenteeism and to an incorrect interpretation on the
part of the European Democratic Group, whose presi-
dent has now politely urged me to propose the amend-
ment a second time. As we know, however, formal
procedure does not permit this. For this reason I wish
to say that as soon as possible we will make an initia-
tive designed to inform the Parliament, through
whatever procedures are necessary, of the conse-
quences to be expected from this budget cut, and of
the difficulties created for concrete programmes for
common education and free movement in teaching.
We will do this so that the Parliament, either during
the sitting for the supplementary budget, if there is
one, or during the drawing up of the new budget, will
consider the urgency not only of accepting what we
have proposed, but also of increasing the financial
provisions. It makes no sense that the Community is
able 1o find sufficient funds for economic, commercial,
and agricultural cooperation, which are indeed impor-
tant, and yet is unwilling to make concessions when it
comes to providing the financial means intended for
the development of the human protagonists of Euro-
pean integration.

The members of the Committee on Youth, Education,
Culture, and Information, (I personally will only take
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part in the budget vote for reasons of parliamentary
group discipline), in stressing their disappointment
over what has occurred, have faith in your reconsider-
ation and support.

President. — I call Mrs Castellina to speak on behalf
of the Committee on Development and Cooperation.

Mrs Castellina, Draughtman of an opinion. — (I) Mr
President, our committee unanimously decided to
present all the amendments we originally proposed
again, excepting of course the one concerning the
International Fund for Agricultural Development,
which was rejected by Parliament at the first reading.

This decision is perhaps extreme, for it was not a ques-
tion of merely rejecting our proposal for a Community
contribution to the International Fund for Agricultural
Development, but rather of modifying it by requesting
a minimal contribution, an amount so absurd that it
deprives our proposal of all meaning.

Aside from the point which was decided by the Parlia-
ment at the first reading, we had decided to present all
of our amendments again. The Committee on Budgets
did not agree with our choice, and indeed rejected
some proposals we had advanced, in particular those
which were most significant. It reduced the amount
intended for aid to non-associated countries —
precisely those countries about which there has been
the most discussion in Parliament — and it also
rejected our request for an adequate appropriation for
natural disasters.

It is futile to point out the absurdity of this decision,
when we know very well that the amount earmarked
for these items will already be used up in the first few
days of the year. When the budget procedure has been
completed, it will be obvious how little the budget is
affected by this item. Under these conditions, Mr
President, our committee does not know what position
to adopt, since at the beginning of the discussion on
the budget we had already issued a specific declara-
tion, calling the attention of the Council, the Commis-
ston, and Parliament to the fact that to make cuts in
the relatively moderate proposals we had advanced
would be to render absurd the commitments formally
made by this Parliament. I am referring in particular to
those undertaken in the Ferrero resolution on world
hunger, a resolution which is continually being quoted
by the Council, the Commission, and the Parliament
and which in these circumstances cannot be imple-
mented. This is the situation in which we find
ourselves, and for this reason I can do nothing but
repeat our protest once again.

President. — I call Mr Antoniozzi.

Mr Antoniozzi. — (I} Mr President, I will mention
very quickly the reasons for the request contained in
motion for a resoluuon No 1-662/80 and for Mr
Klepsch’s resolution No 1-723/80. The first resolu-
tion, presented with the Italian Christian-Democrats
of the European People’s Party, includes a summary
of the compelling motives for its presentation. It was
presented on the morning after Sunday evening’s
tragedy, a terrible and unforeseeable event which
destroyed people and their prospects, goods, and
structures. The Klepsch resolution, which bears
witness to the commitment of the European People’s
Party and of its parliamentary representatives, comes
at a moment when it is possible to examine the effects
of the first measures that were taken. The region
concerned is nearly as big as Sicily or Belgium, and it
includes nearly 500 communities located in mountain-
ous and largely inland areas. It is receiving from the
European Parliament not only an expression of human
solidarity, but also the assurance that we will do our
utmost to provide all possible aid. Europe has already
shown 1tself to be sympathetic towards our needs, and
for this we are grateful. It is certainly necessary to
have a more precise picture of the situation in order to
plan the measures to be taken, but it is also necessary
to have a better and more concrete idea of the reality
as a whole. We appreciate the first steps that have been
taken, but we believe there is much more to be done.
On the procedural level, the lending system in the
Orwli facility must be made permanent, and we will
fight for the renewal of the NCI system.

The Italian government is making every possible
effort, considering the magnitude of the disaster. We
know that three types of action will be taken: first, the
reconstruction of productive infrastructures, electrical,
telephone and rail networks, and highways; second,
reconstruction of social infrastructures: hospitals,
municipal buildings, schools, etc.; finally, measures for
economic recovery through loans and contributions
for industry and agriculture. This is a useful occasion
for a reminder that internal legal means must be
created as soon as possible for receiving and coordi-
nating internal, external, and Community aid.

We call upon the Commission to implement the plan
for Naples, which is still bogged down in order to
provide assistance to a region where the earthquake
revealed old and new problems in a tragic and
dramatic manner, as indeed occurred throughout the
vast devastated area. We believe — as some parliamen-
tary committees have mentioned and as Mr de Ferranti
said very well a short while ago — that the political
approach laid down by the Council at the recent meet-
ing in Luxembourg is a good one in principle, but that
the Commission should, through recourse to formal
means, including the budget, provide a series of truly
adequate measures, capable of solving the serious
problems which have emerged as a consequence of the
disaster. These positions can be better illustrated here
today. Measures similar to those concerning inte-
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grated action could certainly be useful, but the real
need is for a qualitative and quantitative effort which
corresponds to the actual magnitude of the event. Our
first impression is that the scale of Community aid is
still greatly inferior to the scale of the disaster. The
policy for Southern Italy, coordinated with regional
and soctal policy, must be given new vigour. The
urgency of the decisions to be made is at the root of
our resolutions, which ask Europe for solidarity,
concrete action, and rational, coordinated measures.
We are here not only to ask for increases, but to
affirm the rights and express the hopes of a poverty-
ridden and grief-stricken people, who represent the
heart of the south in a Europe which today should feel
deeply affected by these events. The European Parlia-
ment, with its particular political sensitivity, will
certainly be alert and permanently active in this
matter.

President. — I call Mr Vitali.

Mr Vitali. — (I) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen,
Mr de Ferranti has described the catastrophe which
has devastated Southern Italy. It is unnecessary to add
anything to his description: it gives a picture of a
widespread disaster which is social and political as well
as physical, and which has occasioned great demon-
strations of popular solidarity together with inefficien-
cies, delays, and culpable failures to act which are the
subject of a vehement political debate in Italy, Mr de
Ferranti. I do not wish to dwell on this any further at
the present time.

It does not seem to our group that the Commission
has perceived the true nature of the catastrophe, which
is exceptional from two points of view: firstly, the
extraordinary character of the urgent measures neces-
sary to provide for a long winter which holds in its icy
grip a population largely composed of women, chil-
dren, and elderly people; secondly, the total effect of
the event on the country as a whole, whose budget will
be severely restricted by the demands of reconstruc-
tion for years to come. It is in view of this that we
consider completely inadequate not so much the
appropriated amount as the normal 3 % interest
subsidy, a rather modest measure which, in our
opinion, should be reviewed, and increased beyond
the limits determined by the Committee on Budgets.

Beyond this immediate aid, there is also the problem
of permanent cooperation in the work of reconstruc-
tion between the Community, and its various institu-
tions, and the Italian government. The question
cannot be closed today with an act of solidarity
expressed solely in monetary terms. The event will
inevitably leave its mark on the whole political rela-
tionship between the Community and our country,
Italy, not only in the present, but also in the years to
come.

Finally, I will touch on an aspect of this tragedy which
has gone unnoticed, but only briefly, for it will be
taken up again by other speakers. Let us ask ourselves
how many human lives might have been saved if the
hundreds of thousands of young people who were in
Friuli had been present in Salerno, Avellino, Naples,
and Potenza at the moment of the earthquake, instead
of in Germany, France, and Belgium. The German,
French, and Belgian population had a direct experi-
ence of the nature of this tragedy which did not come
from televised pictures of the villages huddled against
the sides of the mountains and of the desolate and
barely cultivated fields which surround them. They
also lived this tragedy in the days which followed
when they saw their trains and their roads crowded
with the long lines of emigrants: hundreds and thou-
sands of farmers driven from that land over the last
twenty years. This picture, Mr Tugendhat, raises the
question of cooperation and co-responsibility concern-
ing the means of reconstruction to be employed for
southern Italy. It is a question we will go into later.
Today, at the moment of solidarity, we only wish to
call the attention of the Commission to the need for
the level of aid and the conditions of the loans to
affirm to the peoples concerned and 1o ourselves that
there exists not only a Europe of goods and capital,
but also a human Europe and a real Parliament, capa-
ble of acting to restore to these men their right to live,
to work, and to enjoy the dignity of European citi-
zens.

We say this not only as Italians and southerners, but
also as Communists, and as Members of the European
Parliament who demand for their electorate, our elec-
torate, the rights and the duties of European citizens.

President. — I call Mrs Agnelli.

Mrs Agnelli. — (I) Mr President, I am speaking on
behalf of the Liberal and Democratic Group. We are
discussing appropriations for the areas devastated by
the earthquake. I will tell you about my own experi-
ence. Immediately after the severity of the quake in
Basilicata and in Irpinia became known, I decided to
go with nurses from a Red Cross school to set up the
field kitchen which we had already used in Friuli. In
moments of crisis it is not easy to put all the equipment
together: the gas for the kitchens, the special attach-
ments for the gas, the thing needed for cooking during
the first few days, water, lights, tents, cots, sleeping
bags, boots. Nothing is worse in disaster areas than the
arrival of helpers who are not self-sufficient. While the
preparations were being made, the President of the
Italian Red Cross indicated that he would not give the
nurses permission to go, giving as his reason that 1t
would be of no help for professional nurses to act as
cooks. I was obliged to ask for direct intervention on
the part of the President of the Republic to obtain this
permission. We finally started out, lined up behind the
symbol of the Red Cross, 24 male and female nurses
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and a dozen young volunteers, a tank truck sent by the
town of Monte Argentario, trucks with equipment for
the kitchens, vans, cars, campers, etc. This was on the
morning of Thursday, 27 November. To the south of
Avellino great traffic jams were building up, made up
of lines of caravans obliged to wander hundreds of
kilometres without any exact destination. The Italian
press, and to some degree the foreign press as well,
had begun the campaign of ‘the government isn’t
doing anything: we will act ourselves instead; please
don’t give anything to the organizations, for you will
only be robbed; we will give everything to the victims
personally;’ thus creating tragedy within catastrophe.

Italians and foreigners as well, in a surge of emotional
and indignant generosity, set out by the thousands.
Without exaggeration, tens of thousands of trucks and
other heavy vehicles lined up on the roads leading
south, loaded with all kinds of goods, from new
clothes to Parmesan cheese, from vintage wines to
windbreaker jackets, and once in the earthquake zone
they wandered about searching for recipients for what
they had brought. In the villages hardest hit by the
quake the few warehouses which had not collapsed
were either unsafe or inaccessible. Often, after hours
or days of vain wandering the sleepless and hungry
drivers simply dumped their goods in the street and
left them in the rain, or carried them north again, or
put them in storehouses belonging to private individ-
uals who emptied them in ten minutes. Then the news-
papers and the television showed and described to Ital-
ians and foreigners who had made generous contribu-
tions the great piles of clothing lying in the mud under
the rain and snow and the tons of bread left out in the
open to rot. The indignation was universal. In the
meantime we had established ourselves at Calitri
Scalo, a village of 6 500 inhabitants which was not
particularly hard-hit by the quake, only a few people
having been killed, but which was threatened by an
avalanche caused by the quake and would possibly
have to be evacuated. Once a shelter was set up and a
generator in operation, which was later replaced by
equipment lent by the Italian television network to
employees who had asked for a week’s leave for this
purpose, our kitchen produced 1 500-2 000 hot meals
three times a day. From the surrounding area came
about 400 farmers, whose houses had collapsed and
who were living in freight cars, not to say cattle cars,
on the disused tracks of the Calitri railroad. Many
people from Calitri who had been left without shelter
came, and naturally also hundreds of helpers and
volunteers, employees of the electric and telephone
companies, soldiers, doctors, and young people from
Caritas and the FLM who had been working for days
without a hot meal. Nearby we had also taken over an
open warehouse with a roof, where trucks which had
been unable to dispose of their loads now began to
arrive. They came from Friuli and from Florence, from
the Marches and from Piedmont, each driver wearier
and more bitter than the last. They had been insulted,
attacked, told to go back where they came from, and
above all not to unload anything more.

A man with a van told me that he had baked the bread
and biscuits he had brought especially for the earth-
quake victims, and that he had been told to throw
them in the mud. Two English boys had spent four
days and nights at the wheel of the vehicle they had
loaded with hundreds of wonderful quilted jackets; no
one wanted them. Scouts came with cots, mattresses,
and blankets, and were driven away. We gathered up
everything and distributed it to those who said they
needed it, certainly making some mistakes in the
process. It rained, it snowed; there was fog in a region
which was plunged in total darkness at 5 p.m., except
for the blue light of a generator here and there. The
road signs were left in confusion by the quake, bridges
and viaducts were cracked, it was impossible to
communicate without travelling for kilometres, and
the press continued to rage over the delays, the lack of
aid, the disorganization, and the absence of govern-
ment action. Two weeks after the earthquake no more
supplies were arriving, not even bread, and the ovens
were no longer functioning for lack of electricity; the
hot soup and cheese had to be served with crackers,
and the wine was gone, while the first week everyone
had been drinking Chianti Gallo Nero. Meat, even
tinned meat, was getting scarce. I saw all sorts of
things happen: a mayor jumping on a table to drive
away the boys of the FLM, who had come splendidly
equipped to help; an alderman telling people crammed
into freight cars that 100 heated sleeping cars were
arriving for them, and it was a lie. I saw well-equipped -
villages of tents which sat empty, and dozens of cara-
vans which were never used. I witnessed threats, accu-
sations, and thefts. It is not true however, ladies and
gentlemen, that the people of Irpinia never say thank
you. I saw two elderly men whose house had been
destroyed and who were_being cared for in a barn;
they were insistent in wishing to offer something to
the volunteers who brought food and blankets. I saw
people who brought a little celery, or parsley, a saus-
age or a bottle of wine to the field kitchen to express
their thanks.

I heard people say, ‘you give to us, we give to you’,
offering a cabbage or an onion. After having worked
for ten days in the open in severe cold, after sleeping
in the open, without washing or sanitary facilities and
without light, for what other reason did the 24 young
Red Cross workers all cry when another team arrived
to relieve them?

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Ruffolo.

Mr Ruffolo. — (I) Mr President, I will make a few
brief observations concerning the resolution which, in
the name of other colleagues, we presented on the
problem of the tragedy which devastated a large area
of southern Italy.
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The first observation, already touched upon by other
speakers, concerns the truly extraordinary scope and
intensity of this catastrophe. The second concerns the
intensity and extent of the feeling of solidarity which it
provoked, not only in our own countries, but in others
as well. In this regard, I think that we Italians should
offer a warm thanks to all those who gave us their
support in these painful and tragic circumstances. The
third concerns the serious, complete, and, I must say,
disgraceful unpreparedness which the Italian govern-
ment showed on this occasion.

As for the aid that the Community has decided to
provide in consequence of such an appalling event, I
believe I should underline, also in the name of my
colleagues, the inadequacy of the measures adopted. I
would like to point out that, if a preliminary estimate
of the damage caused by the earthquake in two large
zones of the Italian Mezzogiorno arrives at a figure of
12 billion, then Community aid — the 40 000 million
in direct aid and the indirect aid from the 3 % interest
subsidy on 1000 million EUAs — represents some-
what less than 2 10 2-5 % of the total damage suffered
in those regions.

I believe these measures to be totally insufficient. In
terms of percentages, they represent an even smaller
contribution than that made by the Community for aid
o the Friuli-Venezia Giulia region. This is why we
included in our resolution the demand. that the form
and extent of Community aid be reviewed as soon as
possible in the light of a more exact estimate of the
amount of the damage.

Another consideration, Mr President, concerns the
desirability of utilizing for aid and reconstruction in
the stricken areas not only the new and supplementary
funds but also a large part of those already earmarked
for Community structural funds. This could be accom-
plished through revision of the RDF programmes, the
Social Fund, and the EAGGF.

Another factor which we believe to be of fundamental
importance is the risk of waste and disorder which
may spring from the allocation of financial resources if
they are not put into a framework of precise
programmes. We must call upon the Italian govern-
ment to present as soon as possible a coordinated plan
of reconstruction and development for the areas
devastated by the earthquake so that the aid contri-
buted on the basis of the financial resources requested
from the Community may be coordinated with the aid
financed by the Italian government. The action for
reconstruction and development must not proceed
blindly, lest it be submerged in party politics and
patronage, but should rather be conducted on the basis
of definite and established plans. It would also be
useful to establish a special coordinating body, as
proposed in our resolution, to act as a liaison between
the Commission and the Italian government and to see
to the distribution and payment of the sums to be used
for construction.

Finally, I would recommend that a large part of this
aid be destined for the organization and strengthening
of the technical and planning capacity which the
affected regions will need in order to be able to use the
funds which will be given to them. If there are limita-
tions, they are to be found not so much in the amount
of financial resources as in the capacity for using them.

I conclude, Mr President, by observing, as other
speakers have done, that the earthquake which struck
the Italian Mezzogiorno did indeed provoke a wide-
spread demonstration of emotion and generosity. But
this impulse must not exhaust itself within the next few
weeks; it must not remain part of a national and
Community policy which rejects and alienates the
poorest regions of the forgotten edges of the Commu-
nity. We must remember the poor villages of Irpinia,
Basilicata, of the Mezzogiorno not only when they are
stricken by earthquake but also when we vote on the
Community budget, a budget which is completely
incongruous in respect to the needs of the poorest
regions of the Community.

President. — 1 call Mr Fanton.

Mr Fanton. — (F) Mr President, the speeches we
have heard this morning — especially those by our
Italian colleagues — will not have failed to move all of
us who are deeply concerned by the earthquake disas-
ter in Southern Italy. But what we in this House want
to do more than anything else is to see to it that the
aid we are able to provide is truly effective. That, I
believe, is what this debate is about, and I should like
to look in more detail at one or two of the points in
the resolution we have put down. I should like first of
all to urge the Commission to take special care that the
first instalment of 1-5 m EUA in financial aid and the
food aid, consisting of cereals, meat and olive oil in
particular, really does reach — and I hardly think that
anyone will be offended by my use of the word ‘really’
— that it really does reach those for whom it is
intended. It is a point of honour for the Community
and a question of effectiveness for our Italian friends.

“The Commission should also speed up the delivery

and distribution of this aid and I do not think that
there is any need for me here before Parliament to call
on the governments of the Community and the
peoples they represent to make a very special effort to
bring succour to the deprived communities in South-
ern Italy. We naturally approve of the Commission’s
proposal to issue a loan of one thousand million EUA
to finance the reconstruction of the devastated areas.
But here again we should want to see our joint effort
bring positive and quick results, and for that the
Commission would need to monitor how these funds
are used to ensure that the populations concerned are
not placed in the same position as victims of other
disasters who, unfortunately, have still not been able
to return to a normal existence, as they might by now
have expected to do.
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I also wish to draw your attention to another point in
our resolution, which asks the Commission to examine
— and when I say ‘examine’, it is not in this case a
formula that I am using, because in my view the
Commission all too often takes an interminably long
time to examine proposals; often it is as if they had
never existed — we are therefore asking the Commis-
sion to examine and approve the suggestion to set up a
task force which would go into action in the event of a
disaster striking any Community country. It could be
an earthquake, as in the present instance, or any other
kind of disaster. This task force, composed of experts,
would be ready to move immediately into the disaster
area to implement whatever urgent relief measures
were necessary. It seems to me that this is a must for
the Community and the Commission should give
effect to this proposal as quickly as possible.

Finally, we should like to see an emergency relief
force set up which could intervene immediately in the
event of a disaster occurring. We have in fact observed
on this occasion, but we had already come to this
conclusion on the basis of what we had seen before,
and not only in Iraly, that the essential factor is often
the speed with which public authorities react. We can
do nothing to prevent a natural disaster, but we can do
something to reduce as far as possible the seriousness
of its consequences. Now, as we have seen with this
latest disaster, it is often the delay in bringing relief to
the victims that has aggravated the disaster and also its
effect on everyone concerned. That is why we would
like to see an emergency relief force set up. I am
convinced that all the governments of the Community
would be prepared to provide the necessary practical
and financial support. That is the purport of the reso-
lution which we have put down and which we hope
Parliament will adopt.

President. — I call Mr Prag.

Mr Prag. — Mr President, I want to speak exclu-
sively about a concrete proposal in my resolution,
namely, the proposal in paragraph 3 fora European
Disaster Relief Force. It is appropriate that it should
come immediately after the previous speaker, because
he has proposed virtually the same thing. The rest has,
I think, already been said and may indeed be said
again by others during the debate. However, it is time
we were able to ensure immediate action on a Euro-
pean — and | mean a European Community scale
in disasters of this kind. People who are in dire need,
people who are suffering, should not have to wait a
week or ten days in their misery before adequate
supplies arrive, and I am not speaking solely about the
recent earthquake disaster in Southern Italy.

Listening to your report, Mr President, about supplies
piling up around the motorway I was reminded of a
certain paragraph which said: “The most urgent single
need in disaster relief is to break the bottleneck which

invariably occurs between the main airfield or port’ —
in this case, of course, it was a motorway — ‘and the
people who are actually suffering. This problem of
getting from B to C has been the principal defect in
relief work in all recent disasters. Supplies have piled
up at the point of entry, largely for lack of vehicles’. I
was reminded of it because I wrote it myself five years
ago — five years and how many disasters ago — and
yet exactly the same thing occurs now in yet another
disaster. Surely we can do better and surely we have in
the European Community the means of doing better.
The Community is, as we have heard, ready to make a
very substantial contribution in supplies and funds. It
should also be able to meet the need for effective
distribution on the spot.

If the earthquake has proved one thing, it is that no
single Member State has the capacity or resources to
cope with such disasters. The United Nations might be
better in theory, but it is clearly not equipped to oper-
ate such a force. NATO clearly could operate it, but
many people would, rightly or wrongly, object to
NATO organization and operation in this field. The
Community on the other hand is concerned with
peace. A substantial number of Western European
countries which are not members of NATO would be
able to cooperate. Ireland is a member of the Commu-
nity. Norway, Sweden, Finland, Switzerland, Austria
and Yugoslavia already cooperate with the Commu-
nity in specific fields and would be able to cooperate 1n

this field.

The disaster force would consist of existing defence
units and would therefore be an inexpensive, indeed
virtually a no-cost operation. It would consist of
longhaul aircraft, heavy-load helicopters, lorries and
shallow-draught boats and should be capable of being
mobilized immediately. It should be specially trained
and equipped, and certainly the units concerned would
be better off training for disaster relief than sitting in
their barracks. I know that the military concerned
would be very happy to see their units doing disaster-
relief training of this kind.

The great defect of the Community in recent years,
Mr President, is its reluctance to plan ahead and
organize. It reacts usually very late and sometimes too
late. A European Disaster Relief Force offers a unique
opportunity to carry out humane action promptly to
avoid much human suffering of the kind that has
occurred in Italy and that has been so well described in
this debate, but it also offers an opportunity to show
that the European Community is capable of deeds as
well as words and of providing action as well as funds.
Above all, Mr President, let us not wait for the next
disaster to reveal exactly the same shortcomings before
the Community acts.

President. — I call Mr Dankert to speak on behalf of
the Socialist Group.
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Mr Dankert. — (NL) Mr President, on behalf of the
Socialist Group I should like to say a few words about
the draft budget the Council has submitted to us. It is
not easy at this stage to say with any certainty how our
vote will go on Thursday, because our position is still
extremely uncertain. We shall be having the concilia-
tion meeting with the Council tomorrow. As I said this
morning, a further complication is the link between
the 1980 budget, the 1981 budget and the proposals of
the Committee on Budgets as regards the supplemen-
tary budget for 1980. As it is not possible for this
debate to be held after the consuitations with the
Council, I will endeavour to make a number of
comments in this somewhat uncertain atmosphere.

Mr President, it cannot be denied that the Council did
better on 24 November than in September, although in
my view this was certainly as much due to the reverse
procedure used for the second reading as to greater
willingness on the part of the Council. Be that as it
may, progress has been made compared with Septem-
ber, and the Council can certainly be told of this. I feel
that this progress has been made above all in three
areas, as Mr Adonnino has already said. The Budget
Council has at long last, I might say, realized that
agricultural expenditure forms part of the budget and
has shown that this is so by not rejecting two amend-
ments proposed by Parliament out of hand, if I may
put it that way. This is something new, and it is to be
welcomed. The importance of this development
cannot be overemphasized. If this breakthrough had
come a year earlier, we could probably have saved
ourselves the trouble of rejecting the 1980 budget, but
fortunately that is a thing of the past. As regards the
future, if this development continues, there is hope
that the Finance Ministers will play a rather different
role in the difficult process of restructuring the budget
from that of passive observers of the agricultural
scene. And there is a very real need of that for the
Community’s future. I also realize that such decisions
have already been taken by the Council because we
are now coming to the very end of the Community’s
own resources. Once again: that is the stage we have
reached, and this is important enough for it to be said.
Mr President, this does not mean that the majority of
my group are now satisfied with what has been
achieved in this respect. The majority would have
much preferred to see the Council of Finance Minis-
ters raise the payment appropriations for 1981 to the
level fixed by Parliament at the first reading, so that
the Agriculture Ministers meeting in March or therea-
bouts would have lacked the freedom of movement to
take price decisions the cost of which could not be met
by savings in Chapters 6 and 7. The Council was not
prepared to accept this. On the contrary, it has itself
removed or refrained from increasing substantial
payment appropriations for 1981, which it would
automatically have faced as a result of the decisions on
commitment appropriations for the regional and social
policies, for example, a subject to which I referred in
connection with the supplementary budget for 1980.

This makes it all the more necessary for Parliament to
confirm what it said on 6 November, that supplemen-
tary budgets designed to benefit the present agricul-
tural policy and the price decisions yet to be taken will
be rejected by this Parliament. For my group that is a
condition for its support of the Adonnino resolution.
Perhaps [ should at this stage tell the farmers’ lobby
once again that we are not adopting this approach
because we are opposed to the common agricultural
policy. To quote a headline in The Economist: ‘Don’t
end the CAP but mend it.” Our approach is due to our
belief that, particularly at a time of scarce budgetary
resources, those resources must be put to optimum use
and for a specific objective, because that is the choice
we face: to use the resources we have with an eye to
the future or to continue spending them on a policy
which everyone can see is not solving agriculture’s
problems but is nevertheless consuming an increasing
share of budgetary resources. Mr President, when I
consider what the Council has done with the appro-
priations the Commission requested for the industrial
policy, when I see what is left of this Parliament’s
proposals with regard to the Community’s energy
policy, the only conclusion I can draw is that the
Council 15 worried about the future. With a few
million EUA, a fraction of the cost incurred in
connection with the structural surpluses under the
EAGGF, major impulses could have been provided for
a new policy. It was not to be. The Council continues
to complain about Japan, about the difficulties in the
textile industry, about goodness knows what else, but
it is making no attempt at all at Community level to
turn the tide and safeguard the future. I sometimes
wonder in all sincerity what the Council of Ministers
of the European Communities still has to do with the
European Community. Immobility and deterioration
seem to characterize the state of today’s Community.

That is the way things are, and we cannot solve this
problem during this budgetary procedure. But we still
have the duty to provide impulses and to be prepared
to fight the Council over them. Not a senseless fight
over powers, but a fight over the future cooperation
that is essential for our political, social and economic
survival in Europe. It is this willingness which makes
this budgetary procedure so unclear. The 1980 supple-
mentary budget, the draft 1981 budget, the ECSC
levy, aid to Italy — Commissioner Tugendhat has
already said that what is at stake here is not the items
under Article 3412, but policy. As a result of the
Council’s half-hearted attitude we now face a budget
with a serious shortage of payment appropriations for
the very policy which the Socialists have always advo-
cated so strongly, policy to the benefit of people and
regions in Europe who are in danger of losing or have
already lost the battle for a decent standard of living.
In a situation of this kind even a budgetary purist, as [
happen to be, is prepared to sacrifice his ideas on the
transparency of the budget for once to the benefit of
what I consider to be really import. Mr President, I
said this morning on the subject of the 1980 budget
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that the utilization of the resources still available to us
within the 1980 margin for manoeuvre must also be
regarded as an attempt not to make the talks with the
Council tomorrow impossible but to concentrate them
on Parliament’s priorities in the fields of development
aid, social measures, steel and the energy policy. The
Council’s decisions of 24 November and the margin
still available to us mean that with some goodwill on
the Council’s part some measure of agreement can be
reached. But I repeat, Mr President, there will have to
be some developments. The Council must first give its
word and keep its word when it comes to areas so
often proclaimed by the Council and the European
Council, such as development aid, energy policy and
industrial policy, to name but a few. Mr President, the
Council is principally to blame for the fact that Europe
is suffering what I would call a ‘credibility crisis’. It is
therefore up to the Council to join with us in trying to
take the first step towards getting out of that crisis
again. The steel crisis provides — unfortunately, it
must be said — undreamt — of opportunities for this.
This evening we shall know whether these opportuni-
ties are to remain mere dreams. I cannot therefore
commit myself on the position my group will adopt
tomorrow on the steel problems, because we first want
to know what direction the Council’s decisions — if
there are in fact any decisions — will take.

Mr President, just a few words on food aid. The
Adonnino resolution adopted by the Committee on
Budgets makes it seem as if food aid is a cornerstone
-of the Community and a pillar of development cooper-
ation. But it is not like that. Food aid is still too much
of an offshoot of our agricultural policy and too little
of a development instrument for the Third World. Of
course, as long as there is need, and as things now
stand, it looks as if there will be need for decades to
come, it must be alleviated. I am thinking of fuwre aid
in the form of cereals, an area in which the Commu-
nity must certainly do more than it has in the past.
Food aid must not stand in the way of the continued
development of what I would call development aid
policy, and here I am thinking of the opportunities for
at last getting aid to non-associated countries, for
example, off the ground. I also feel that differences of
classification must not be allowed to stand in the way
of a useful dialogue between Parliament and the
Council on the extent of this food aid. What I am
saying is that, although we are perhaps getting away
from the problems connected with the 1981 budget as
this budgetary procedure continues, there are still very
many differences of opinion between Parliament and
the Council to be overcome. This year, as has already
been said, these differences concern the problems
connected with the relationship between commitment
appropriations and payment appropriations, it being
clear, and the Counclil itself has in fact acknowledged
this, that it is insane and impossible to apply the same
percentage to commitment appropriations as to
payment appropriations. This is something we were
constantly hammering away at last year. At that time
the Council in fact refused to accept our point of view.

Now the various rates of increase proposed by the
Council prove that Parliament was right and that new
solutions are required here.

Mr President, this is the problem of classification, of
compulsory and non-compulsory expenditure, terms
which really do have their absurd aspects. The Treaties
are not in the dock. We are talking about a way of
imposing certain restrictions on Parliament, restric-
tions which give the lie to the seriousness of the budg-
etary procedure. Such problems must be solved after
tomorrow. As far as I am concerned, we can go into
the conciliation meeting tomorrow with an open mind.

President. — I call Mr Konrad Schén to speak on
behalf of the Group of the European People’s Party
(CD Group).

Mr Konrad Schén. — (D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, although the Group of the European
People’s Party was disappointed by the 1981 budget
first submitted by the Council — we even referred to it
as a challenge — we have faced the budgetary proce-
dure with an open mind and determined to fight the
Council for reasonable compromises from our concep-
von of what it right. The President of the Council
himself said this morning that he did not want a
conflict to the bitter end or even to the point of
rupture, and that is our position too Where a budget-
ary authority consists of two parts, a conflict can be
overcome only if the other side, in this case the Coun-
cil, reacts satisfactorily to our self-image and our
demands. The President of the Council has admitted
— we note this with satisfaction — that Parliament
has had a very great influence on the Council’s delib-
erations. In other words, unlike last year, the Council
appears to have realized that this Parliament has a
politcial will, and this will culminates in the realiza-
tion that the European Community is more than just
an agricultural Community as it has been in the past: it
is also a political, social, economic Community, which
we intend to develop. This will succeed only if the
Council begins by taking its own decisions seriously —
whether it takes them within the Council or within the
European Council — and also has the will to develop
new policies with Parliament.

As regards the agricultural sector, the Council shared
Parliament’s view, to quote Mr Santer. We welcome
the fact that the Council has agreed for budgetary
reasons to make at least a modest start on the
improvement of the situation in the agricultural sector,
in Chapters 6 and 7 and also by means of the 2 %
linear reduction which we proposed. But we must
insist that we now make a start on the actual reform,
without questioning the principles of the common
agricultural policy — that is not what we want at all.
The beginnings were the result of pressure from
Parliament.
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The same also applies to the demand we made last
year regarding the inclusion of borrowing and lending
activities in the budget. Here again it would definitely
be a good thing for the Council to continue its deliber-
ations. If budget rules stand in the way, we are
obviously having to work to some extent in 1980/1981
with instruments that were developed at a completely
different ume and are perhaps in need of reform.

The President of the Council also said that the gap
between the positions on the priorities set by Parlia-
ment had narrowed. This is true of some sectors,
where efforts have been made to find an acceptable
compromise. But it is not true of the energy sector,
where the gap between the Council’s and Parliament’s
ideas is still very wide despite the doubling of the
original estimates, and this must be discussed as part of
the continuing procedure relating to the initial policy,
the Social Fund in conjunction with the Regional
Fund, as the previous speaker has already said. On the

commitment appropriations the gap has narrowed, and
this should be noted.

As regards the Regional Fund, 95 % of which does
after all benefit the activities and measures of the
national governments, we constantly hear from the
Council — in other words those self-same govern-
ments — that the level of resources requested and
called for by Parliament is not necessary. This too
should be discussed. Many of the difficulties in the
Community are caused by the problem of the transfer
of resources, because the aim is to achieve conver-
gence or equalization between the relatively rich and
the poor regions with the aid of the regional policy,
the Regional Fund.

Another point I should like to raise on behalf of my
group concerns the European Coal and Steel Commu-
nity and that 112 m Parliament called for under the
social policy. A decision will not be taken on this until
tomorrow. At least the Council included a token
entry, and we look forward with great interest to
hearing the figures that result from the conciliation
procedure. Here again we can but emphasize that we
cannot, on the one hand, declare a manifest crisis in
the steel industry and even invoke and apply Article 58
and, on the other, with the Commission demanding
well-founded additional measures for the steel work-
ers, simply leave it at a budget line of this kind.

A great deal could be said about the dispute over the
maximum rate. My group takes the view that there
must be genuine cooperation. We must go on looking
for appropriate compromises with the Council, the
other part of the budgetary authority.

We of the EPP share the view that thought should not
always immediately turn to supplementary budgets.
With a reasonably well organized general budget it
even ought 1o be possible to absorb the price increases
in the agricultural sector. The principle must continue

to be in the future — on this I agree with the previous
speaker, Mr Dankert — that supplementary budgets
do not represent reasonable financial and budgetary
policy whenever these price increases are made.

My group naturally endorses everything that was said
this morning on the problem of aid to Italy. We feel
that we of the EPP Group should accept the proposals
of the Committee on Budgets. This 1s more than a
mere act of European solidarity: it is an indication of
the need for the Community to arm itself for difficult
years to come, especially as, with the imbalances that
exist in the Community, it will usually be the poorest
regions which are hardest hit by such catastrophes.
What I have said on behalf of my group has shown, I
believe, that from the first reading until now, shortly
before the termination of the budgetary procedure, my
group has abided by the priorities — I say this to the
President of the Council — which consist in endea-
vouring to help shape the budget in a spirit of realism
and with a sensible view of what is financially possible.

President. — We shall now suspend our proceedings
until 3 p.m. The House will rise.

(The sitting was suspended at 1 p.m. and resumed at
3p.m.)

IN THE CHAIR: MR P. MBLLER
Vice-President

President. — The sitting is resumed.

5. Approval of minutes

President. ~—— The minutes of proceedings of yester-
day’s sitting have been distributed.

Are there any comments?

The minutes are approved.

6. Votes

President. — The next item is the vote on motions
for resolutions on which the debate has been closed.

We shall begin with the Gatto report (Doc. 1-688/80):
Agricultural provisions of the Act of accession of Greece
to the Communities
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(Parliament adopted the preamble and paragraphs 1 and
2,)

On paragraph 3 I have Amendment No 1 by Mr Sutra
seeking to replace this paragraph by the following text.

3. In view of these serious reservations, will consider this
at its January 1981 part-session so as to consider the
problems in the presence of the Greek Members.

I call Mr Ligios

Mr Ligios. — (/) Mr President, I speak as a member
of the Committee on Agriculture, and I oppose Mr
Sutra’s amendment. We are in favour of the report as
presented by Mr Gatto and then approved in commit-
tee, where, I would remind by colleagues, Mr Sutra
made no objeetion whatsoever. I am therefore firmly
opposed to the Sutra amendment.

(Applause from various quarters) '

(Parliament rejected the amendment and adopted para-
graph 3 and the resolution as a whole)

President. — I put to the vote the motion for a resolu-
tion contained in the Dankert report (Doc. 1-703/80):
Compensation to Greece.

(Parliament adopted the resolution)

President. — We shall now consider the motion for a
resolution contained in the Battersby report (Doc. 1-166/
80): Special Committee of Inquiry concerning the
EAGGEF Sector)

(Parliament adopted the preamble to the end of recital

(b))

On recital (¢) I have Amendment No1 by Mr
Battersby seeking to replace this recital with the
following text:

(c) Conscious of the need to guarantee a fair income for
family wine-growers,

I call Mr Taylor.

Mr John Mark Taylor. — I can simply advise Parlia-
ment that the rapporteur, Mr Battersby, is against all
six amendments, and I would urge Parliament to vote
in accordance with Mr Battersby’s wishes.

(Parliament rejected Amendment No 1 and adopted reci-
tals (c) and (d))

President. — On recital (e) [ have Amendment No 2
by Mr Martin and others seeking to replace the recital
with the following text:

(e) Aware that this enlargement of the EEC would have
extremely grave consequences for wine-growers

(Parliament rejected Amendment No 2 and adopted reci-
tal (e). It then adopted in succession paragraphs 1 to 3)

On paragraph 4 [ have Amendment No3 by Mr
Martin and others seeking to replace this paragraph
with the following text:

Requests a prohibition on the manufacture of alcoholic
products imitating wine;

(Parliament rejected Amendment No 3 and adopted
paragraph 4)

After paragraph 4 I have Amendments Nos 4 and 5 by
Mr Martin and others seeking to add the following
new paragraph:

4a. Calls for a proper definition of rosé wine and stricter
control over the way it is obtained;

4b. Requests that 1t be made compulsory to indicate the
producer country for all table wines originating in a
Community State, whether they are sold in the produ-
cer country or exported;

(Parliament rejected Amendments Nos 4 and 5 and
adopted paragraphs 5 to 9)

On paragraph 10 I have Amendment No 6 by Mr
Martn and others seeking to replace this paragraph
with the following text:

10. Calls for the proposals for enlargement to be finally
rejected;

(Parliament rejected Amendment No 6)

[ call Sir Peter Vanneck on a point of order.

Sir Peter Vanneck. — Mr President, we have just
wasted a lot of Parliament’s time on amendments put
forward by Mr Martin. Mr Martin is not here. I would
like to draw the attention of the House, and the press,
and the public to the arrogance of people who put
forward amendments and then do not come even to
vote on them. I really feel that if people do not come
to vote on their amendments they should be called on
by the chair to indicate their presence and if they do
not appear their amendments should fall automatically
without our time being wasted on a vote.
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President. — I do not think that there is any reason
to waste time discussing whether Mr Martin should or
should not have been present. He is entitled to table
amendments.

I call Mr Baillot on a point of order.

Mr Baillot. — (F) 1 do not wish to take up much of
Parliament’s time but I must say that I find Sir Peter
Vanneck’s remarks quite uncalled for, for the simple
and good reason that, when a few moments ago the
rapporteur was called and found to be absent, we did
not feel the need to challenge Mr Ligios’s statement
on this subject. I simply want to say that Mr Martin
tabled some amendments which were not his alone but
were tabled jointly with a number of his colleagues
among the French members of the Communist and
Allies group. That is all. Really, this statement was
pointless!

President. — Mr Baillot, I would point out that we
have in fact voted on Mr Martin’s amendment. Even if
he were not present his amendment must be put to the
vote.

(Parliament adopted in succession paragraph 10, para-
graphs 11 to 16 and the resolution as a whole)

President. — We shall now consider the motion for a
resolution contained in the Cronin report (Doc. 1-610/
80): European Regional Development Fund

(Parliament adopted the preamble and paragraph 1)

After paragraph1 I have Amendment No1 by Mr
Gendebien seeking to add the following new para-
graph: :

la. Considers that, pending the next overall review of the
ERDF Regulation and the establishment of objectve
criteria for a genuine Community regional policy, the
fixing of a 15 % quota for Greece must be accompa-
nied by purely linear and proportioral adaptation of
the quotas of the existing nine Members of the
Community;

What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mr Cronin, rapporteur. — This is the only amend-
ment to the motion and I regret that I cannot accept
the amendment from my friend Mr Gendebien on the
grounds that the amendment has already been rejected
at committee level.

(Parliament rejected Amendment No ! and adopted
paragraphs 2 to 14)

President. — I call Mrs Hammerich on a point of
order.

Mrs Hammerich. — (DK) Mr President, if we vote
against the motion as a whole, despite a number of
aspects which we find attractive, then it is because this
is the only opportunity we have of showing our
profound dissatisfaction with the Commission’s
proposal, insofar as our own country is concerned.
Already as things stand initiative, responsibility,
imagination and financial resources that might have
been applied to regional planning by the Danish State
in our own country can be diverted to the Commu-
nity’s Regional Fund. Every time we pay 266 kroner to
the Fund we get back 120 kroner. And now the
Commission proposes that this distortion be aggra-
vated and that we should get back only 80 kroner.
That is why we shall vote against the motion for a
resolution as a whole.

President. — I call Sir Peter Vanneck for a explana-
tion of vote.

Sir Peter Vanneck. — Mr President, I am going to
vote for the report as a whole because Amendment
No 1 was not carried, and I take the opportunity of
this explanation of vote to say once again that I was
appalled that Amendment No 1 had no votes in favour
including or, as it were, excluding the proposer of that
amendment. [ just want to re-emphasize once again
that whereas a rapporteur can have, as on the previous
report, somebody who is acknowledged to be substi-
tuting for him, somebody put down an amendment
and did not bother to come to the House to vote for it
when it came up in this plenary session.

(Parliament adopted the resolution as a whole)

7. General budget of the European Communities for the
Sfinancial year 1981 — Earthquake in Italy (resumption)

President. — The next item is the continuation of the
debate on the draft budget for 1981 and a number of
reports and motions for resolutions on the earthquake
in ltaly.

Because of the changes in the agenda we are seriously
behind in our schedule. I would ask all speakers to
note that the debate on the budget will be closed at
7 p-m. precisely.

I call Mr Taylor to speak on behalf of the European
Democratic Group.

Mr J. M. Taylor. — Mr President, in view of what
you have said, I shall curtail my remarks.
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We address ourselves to a position where, as the
previous speaker in this debate, my friend Mr Schén,
told us, there was still much business pending. There
are still many variables, although I am optimistic that
matters will be resolved before the end of this week.
As Mr Tugendhat reminded us, these variables include
the virement ouvert, the supplementary budget No 2,
the social money, the steel money, the terrible tragedy
of Ttaly, — where I know all members of my group
and all Members of this Chamber would want to be
associated with the words that have been expressed —
the 1981 budget itself, with the conciliation that is
pending tomorrow; and if I may use the vogue word,
the ‘linkage’ that exists between all these issues. And
so we face an order-paper with 14 reports and
motions, and we are told that the maximum rate,
according to the version you choose, is somewhere
between 11 % and 20 %. No wonder that the previous
speaker said that much is still pending! -

Meanwhile, I want to add a slightly unfashionable
note of caution, and that is to ask this House to
beware of the practice of raiding the unexpired budg-
etary potential of the outgoing year. I know that
various people have said that this is ingenious, and
credit has been given to those who devised the idea. It
is an expedient in this last year of the present budget-
ary practice, and in fact my group will support it; but
supplementary budgets generally are not tw be
welcomed. We have been critical in the past when they
have been employed to use up unexpended resources
in the agricultural sector, and now we seem to be
using much the same practice with enthusiasm in, for
example, the social sector. There is an irony in this,
and it is an irony which the Parliament should recog-
nize and which it should beware of.

By the same token, I am sure that other members of
the Committee on Budgets will understand if I say
next that we want to impress on all the institutions of
this Community that budgets do mean resources, they
do mean the wherewithal to get things done, but they
also mean discipline and limitations. When the institu-
tions of this Community bid for resources, they should
do so with their best skill, and if they can get the
resources for what they think are their needs, good
luck to them! But if they cannot get the budget any of
the lines that they would have wished for their ambi-
tions, then bad luck! They must live with the appro-
priations they obtain, and they must not spend in defi-
ance of those appropriations in the cynical belief that
they will be able to retrieve the position in a supple-
mentary allocation at the end of the year. I say to
those institutions, you won’t do it, you have seen a
practice emerging in the Committee on Budgets
already and my group openly acknowledges its part.
We shall deny you, and you must bid properly in the
first place and live within your budget thereafter.

Mr President, let me draw these provisional remarks at
this stage in this debate towards a conclusion by saying
that I think there has been good progress this year and

[ am reasonably optimistic of the outcome. We have
seen progress in the Council’s agreement to go with
the Parliament on two very important modifications to
the compulsory portion of the budget; we have seen a
start on the budgetization of loans, and we have seen a
willingness on the part of the Council to meet the
Parliament, expressing itself in the Council’s going
beyond the margin on payments itself in November. In
short, I agree with Mr Tugendhat that we have seen
the consultation procedure in the last few weeks oper-
ating very much more realistically than it has done
before and offering us the prospect of better relations
among the institutions in the future.

I want to recall a remark I made in the debate on the
first reading of the budget. I said then that I felt that
Parliament had got to learn to develop a more cogent
transition from its first reading to its second reading.
In the first reading we seem to gather together every-
body’s good ideas and pile them high, and then the
Council injects the realism and we begin again. We
should not begin again with our second reading: it
should be a natural sequence from our first reading.
This Parliament should improve its techniques. This
Parliament should recognize, if it doesn’t already, that
it is far from being, as many people say, short of
powers. This Parliament has the purse strings: it can
amend, it can modify, it can reject, it can accept, it can
discharge budgets; it can dismiss the civil service and,
if the isoglucose decision is to be believed, it can veto
the executive too. There is no shortage of powers in
this Parliament, merely the maturity of knowing how
to use those powers and, in particular, its main and
most sacred powers under the Treaty in connection
with the budget.

Those of us who came to this Parliament for the first
time in July 1979 have never known what it is like to
be without a budget that needs to be put in place. We
have never yet experienced a budget settled in Decem-
ber. We have never entered the new year free of budg-
etary pressure. We have in fact been through the
Treaty budgetary procedure three times in 18 months.
This time next year, I hope and trust that we shall be
looking at a budget which has received the benefit of
the Commuission’s review under its mandate — a whole
new set of operations with, I trust, a better balance
and perhaps a different set of procedures in some
particulars.

On behalf of my group, in what I hope will be my last
speech on the 1981 budget, I should like to conclude
by thanking Mr Ansquer for his good work and Mr
Adonnino for his vital and important work as the main
rapporteur. I hope that they will enjoy their Christmas
holidays in the knowledge that their tasks are done.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Spinelli to speak on behalf of
the Communist and Allies group.
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Mr Spinelli. — (/) Mr President, since time is short,
will do as my colleagues have done and speak only on
the budget for the Commission, that is, the operating
budget. I would first, however, like to touch briefly on
an item in the budget of Parliament.

In the Parliament’s budget we have approved for the
second time — or rather for the third time, since there
was a budget which was rejected and then voted on
again — an item on monetary compensation for
members of the European Parliament which was
merely a token entry. I hope this has occurred for the
last time, and that by next year Parliament will realize
that in all self-respecting parliaments the members are
paid from the parliamentary budget itself and not by
another authority. We are stll in this transitory situa-
tion, and in order to change it we do not need — as
our Committee on Legal Affairs seems to think — to
request the Council to approve a regulation saying
that Members of Parliament are to receive a certain
salary: we need only to enter a sum in the budget, a
sum specified according to precise criteria which may
be the same as those followed by the Council. I hope,
therefore, that this anomalous situation will be
brought to an end.

I will go on to the budget of the Commission, that is, to
the activity of the Community. I would especially like
to express my admiration of Mr Adonnino and
Mr Dankert, who are unfortunately not present, for
their great skill in what Mr Adonnino called budgetary
engineering! They gave proof of great ingenuity,
considering the conditions under which they had to
work. I see that 2% of the EAGGF Guarantee
Section is now in reserve, and this is considered to be
an extraordinary success. I really do not understand
why it should be so considered, for this reserved sum
must in effect be used if the workings of regulations
and prices demand it, and it will certainly not be
enough to cover the price increases foreseen by the
Agricultural Council for the coming spring.

Mr Adonnino expressed satisfaction because the
Council finally included some token entries for things
it has not yet decided upon. Once, several years ago,
Parliament fought against token entries, urging that
each item have a corresponding amount earmarked for
it. Now we have arrived at the point where we think
the inclusion of a token entry for a programme which
perhaps may not even be put into effect is a great
advantage, though the Council in reality makes no
commitment to act upon it. One of the things that
astonished me was the satisfaction shown over the fact
that the Council promises us to include the discussion
on borrowing and lending in the discussion concern-
ing the budget. What we asked was the inclusion of
these operations in the budget, not the inclusion of a
discussion of a document summarizing a discussion on
borrowing and lending. We want to have something to
say in the assumption of debts and the granting of
loans. For three or four years now the Council, at the

end of every year when the budget is being drawn up,
assures us that in the coming year it will issue the
pertinent regulation, and then we always end up
exactly where we were.

I wish to compliment Mr Dankert, who was able to
take advantage of the fact that the Commission
presented a supplementary budget at the end of the
year and seize the opportunity to use the remaining
margins for manoeuver, which can than be transferred
to the 1981 budget. '

All these small things are indeed interesting; they are
retouches, or, if you will, products of ‘budgetary engi-
neering’, but they effect no substantive changes in the
budget. This budget was already inadequate when it
was first presented by the Commission; the Council
made it even more inadequate, in the opinion of
Parliament; and now we are to be satisfied with some-
thing which is midway between the original proposal
of the Commission and that of the Council. As an
overall judgment on the budget as a whole, a term was
used in the other sitting — and Mr Adonnino also
wrote it into the first point of his resolution — namely
‘transitional budget’. In reading this, I was reminded
of Mephistopheles who told the student that it was a
very good thing to study philosophy, because ‘wo ein
Begriff fehlt, da steht ein Wort bereit’: when an idea is
lacking, there is always a word to fill the gap. Thus,
this budget is ‘transitional’. We should say rather, if
we want to be truthful, that this budget is basically one
of immobility, due to the fact that in all these years
neither the Commission nor the Council took any
initiative aimed at preparing the Community to face
the problems which it would surely have to meet.

I will not repeat what has been said by the rapporteurs
of the parliamentary committees to the effect that
only insignificant accomplishments have been made
regarding cooperation with third countries; they are
even more insignificant when one considers that any
serious prospect of rejuvenating our own economy
must be studied in connection with a definite policy of
aid to development for these countries. As for what has
been said regarding social policy, transportation and
regional policy. I have nothing to add to the criticisms
already made. Neither has anything been done about
borrowing and lending operations.

The problem of compulsory and non-compulsory
expenditure is still up in the air, and I wish to appeal
once again to Parliament to realize that it is ume to
have done with this game where the Council says that
an item of expenditure is compulsory and we say that
it isn’t. We should say that a given item of expenditure
is non-compulsory, treat it as such, reinscribe it —
even if the Council blocks it at the second reading —
and write in the pertinent budget commentary, that is,
in something which will become Community law, that
this expenditure is non-compulsory; or we must
resolve upon resorting to the Court, so that it may
decide if the Council can arbitrarily determine that an
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expenditure is compulsory, even when it obviously
arises from a political decision and not from obliga-
tions laid down in the Treaties or in existing Commu-
nity laws. Instead we do neither the one nor the other,
and by a majority decision we rejected the nouon of
including such a commentary: we say so in a resolu-
tion. It is useless to put it in a resolution. We should
say that this budget is not what it should be; this
budget is an expression, in terms of income and
expenditure of a Community which is unable to alter
its misguided policies. For years we have been faced
with a mistaken policy regarding agricultural prices,
and we are unable to change it. The Community
develops the necessary policies in only an inadequate
and casual manner, with no overall plan. It is unable to
find new resources; it is even unable to produce an
overall programme saying: this is the Community’s line
of development, as was set down in the Treaty. In the
first period of its existence the developmental
programme of the Community was known. Now this
or that is casually asserted, and when a commitment is
assumed it is not even known whether or not it will be
carried through. In this situation such a budget is the
inevitable result.

Several political commitments have now been entered
into. The European Council has asked the Commission
to prepare measures for controlling agricultural
expenditure in order to obtain a better balance
between the various budgetary items. Since so much
has been said about a mandate from the Council to the
Commission — the Commission should not be obliged
to accept a mandate even though it can be requested to
do so — it should be emphasized that the new
Commission has, as of November, another mandate
from the Parliament: we approved a resolution asking
that measures be taken in the near future to modify
the policy on agricultural prices and the system of own
resources. We also requested something else which the
Council has not yet given us: we asked that the
Commission present an overall programme at the
beginning of the year, requesting its adoption by the
Council and by the Parliament. We must commit
ourselves to certain definite activities during the year,
and then the collaboration we talk about could be
established between the various institutions.

I would like now to urge members to pay close atten-
tion to the programme which the new President,
Mr Thorn, will present to us, to the conditions we will
set for our vote of confidence, and to the commit-
ments which the Council will or will not assume at the
beginning of the year. If we don’t want the next
budget to be a replica of this one, it should be based
on that programme and on those commitments, and
not on casual actions developed from one moment to
the next.

For these reasons, we Italian Communists will vote
against the budget and against the resolution propos-
ing its adoption. With this rejection we intend to

express our severe and negative judgment on the
disgraceful situation into which the Commission and
the Council have allowed the Community to fall.

Before concluding, T should like to address the outgo-
ing Commission, probably for the last time. I believe
that you must certainly feel humiliated by the misera-
ble final budget you were obliged to propose, and
which you will now see approved. 1 hope, however,
that you also realize that you yourselves had a great
responsibility in these last four years, and especially in
this last year. If you had come to us and said: we
fought, we used our prerogatives, we took initiatives,
but we were defeated, and for this reason we must be
satisfied with this budget, I would have proposed a
vote of approval here for your action, even though it
was unsuccessful. But you were not defeated; you did
not even fight; you surrendered politically year after
year, and this budget is only the final surrender. It is
you who have fathered this budget: we are only work-
ing to develop 1t.

Many of you will return to sit on the new Commis-
sion, and [ hope that all its members, the new and the
old, will in the next four years reassume the position
of leadership in the construction of Europe which you
have at present abdicated.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mrs Scrivener to speak on behalf
of the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mrs Scrivener. — (F) Mr President, I do not propose
1o return to the terrible tragedy which has plunged all
Italy into mourning, since Mrs Agnelli has already
placed before the House an urgent resolution on the
subject on behalf of the Liberal and Democratic
Group.

For the second time since its election by direct univer-
sal suffrage this Parliament is being called upon to
vote on the Community budget. This leads me to make
a preliminary observation of a general nature which s,
I believe, shared by a number of my colleagues in this
House. Despite an undeniable measure of progress,
the budget still seems too much like a duel between
the two branches of the budgetary authority. Since the
very beginning of the procedure an air of suspicion
and distrust between the institutions has pervaded all
discussion of the budget. This situation is seen by some
as the inevitable consequence of the division of
responsibilities between Parliament and the Council. |
for my part believe otherwise. I believe that the bud-
getary procedure can be and should be the occasion for
a dialogue, and the incumbent of the Presidency of the
Council is there to prove it. There are bound to be
tensions even in such a constructive dialogue, but the
aim is to find a Community response to problems for
which a purely nauonal solution is unsatisfactory. The
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Community institutions, Council, Commission and
Parliament, have everything to gain from closer coop-
eration. Perhaps we shall see more of it with the 1981
budget.

We know that this year we are faced with a difficult
budget. In the first place, our hands are largely tied by
the near-exhaustion of own resources. Next, the
Community has had to settle the question of the
British budget contribution. In this area, a political
decision has been taken and accepted. Finally, the
accession of Greece is also not without impact on the
Community’s finances.

According to some, the agricultural policy is also
largely, not to say exclusively, responsible for the
present budget difficulties. The Liberal Group does
not go along with the extreme positions sometimes
adopted on this question. We think it is inconceivable
that the budget should be simply an agricultural
budger but, on the other hand, we surely would not
wish to reduce the cost of this policy just at any price.
As we have said here often enough, the common agri-
cultural policy is in fact the only common policy we
have. It not only complements national policies, it has
replaced them, and to that extent the Community
budget has taken over from the national budgets.
Perhaps, in the future, new policies will be developed
by the transfer of responsibility from national to
Community level, and at the same time, of course, by
a similar transfer of the necessary funds. It is only
natural, therefore, that a sizeable proportion of our
budget should be devoted to agriculture, and I say this
to you now without apology. It would show a certain
lack of realism on our part for us at this stage to
declare, for example, that we would reject any supple-
mentary budget for 1981 that proposed to increase the
total expenditure on agriculture, insisting at the same
time that all additional expenditure must be financed
entirely from savings within the overall budget of the
Guarantee Section of the EAGGF. What position
would we be placing Parliament in if later it found it
could not do otherwise than go back on its own deci-
sion? On the other hand, we are fully conscious of the
determined effort that has to be made to curb produc-
tion in sectors in structural surplus. We should be
doing the greatest possible disservice to the common
agricultural policy if we were to do nothing at all
about it, and so it is with very great interest that we
shall be examining the Commission’s proposals on the
matter.

Faced with these budget constraints, Parliament was
forced to make a choice. It did so at the first reading
by selecting four priority sectors: regional policy,
social policy, energy, and development aid. We have
to acknowledge that the Council did in part respond
to Parliament’s appeal. Indeed, the appropriations for
the Regional and Social Funds have been substantially
increased for 1981. We should be only too delighted if
further allocations for these two areas could be found

from within the supplementary budget for 1980. In
fact, we were not in favour of an increase at the
second reading of the 1981 budget in the appropria-
tions of either the Regional Fund or the Social Fund if
it was to be at the expense of other measures that had
perhaps not captured the Council’s imagination to the
same extent. We think that development aid and
energy policy deserved a great deal better than they
got. And so, by supporting the most important amend-
ments relating to these two sectors the Liberal Group
seeks to confirm the choice it made at the first reading.
Why? Because we wish to see a common energy policy
get under way. Let us make a start by giving encour-
agement to energy-saving measures, to the devolop-
ment of new sources of energy and to prospecting for
uranium. We have therefore retabled our amendment
aiming to set up a global operational reserve for this
sector, but we have at the same time shown discretion
by cutting the amounts to be set aside. The fact that
this amendment was adopted by a virtually unanimous
vote of Parliament at the first reading, and again —
you will recall — a few days ago in the Committee on
Budgets, cannot be ignored by the Council. It is a
strong appeal from Parliament to the governments of
the Community for them to agree — and only they
can do it — to the launching of a common energy
policy. We shall be very interested to know the
response.

As regards development aid, we shall be supporting
those amendments that relate to two specific objec-
tives: firstly those that will enable the Community to
meet its existing commitments, and secondly those
that will help to get the Ferrero report implemented.
We shall therefore support proposals to increase food
aid and aid to non-governmental organizations. The
Liberal Group is equally in favour of increasing the
appropriations to be made available to help victims of
disasters outside the Community. We have there, have
we not, a moral obligation to fulfil. Those are the
amendments that my group will be supporting. I ought
to add that we are also waiting to see what decisions
the Council might take with regard to the ECSC’s
contribution to social measures. We, for our part, are
in favour of such measures.

Mr President, let me say in conclusion that the Liberal
and Democratic Group has decided to adopt a selec-
tive attitude when it comes to voting, in the light of
the present budget constraints, of which 1 spoke
earlier. And that means that we shall be abstaining on
many amendments which would otherwise have
deserved a positive vote. We hope other groups will
adopt the same attitude because we would like Parlia-
ment this year to manifest as broad a consensus as
possible, thereby reaffirming its determination to give
priority 1o a few very specific sectors. In so doing we
shall strengthen our position when it comes to the
conciliation procedure with the Council. So, my
appeal is for unity and my hope is that it will be heard.
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President. — I call Mr Ansquer to speak on behalf of
the Group of the European Progressive Democrats.

Mr Ansquer. — (F) Mr President, as we enter the
final phase of the budgetary procedure it seems to us
an opportune moment to make a few comments and to
reflect on the significance of the 1981 budget.

Firstly, then, as regards the common agricultural
policy, there is no doubt that some reforms are neces-
sary and even salutary. But this policy cannot be
changed exclusively through the budget. While we
may be forced to make economies, we must not forget
that behind all the figures and the regulations there are
the men and women, the families of farmers who have
seen their incomes falling over the past several years
owing to the sharp rise in production costs. Let us not,
therefore, confine the common agricultural policy
within a kind of budgetary strait-jacket and thus run
the risk of dealing a fatal blow to European agricul-
ture, discouraging the farmers, and, eventually, weak-
ening the security of the Community’s food supplies.

As regards structural policies, the Council’s decisions
are encouraging but in many instances fall short of
what 1s required. This is the case with the Social Fund,
food aid and industrial policy. That is why we propos-
ing additional expenditure in the social field, in parti-
cular to assist in vocational training, improve mobility
and, most importantly, promote employment. To
improve the employment situation should be our over-
riding priority. That is the special function of the
Social and Regional Funds. The level of payment
appropriations set aside by the Council for the
Regional Fund is too low. It is insufficient even to
cover commitments already entered into. The Group
of European Progressive Democrats, which has always
upheld the regional development policy, proposes
therefore to restore the appropriations to their original
fevel by increasing payment appropriations by 150 m
EUA and commitment appropriations by 57 m EUA.
In fact, taking into account inflation and the share we
have had to set aside for Greece, the Council’s propos-
als represent a severe cut. Their effect will be to aggra-
vate existing imbalances. It is very important that the
least-favoured regions in Ireland, Scotland or the
French overseas departments should not have their
appropriations cut in real terms as a result of a redistri-
bution of quotas consequent on Greek accession. The
battle against regional imbalances in a Community
which today has over 7 million unemployed is becom-
ing a matter of public welfare. In the field of energy,
we continue to deplore the lack of a common energy
policy, which is reflected in the low level of appropria-
tions. The Council has doubled them. But, in the
present circumstances, ought it not to increase them
tenfold, on condition that a common policy is properly
implemented?

As regards Community financing for social measures
to assist in the restructuring of the steel industry, the

legal obstacles pale into insignificance beside the very
severe crisis which Furopean industry is now going
through. My group is therefore calling on the Council
to act quickly to introduce Community aid in the first
half of 1981. As regards the dispute about the classifi-
cation of expenditure, which is getting exacerbated
from year to year, my group repeats its request for the
initiation of a conciliation procedure with the Council
in order to set up as soon as possible a dialogue which
we hope will be fruitful.

Mr President, whether we call this a retrenchment
budget or a transitional budget, we find ourselves in
fact in the situation where we have steadily rising
expenditure and a more or less rigid ceiling on
revenue. Such a situation has some potentially very
dangerous consequences for the Community. One way
out that has been suggested is to widen the scope of
the co-responsibility levy so that the farmer pays the
cost of the agricultural policy. In that case, why not
charge part of the cost of social measures to the bene-
ficiaries themselves? Is that what Community solidar-
ity is about? No, we have to find a way out of the
impasse by introducing one, two, or even three new
common policies. In this way we shall avoid the
danger, with which we are already too familiar, of
having to fall back on national policies alone, with all
the bitter disappointments that can result from them.
The way to strengthen the Community is by develop-
ing new policies and by providing for the budget
revenue necessary to implement them, whereas the
Council of Ministers, and even the European Council,
appear to have been caught up in a vicious circle: no
new resources, therefore, no new policy.

We solemnly call upon all those responsible to show
their determination, to assert their will by translating it
into facts. Naturally, the Community cannot commit
itself on all fronts at the same time. While improving
the agricultural policy by stepping up structural
measures and by opening up new markets, the
Community has to plump for those priorities that have
the broadest support. For, one thing we do not want is
to see the Community dissolve into a two-tier Europe,
which would only accentuate the imbalances and, in
the end, undermine the foundations of the edifice.

On the contrary, we want to strengthen the cohesion
between the Member States. If the variable-geometry
Europe suggested by Mr Jacques Delors implies a
selective programme of urgent measures to be under-
taken jointly, then let us waste no more time — let us
give a new impetus to Europe and to Europeans
renewed hope.

President. — 1 call Mrs Macciocchi to speak on
behalf of the Group for Technical Coordination and
the Defence of Individual Groups and Members.
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Mrs Macciocchi. — (F) Mr President, listening to
this debate all morning I experienced the same
emotion I felt when we attended the fine reception
given by the Government of Luxembourg.

There, around the table decorated with flowers, under
those great chandeliers, surrounded by all those exotic
dishes, 1 suddenly had the impression, the image
before my eyes of the two contrasting worlds we find
in Europe: on the one hand, our overdeveloped socie-
ties, our progressive societies with their telematics,
their advanced technocracy; and, on the other, those
southern regions — ignored, despised, very often
treated in an almost racist manner — where the earth-
quake brought a blinding flash of realization to us that
we — who are so proud of our civilization — have a
third world inside Europe: the Mezzogiorno, that
land which stll lives in a state of semi-colonialism
compared to the rest of Europe, that skeleton in
Europe’s cupboard.

In this earthquake in Italy we saw not only a disaster,
unimaginable in its horror, what we also saw — as
Mr de Pasquale said in his commendable speech —
was the complete infrastructure vacuum; what we saw
are the dreadful conditions in which, in the twentieth
century, alongside our cathedrals of progress, lives a
population steeped in human misery.

One would have to re-read Victor Hugo — who
could certainly teach Mr de Ferranti a lesson or two,
although even he was greatly moved by what he saw in
Naples — to understand what I am trying to say, to
meditate on the beautiful images Victor Hugo paints
for us of the confusion of Neapolitan life, to read
Malaparte’s ‘La Pelle’.

I recommend it to any Member who really wants to
understand what it is like in Italy now.

When one accuses the people of southern Italy of
stealing shoes or of taking things that do not belong to
them, it is necessary to understand the despair that
seizes some people in Italy today, and when
Murs Agnelli describes for us the way men and women
have flocked to help these people, the Red Cross in
action, the human kindness — well, all that is not
enough, it is all very noble, but it just is not enough.
What is required is for Europe to look upon the prob-
lem of southern Italy as its very own problem, for her
to observe the Treaty of Rome, to see how the South
1s being plundered and exploited, to be able to join the
two ends of the chain of human misery: the children
of Cambodia, the 12 million children throughout the
world who died from starvation in 1979, and our own
children, the children of southern Italy whom you
have seen in conditions by now familiar to you.

[ therefore take up the suggestion made by
Mr Ruffolo here, and urge that a liaison body be set
up by the Community and the Italian Government. I

ask you to cut across any arguments concerning
responsibility between one committee and another.
Everyone should work together to help set up a body
to liaise between this Community and the Italian
Government without waiting to ask if it will violate
Italy’s sovereignty.

Because at the bottom of it all is the fact that southern
Italy belongs not only to Italy, but to Europe as a
whole, which must look upon it as a wound in its own
flesh, but also as its conscience, which is beginning to
stir frighteningly today.

President. — I call Mr von der Vring to speak on
behalf of the Committee on Regional Policy and
Regional Planning.

Mr von der Vring, co-rapporteur. — (D) Mr Presi-
dent, I wish to talk about the 1981 budget. The whole
crux of the matter is formed by the payment appro-
priations and in particular the question, will the
commitments that have been approved be automati-
cally honoured, or must Parliament fight for this? The
Council has this year adopted a very positive attitude,
a readiness to compromise. I listened very closely to
the President of the Council this morning. He criti-
cized Parliament’s continued insistence on its minimal
positions. We must therefore draw attention to the
mistakes which led to these differences of opinion,
because so much is clear from the text. In the first
draft of this budget the Council tried to ensure, by
reducing the payment appropriations, that the
Regional Fund, although endowed with commitment
appropriations, would come to a virtual standstill in
1981.

In the second draft the Council changed its tactics,
assuring us in all the discussions in the Committee on
Budgets that it did not intend to use payment appro-
priations to block commitments entered into. But let
us see where this takes us. The Council has itself said
that its estimates of payment appropriations actually
required are lower than ours. This in itself would not
be a cause of conflict, since the same solution could be
used as in the past: we concentrate on the commitment
appropriations and start by keeping our calculations of
the payment appropriations low at the beginning of
the budget. If they are not enough, an adjustment can
be made by means of supplementary budgets. That
was the position in the past, and this position did not
create any political difficulties. But today we have a
real budgetary problem, because the Finance Ministers
of the nine governments include the estimates of value
added tax required in their budgets at the beginning of
each year. If it then turns out at the end of the year
that the planned payment appropriations are not suffi-
cient, they are very reluctant to approve further
resources and so create the difficulties we are now
having. That is why this system of supplementary
budgets works so badly.
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Parliament is therefore taking a risk in relying on the
approval of supplementary budgets, especially as the
Council has reneged on the gentleman’s agreement.
That is why the supplementary budget for 1980 on
Thursday of this week will be a cautionary example.
Hic Rbodus, bic salta, | should like to say to the Presi-
dent of the Council. If the Council is prepared to
approve the payment appropriations that are abso-
lutely essential, we shall not have these problems in the
future, but then, unlike the leopard, it must change its
spots today. If the Council accepts this, we can very
easily agree on the 1981 budget. But — and I should
like to make this clear — a compromise based on the
620 m EUA in payment appropriations proposed for
the Regional Fund is no compromise, because it would
mean — to take the Council’s justification as it stands
— that there would be no resources at all in the
Regional Fund to cover the first instalment of the 1981
commitments approved by the Council. That is no
compromise, ladies and gentlemen. What is at stake
here is the Council’s credibility, the question of
whether the Council is prepared to honour commit-
ments it has approved in the past. If the Council abides
by its past commitments, the conciliation meeting will
have a successful outcome — if not, difficulties are
likely to ensue.

President. — I call Mr De Goede.

Mr De Goede. — (NL) Mr President, the 1981
financial year has something transitional about it
After all, the solution of the basic problems connected
with the financial and budgetary policies in the longer
term is still a long way off. The annual budget problem
has always been difficult in the past, but it is becoming
far more difficult now that own resources are threa-
tening to run out. What is ominous in this context is
that evidently three government leaders from three
large countries rejected the idea at the last summit
conference in Luxembourg of a possible increase in
these resources. I hope that our Parliament will be
discussing this problem very soon in a well prepared
debate. Perhaps our deliberations will provide a new
stimulus, new prospects of not only facing this prob-
lem, but also coming a little closer to a solution. The
Spinelli report promises to make a major contribution
in this respect.

As regards 1981, 1 see various rays of hope after the
very gloomy approach adopted by the Council towards
the draft submitted by the Commission in September.
The Council has after all approved a number of
requests made by Parliament. A first important point is
the inclusion in the reserve of 2 % of the appropria-
tions for the Guarantee Section. A second is the reduc-
tion by 50m EUA in the case of skimmed milk
powder, and a third is the Council’s apparently more
accommodating approach to Parliament’s view that
greater savings are necessary in the agricultural sector
as regards structural overproduction. In the areas of

energy, development cooperation and the social and
regiona! policies, the Council has also proved to be
somewhat more accommodating, although the extent
of its conciliatory attitude does not yet put us in an
optimistic mood.

Today’s debate now seems to be becoming rather
hazy. After all, the Council has not yet put all its cards
on the table. It will do so tommorrow, after our
debate, and only on Thursday, when we vote, will we
know what we ourselves want. Today we can fire a
few shots across the bows. It is to be hoped that the
Council will turn the prow a little more in Parliament’s
direction. As I see it, the Council must come closer to
Parliament on four points.

Firstly energy. The continuing discrepancy between
the formulation of policy objectives by the government
leaders, as was again done recently in Luxembourg,
and the formulation of a practical policy must be
eliminated. Energy conservation and the development
of alternative sources of energy are outstanding exam-
ples of areas which can and must be tackled at
Community level. The Council is still holding back on
this issue.

Secondly, development cooperation. Our debate on
hunger in the world showed that we as a Community
sull fall short of our obligations to the world. Here
again the Council must join with Parliament in making
resources available.

Thirdly, the Regional and Social Funds must be
extended further than the Council’s latest concessions
allow.

And fourthly, the ECSC. The inclusion of a token
entry has at last opened the way for the Community
financing of social measures in connection with the
restructuring of the iron and steel industry. But the
Council must take the necessary decisions quickly. I
welcome the willingness shown by the Council to be
more conciliatory towards Parliament’s views on the
inclusion and granting of loans. I am doubtful about
the recent 1980 amendments, described this morning
by Mr Dankert as a last resort and as far from satisfac-
tory and by Commissioner Tugendhat as extremely
artificial. I have my doubts because immediately before
this, as a result of earler modifications, the VAT
percentage of the Member States had been reduced,
and they are now again faced with an increase. I am
curious to hear the Council’s views, and I should say
that it is almost inconceivable that something like this
should happen in the country from which I myself
come, the Netherlands. In purely legal terms this may
not conflict with what has been laid down in writing
and with past developments, but I believe it is impor-
tant for national parliaments and national govern-
ments to have confidence in what a parliament should
do, that is, keep a check on the executive’s proposals
and activities. And I ask myself whether we are not in
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the process of falling short of this duty as a Parlia-
ment. ‘

Mr President, my concluding remarks concern Parlia-
ment’s budget. The writing is on the wall: the Council
has also taken a critical look at a number of new items
such as the pension arrangement and the compensa-
tion of Members for travel in their own constituencies.
I see this as a warning to Parliament to be rather more
self-critical and exercise rather more self-control in
this respect. Otherwise, the Council might be
compelled at some time in the future to make a careful
examination of Parliament’s proposals for its own
budget, despite the gentleman’s agreement, and it
would be a pity if we were ourselves found to be at
fault. To conclude, Mr President, I wholeheartedly
agree to the ald proposed and requested for the disas-
ter area in Jtaly.

President. — I call Mr Arndt.

Mr Arndt. — (D) Mr President, what is happening
at this moment in this House is rather eerie. We are
discussing the 1981 budget, and in fact, none of the
groups yet knows what position it should adopt on this
budget.

This situation is unknown in any other parliament,
and there is no point in my telling the Council so
because at the moment we do not have a Council
representative among us. I believe that this illustrates
the position and also the task of this Parliament, which
is to ensure in the long term that in this respect at least
things are done properly in the European Community.

I should just like to say a few words which do not
relate directly to the budget, but concern this Parlia-
ment as a whole, and I will take myself as an example.
As a member of the Committee on Budgets, as a vice-
chairman of the Socialist Group, as a speaker at this
moment, my secretariat is located outside in the car
park in the boot of my car. That is where I must go to
fetch my files when I need them here. As a Member
the only place where I can work is here. This is an
impossible situation and one on which this European
Parliament must make its views known. This must be
sald clearly for once. Someone said just now that
Parliament must be self-critical about its budget. I
should like to say in the clearest possible terms, and I
am also referring to the administration of this Parlia-
ment and of the political groups, that the administra-
tion of Parliament and of the groups must not always
automatically equate themselves with Parliament but
first consider the ability of Members to do the work
they have to do here. The way European parliamen-
tarians and their ability to work are treated at the
moment is nothing short of a European scandal.

(Applause)

I should now like to say something about the 1981
budget and the situation in which we now find
ourselves. I believe we should all remind ourselves of
what happened a year ago. This has been mentioned
by the rapporteur and my friend Piet Dankert. A year
ago this Parliament transferred 100 m EUA intended
for agricultural spending from the Guarantee Fund to
Chapter 100. Apart from that, all it really did was ask
for limited additional resources for the Regional Fund
and for the social sector. The Council could not be
persuaded to accept this. That is why the 1980 was
rejected. In this 1981 budget the Council has agreed to
the transfer of 250 m from the agricultural sector to-
Chapter 100 and to the removal of 50 m from the agri-
cultural sector.

I say this to show that the decision we took by a large
majority of this House a year ago may not have been
necessary at that time, but it is proving successful
today. I am saying this so that Parliament may realize
that, particularly where budgetary questions are
concerned, it will succeed only if it tries to take its
decisions by a large majority, because only then will
we gain acceptance for what we as a Parliament really
want.

This may involve us in a detour. The proposal at the
moment is that the Committee on Budgets in fact
wanted about 200 m EUA more in payment appropria-
tions. Normally that would have been no problem for
the 1981 budget. The supplementary budgets alone
relieve the 1981 budget of about 220 m EUA for the -
British contribution. This means that Parliament’s
demands are still below the total budget submitted by
the Counci! for 1981. It would therefore have been an
easy matter for the Council, even in the face of the
national governments, to agree to these demands, but
prestige probably plays a larger part here than the
requirements of the energy, development, regional and
social policies.

But this Parliament 1s, I hope, flexible enough to take
account of the prestige of the nine governments in the
Council of Ministers. I therefore hope it will be possi-
ble for some of this expenditure to be included in the
1980 budget, so that an additional burden is not
placed on the 1981 budget.

When I recall what the Council’s representative said to
us in this Chamber in June 1980 about the financial
emergency facing the European Community, when he
said that it was impossible to include an additional
13m in the 1980 budget. That was why the budget
could not be adopted immediately after Parliament
had taken its decision, and it was only after 8 days of
deliberations that the governments approved the addi-
tional 13 m for 1980. When we now find that several
hundred millions of the 1980 budget remain unspent,
it again becomes clear that one institution — the
Council — has failed in the case of the 1980 budget. I
can never think of the Council as a single institution
— I know that many members of the Council see
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things exactly as we do, but there are also a number of
governments in this Council which obviously do not
understand what figures are involved in Europe and
cannot grasp what is required. And here is the proof:
they did not want to give us 13 m for 1980, and now,
suddenly, under the supplementary budget several
hundred million are possible for 1980.

There are members of the Council who do their
utmost to restrict the budgetary powers and the role
played by Parliament as far as possible. It can only be
in Parliament’s own interests to try to resist these
efforts.

The course proposed — the inclusion of some of the
1980 expenditure in the supplementary budget, thus
relieving the burden on the 1981 budget, followed by
the transfer of these amounts to the 1981 budget — is
not a satisfactory solution for anyone who takes finan-
cial policy seriously. If the Council wants this for
reasons of prestige, I would ask Parliament to agree
on condition that the emphasis placed by Parliament in
the 1980 supplementary budget and the 1981 budget is
maintained, in other words that the amendments relat-
ing to the energy, development, social and regional
policies are adopted. I feel — and I also say this to
Mrs Scrivener and her group — that we should do
everything we can to abide by the decisions taken by a
large majority of this Parliament at the first reading.
Price increases under the agricultural policy must not
be passed on by means of additional expenditure
under a supplementary budget. I hope we all realize
here in Europe that the incomes of our farmers are
only remotely connected with the prices of agricultural
produce. We cannot pursue an incomes policy through
price policy. This European Community has opted for
a market economy. [ stress that as a Socialist, because
it is impossible to introduce an extreme form of
planned economy in, of all sectors, agriculture: it too
must play the game by the rules of the market econ-
omy.

I cannot say on behalf of the Socialist Group at this
stage whether or not we approve the budget. I can
only repeat that, if Wednesday’s negotiations result in
respect for the emphasis placed by Parliament and the
position it has adopted on expenditure, we shall do
our best to see that the budget is accepted. If the
Council rejects this, if it believes it can adopt an
intransigent position, the Socialist Group will be
consistent with this Parliament’s actions and also
adopt an intransigent position. To conclude, I should
like to say something to all the groups in this House
and also to my friend Mr Spinelli: this Parliament will
get its way with the Council on budgetary questions
only if we decide our position by a large majority.
What is now really at stake is no longer the dispute
between political groups but the ability of the Counclil,
at least some of its members, or this Parliament to
have its way. I hope that this Parliament will ensure by
a large majority in each case that it gains acceptance

for the emphasis it has placed and for its self-image. I
make this request particularly with a view to the
discussions the groups will be having.

I would also appeal to the members of the Council not
to cause a new conflict over the budget. In its delibera-
tions so far Parliament has proved that it is interested
in completing the 1981 budget debate without a
conflict. It depends on the Council whether a conflict
can be avoided. The Socialist Group awaits the Coun-
cil’s decision.

President. — I call Mr Notenboom.

Mr Notenboom. — (NL)} Mr President, I should like
to say a few words on behalf of the Group of the
European People’s Party. As my colleague Mr Schon
said this morning, the 1981 budgetary procedure
seems to be progressing more favourably in November
1980 than it did a year ago. We have found the Coun-
cil more responsive to our proposals. Of course, we are
not vyet satisfied, but two of the three agricultural
amendments have not been rejected by the Council
this year. The Council has gone some way, and here
and there quite a long way, to meet our demands.
Examples here are the Regional Fund and develop-
ment aid. I await with great interest the outcome of
the discussions now taking place in the Council on the
ECSC, with plays a major part in these budgetary
decisions. And then, Mr President, the Council was
also willing to take a small, but distinct step towards
the budgetization of loaris. That is an indication of a
change on the situation from a year ago. And I am
grateful to the Council and particularly the Luxem-
bourg Presidency for this. Then there is another small
point. I will not claim it is a major issue — it forms
part of the general budget — but having spoken out
six times in the last three years in favour of small and
medium-sized undertakings being given an opportun-
ity by means of item 3071 to do business at European
level and now at last finding that they have this oppor-
tunity to the Council’s agreement to the Commission’s
proposal and Parliament’s amendments, I should also
like to express my gratitude. On six occasions I have
called for the inclusion of this item and now at last,
after three years, it has happened. I am grateful for
this, and I hope that the Commissioner who bears
responsibility for this sector in 1981 will take a wise
decision on the utilization of this budget item, that is if
the budget is adopted.

And then [ should like to say something about certain
aspects of the supplementary budget for 1980. I say
certain aspects, and I in no way intend to speak
against the proposals made by the two rapporteurs, Mr
Adonnino and Mr Dankert, this morning, because 1
share the view just proclaimed twice with great emphasis
by Mr Arndt, that in this Parliament we need large
majorities to succeed at all against the Council and to
be able to play our institutional role. I share this view,
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and [ shall therefore call for the rejectlon of what our
two colleagues proposed this morning. Let there be no
misunderstanding about that. But the temptation to
take advantage of the opportunity created by the
supplementary budget is too great for a Parliament of
410 Members. 1 fully realize that. But an expression of
principle about this supplementary budget No 2 for
1980 would not be out of place either. There was after
all, ladies and gentlemen, absolutely no need for this
supplementary budget for 1980. Not that I do not
intend to vote in favour of the amounts requested in it.
I shall vote in favour of them all, the appropriations
for emergency aid to Italy and for the United King-
dom and for the Social Fund. There need be no doubt
about that, but there was nevertheless no need for the
supplementary budget.

The solidarity of the European Community with the
victims of the Italian earthquake could have been
demonstrated by authorizing a large amount from
appropriations carried forward, which would certainly
have been enough for the 40 m requested. But in the
case approprlatlons carried forward the Commission
evidently gives priority to the second part of the
advance to the United Kingdom. It seems as if the
Commission’s primary concern is to ensure the pounds
arrive in London on time. Of course the United King-
dom will get its money, Mr President, there is no
doubting that but two members of the Committee on
Budgets, representatives of the Socialist Group and of
the European Democratic Group, both said that the
disaster in Italy had priority over the second instal-
ment of this advance. I agree with them entirely. Nor
would a supplementary budget have been necessary
for the Social Fund if budgetary controls and
communication within the Commission had been
adequate. It is simply unacceptable that the European
Parliament should be asked at the beginning of
November to agree to a rectifying and supplementary
budget No 1 for 1980, reducing the VAT rate for
1980, and some weeks later to increase the VAT rate
again, because it has become clear in the meantime
that, even leaving aside the events in Italy to which I
have just referred, the Social Fund needs yet more
money. If there is proper budgetary control, this kind
of thing cannot happen within a period of a few
weeks. Of course, Mr Vredeling must have the money,
but it would also have been possible not to reduce the
VAT rate in November or to request this amount for
1981. Poor budgetary controls are responsible for the
zig-zag policy, a policy with which we challenge the
national parliaments and the national Finance Minis-
ters, a policy of first reducing the VAT rate and then,
a few weeks later, raising it. We cannot be regarded as
a very reliable budgetary partner in these circum-
stances. I find this regrettable, but a majority of the
Council agrreed to this, and the Council represents the
Member States. I cannot get round that. That is why I
am not opposed to Mr Adonnino’s and Mr Dankert’s
proposals, because I fully realize that they will give us
the opportunity of taking this emergency action in a
manner which is admittedly lacking a great deal in

elegance and is hardly acceptable from a budgetary
point of view, as Mr Arndt has already said. But I
quite understand what they have done, and I congra-
tulate them on their inventveness, which is designed
to gain acceptance for the policy which we need for
Europe. 1 feel obliged, ladies and gentlemen, to
denounce the Commission’s proposals, which I have
myself condemned. I hope this will never happen
again, because we do, of course, need financial
resources for Europe to implement the social, energy,
development aid and other policies we want, but we
also need the understanding of the ten national parlia-
ments, because we shall very soon be in very urgent
need of the support of these ten parliaments when they
are asked to raise the ceiling on own resources and to
give us some room for manoeuvre in the next decade.
We shall need the national parliaments then, and we
must therefore be a predictable and reliable partner for

‘those national parliaments, which is something we are

perhaps not at the moment. There are sufficient
grounds for agreeing to the line advocated by our
colleagues this morning, and I am not opposed, but I
would nevertheless condemn this objectionable policy.

President. — I call Mr Forth.

Mr Forth. — Mr President, I should like to start by
referring to something that Mr Ansquer said this
morning. He called on all the Community institutions
to put a brake on expenditure. This is something that
all of us would look to in these times of difficulty
throughout Europe, and there I agree with him. But I
do not think that there has been any real evidence that
this Parliament has shown the same willingness to
restrain its expenditure as it has urged on the other
institutions.

As joint budgetary authority we regard it as our
responsibility to observe and to restrain the expendi-
ture of the Commission. That is right and proper. We
scrutinize carefully the expenditure of the Council and
that is proper too, but I submit, Mr President, that we
do not spend as much time or energy scrutinizing our
own expenditure, which over and over again is shown,
in the view of my own group and my colleagues and
many other colleagues in the Parliament, to be exces-
sive.

For example, there was a move in the first reading of
the budget to restrain the rent costs of this Parliament.
It was passed by the Committee on Budgets and
regrettably failed here in the plenary, and this is a
source of great regret to me, although I thank Mr
Ansquer for including in the text of his resolution a
request that increases in rent for the three working
places of Parliament should be scrutinized with great
vigilance. Well that, Mr President, is putting it mildly.
We really want to spend less time scrutinizing and
more time actually controlling or even, preferably,
reducing expenditure.
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This brings me on to a second heading of expenditure
which I feel I should explain here, namely the
Committee on Economic and Social Affairs.
Colleagues here in the Committee on Budgets will
know that from time to time I and some of my
colleagues have expressed our doubts about the role
and value of the Committee on Economic and Social
Affairs. I would just like to say a few words explaining
to them why this is.

Coming from the country that we do, we regard the
Commiuttee on Economic and Social Affairs as what
we call a quango, a quasi-autonomous government
organization, and our own government in the United
Kingdom is spending much time trying to reduce the
number of institutions which have mushroomed in our
country trying to play a part in the role of govern-
ment, or indeed of non-government, and we are
tempted to see . ..

(Mr von der Vring indicated that he wished to put a
question to the speaker)

Mr Forth. — Mr President, I am prepared to accept a
question from Mr von der Vring if he wishes to ask it.

President. — Mr Forth, it is not for you but for the
President to call someone else to speak. I would ask
Members not to interrupt speakers, otherwise we shall
not complete this item. You may continue, Mr Forth.
No question has been put to you. No one has the right
10 Interrupt you.

I call Mrs Kellett-Bowman on a point of order.

Mrs Kellett-Bowman. — Mr President, the honour-
able Member is quite evidently prepared to give way
and under Rule 30 he is permitted so to do as long as
you do not absolutely bar him from doing so. Surely
you could give your permission. The rule says a
speaker may, by leave of the President, give way
during his speech. Now that implies that if a speaker 1s
willing to give way, and the President does not abso-
lutely bar him from so doing, this is permissible.
Would you not allow this since he obviously wishes to
give way and [ am sure the Chamber would wish him
to do so.

(Applause)

President. — You may be prepared to do so, but I am
not prepared to call Mr Vring.

Mr Forth, do you wish to conunue or have you

finished?

Mr Forth. — ... 1 was talking about the Committee
on Economic and Social Affairs and the peculiarly

British attitude to it and I am asking colleagues to
understand this. What ! find difficult to understand is
the argument that, because it 1s in the Treaty, it must
therefore be inviolate and never changed. I consider
this one of the regrettable aspects of the Community
and its institutions which threaten to make it static
rather than dynamic. I would prefer people to have a
more flexible and open attitude to reviewing particular
institutions which may have served their purpose in the
past but whose purpose may well have been overtaken,
as I believe the Committee on Economic and Social
Affairs’ purpose has been, in this case by Parliament.

I would like to say further that, whilst we support the
proposals made by Mr Ansquer on the strengthening
of the two courts — the Court of Auditors and the
Court of Justice — which we see as essential to the
Community, we feel, that the budget of Parliament
itself has become bloated. There are obviously too
many buildings, and we are already — and the rent
provision in the budget allows for this — expanding to
even more buildings in all three places of work.

There are inefficiencies in this institution which I feel
are being perpetuated; there is an inflexibility of
organization and staffing where the administration
appears to be unprepared to examine, under this new
Parliament,where changes could be made profitably
and efficiently. I feel that already, although this insti-
tution is barely 20 years old, it may be exhibiting a lot
of the characteristics of a dinosaur with hardening
arteries, and this is a matter of great regret to myself
and my colleagues. What concerned me even more is
that it could ultimately endanger the gentlemen’s
agreement if we for our part are not seen to be
prepared to examine, scrutinize, control and, if neces-
sary, reduce the costs of our own institution whilst at
the same time criticizing others.

Now, a final thought: I have recently been increas-
ingly concerned in our work in the Committee on
Budgets about the fact that institutions have come to
us and asked time and time again for money to be
given to them by way of transfers. [ feel that this indi-
cates an attitude of mind within the Community insti-
tutions which is very dangerous. This attitude 1s rather
as follows: we may have a budget and it may have
been agreed. We have spent all the money and now we
are coming back and asking for more because very
obviously we have to spend more money and have
exceeded the budget, then more money must be asked
for. This attitude seems to be well established histori-
cally.

I believe that it makes nonsense of the budgetary
procedure. It certainly is not the sort of budgetary
procedure that I am used to where a budget is agreed
and then kept to. Only in the most exceptional circum-
stances, such as the Italian earthquake disaster or the
like, should people come and request money and be
given it. I feel that until we can take more seriously in
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all insututions of this Community the true meaning of
budgetary procedure, which is to agree an amount and
adhere to it and accept that as a control on what we in
the Community spend, until we achieve that change of
attitude, Member State governments and other people
in this Community will not take us seriously as an
institution.

Many people do not believe in the Community, but I
believe in it passionately. I want to see it thrive; [ want
to see 1t prosper. But my fear is that if this sort of atti-
tude persists then that prospering will be delayed and
this is in none of our interests.

President. — I call Mr Baillot.

Mr Baillot. — (F) Mr President, today Parliament is
engaged in the second reading of the 1981 budget.
The few changes introduced by the Council in the
budget adopted at the first reading make no essenual
difference. As we said in November, this is a crisis
budget, an austerity budget, and Mr Santer, speaking
on behalf of the Council of Ministers, made that the
central theme of his speech this morning. Austerity for
the workers and for the small and medium-sized farm-
ers. The budget reflects rising unemployment and the
continuing inflation which weighs so heavily on the
lives of millions upon millions of families in every
country of the Community. At the same time,
however, the profits of the multinationals continue to
grow and the assets continue to be taken out — there,
at least, is one business that has flourished as never
before — with these corporations ever on the look-out
for cheaper and more easily exploitable labour.

This is an antisocial budget, not because the Council
has turned down a few million units of account that
Parhament had allocated to the Social Fund at the first
reading, but because the majority sees social policy in
terms of assistance and — I might as well say it —
charity.

A proper social policy should grapple with social injus-
tices and inequalities that are still very widespread and
are becoming more pronounced in every country of
the Community, as indeed are the imbalances between
the countries themselves. The tragic situation in south-
ern Italy is a reflection of this; on behalf of the French
members of the Community and Allies Group I should
like, here and now, to reaffirm our total support for
the Italian people engaged in the difficult task of heal-
ing the terrible wounds that the earthquake has
inflicted.

This is the reality that all the official pronouncements
and all the high-flown commentaries will never be able
to conceal. The reasons that led us to oppose the
budget at the first reading still hold good. If anything,
our opposition has been strengthened by the positions
the Council has adopted since November.

In the first place, we have to remind you once again of
our fundamental opposition to the reduction of the
United Kingdom’s budget contribution agreed
between President Giscard d’Estaing and Mrs
Thatcher. To compensate for the loss of that part of
the United Kingdom’s contribution the French
taxpayer is going to have to pay 4 500 million francs.
The aid given to the United Kingdom is so large — it
is in fact equivalent to more than one third of the
increase in the 1981 budget over the 1980 budget —
that the Community is experiencing great difficulty in
coming to the aid of the victims of the [talian disaster.
Clearly — and I believe Mr Tugendhat said as much
this morning — money cannot be spent twice. Today,
the essential funds for emergency relief work in Ttaly
are not there, and to find them has meant some
juggling with the 1980 and 1981 budgets which we,
for our part, cannot endorse. The decision taken on
30 May in relation to the United Kingdom contribu-
tion was so unjust and so serious in its repercussions
that we are very much afraid that we shall be harking
back to it again and again.

Secondly, we continue to oppose the enlargement of
the Community, which the budget in effect ratifies and
for which it is paving the way, even though the
Member States have still not been consulted on it. This
practice by the Community institutions, our Parlia-
ment included, is clearly intended to present the
peoples of the Nine with a fait accompli. These institu-
tions have acted in this way in the belief that it will
make it more difficult for the Nine to oppose enlarge-
ment. A fuller understanding of the consequences of
what they might be helping to bring about — without,
let it be said, those being invited to join the Commu-
nity being any the better off for it — could be prejudi-
cial to an undertaking already condemned by the
experience of enlargement from six to nine.

Thirdly, we maintain our determined opposition to the
policy of restructuring. The breaking up of the steel
industry — and let me say that there are those in
Europe who stand to gain by it — the dismantling of
the shipbuilding and textile industries and, tomorrow,
of the automotive industry, under the pretext of stand-
ing up to the savage competition from Japan, are
unacceptable.

Rationalization of production, productivity, the syste-
matic lowering of production costs are all used to
throw millions of men and women out of work and to
leave millions of young people without any profes-
sional qualifications and without any clear prospects
for the future. The budget favours this policy which,
particularly in France, is resulting in a sharpening
decline in the national industries.

Fourthly, we are opposed to any attempt to undermine
the common agricultural policy, of the sort heralded
by the budget. The second reading of the budget is
bringing to light an important new factor, which 1s the
agreement in principle between the Council and the
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majority of Parliament, and Mr Adonnino quite
rightly expresses satisfaction on that account in the
resolution adopted by the Committee on Budgets.
Both sides agree, in effect, that additional agricultural
expenditure in 1981, that is to say after raising agricul-
tural prices, will have to be financed from savings
achieved within the common agricultural policy’s
overall budget for 1981, from the reserve made up
from the 2 % levy on the total appropriations in 1981
in respect of the Guarantee Section of the EAGGEF,
and by additional savings in the so-called ‘structural
surplus’ sectors.

It has to be said, moreover, that there is very broad
agreement in principle between the Council and
Parliament, and indeed the Commission as well, on
reforming the common agricultural policy, in particu-
lar by extending the co-responsibility levy to other
production sectors, in other words, by the generaliza-
tion of the injustice already being suffered by milk
producers. This joint policy of the Council and the
majority of Parliament will have a further adverse
influence on the situation of small and medium-sized
farmers. In fact, these joint decisions, and particularly
this 2 % levy on the budget of the EAGGF’s Guaran-
tee Section, represent nothing more than a determina-
tion to avoid having a supplementary budget in 1981,
after the French presidential elections, which would
enable agricultural prices to be raised in line with
actual production costs.

The 1980 balance sheets for agriculture are at this
moment on the point of being drawn up. In France,
the government has just been forced to grant
4 100 million francs in various forms of aid to farmers
to compensate for an average drop of 6-5 % in their
incomes. Now, we all know exactly what these aver-
ages are worth: if the incomes of the big farmers go up
— and often they do, substantially — those of the
smallest drop, resulting in bankruptcies and rural
depopulation.

This situation bears out how justified we were in our
realistic proposal — rejected by the majority of Parlia-
ment — to increase French agricultural prices by 13 %
for 1980/1981. At a time when the French Govern-
ment and some farmers’ union leaders would have the
taxpayer pick up the bill for 4 100 million francs in aid
to farmers, it is worthwile recalling that part of this
sum, in fact about half, could have been found this
year by refusing to cut the United Kingdom’s budget
contribution. We did make a proposal to this effect in
November, but the majority of Parliament rejected it.
In once more rejecting the 1981 budget we are making
a stand on behalf of thousands upon thousands of
farmers and their families who want to make their
living in an occupation they have chosen and which
they enjoy. We are also making a stand on behalf of
those who consider, quite rightly, that it 1s nonsense to
talk of surplus production at a time when the world is
being ravaged by hunger. The latest UNICEF report

showing that 12 million children died from starvation
in 1979 is a condemnation of your policy and your
budget.

In conclusion, we can say without fear of being proved
wrong that, next Thursday, in agreement with the
Council, Parliament will adopt the 1981 budget by a
large majority. This bears out what we said a year ago,
that the so-called conflict between the Council and
Parliament was pointless and would very quickly fizzle
out. So that next Thursday’s vote can take place with-
out anyone harbouring any illusions or being under
any misunderstanding, and so that everyone can take
full responsibility for his own actions and cannot say
he was made to vote for something he did not want,
we have tabled a motion for a resolution rejecting the
1981 budget.

President. — I call Mr Nord.

Mr Nord. — (NL) Mr President, Mrs Scrivener has
already outlined the general position of my group on
the draft 1981 budget. I should like to follow up her
statement by referring briefly to a few aspects. We
know that the Community’s revenue is approaching
the ceiling of 1 % VAT, that the economic and finan-
cial situation in the Community and the Member
States necessitates the greatest possible thrift, that the
Commission must put forward proposals on the struc-
ture of the Community budget in the first half of next
year and that the budget debate this year is therefore
necessarily of a provisional nature.

For all these reasons we have not wanted this year to
ask for the impossible. We want to reach a reasonable
agreement with the Council, recognizing that it was
accommodating on a number of points on the second
occasion but also claiming that it has not done enough
in other respects and that the aim of our second read-
ing must be to be selective in putting forward those
amendments which are necessary to make the budget a
useful instrument of European policy. We therefore
look forward with very great interest to tomorrow’s
conciliation meeting and hope that a consensus can be
achieved.

But for some days now we have had a new problem;
the link between the supplementary budget that has
just be submitted and the draft 1981 budget. The
procedure that seems to be gaining ground is rather
strange. A supplementary budget for 1980, its necess-
ity in this form questionable, is to be used to increase
the finances for 1981 by raising a number of payment
appropriations at the last minute and so facilitating
agreement on 1981. As I have said, Mr President, it is
a strange procedure, and that is putting it mildly.

Should Parliament cooperate in this? [ almost said:
should Parliament share the responsibility for this? I
hope that will not be necessary. The decision on the
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1981 budget should be made by the appropriate proce-
dure. There is all the more reason to hope that agree-
ment can be reached with the Council on this. We will
not then need to resort to means such as I have just
mentioned. But we might be forced to do so if the
consultations with the Council as part of the 1981
procedure threaten to come to a standstill. It is in this
spirit that we enter the negotiations with the Council
and it is also in this spirit that we will assess the
outcome.

IN THE CHAIR: MR GONELLA

Vice-President

'

President. — I call Mr Doublet.

Mr Doublet. — (F) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, this is the second time that, speaking on behalf of
the Group of European Progressive Democrats, 1 rise
in support of the proposals of the Committee on
Transport. During the first reading we reasserted our
desire to see the Treaty of Rome at last implemented
in this essential respect. The Committee on Transport
has unanimously confirmed its original proposals.
Allusion was undoubtedly made to the fact that the
Council has taken a step in our direction by proposing
5 m for infrastructures instead of 15 m in commitment
appropriations, but there is nothing precise about this.
It i1s a watering-can policy, and one which we
denounce.

Mr Taylor said this morning that we do not know how
to use our prerogatives and that we use our budgetary
powers badly. I believe that in the transport policy we
have an area worthy of the privileged application of
our prerogatives. This major debate, as I pointed out
this morning, concerns three thousandths of the total
budget. In fact we are two or three years behind the
times. The Council does not want, it seems, to go back
on its decisions, which is perhaps not surprising. What
would be surprising would be our going back on our
decisions. If we show our wisdom by persevering with
our attitude and abiding firmly by our position, if we
transcend the frontiers, particularly the political fron-
tiers, if we launch an urgent and unanimous appeal
and constantly express our desire to see account at last
being taken of the very reasonable European transport
policy we advocate, we shall move from a Europe of
good intentions to a Europe of realizations, from a
Europe of ideals to a Europe of practical action.

President. — I call Mr Capanna.

Mr Capanna. — (/) Mr President, in my opinion,
there is certainly a relationship between the earth-
quake which struck southern Italy and the budget for
1981.

I visited all the towns hardest hit by the quake, begin-
ning with Naples. It has not been mentioned here that
there are still hundreds of bodies under the rubble.
This fact, perhaps more than any other, gives a
concrete idea of the scope of the disaster. My
colleagues should be made aware that a second disas-
ter, perhaps even more serious than the earthquake
itself, is now affecting this section of my country. I am
referring to what I will call the ‘Z storm’, after Special
Commissioner Zamberletti, who is in charge of a
reconstruction programme which is in reality nothing
less than the deportation of hundreds and thousands
of citizens. We must realize as of now that we are
about to witness another Belice, incomparably greater
and more unendurable than the first.

What sort of reconstruction should be undertaken for
this part of Italy? We either hand over the task to the
victims themselves, and make them the protagonists of
a thorough economic and social renovation in these
reglons, or we relocate them, as is being attempted,
massing them in the valley and on the coast, destroy-
ing the existing social order and founding a new one
based on a more solid Christian Democratic control,
as the examples of Friuli and Belice confirm.

This having been said, Mr President, it is not my
personal opinion but rather the facts themselves which
indicate that the amount of Community financial aid
for the areas of southern Italy devastated by the earth-
quake is barely sufficient to cover 2 % of the needs
arising out of the disaster. Not I, but the facts should
convince us that Community contributions are not
really aid and constitute no effective financial support:
they are rather mere Community charity. This means,
Mr President, that this budget is one where no
progress has been made, which once again favours
French and Bavarian agriculture to the economic
detriment of other countries and which aggravates the
problem of world hunger. This budget, moreover,
because of the cuts made in the decisive energy sector,
and particularly in the sectors regarding renewable
alternative energy sources, plunges the European
Community into energy poverty instead of solving the
problem of energy supply.

This means that this budget condemns southern
Europe, and especially southern Italy, to a future of
backwardness. And this in turn means that only a
Parliament which is completely servile towards the
Council can approve it.

I conclude, Mr President — honouring the commit-
ment I made in the preceding parliamentary sitting in
Strasbourg — by stating my opinion that Europe and
its Parliament should recognize the PLO as the legiti-
mate representative of the Palestinian people.

v
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President. — I call Mrs Spaak.

Mrs Spaak. — (F) Mr President, my statement will
be devoted to the question of the common policy on
scientific research.

The population curve in Europe is falling. Europe
depends on the outside world for 55 % of its energy
supplies and for 75 % of its supplies of raw materials.
Its assets principally consist of its intellectual resources
and its cultural variety. We must derive the greatest
possible benefits from both. The question of the devel-
opment and efficiency of research in the Community is
therefore fundamental. Our future and that of the
developing countries depends on the way in which we
resolve this problem. Professor Prigogyne, the Belgian
Nobel Prize winner, stated this in remarkable terms in
a recent report drawn up for the conference on the
future of research in the Community organized by the
Commission and held in Strasbourg last October.

Europe has at its disposal great scientific and techno-
logical potential, but it is not making full use of it
Nine research policies, soon to be ten, fragmentation,
the failure to make the results known to others reduce
the effects that might be hoped for. In recent years the
Community countries have given the new technology
sector, and this is an example, BFR 14 000 million in
public funds. In the same period the Japanese have
spent BFR 8 000 million on this sector. Today the
Japanese control 40 % of the world market, while
only 10% is controlled by Europe, because our
14 000 million have been used on nine rival
programmes. There is a danger that Europe will with-
out warning become some kind of underdeveloped
area.

The problems are principally structural: a lack of
mobility among research workers, outdated methods
of teaching science, poor prospects for young people,
the lack of promotion and the low standing of indus-
trial research. A Community policy in this field can
help to remove these difficulties only if it corresponds
to at least 5 % of national efforts in this sector, which
would affect 15000 of the 400 000 research workers
in Europe and involve 1 500 to 2 000 million EUA. At
present, some 300 million EUA is allocated to the rele-
vant item of the budget. The Community policy must
be integrated into existing Community policies and
take account of the policies on energy, agriculture,
raw materials and industry. As regards the environ-
ment, we must prepare the way for an environment
which can accommodate a population that will
increase by 50 % between now and the year 2000 and
further accentuate the difference between the rich and
the poor countries. In the case of regions with
outdated industries, like the Walloon area in Belgium,
instead of thinking up protectionistic measures to
perpetuate activities which no one finds profitable, we
should be stimulating research so that growth indus-
tries enabling young people to put their intellectual
potential to profitable use can be installed there.

The budget which has been presented to us does not
take account of the creative dimension of research,
which should cause us some concern. Joint research
increases the value for all the national participants,
large or small, which is greater than the sum of the
results of research in each individual Member State. It
is a factor in European integration and an element in
the construction of the European Union which is
essential in view of the competition from the United
States and Japan. For Europe this is a challenge it must
accept. The European Parliament must be a driving
force in ensuring the symbiosis of science, technology
and society by encouraging the scientific world to be
more informative .and by developmg the necessary
dialogue between science and society.

Thanks to the conference in Strasbourg last October,
Parliament has a remarkable amount of basic material
capable of inspiring a forceful and active policy. It was
Jean Monnet who said one day: “Time is passing for
Europe, and Europe is dawdling on the path to which
it is already so deeply committed. We cannot stop
when around us the whole world is in movement.’
That is also true of the efforts we must make to ensure
that Europe occupies its rightful place in the field of
research.

President. — I call Mr Colla.

Mr Colla. — (NL) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, we must not, of course, be blind to the fact that
the Council has to some extent adopted a positive
approach towards the 1981 budget. Sufficient refer-
ence has already been made to its agreement to some
of the modifications proposed by Parliament in the
agriculwral sector. But this cannot prevent us from
making an objective analysis of the present budget
situation and of the present relationship between
Parliament and the Council and, notwithstanding that
positive approach, from telling the Council, without
mincing our words, our views on a number of points.
After so many years of the European Community, the
Council reminds me of a beautiful woman who rightly
admired herself in the mirror more than twenty years
ago, but who now, showing the passage of the years,
looks at herself again and says they don’t make
mirrors as they used to. The same goes for the Coun-
cil, because it does not have enough imagination to
breath fresh life into Europe and, even worse, a block-
ing majority or minority is often found in the Council
to bring down Parliament’s innovative proposals.

When the Council and the Member States face a diffi-
cult economic situation, their reaction is short-sighted
and they feel that it is better to keep every European
unit of account in their own coffers rather than spend
it at European level, thus ignoring the effect of the
increase in scale and so adopting a conservative and
protectionistic approach. By extension, the comparison
I made also applies to the European Council, which at
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its last meeting expressed the view that it was better
for the President of the European Council not to come
to the European Parliament and felt that the European
Parliament should know its place better. This is tanta-
mount to saying that Parliament is in fact an ornament
to be tolerated and that it should be happy to be
allowed to travel between Brussels, Strasbourg and
Luxembourg. The European Parliament will now react
to this by saying that the Council must turn on itself
and perhaps criticize its own Ministers for once by
asking if the Council is not interfering with the budg-
etary powers Parliament has obtained and if it is not
crippling the Commission’s mandate, its duty to
initiate legislation and the means it has to implement
the budget. Above all, the so-called major leaders, the
Chancellor and/or the President must be asked
whether it is not dangerous in the long run to ignore
the only democratic institution this Community has as
they did so haughtily during the last European Coun-
cil meeting.

We find evidence of a measure of inertia in the Coun-
cil in the proposed energy policy. Once again the
European Council has referred verbally to the need for
a Community energy policy. But I then find it gro-
tesque for the Council to strike a proud pose this
morning and say: “We have added 47-3 million EUA
in commitment appropriations’, when we know that
the Council’s new total is even lower than in 1980 and
that, even if all Parliament’s amendments should be
accepted, the necessary funds will still not be available
for the establishment of a cohesive policy.

But the principal reason is that our innovative idea of
interest subsidies for investments having the effect of
conserving energy has not been accepted, that the
President of the Council did not have a word to say on
this subject this morning and that he is therefore
paying no heed to the economic implications of this
for employment and the environment. The reason
given by the Council is the absence of a legal basis.
Fortunately, the same reasoning has not been used in
the case of other items, but we should note that dual
standards are being used.

A second example is the industrial policy. Evidently
the European Council is now at last prepared to
arrange a Community meeting with the Economic,
Finance and Social Ministers, undoubtedly in order to
take a close look at the unemployment situation.

We hope that this special Council will in particular pay
close attention to Chapter 37 of the budget, because it
will then find, as we have done, that it 1s ridiculous to
suggest that a total of 9-5 million EUA in payment
appropriations should be made available for a revived
European industrial policy that is so necessary and has
been so highly praised.

A few words now, Mr President, on the coincidence
of the supplementary budget for 1980 and the 1981
budget. Mr Notenboom was right to say that there is

little budgetary orthodoxy about this proposal, but I
am prepared in principle to agree to it on one condi-
tion, this being that the Council must adopt the same
position of principle and accept all Parliament’s
amendments to the 1981 budget. Since I do not believe
this will happen, I support the pragmatic proposal of
the two rapporteurs, because the budget is after all
only a means to an end. It is less important whether
resources are derived from the 1980 or the 1981
budget and far more important for Parliament to have
resources for a Community policy it wants to develop
further. In the Committee on Budgets the Council’s
representative rightly asked about the implications of
the 1980 supplementary budget for Parliament’s
demands with regard to the 1981 budget. For my
Group the matter 1s very clear. We continue to make
our demands for 1981 in respect of all those items
which are not covered by a supplementary budget. To
conclude, Mr President, I should just like to enumer-
ate the Socialist Group’s priorities: 1) the energy
amendments, particularly that concerning interest
subsidies — and I also say this for the benefit of the
parliamentary delegation which will be negouating
with the Council tomorrow — and 2) the amendments
which concern development cooperation. Then there
is the only amendment remaining on environmental
policy, which proposes the establishment of an envi-
ronmental fund, and of course the social measures in
the steel sector, although I find it difficult to join in
the rejoicing at the fact that we at last have a token
entry. We must have actual appropriations in the 1981
budget. And normally I would also have to mention
the Regional Fund. This calls for two remarks: 1)1
feel there is a need for a serious evaluation of the
effect of the appropriations we have already
earmarked for the Regional Fund and 2)the same
goes for the non-quota section: what happens to all
the resources that are saved and what is the position as
regards projects under preparation?

Finally, Mr President, a request to Parliament and the
Council. I call on Parliament not to back down, parti-
cularly over a number of qualitative demands. I recall
a comment on the advisory committees, of which the
Council said: they are not acceptable because, if they
were accepted, they would upset the institutional
balance. That is correct, except that the institutional
balance is now being upset to Parliament’s and the
Commission’s disadvantage. And, bearing in mind the
conciliation meeting tomorrow, [ call on the Council
not to adopt again what [ would call a narrow-minded
attitude, haggling over a few European units of
account. I hope that tomorrow at least the emphasis
will be placed on joint efforts to achieve the further
development of Community policies.

President. — I call Mr Tindemans.

Mr Tindemans. — (NL) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, in this debate the problems to which budg-
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ets typically give rise are being discussed at the same
time as the emergency in Italy. This is confusing. I
shall therefore concentrate on Italy.

On behalf of the Group of the European People’s
Party I should like to begin by expressing our deep-
felt sympathy with the victims of the terrible disaster
that has struck Italy. We bow our heads in memory of
the thousands who have lost their lives in the earth-
quake. Our thoughts go out to the many tens of thou-
sands who have lost everything as a result of the disas-
ter. Their suffering is great. They may be sure that
very many people in Europe are taking steps to alle-
viate their suffering. The President expressed this very
well here yesterday, and we readily endorse her state-
ment.

When a disaster brings suffering and misery to a coun-
try, some Members find it particularly painful to
discuss the subject in Parliament, and I am one of
them. It may seem so cheap to talk about the tragedy
others have experienced, while the suffering at the loss
of a loved one is still torturing many hearts and the
victims who have survived the catastrophe do not even
know what course their future lives will take. But if
words can help here, we will not shrink from speaking
them, words of sympathy, words of comfort, if that is
possible, words which must give expression to the very
deep sympathy we feel. We also want to tell the Italian
people that we intend to show with deeds how close
we feel to them.

A parliament is always inclined to be critical. The
latest meeting of the European Council is unlikely to
be an exception to this rule where this Parliament is
concerned. But I feel I must say that anyone in this
Parliament who has genuine feelings about Europe
will have considered at least one aspect of the recent
meeting in Luxembourg as being very positive. This
was the assurance of substantial, practical aid to the
areas affected by the earthquake in Italy. It has often
been said and written that the movement for the unifi-
cation of Europe has not been or is not a real popular
movement, that it has remained confined to a very
small group of sympathizers, idealists, politicians or
economists. To develop a feeling of greater solidarity
in Europe, means are then sometimes sought which
may strengthen the conviction that we are united by
sharing the same destiny. These means have included a
European passport, a European flag and a European
anthem, culwral exchanges and meetings of young
people and so on.

How better to demonstrate that we do indeed belong
to the same Community than by manifesting actual
solidarity at the tragic moment when one of the
Member States is struck by a terrible natural disaster.
At such times we realize that in fact nothing in life is
stable and unchanging, and that at any moment some-
thing bad can happen to which man is not equal and
by which we can all be affected wherever we may live.
When fate strikes, we will know if we have real

friends, friends who sympathize with us and give
actual proof of their sympathy. The European Coun-
cil’s decision was a confirmation of this solidarity, like
the wide range of help spontaneously offered by the
Member States, many private organizations and even
by simple European citizens. Italy did not stand alone.
The Community showed that it is also a human reality.
The European Council reacted well, the Commission
did its duty. The aid may not be simply humanitarian,
but help must come from the Community. It is people
in the Community who are suffering, and we must

help.

Let us also accept the good advice given by Mr de
Ferrant: Italy must itself follow democratic proce-
dures in deciding what should now be done. In the
European Parliament, the committees which can and
must be involved in the granting of aid, in addition to
the European Parliament itself, must perform their
normal task in this matter. The Italian Government’s
plans for Southern Italy have become unrealistic as a
result of the earthquake. New programmes must be
established, and here the Community can play a very
important role.

I should also like to take this opportunity to congratu-
late. Mr de Ferranti on his excellent report on the
situation in the disaster area. We can contribute a
great deal to ensure that the debate on the granting of
aid at European level is purposeful and objective. His
report can serve as a basis for this. The Group of the
European People’s Party expressly states that the
debate on the tragedy that has occured in Italy must at
no time create the impression that the European
Parliament is a place for discussing, not to say fighting
over, typically national problems, disputes or feuds. A
natural disaster is bad enough in itself. It must not lead
to the political exploitation of the suffering and misery
of the victims. That would be completely out of place,
always and everywhere, but even more so in a Euro-
pean Parliament. We all know how difficult the organ-
ization of aid is, especially immediately after a disaster
has occurred. We have all had experience of this in our
own countries: in Hamburg in 1963, despite the
organizational talent ascribed to the German people,
in Lower Saxony, in the Netherlands in 1953, at the
time of the great flood in Greece in 1978, and in my
own country, Belgium, in 1977 when there was less
extensive flooding, which did, however, lead to bitter
words being said even to the Head of State. The
suffering, the despair in some cases, the uncertainty
about the future are the explanation for the sometimes
harsh words and complaints voiced by the victims who
have not yet got over the shock of what has happened.
Let us all make our experience available to deal with
the consequences of this disaster as effectively as
possible. Here in this European parliament we must
express our sympathy, show our solidarity and discuss
and plan the European contribution to the alleviation
of the suffering. The initial decisions have been
outstanding. My Group feels, however, that they must
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be followed by a second set of decisions when it comes
to building a new future for the afflicted areas.

Mr President, many Members of this Parliament want
Europe to pursue a bold regional policy that produces
tangible results. Europe’s regional policy has undoubt-
edly already helped to improve the situation in some
areas of the Community. But, in view of the extent of
the disaster and the size of the area affected, roughly
equivalent to Belgium, it has been said here, could the
Community not declare this region a test area to be
paid special attention as long as is necessary? And this
not only in order to pursue a very specific policy in
that area, but also because such action might serve as
an example for other areas.

Mr President, the people of Italy must know that
Europe will stand by them in this hour of need, that
the afflicted will not be left to their fate, not now and
not later. We hope that all the groups will decide in a
European spirit, which is a matter of course for us,
and as unanimously as possible what form European
solidarity can and must ideally take in Italy now and in
the future.

President. — I call Mr Ligios.

Mr Ligios — (/) Mr President, those who have
spoken before me have given a fairly clear picture of
the earthquake which struck my country on
23 November last. Mr de Ferranti, who was sent into
the area by the Bureau, gave an exceptionally clear
account; Mr Tindemans, the chairman of my own
party, spoke equally well, and so have many other
Members.

This earthquake is, in fact, the most serious in history
to hit my country, if not by the number of fatalities,
certainly by the force of the shock and the geographic
scope of the phenomenon; and we all know that,
unfortunately, Italy is very frequently subject to earth-
quakes. Any comparison with the preceding quakes —
like that in Belice in 1962 or that in Friuli in 1976 — is
irrelevant. The damaged area is immensely greater: 26
thousand square kilometres, an area, to adopt the
geographic comparison used this morning by Mr de
Ferranu, as large as the whole of Belgium. Inside this
vast area, two regions were almost entirely destroyed:
Campania and Basilicata. Terrible evidence of this is
offered by the nearly 5000 dead, the thousands of
injured, the often complete destruction of more than
450 towns and villages, and the ruin of all the adminis-
trative facilities. The devastating effect of the earth-
quake was also aggravated by the mountainous terrain
of the region — which should not be forgotten when
speaking of delays in the arrival of help in the first
hours of Sunday evening, 23 November — by the irre-
gular internal disposition of towns which sprung up
long ago, often in inaccessible locations, with houses
built for the most part before the use of reinforced

concrete and therefore unable to resist telluric shock.
These two agricultural regions are among the poorest
in the whole Community, with serious problems of
underdevelopment which Italian society has not yet
succeeded in solving and which Community policy
itself, as some speakers have rightly mentioned, has
aggravated over the last twenty years. This is demon-
strated by the increase in emigration which took place
in the sixties and especially by the gap in income which
exists between these regions and the richest parts of
the Community. This difference has gone from a
proportion of 1 to 3 in 1960 to a proportion of 1 to
7 today, as was well observed in a document from the
Commission which came to light some months ago,
and thus at a time when its motivation could not be
considered suspect.

We have been saying that this tragedy provoked a
wave of moral and material solidarity, both in Europe
and beyond, which I believe has no historical precedent.
This solidarity was a human commitment, concrete
and coherent, made in the consciousness that politics
arises and lives in the solidarity of peoples. We are
profoundly grateful to all people, organizations, and
governments for this solidarity, and especially to the
governments and peoples of Europe. But Community
solidarity must not stop here, at the first stage of inter-
vention, which is only aimed at relieving ghe sufferings
of the victims and restoring the basic services neces-
sary for the continuance of any sort of human activity
in those regions. Community action should continue
to develop, should be in proportion with the nature of
the disaster, and should contribute not towards mere
physical reconstruction and infrastructural restoration,
but rather towards the general restoration of economic
balance in the regions destroyed by this earthquake.
The financial action recommended by the European
Council at its Luxembourg meeting should, in our
opinion, be approved because of its timeliness and its
scale. It is easy to speak of billions or thousand
millions of EUAs! The sum is certainly insufficient,
but if we consider that the earthquake had occurred a
bare 4 or 5 days previously and that the seriousness of
the situation was not yet known, this decision is, in my
opinion, significant. Many of us believe that, given the
extraordinary nature of the event, the interest subsi-
dies should be higher than the 3 % which is the norm
for other operations, and there have been proposals to
this effect. I agree with them, but I think what Mr de
Ferranti stressed is still more important, that is, that a
commitment should be obtained from the Council or
the Commission to review the amounts and means
involved so that they may eventually be augmented
and improved when the picture of what is needed
becomes clearer than it was on 1 December when the
Luxembourg decision was taken.

I wish above all to call the attention of the Commis-
sion and the Council to the fact that it is necessary to
extend the planned integrated action to include other
areas hit by the quake — to Naples, for example —
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coordinating not only the normal programmes but also
the special ones we are now initiating and which I
hope we will continue in the future; coordinating, that
is, the efforts of the Italian government with those of
the Community and others.

Mr. President, I wished to make these observations in
support of what other speakers, especially Mr Tinde-
mans, have said. We are profoundly aware that, in
order to ask for solidarity from others, we of the
stricken country must be the first to give evidence of
sacrifice, ability, and honesty. In 1976 at the time of
the earthquake in Friuli, we made similar observations
in this Assembly. That region, destroyed four years
ago, has already been rebuilt better than before, as can
be confirmed by anyone who has been able to visit it
recently. We aim at achieving the same result on this
occasion, or to do even better, Keeping in mind the
greater scope of the disaster.

I would conclude my speech here, Mr President, if I
did not feel it my duty to make some reference to
what has been said by other Italian Members of various
political leanings. To bring about the results we all
hope for, the government will certainly need solidar-
ity, and all political parties should unite so that this
feeling may prevail over natural devisiveness. This has
not, however, been the case. The measures for aid
were judged inadequate — as you have heard here —
from the very first, often merely on principle, irrespec-
tive of the manner in which they would later be
carried out. It was impossible, two hours afterwards,
to accuse the government of inefficiency in a disaster
whose extent no one had as yet understood. It was
however considered a good opportunity to throw mud
at the government and the institutions, even though
the occasion called for different behaviour . . .

(Sharp exchanges between the Italian Members on the
centre and on the left)

Ladies and gentlemen, I refer particularly to what was
said by Mrs Agnelli. She gave us a personal,
eye-witness account of what she was able to do for the
earthquake victims, and she even requested the inter-
vention of the President of the Republic to free the
nurses for their task. We appreciate what she has done.
Perhaps all of us wish we were able to ask for help in
such high places at the hour of need. I believe,
however, that her account springs in part from a bad
conscience, for tens of thousands of workers left the
area to find jobs in the North, and this was also the
result of an erroneous policy carried out with the
support of the large Italian industries, which are
certainly at no great distance from Mrs Agnelli.
Pardon me if this is excessive, Mr President, but it is
not easy to listen to accounts of this nature at a
moment we believe to be so dramatic and in surround-
ings like this, where everyone has to some degree
shown a desire to understand us and to meet us part of
the way. I was adversely affected by what Mr De
Pasquale has said about hypocrisy and equivocation,

which he attributes not only to the Italian government,
but to other institutions as well. One cannot make
unfounded accusations; such accusations must even-
tually be proved. Machiavelli said, ‘In a democracy
one must leave plenty of room for accusation, but be
very strict with slander.’ I think this is a proper matter
to be discussed in our own country, if certainly not
here and now.

(Applause from the centre and from the right)

President. — I call Mrs Boserup.

Mrs Boserup. — (DK) Mr President, at the first
reading of the draft budget I said that I did not wish to
criticize the cuts made by the Council. There were
plenty of others only too anxious to criticize on that
occasion, as there are also today. The spokesmen for
the committees and the political groups have come out
with the mixture as before, arguing that we should
adopt everything. The ministers in the Council are
reproached for allowing themselves to be swayed by
national interests. But what were they supposed to do?
I would be the last to suggest that all the Member
States’ ministers are distinguished by their wisdom and
far-sightedness. But it is no bad thing if these ministers
from time to time show consideration for and loyalty
to their electorate by putting a brake on the unbridled
desire of this House to have everything taken over by
the Community. And I certainly want nothing to do
with the peculiar manoeuvre with a supplementary
budget that is to increase the money available under
the 1981 budget. I could say something on that, but I
want to get onto something else.

I shall cite just one example of a matter that is very
close to my heart. Among the proposals that have
come up again is a request for the transfer of 112 m
EUA from the Community budget to the ECSC for
social assistance in connection with the restructuring
of the iron and steel industry. My party, the Socialist
People’s Party, endorses the series of measures
proposed, such as early retirement and a reduction in
working time. With our active support Denmark now
has legislation under which workers have secured
these rights. And so the Danish workforce — who
account for 80 % of the population — are now contri-
buting through their taxes to this system of social
redistribution, which is to alleviate the plight of those
workers affected by restructuring measures and the
general crisis. But we find it unacceptable that the
Community should assume responsibility in the social
policy sector. And it is utterly wrong for the Social
Affairs Committee to claim, as it does in its justifica-
tion, that the appropriation proposed must not affect
the margin for manoeuvre available in respect of the
other non-compulsory expenditure.

Whilst we are in full agreement with the spirit behind
the proposal we reject the idea that the Community



Sitting of Tuesday, 16 December 1980 97

Boserup

should take over responsibility for the administration
of social policy. My party believes firmly that social
policy must be handled at national level. In that regard
our standpoint is, as far as I know, identical to that of
the Danish Government.

To Socialists here in this House who think that this is
a good and perfectly satisfactory proposal I would say
this: ‘Go home to your own countries and help the
workers in their struggle to obtain at national level
effective measures to counter unemployment’. Such
measures will help them far more than this proposal,
not least because they also benefit all the unemployed,
and not just those in the steel sector. I have in this
Assembly heard nothing that would warrant the view
that the Community benefits the working class. And
all attempts to transfer the problems from domestic
politics and national employment plans to this supra-
national body will undermine the fight being waged by
the trade union movement.

At any event my party does not recognize Parliament’s
right to enter appropriations, be they large or small,
that would bind the Danish Government, and I must
therefore vote against the draft budget as a whole, and
that goes also for the supplementary budget and all the
other hocus-pocus.

President. — I call Mr Jackson.

Mr Robert Jackson. — Mr President, the 1981
budget procedure is now drawing to its close and I
know it is always rash to make predictions. Indeed, I
recall that in my speech at the first reading in October
I talked about stormy times lying ahead. But it does
seem likely that we are going to be able to conclude
this procedure without unpleasant incidents. This will
be thanks to the relatively conciliatory attitude which
the Council has adopted — the Council has clearly
learned from the mistakes it made last year — to the
skill and determination of our rapporteur, Mr Adon-
nino, who has always been determined to secure
agreement on this budget and also to the intellectual
and physical stamina of the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Budgets to whom I would like to pay tribute.

It may be premature to try to draw up a balance sheet
for this budget, but let me try to do just that. Looking
at the pluses and the minuses, or rather at the pluses
qualified by the minuses; on the plus side, as far as this
year’s budget goes, we have what could be a historic
breakthrough in respect of agricultural expenditure.
For the first time European Parliament modifications
in the agricultural sector have been accepted. But let
us not be under any illusions about the scale of this
achievement. We are talking about a cut of only
50 mullion units of account in a total budget of 10 000
million units of account which everybody agrees is too
much. We are talking about a transfer of 2 % of guar-
antee expenditure to a reserve within two chapters of

the budget where the Financial Regulation provides
that the Commission may withdraw funds at will with-
out being subject to our control.

Other pluses this year include the inclusion of token
entries for new lines in the budget, for example on
steel. But we must ask whether the Council will rise to
the occasion and allow real money to be put on the
line. We also have a large increase in the appropria-
tions for payments included by the Council at the
second reading. I will return to that point later.

Finally, another plus out of this year’s budget lies in
the concept — the intriguing and rather amusing
concept — of the travelling margin which has been
invented by our infinitely resourceful 1980 budget
rapporteur, Piet Dankert. This exploits the surplus
which has arisen this year in the 1980 budget to
introduce a supplementary budget now at this stage in
1980 so that expenditure from that supplementary
budget can be carried forward into 1981 without
counting against our margin for that year. This is an
excellent opportunistic device. I hope that it will not
turn out to be too clever by half, for it does after all
involve a number of inconsistencies with previously
cherished positions of the European Parliament. For
example our position that supplementary budgets
should only be brought forward when they are urgent
and necessary. The Italian element in this is of course
urgent and necessary, but one cannot, I am sure, say
that about the elements relating to the Social Fund and
the RDF. We also, of course, have cherished the prin-
ciple of honest budgets, namely that the Commission
should always spend the money allocated to it in the
year for which the budget is relevant. This again is a
principle that we are abandoning in relation to this
interesting new device of the travelling margin.

These points of principle lead me to my brief cata-
logue of the minuses which arise in this year’s budget
procedure. First and most important, the Parliament
has postponed coming to terms with real structural
crisis of the budget, a structural crisis which is
reflected in the European Council mandate to the
Commission. This year’s agricultural modifications
have put the European Parliament on to the chess
board, but we are still only a pawn. We have got 1o
make ourselves next year at least a knight and prefera-
bly a bishop so that we do not leave the restructuring
exercise entirely in the hands of the governments.

A second minus in this year’s budget procedure is that
it seems to me that we have allowed the ambiguities
and obscurities that still surround the 1975 Treaty to
go on long enough and they are beginning to work to
our disadvantage. One element which I dealt with
when I spoke in the first reading debate is the exploi-
tation by the Council of the obscurity that exists about
the point at which the margin for manoeuvre comes
into operation. The Council claims that it operates
from the first reading, the Parliament claims that it
operates from the Council’s second reading. The
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difference in terms of money is large — we are talking
about something like 200 million units of acount. This
year it is plain that we are going to have to fudge that
issue, but the question must be resolved and it is a
question which must be resolved in our favour.

Another element of ambiguity in the 1975 arrange-
ments is also now being exploited by the Council: the
question whether the maximum rate applies to
commitments as well as to payments, and if so at what
rate. In 1978 the wisdom of the budget rapporteur of
that year, a member of this group, Mr Shaw, secured a
one-year informal agreement that the same maximum
rate should apply to both commitments and payments.
Then this year Mr Dankert, in the context of a second
version of the 1980 budget, argued that this arrange-
ment no longer applied and that there was no maxi-
mum rate for commitments. The Council has now alas
responded to the situation by fixing a lower maximum
rate for commitments than for payments, which is a
very dangerous step in terms of the possible contrac-
tion of structural policies that it portends.

What practical conclusions can we draw from these
doctrinal points? I believe that early next year in the
relative tranquility of the first half of the year, the
Committee on Budgets should examine whether it
should review and redefine Parliament’s interpreta-
tions of the disputed points about the 1975 Treaty,
and we should aim to achieve a conciliation process
with the Council on this question next year when we
can settle these matters — or try to settle them —
outside the context of the rather frenetic atmosphere
of bargaining over money and policies.

Finally, Mr President, a big minus as far as this year’s
budget procedure goes is the European Parliament’s
administrative expenditure. This, I believe, is the last
year in which Parliament can tolerate the kind of
growth that we have seen in 1978, 1979 and 1980 in its
own budget. Next year is going to be the crunch year
for the Community budget as a whole. It must also be
the crunch year for our own extravagance in our own
House.

President. — I call Mr Rossi.

Mr Rossi. — (F) Mr President, rather than discuss-
ing figures, I should like to refer to the impossible
situation we face from now on. Even if we are thrifty
this year, even if VAT has a few pleasant surprises in
store for us in 1981, even if, as might be thought, the
world-wide increase in certain agricultural prices
reduces our expenditure on refunds, the problem will
nevertheless arise with the next budget. That is why I
believe the problem must be tackled without compla-
cency from now on.

We are coming to a standstill because it is obvious that
the governments are not disposed to increase own

resources. Even if they were, the necessary negotia-
tons and the uncertainties as regards ratificatiop
would mean it being at least three years before the
Community had the benefit of new resources. In other
words, ladies and gentlemen, during that time the
common agricultural policy will come under increas-
ing attack from those who quite obviously have never
accepted it and also from all those who blame it —
and will do so increasingly in the future — for prev-
enting the development of other policies. And we run
the risk of seeing what, with the opening of the fron-
tiers, constitutes the only genuine achievement being
subjected to grievous attacks, not because this policy
has failed — who would dare to claim it had when we
see how it has succeeded in ensuring the independence
of our continent where foodstuffs are concerned? —
but solely because it is supposed to have obstructed
other policies. We must therefore avoid this over-
simplication, which is creeping into our Assembly and
according to which there is virtuous expenditure, that
is non-compulsory expenditure, and reprehensible
expenditure, that is expenditure on agriculure. And
instead of taking sides, why does not the whole of our
Assembly unite to form the trend of opinion needed to
force the governments — who for the moment are
more passive than they have ever been — to draw up
new policies and, at the same time, to agree to the
resources required to implement those policies?
Nothing is worse than a dividing line that is now
being drawn in our Assembly and will result, if
nothing is done about it, in the destruction of one
policy without others being created in its place,
because we do not have the legislative power to
implement new policies on our own.

On the other hand, we can be a driving force, and if
Parliament had to be judged in terms of the present
budgetary procedure, I believe the important thing
would be less the few million units of account we have
been able to extract from the Council of Ministers and
more the ability Parliament has shown to make choices
and to set four priorities: energy, development,
regional policy and social policy. Our Assembly has
thus shown that it is aware of its responsibilities. I
therefore feel that, on the completion of the present
procedure, rather than losing ourselves in endless
debates — some of which do not fall within our terms
of reference — we must concentrate on the public and
the Councll to clear the way for a genuine European
revival.

Mr President, I am not saying this, I must stress, to
conceal the deficiencies of the common agricultural
policy and to make it seem there is no need for
change. It is true that the system has led to certain
structural surpluses, and I am convinced that at
management level — and without affecting the three
fundamental principles to which we attach great
importance: European prices, financial guarantees and
Community preference — the cost of this policy can
be reduced without undermining the incomes of the
farmers, who are already very deep in debt.
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I believe that this agricultural policy must first be put
back on its proper footing by removing from it the
massive refunds in respect of products we are obliged
to export so that we can receive identical products
from the ACP countries. But apart from this purely
visual aspect, there is a whole aspect that we could not
have created: exports in the agricultural sector. Every-
thing is done in effect as if our only concern was prod-
uction, production which is supposed to correspond,
by and large, to demand, the surpluses being the
unwanted premium that must be got rid of at any
price. How different this is, ladies and gentlemen,
from industry, where firms produce both for the
domestic market and for the external market. There is
no talk there of surpluses. They use the far more
refined term ‘exports’.

This absence of interest in the big wide world is found
at many levels. Two examples will suffice to illustrate
what T mean. We must increasingly export processed
products rather than unprocessed agricultural prod-
uce. Having said that, are we really interested in having
in our various countries an agri-foodstuffs industry to
satisfy this ambition? Of course, the situation varies
considerably and there has been some very considera-
ble success, but can we say that, on the whole, this
success corresponds to the level of the technical and
technological capacities of the industry itself? I do not
believe so. Another example: are we interested in
developing international commercial companies to
match this desire?

This absence of interest in the big wide world, as I
have just said, is also to be found at political level.
Compare the sometimes relentless efforts of American
governments to place their major products on the
Russian and Chinese markets with the passive
approach of our European institutions. Let us take
political reasoning to the extreme by quoting another,
quite striking example: the attitude we adopted during
the Tokyo Round was totally defensive in the face of
the unjustified criticisms of pseudo-protectionism
because of the common agricultural policy, even
though, I would point out, we are the largest importer
of agricultural produce in the world and we are also
very well aware of the remarkably sophisticated
protectionistic practices of our various accusers.

Ladies and gentlemen, I would conclude by stressing
the need for us to accept a new, broader concept of
the common agricultural policy.

This means that, rather than building golden bridges
to those who sell our products on the other side of the
Iron Curtain — too bad for some affluent people! — it
is time to adopt a new approach in which agriculture is
no longer regarded as being on assistance, on the
grounds that it is granted some vague Community
preference, so that it can engage properly in interna-
tional commerce. But, ladies and gentlemen, we shall
not achieve any of this by budgetary means. The
budget has had the merit of alerting the governments

to the agricultural problem. The process of reconsider-
ation has begun. We must keep a close watch on this
process. We must put forward our ideas and our
proposals. But it is not for us to assume responsibility
for this process, which explains why I have not person-
ally expressed my agreement to the motion for a reso-
lution, excellent though it is, because the linear reduc-
tion by 2 % does not seem to me the right way to map
out the new shape of the common agricultural policy.
It is not a question of appropriations, but of willing-
ness and imagination. Beating the common agricul-
tural policy into shape with amendments will, in the
final analysis, cut it back, but it will not rejuvenate it
or give it new life.

(Applause from the right)
President. — I call Mr Ansquer.

Mr Ansquer. — (F) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, I should like to refer briefly to the preliminary
draft supplementary budget presented by the Commis-
sion, in view of the exhaustion of appropriations for
1980, for aid to the victims of disasters in the Commu-
nity and for the Social Fund.

My group is aware of the importance of the margin
still available in 1980 as a means of achieving the
maximum rate. However, it has serious reservations
about the method adopted by our rapporteur. It is true
to say that this margin will permit the release of 380 m
EUA, while the Council’s proposal concerns only
100m EUA. It is therefore tempting, ladies and
gentlemen, to use this supplementary budget to make
up the difference and to utilize the 280 m available on
priority action.

But an operation of this kind raises problems of princi-
ple. The doctrine established by Parliament itself as
regards supplementary budgets must not be over-
looked. Three conditions must be satisfied: this
supplementary budget must be of an exceptional,
unforeseen and unavoidable nature. Thus, by its very
nature, a supplementary budget must make it possible
to deal with expenditure which is unavoidable during
the current financial year and for which an appropria-
tion has not been provided. As we can see, Mr Dank-
ert’s proposal is in complete conflict with our ethics. It
even results in the distortion of the notion of a supple-
mentary budget, since it seeks to form reserves for the
1981 financial year. It also represents a serious depar-
ture from the principle of a budget applying to a given
year.

The only question therefore, ladies and gentlemen, is
whether the advantages to be derived from this finan-
cial gain outweigh the disadvantages of a breach of
our budgetary principles. If this proposal should be
approved by the Assembly, I feel it is essential to make
it clear that it must not be regarded as a precedent.
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Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, we do not want
to set ourselves up as the exclusive guardians of the
law, but it would be worthwhile referring to it in our
deliberations.

President. — I call Mr Bonde.

Mr Bonde. — (DK) Mr President, there is no major-
ity in this House for a new confrontation with the
Council. Ask the Members who represent farming
interests whether they want a confrontation! Ask
Members individually whether they want to throw out
the Council’s offer of a higher budget! There may
perhaps be a simple majority in favour of a renewed
power struggle with the Council, but not
206 Members who are prepared to vote for another
shoot-out with the Council. The majority in the
Committee on Budgets, which wants a power struggle,
knows this perfectly well but does not have the cour-
age to wage an open fight, knowing that the majority
cannot be mustered that way.

And so it seems that the Members are to be duped into
a fight. They are asked whether they wouldn’t like
more money for social objectives and other good
causes. They are asked to vote merely for a number of
individual amendments, which as a result secure the
necessary majority. But the overall result is that the
ceiling proposed by the Council is exceeded and
Members who do not want a new confrontation find
themselves embroiled in just that.

That is precisely the reason why the provisions of
Annex I to the Rules of Procedure and of the EEC
Treaty have been disregarded. The fifth subparagraph
of Article 203(9) of the EEC Treaty explicitly requires
an agreement to be reached between the Council and
Parliament if expenditure is to exceed the maximum
rate of increase. In connection with that agreement the
Treaty lays down that the new rate shall be approved
in the Assembly by three-fifths of the votes cast and at
least 206 Members, and in the Council acting by a
qualified majority. The Council for its part offered, by
its letters of 4and 15 December, a new rate of
increase. But this offer can only be accepted if the
Assembly adopts a corresponding proposal in a single
vote by three-fifths of the votes cast and with at least
206 votes in favour. The Committee on Budgets has
refused to put forward such a proposal but now claims
that the votes on the individual amendments imply a
new rate. However, the Assembly’s successive votes by
changing majorities do not meet the requirement Jaid
down in the Treaty for a qualified majority in favour
of an agreement establishing a new rate. On the
contrary, the position is in fact that, whilst a majority
can be mustered for all kinds of expenditure, there is
no majority for a new scrap with the Council. This
situation is not unknown in the national parliaments,

where governments have no trouble in getting a
majority for expenditure but find it difficult when the
necessary savings have to be found.

As champions of law and order and peace in the
House, the People’s Movement wants to help the
Assembly to abide by the provisions of the Treaty. I
have accordingly tabled 2 motion endorsing the Coun-
cil’s rate of increase. We ourselves are not going to
vote for the motion but regard it as a kind of technical
assistance for the cowardly majority in the Committee
on Budgets, who apparently do not have the courage
to accept overall responsibility for Thursday’s votes. If
the motion does not secure 206 votes we shall have to
conclude that the Assembly has not validly amended
the Council’s proposal, and in that event we would
congratulate the President of the Council — if only he
were here — on the fact that the Council’s hands are
in no way tied by this Assembly’s attempt to wrest by
devious means greater power over the Community’s
purse strings.

President. — I call Mr Almirante.

Mr Almirante. — (I) Mr President, I take this
opportunity to give my personal thanks, as I have
already done by letter, to the President of Parliament,
Mrs Simone Veil, for the telegram of solidarity she
was good enough to send to me, as representative for
the Ttalian Mezzogiorno. I thank the members from
my group, Mr Romualdi, Mr Petronio, and Mr
Buttafuoco, who gave me the honour and the burden
of speaking in their names as well as in my own. I say
‘burden’ because I made, ten days ago in the Chamber
of Deputies in Italy, the most difficult speech of my
life, a speech that was very strong in regard to the
responsibilities and also the errors of the authorities of
my country, at all levels: a speech full of grief for the
people of the Mezzogiorno and for the disaster they
had experienced.

I do not think it is appropriate here to reopen the legi-
timate question of the responsibility of the Italian
authorities. This is a matter to be discussed in our own
country. I would be ashamed, as an Italian representa-
tive, if in this Assembly, which is and should be a place
of solidarity and understandig, I took advantage of the
occasion to engage in polemics which can only have
one result: the weakening of the solidarity which has
fortunately developed in the House.

[ wish to say to members of other political groups, but
especially to those of other nationalities, that the prob-
lem we were asking you to consider with us is above
all a human problem. I deeply regret that in this room
someone referred to the people of the Mezzogiorno in
what I do not hesitate to call an indecorous and inap-
propriate manner. These people are known to all of
you, and they are very hospitable and extremely civil-
ized. They are unfortunate people, who have again
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and in greater measure than before been victimized by
a disaster which is not only an Italian disaster but a
European one, if it is true that preventing these
people, these towns, and this economy from falling
into an endless crisis is a European problem, and a
European duty to be undertaken in the interest of
Europe and of the whole Community.

Representatives of all political leanings and of all
nationalities, I beg you first of all to realize the magni-
tude of the disaster: six hundred villages destroyed, as
said in the excellent report made by Mr De Ferranti,
whom I thank from the bottom of my heart. Think of
it: repercussions are still evident in Naples, and people
are still dying from the earthquake. The entire city of
Naples is affected; the entire city of Salerno; the cities
of Avellino and Potenza. The economy is shattered. As
far as Italy is concerned, this was the most serious
earthquake of this century after the famous quake of
Messina and Reggio Calabria.

You must realize that it is not a question of making
repairs, but of rebuilding; you must realize that it is
not only a question of rebuilding the many houses that
collapsed and the even more numerous houses which
are inaccessible or uninhabitable, as shown by the
collapse last night in Naples where eight people died. It
is a question of rebuilding a ruined economy, for
schools and hospitals were destroyed, the few build-
ings adapted to industrial installations were destroyed
or seriously damaged, along with the workshops of
artisans, and above all the entire agricultural economy
of the area.

Others, in the rest of Europe as well as in Italy, who
can’t or won’t understand, are free with their criticism.
They have unfortunately been so even in this Assem-
bly. The poor farmers of the areas devastated by the
earthquake who do not want to leave are perfectly
right: aid should be timely and sufficient and allow
these people, who have nothing else, to return to their
land or to remain there, on their small farms, with the
necessary livestock and forage to carry on their
meagre economy.

Even before the disaster, the economy was already
stricken, for Southern Italy is one of the areas of
Europe which has always solicited the attention —
although to an inadequate degree, as we have strongly
deprecated — of the European Parliament, the
Commission and the Council of Ministers.

The Italian people — not the Italian government, but
the people themselves — are not in a material condi-
tion to find the necessary resources on their own.
Indeed, in order to provide the initial emergency
funds, my country’s government, which I cannot
blame in this regard, since it acted from necessity,
recently imposed new taxes which affect all the Italian
people, even those from the areas hit by the earth-
quake, for they are indirect taxes paid on what is
consumed and not on what is possessed.

We in Italy are raising the suggestion of a large inter-
national loan on the private market. I will give you the
figures, ladies and gentlemen, and beg you to realize
that they naturally cannot be the result of a thorough
technical investigation. Such an investigation was
impossible for the government, and is naturally even
more impossible for me, the secretary of a minority
opposition party. When we ask for an international
loan to meet the emergency and to permit an initial
partial reconstruction, we are asking for 20 billion lire.
This is not an unreasonable sum. The figure which the
understanding and generosity of the European
Community are allocating to the Mezzogiorno is
known to you: 1-2 billion, plus the 60 million EUA’s
to come from the Community from other sources. This
sum is absolutely disproportionate, considering that it
is a loan and that international loans must be anchored
to the strong currencies; considering also that repay-
ment, given the fragility of the lira, could be too great
a burden for the Italian economy. It could be too great
a burden for the very people whom one wishes to help,
but who instead will be hurt; it could cost huge sums
which are certainly out of the reach of our poor econ-
omy.

I will conclude this brief and difficult speech by quot-
ing the final sentence of the report drawn up by Mr de
Ferranti whom I thank once again. In paragraph 7 he
holds it to be essential that this proposal be considered
as the Community’s first response to the first stages of
reconstruction. This interpretation seems to me to be
perfectly correct, and I wish it were the official inter-
pretation of the Commission, the Parliament, and the
Council of Ministers. In this light the aid Parliament is
deciding upon can be considered reasonable, if insuffi-
cient. In paragraph 7 it is also asserted that the contin-
ued interest of the Parliament and other Community
institutions could be expressed in subsequent proposals
with different interest subsidy rates. I have already
heard talk of an interest subsidy which could as of
now be raised from 3 % to 9 %. We urge you, we
invite you, we ask you to proceed in this direction,
and to provide for different schedules of repayment:
not ten years, but twelve, fifteen, or twenty. I believe
these measures to be compatible with the present
objective capabilities of the European Community.
Allow us to take to Italy from here not only the voice
of solidarity, but also the voice of hope, which Naples
and all the areas devastated by the earthquake expect
of you.

President. — I call Mr Megahy.

Mr Megahy. — Mr President, I have been fascinated
in this debate to hear the different viewpoints coming
from every part of the Chamber. One of the things
that struck me as I was listening to some of our Danish
colleagues — Mr Bonde, for example, who in many
other respects shares certain common views with us in
the British Labour Party about membership of the
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EEC — was how people can pursue the same objects
in many different ways. As regards the British Labour
members of the Socialist Group, our major object in
the discussions that took place on the 1980 budget was
to reject it; and I may remind Members of the House
that we were among the very few people who in July
were still voting to reject it, at a time when we felt the
rest of the Parliament which had set its shoulder to the
wheel had deserted us.

We felt then, as we feel now, that the budget of the
EEC constituted a complete misallocation of
resources, that it was a bad budget and that it contin-
ued to be a bad budget even after this Parliament had
adopted it. But I remember that at the time the budget
was adopted voices were saying that the argument was
that we should accept the situation as it was and that
we should continue the fight into the 1981 budget.
Now we are dealing with the 1981 budget and I ask
myself where the fight is and what the fight is about. It
is said to be a transitional budget, but a ‘transitional
budget’ seems to imply little evidence in the budget as
it is presented to us today of any substantial movement
towards the sort of objective that we in the British
Labour Party and indeed in the Socialist Group gener-
ally would accept.

The shape of the 1981 budget is substantially the same
as that of the 1980 budget. We see a huge expenditure
devoted to building up agricultural surpluses and to
storing and disposing of food at great expense to the
EEC taxpayer and very little indeed being done to deal
with the massive problems of industry and unemploy-
ment and assistance to the underdeveloped world.
Indeed, looking at the resolution contained in Mr
Adonnino’s report, I find a consistent and disturbing
vein of complacency running through it, a built-in
assumption that 1981 is going to be the crunch year
and that inevitably we are going to see important
changes, particularly changes affecting the weight of
agricultural expenditure. This, it seems to me, repre-
sents the triumph of hope over experience. There is
very little in the statements I have seen so far either
from the Commission or from various member
governments that leads me to believe that there is any
real determination in this Community to ensure that
the changes in the agricultural policy which we in the
British Labour Party feel are absolutely essential as a
first prerequiste for directing Community expenditure
towards those areas of industry and regional develop-
ment where we feel it ought to go. Indeed, we know
that we can expect substantial farm-price increases
again this year. The thesis that is being put forward,
that a shortage of resources will inevitably lead to cuts
in the agricultural sector, could quite easily be inter-
preted in a completely different way, and what we
may live to see is a further cutting of expenditure on
the Regional and the Social Fund, leaving agriculture
very much untouched. That seems to me, on the basis
of past experience and present pronouncements, to be
just as likely during this year as the other more optim-
istic forecasts that are being made.

There have been some modifications accepted by the
Council, and I suppose that in an imperfect world we
must be thankful for small crumbs of comfort; but it
seems to me that the pace of change here is abysmally
slow. We are moving at something like the speed of
the Wright brothers when we ought to be moving at
the speed of Concorde in determining this whole ques-
tion of reforming the agricultural policy. We say that
there needs to be a massive shift of resources within
the EEC to industry and to employment, but we find
very little evidence in this budget that such a shift is
going to take place.

In particular, may I remind the House of the recent
report put out by the EEC itself which indicates that
the EEC’s richest regions are now four times as well
off as the poorest regions: whereas ten years ago the
ratio was three to one, now it is four to one. I am
reminded of that biblical quotation, “T'o him that hath
shall be given and from him that hath not shall be
taken away, even that which he hath’. It seems to me
that the situation we are in is almost endemic in the
whole of the Treaty of Rome, where you have as your
major priority the free movement of labour, capital
and goods, with the inevitable movement towards the
golden triangle, towards the centre of Europe, while
areas on the periphery get worse and worse. Therefore
we are saying that in this budget one ought, at the very
minimum, to be putting back those amendments that
deal with the Regional Fund. We see the present
appropriation as a very, very poor share indeed of the
amount of spending that needs to be done, because it
is inconceivable to us a time like this, with the needs of
the regions — and most of us in the British Labour
Party represent deprived regions — one should be
cutting down public spending in these areas in favour
of many other activities which we feel to be completely
wasteful.

Our comments are similar with regard to the Social
Fund and the important measure that it deals with.
Although we certainly see a possibility of some help if
this proposal with regard to the supplementary budget,
is passed — it may provide some alleviation — but
even then we shall still be far short of what we
consider the desirable target in this area.

As far as steel is concerned, 1 must recognize the
important constitutional arguments that have been put
forward by our Danish Members. Nevertheless, it is
the view of our Members who represent important
steel-making areas, where there have been tremendous
losses over the year, where there are still tremendous
losses and where the EEC itself has been involved
through the use of Article 58, that in view of the crisis
in the steel industry we should, despite all constitu-
tional misgivings, support the proposals for providing
aid from EEC funds to the steel industry, with its very
difficult problems.

There are many other problems I could touch on, Mr
President, but shortage of time does not allow me. Just
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let me very briefly mention the whole question of aid
to the undeveloped countries, to which, in the wake of
the Brandt report, we attach very great importance.

On the British contribution, might I just make this
point, because it is very often neglected, that we got
only two-thirds of our contribution back. We in the
Labour Party said that we ought to have got 100 % of
it back. In any case we are still the second largest
contributor, and I think that is something that still
ought to be remembered. I and my colleagues particu-
larly object to the way in which this money is being
used by the present Conservative government to cut
down further on public spendmg instead of increasing
it, and 1 deplore the way in which many of the
schemes put forward by local authorities in may own
area are being turned down by that government.

In conclusion, Mr President, may I say that I cannot
imagine any circumstances in which the British Labour
Members could support any budget that came out, but
certainly if those important amendments in the areas I
have mentioned are not passed by this Parliament,
then quite clearly we shall be voting against the
acceptance of the budget.

President. — I call Mr Bauersby.

Mr Battersby. — Mr President, I realize time is very
short and I shall be brief. I want to speak only on one
sector of the agricultural budget, and that is on fisher-
ies, and on one amendment put down by the European
Democratic Group Amendment No 119 on schemes
relating to a common policy on education and voca-
tional training in the fisheries sector.

Today the Council has been meeting all day on the
common fisheries policy and I understand that they
will be working through tonight and through tomor-
row to come to an agreement. | am sure that we all
wish them well in coming to successful outcome of
their labours.

At this very moment they are discussing structures, but
if one reads the structural proposals from the Commis-
sion, the men who man the fleet are not specifically
covered. The Commission is proposing 350 m units of
account to modernize the fleet, but nothing is there
for the men and there is not point in modernizing and
adapting a fishing fleet if you do not train men. Fish-
ing is a craft, it is a skill, it is a science and is becoming
more and more linked 1o high technology. The Coun-
cil has already recognized this truth in agriculture.

If you look at point 812, you will see that for
3 800 000 farmers in 1980 we gave 3-1 m for voca-
tional guidance, that is about one unit of account per
farmer. Commitment and payment in the preliminary
draft of 1981 is 10 m units of account, which is 2V2
units of account per farmer.

Now, we have 150 000 fishermen, and I am asking
again in this amendment for 1 unit of account per fish-
erman. This 150 000 units of account is a bare mini-
mum and if this money is not provided the Council
will be committing a major error of judgment and a
very foolish and a most avoidable error. The money
has to be found and must be applied before the
common fishing policy enabling legislation 1is
presented. If you want guaranteed reasonably priced
fish you have got to have skilled fishermen, and well-
trained young skippers are the seedcorn of the indus-
try. I do not think one unit of account per fisherman is
very much to pay towards their future and our future
in this sector. I therefore implore my colleagues from
all parties to support my group on this amendment.

President. — I call Mr Brendlund Nielsen.

Mr Brendlund Nielsen. — (DK) Mr President, may I
be allowed just to say very briefly that I and my
colleagues are extremely reluctant once again here in
Parliament to vote a series of major additional
expenditure into the budget. We shall therefore exer-
cise considerable restraint and vote against many of
the amendments, even though we might in fact feel
favourably inclined towards a number of them and
would like to support the measures in question once it
becomes possible to increase the Community’s
resources. s

I wish to add that we shall definitely have to vote
against paragraphs 5 and 6 of Mr Adonnino’s resolu-
tion, and if we do not succeed in having them deleted
then we shall eventually also have to vote against the
resolution as a whole.

Mr President, it is most regrettable that there is appar-
ently what I might almost call an institutional conflict
of interests between the sphere of influence assigned
to this Parliament, concentrated as it is on
non-compulsory expenditure, and that sector which
has been developed furthest towards a true Commu-
nity policy, namely the common agricultural policy. I
should like to say to some of the critics who have
spoken here today that what this agricultural policy
needs is that we should expand Community policies in
other areas so that we get rid of the monetary
compensatory amounts and the various national aid
schemes.

To Mr Arndt, for instance, who argues that the prob-
lems cannot be solved by regulating prices, I wish to
say: No, our first concern should be to press on with
harmonizing conditions in the individual countries. I
do not propose to name any specific countries, but if
you think about it you will find that in a couple of
very big countries which give their farmers various
advantages and subsidies you have precisely that
substantial increase in milk production which is under
attack. If, on the other hand, you look at another
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country, a small country which cannot afford such
measures — I am not talking about my own country,
but I can say that it is the westernmost country of the
Community, a country with a very large, and poten-
tially even greater milk production — you find that its
production is stagnating or may even be in decline. I
think this shows us that what is needed also in the field
of agricultural policy is to make progress towards a
true common policy. Mr Megahy said, as far as I
understood him, that ‘again this year’ we would see
considerable increases in farm prices. Well, this shows
that the honourable Member has just not been follow-
ing developments over the past few years. For some
years now we have not had any real increases in farm
prices, and in my view the increases we had this year
are much lower than was justified by inflation.

I very much regret the course the budget debate here
in Parliament has taken on this occasion. It has been
stressed very strongly, by Mr Arndt I think, among
others, that we must have the largest possible majority
in Parliament. But this is not easy when we have a
large faction that always chooses to attack the
common agricultural policy, which is the only genuine
common policy at the present time.

We are quite prepared to support the Community’s
refusal to endorse these constant increases in expendi-
ture. We would also appeal to the Member States to
pursue common policies in a number of sectors so as
to create conditions that would help to safeguard and
build upon the results obtained by the Community —
not least in the agricultural sphere.

President. — I call Mr Castellina.

Mr Castellina — (/) Mr President, after listening to
the speeches of the Members of this Parliament, all of
which are very critical of the budget proposed to us by
the Council, I do not understand why the majority of
the groups apparently intend to approve it.

I am familiar with the considerations advanced in
justification of this incoherent attitude. Firstly, there is
last year’s experience which led, after the rejection of
one budget, to the approval of an even worse one
many months afterward. Shouldn’t this experience
have provoked a critical reflection not on last Decem-
ber’s rejection but rather on the inertia which followed
it? One must also mention the inability of this Parlia-
ment to use the opportunity afforded by the vote on
the budget to impose a radical revision of the nature
and structure of the budget itself.

Secondly, there is the attitude which holds that it
would be meaningless to reject this budget, since it is a
transitional one. I believe that at least two different
points should be raised on the basis of this assertion:
above all the fact that we have no guarantee that this
budget is really the last of a series, for in reality no

serious discussions have been held and no concrete
measures taken by the Commission and the Council to
effect a budgetary reform within a short period of
time. A negative vote would therefore today constitute
the necessary stimulus for adopting a different attitude
in the future.

Time does not permit me to comment on the merits of
the budget, but to summarize I may say that there is
not one chapter which is satisfactory, whether in
quantitative or in qualitative terms, because as a whole
this budget confirms the basic mechanism which deter-
mines the life of the Community: an appeal for soli-
darity made to the poorest countries and social
groups, without any real solidarity in their favour on
the part of the Community. This is the meaning of the
agricultural policy, of the regional policy, of the EMS,
and of cooperation with the Third World, not to
mention the scandalous waste of money indulged in by
this institution in the course of its own operation.

These months of work on the budget, the laborious
presentation of amendments to the Commission’s
preliminary draft, then the Council’s first cut, and then
its second cut have meant months of frustration, since
our efforts are futile, as we have all known from the
beginning. The vote of approval we are about to take
as another series of amendments will be equally
useless. After a few months we shall find ourselves
once again with a budget just like the one first planned
by the Council. It would have been more useful to
employ this time in a general discussion on the nature
and structure of the budget itself and on the powers of
the various Community institutions.

President. — I call Mr Motchane.

Mr Motchane. — (F) Mr President, Bertrand Russell
said that mathematics is a subject in which we never
know what we are talking about, nor whether what we
are saying is true. Well now, during this budgetary
debate, I have often wondered if this was not a meet-
ing of mathematicians rather than of political repre-
sentatives. I have wondered, when observing, for
example, the gap which exists between the remarks
that have been made, the spirit and, above all, the
ideology of the motion for a resolution tabled by our
rapporteur, Mr Adonnino, and the social, economic
and political reality of the crisis and also the reality of
the draft budget on which we have to deliver our
opinions. I wondered when hearing various speakers,
Mrs Scrivener, for example, criticize in detail certain
aspects of a motion for a resolution which they are
preparing to vote for unanimously.

In fact, when we see the comments in this text on the
Community policies and on the common agricultural
policy in particular, how can we deny that the
unavowed philosophy underlying it is the one
expressed a long time ago and in different circum-
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stances with the words: ‘Kill them all, God will recog-
nize his own.” That, without saying so, is what we are
resigning ourselves to in respect of the farming
community. And to a large extent, Mr President, that
is what the present situation in the Community means
for the workers who have been hit by the crisis, to
judge by this Assembly’s demands for more resources
to ward off the consequences of a policy that some
claim to confuse with natural disasters.

Mr President, the crisis is not an earthquake. It is not
by bringing articles of the Treaty into operation after
the event — Article 58 of the ECSC Treaty, for exam-
ple — when the situation is already serious or even
desperate for many sectors of the iron and steel indus-
try, it is not by bringing these articles into operation
after the event, without questioning the fundamental
acceptance of this general free trade, which in the
Community is nothing more than the law of the
strongest, it is not by pursuing this policy of voluntary
blindness that an answer can be given to the questions
which have been put to us. Nor, Mr President, will the
answer be found by approaching the problem from the
angle of its budgetary consequences.

As regards this second reading, it seems difficult to me
not to be struck by the apparent movement in this
Assembly towards exactly the same position as it
adopted during the first reading, which consisted in
retabling all the proposals it had adopted some weeks
before. But, Mr President, I am not sure that this is the
most responsible attitude that can be adopted by an
Assembly which, in my opinion, is wrong to insist on
an increase in its powers when in fact it should be
more concerned with exercising those it already has
more seriously. In the text of our rapporteur’s motion
for a resolution there is an appeal for a review of the
Treaties, whereas our problem is using the Treaties as
they stand, trying to use the parliamentary procedures
and the Community budget to place additional
resources at the disposal of national policies where
they seek to prevent unemployment.

The question we must ask ourselves is whether it is
enough for this Assembly to call, almost automatically,
for an increase in resources for the regional policy, the
social policy and so on without knowing if the means
exist to ensure this money will be properly used, with-
out knowing if the action we are calling for is likely to
stop one man from losing his job. I therefore feel it
would be reasonable to make a selection from among
all the amendments that have been tabled during the
second reading. Some Members have already indicated
the general direction of this choice: we cannot talk
about priorities when we go on reading all the chap-
ters of a book equally insistently. At the second read-
ing, our priorities are development aid, energy and the
social aspects of the ECSC. But it goes without saying
that, whatever the outcome of the decisions we take, if
what this Assembly wants is to create a situation in
which the increase in the margin that results from our
vote is such as to cause a crisis between the Council

and the Assembly, if that is the goal of some Members
here, it would be better to explain straightaway why
we are being led towards this crisis situation. It would
then be simpler and more honest, and more political,
to reject the budget, in other words to put forward
here and now a motion for a resolution rejecting,
whatever the outcome of the conciliation meeting, the
draft budget that has been submitted to us.

President. — I call Mr Barbi.

Mr Barbi. — (I) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen,
last year upon the presentation of the first Community
budget to be examined by a Parliament directly elected
by the people of Europe, I, along with the entire group
of the European People’s Party, had no hesitation in
proposing its rejection. This was above all a political
act which had to be accomplished in order to under-
line strongly, before European public opinion, the
principle power of the newly elected European Parlia-
ment: namely, the participation in the Community
budget authority. We did this with a significant 80 %
majority and obtained undeniable political results. It
was a question also, however, of indicating the will of
Parliament in defining the general outlines of
Community policy. It is at this point that our weak-
ness, or rather our impotence, was revealed, not only
because that 80 % majority shrinks considerably when
it comes to matters of policy — one only has to think
of the differing opinions held here regarding common
agricultural policy and the new Community policies to
be proposed and funded — but also because we were
brought to realize that real power, also in budgetary
matters, belongs in this Community to the Council of
Ministers, and to it alone. In rejecting the first draft
budget for 1980, the European Parliament certainly
intended to step up and accelerate Community action.
The practical result of this rejection, at least in the first
half of the year, was a deceleration and reduction of
activity, for the Council, postponing the approval of
the new budget until nearly July, forced the Commu-
nity to proceed on the basis of provisional twelfths,
that is, at the pace of 1979, still further slowed by the
effects of inflation. For this reason, at the beginning of
November of this year I here suggested the approval
of the draft budget for 1981. What occurred in the
course of this month — the conciliation procedures,
the new supplementary budget for 1980, with its bick-
ering over the VAT percentage — has confirmed my
opinion. Mr Notenboom has already spoken very well
on this subject, and I will add no more to his remarks.
It will serve no purpose to reject the budget this year.
Why? First of all, the value of the political gesture was
exhausted by Parliament’s action of last year.
Secondly, nothing concrete is obtained in this manner,
neither substantial increases in the appropriations for
policies Parliament wishes to develop, nor for the
elaboration and funding of new policies. Why? Above
all, because the available space for manoeuvre is very
small, even insignificant; because the real decisions
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regarding the choice of new policies are still in the
hands of the Council; and finally because, in order to
implement any new Community policy effectively, it is
necessary to increase the Community’s financial
resources to a significant degree.

We must therefore clearly and strongly reaffirm that
the responsibility lies with the governments of the
Nine — or rather of the Ten — and with the political
forces which support them in their respective coun-
tries.

This Assembly, and in particular this discussion of the
budget, constitutes a public tribunal, before which all
democratic parties and their leaders should be made
aware of their responsibilities. From this tribunal,
therefore, I, as a Christian-Democrat and as an Ital-
ian, appeal above all to the Christian-Democrats who
govern in Belgium, the Netherlands, and in Luxem-
bourg, calling upon them to be more coherent and
more courageous in supporting Community policies
and to rely on that pro-European spirit which is the
practice and principle of our party. I believe I can also
appeal, on the grounds of the European coherence of
my party and of the Italian government, to the author-
ities of the other European parties represented in this
Parliament who govern other Member States: the
Socialist Party, above all, which has a relative majority
and which is in power in Germany, one of the largest
countries in the Community; the Liberal Party, which
is in power in France, and the Conservative Party,
which is in power in England. The leaders of these
parties must explain to European public opinion how it
is possible to announce, in solemn and much publi-
cized meetings of the European Council, the desire to
initiate new policies, and at the same time reject abso-
lutely any corresponding increase in the Community’s
financial commitments.

This is what occurred after Bremen, where a Commu-
nity monetary policy was initiated, creating the EMS;
this is what occurred after Venice, where a Commu-
nity energy policy was solemnly announced; this is
what we fear will occur after the excellent political
declarations of Mr Schmidt and Mr Giscard in last
week’s Council in Luxembourg regarding the earth-
quake in southern Italy.

Ladies and gentlemen, in order to sustain the EMS, it
is necessary to conduct a policy of economic conver-
gence among the Ten, as we discussed several months
ago in this Parliament. Such a policy cannot be imple-
mented without thousands of millions of EUAs. Do
Presidents Schmidt and Giscard believe they are really
doing anything concrete to demonstrate European
solidarity to a large area of Europe itself when they
offer fine speeches without these millions of EUAs?
The reconstruction of the Mezzogiorno, an enormous
area where some 5 million Europeans live, cannot be
accomplished merely by the political speeches of Mr
Giscard and Mr Schmidt.

Members of the Liberal and Socialist parties, you who
support the governments of Mr Giscard and Mr
Schmidt must explain to these governments that if they
wish for a European policy in this area, as in the other
areas announced by the Council of Ministers, many
thousands of millions of EUAs are needed. This is the
proving ground for the political forces and their
respective governments, where Parliament must fight
its new political battle on the road of European unity.

It is not this budget which concerns us, much less the
few hundreds of million EUAs which may be at stake
in it. The vital issue is the substantial, serious, and
realistic increase of own resources, not for the purpose
of increasing the deficit on national budgets — as
some Socialist, Liberal, and Conservative leaders
demagogically affirm — nor for increasing the finan-
cial burden of the European taxpayer, but rather to
create those Community policies already indicated by
the Council, policies which can substitute for and so
reduce national expenditure and which can offer more
productive results precisely because they are on a
European level, on an enormous market, with the
greatly increased capabilities of the common effort.

In my opinion, therefore, the discussion of this budget
can only have one conclusion: the realization of the
inadequacy of Community resources in relation to the
aims laid down in the Treaties and the policies already
indicated by the Council. In consequence, political
consistency demands the decisions necessary for the
increase of these resources. Only in this way will the
European political forces establish a coherent
Community policy which corresponds to the needs of
European citizens.

President. — I call Mr Fich.

Mr Fich. — (DK) This year’s budget procedure has
really been out of the ordinary. Whereas last year we
rejected the budget and this delayed the whole proce-
dure for a long time, this year we have used the budget
procedure for a totally different purpose, namely to
make the point that the budget can serve as a policy-
making instrument, that the budget is no longer simply
a reflection of policy decisions already taken, but can
to a considerable extent be exploited as a political
weapon In its own right. Let me give two examples.

Firstly, in the agricultural sector, a group in this
Parliament proposed reducing appropriations for
skimmed milk by 50 m EUA and transferring 250 m
EUA to a reserve. Both proposals were adopted here
and later accepted in the Council of Finance Ministers,
although several governments voted against. Had the
normal procedure been followed, as it has always been
in the past, namely that agricultural policy decisions
are taken by the Ministers for Agriculture, that sort of
thing would never have got through. Any one country
would have had the right of veto in accordance with
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the Luxembourg Agreement of 1966, and then we
would have had an agricultural policy agreed by all.
Now we find in this case the budget procedure being
used to get agricultural policy decisions taken by a
simple majority. This is unquestionably a dangerous
trend.

Another example is education. Everybody here knows
that one government has vetoed the introduction of a
Community policy on education. Nevertheless, this
year we witness the budget procedure being used to
try to introduce an education policy in the Commu-
nity, an area which in my view lies outside the
Community’s sphere of activities. Unfortunately for
many of the Members, the proposal fell because not
enough of them were present at the time of the vote.
But it could so easily have been carried. Had this
happened, the fundamental rules governing the budget
procedure would have been flouted once again. It is a
very dangerous thing to use the budget, for want of
other ways, as a political weapon. Budgets are strictly
speaking like household accounts, which should
reflect decisions taken.

Let me add that I think everyone here ought now to
unite in efforts to ensure that adoption of the budget is
not delayed. As far as Parliament is concerned this
means that we must show some restraint in the
demands we make. Obviously we should not right
away renounce all our demands, but there is a limit
beyond which we should not go. I warn those who are
thinking of doing so not to do it. It would be a de facto
rejection of the budget, which would serve no one. It
is in no one’s interest that we should once again start a
new year under the system of provisional twelfths.
That would holdback financial support for areas that
we all wish to encourage, such as work on alternative
energy sources, development aid, etc. I therefore urge
that we adopt a very moderate stand, supporting the
priorities laid down, without going any further.

President. — I call Mr Spencer.

Mr Spencer. — Mr President, I shall try and be as
brief as the people who are absent. I really commit
myself to welcoming Supplementary Budget No 2. T
would however point out that the increase in Social
Fund payments should be 100 million not 60 million.
The Council has got us into this mess; the Council will
have to get us out of it. I trust therefore that Parliament
will, in due course, vote for 100 million on the Social
Fund in addition to 40 million for the Italian earth-
quake.

Secondly, even more briefly, I just wish to call on the
Council to act on the steel measures. The situation has
got no better, it has in fact got worse and nothing can
be crueller than to raise expectations for social aid to
the steel industry and then to do nothing throughout
three Councils.

President. — I have no further speakers on my list.
The debate is closed.

The motion for a resolution will be put to the vote at
the next voting time.

8. Agenda

President. — I wish to remind the House that the
debate on the Hoff report (Doc. 1-704/80) has been
held over until the sitting of Thursday, 18 December,
after the vote on the budget.

9. Urgent procedure

President. — I have received the following motions
for resolutions with request for urgent debate pursuant
to Rule 14 of the Rule of Procedure:

— by Sir Henry Plumb and others on support for devel-
opment and training in farming and rural life (Doc.
1-687/80)

— by Mr Glinne and others, on behalf of the Socialist
Group, on the procedure for recruitment to the insti-
tutions of the European Communities, particularly as
regards Greek candidates (Doc. 1-714/80);

— by Mr de la Maléne and others, on behalf of the
Group of the European Progressive Democrats, on
the situation in the textile and clothing industries
(Doc. 1-725/80);

— by Mr Lomas and others, on the law on British
nationality (Doc. 1-728/80);

— by Mr Klepsch and others on aid to Poland (Doc.
1-718/80)

— by Mr de la Maléne and others on the situation in
Poland (Doc. 1-740/80/rev.);

— by Mr Klepsch and others, on behalf of the Group of
the European People’s Party (C-D Group), by Mr
Glinne and others, on behalf of the Socialist Group
and by Mr Berkhouwer and others, on aid to Poland
(Doc. 1-743/80);

— by Mr Galluzzi and others on the situation in Poland

(Doc. 1-744/80)

The reasons supporting these requests are contained in
the documents themselves.

These requests for urgent debate will be put to the vote
at the beginning of tomorrow’s sitting.



108 Debates of the European Parliament

10. Agenda for next sitting

President. — The next sitting will be held tomorrow,
Wednesday, 17 December 1980 with the following
agenda:

9am. to!p. m and 3 p.m. to 7 p.m.

— Decision on various requests for urgent debate

— Council and Commission statements on the European
Councl of 1 and 2 December 1980 and Council state-

ment on the Luxembourg presidency (followed by a
debate)

— Bonaccini report on the European automobile indus-
uy
5.30 p.m. to 7 p.m.: Question Time
The sitting is closed.

(The sitting was closed at 7-25 p.m.)
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IN THE CHAIR: MRS VEIL
President
(The sitting was opened at 9 a.m.)

President. — The sitting is open.

1. Approval of minutes

President. — The minutes of proceedings of yester-
day’s sitting have been distributed.

Since there are no comments, the minutes of proceed-
ings are approved.

2. Documents received

President. — I have received several documents,
details of which will be found in the minutes of
proceedings.

3. Urgent procedure

President. — The first item on the agenda is the deci-
sion on the urgency of various documents.

We shall begin with two proposals for regulations on
isoglucose (Doc. 1-700/80).

I call Mr Sieglerschmidt on a point of order.

Mr Sieglerschmidt. — (D) Madam President, I do
not have the document you have just mentioned. On

Question No 82, by Mr Israél: Additional
information regarding the joint communiqué
issued with the Arab States on 13 November
1980:
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my own initiative I in fact obtained a copy of the
Commission document last night, but it has no Parlia-
ment number on it and was not officially distributed as
a Parliament document.

I want to make use of this opportunity, Madam Presi-
dent, to point out that the documents in connection
with three requests for urgency on Poland are not yet
available and that yesterday several documents which
were down on the agenda were distributed only in the
course of the day. I really wonder if Parliament can
work in this fashion, Madam President. I do not wish
to raise any procedural objections, but if things go on
like this, we shall be forced to resort to the Rules of
Procedure and raise strong objections against dealing
with documents which are not placed on the agenda
until the very day of the sitting or which are not even
available at all.

President. — With regard to the two proposals for
regulations on isoglucose, they have been distributed
in all the languages even if they do not have Parlia-
ment’s reference numbers. We received them from the
Council yesterday but had no time to reproduce them.

As for the other documents which have indeed not
been translated into all the languages, I propose that
we do not consider them until tomorrow.

I call Mr Ferri.

Mr Ferri, Chairman of the Legal Affairs Committee.

— (I) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, I
have asked to speak on this request for urgency
because, as the House knows, it stems from a Court of
Justice case in which Parliament intervened. In its
judgment of 29 October last the Court reaffirmed
Parliament’s inviolable right to perform its institu-
tional role of consultation in the legislative procedure
of the Community.

Having said that — and in view of the fact that the
sole purpose of Parliament’s intervention was to safe-
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guard this role and this right without in any way inter-
fering in the matter — I feel I have to point out, in my
capacity as chairman of the Legal Affairs Committee,
that when it comes to proper compliance with the
consultation procedure and mutual respect for the
powers of the institutions, and when we have to deal
with proposals for regulations which are manifestly
urgent, it is our duty to make every effort to ensure
that the consultation procedure is completed as
quickly as possible. It would be unthinkable if there
were some kind of delay — I do not want to say
‘delaying tactics’, as this would be too harsh a term —
which could perhaps jeopardize the powers and the
functions of the Community.

For my part, therefore, I have to say that [ am in
favour of urgency. There is one thing I want to say,
however. If the request for urgency is to be justified,
this eagerness for swift action has to be sought not
only from Parliament, but first and foremost it has to
be demonstrated by the institution making the request.
I note that, although the Court judgment necessitating
these proposals was delivered on 29 October last, the
. proposals themselves were not submitted to Parliament
until 9 December. This means that the Commission,
and therefore the Council, let 40 days go by before
attempting to consult us. At this stage,.you cannot ask
Parliament to do its work in a couple of days, because
we have to bear in mind the requirements of the
Committee on Agriculture.

(Applause from certain quarters)

Once this has been done and, again, in a spirit of
collaboration which will have to be developed and
defined better when we come to a thorough discussion
of the consultation procedure, I think it will be possi-
ble to reach a satisfactory conclusion for all concerned
which will not be counter to the interests of the
Community. Let the Council forgo its request for
urgency while Parliament, and of course the Commit-
tee on Agriculture, undertake to present our opinion
at the next part-session in January. I feel this would be
a balanced solution, fair to both sides, which can be
reached for our mutual satisfaction and — I say it
again — in the interests of the Community.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Friih to speak on behalf of the
Committee on Agriculture.

Mr Friih. — (D) Madam President, I can be quite
brief after what Mr Ferri has said. There is just one
thing I want to say. The Committee on Agriculture
decided on 4 and 5 of this month that it would not
support this urgency. However, I agree with Mr
Ferri’s proposal that the committee see to it that the
House can reach a decision on urgency at the January
part-session, since we can discuss the matter on

12 January. We do not think the matter is really as
urgent as it is made out, firstly because so many days
have gone by and secondly because this regulation, if
it were to come into force, would be backdated to
1 July 1979. On behalf of the Committee on Agricul-
ture I am therefore against urgent procedure.

President. — I call Mr Curry.

Mr Curry. — Madam President, I am slighty
alarmed at the implications of what you said. You
seemed to be saying that, provided we have seen the
documents at least ten seconds before we vote, the
process of consultation of this Parliament is ade-
quately fulfilled. Surely it is not simply a question of
having the documents available; it is a question of
having them available in adequate time to examine
them, to digest them and to study them.

(Applanse)

On a simple point of information, Madam President, I
do not have the documents on isoglucose.

President. — They were distributed yesterday, Mr
Curry.

(Parliament rejected the request for urgent procedure)

P

President. — According to the agenda we were now
supposed to consider the Council’s request for urgent
procedure in respect of the proposal for a regulation on
Sishery products (Doc. 1-635/80).

Since the text is available in only four languages — we
are missing Danish and Dutch — we cannot vote on
this request for urgency. In the circumstances, I
propose that the decision be deferred until tomorrow.

Since there are no objections, that is agreed.

»

President. — We shall now consider the Council’s
request for urgent procedure in respect of the proposal
Jfor a regulation on the use of hormones in domestic
animals (Doc. 1-580/80).

I call Mr Friih to speak on behalf of the Committee on
Agriculture.

Mr Frith. — (D) Speaking again on behalf of the
Committee on Agriculture, Madam President, I want
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to say that we cannot agree to urgency. This is an
important problem we have to deal with, and there can
be no doubt that the Committee on Agriculture is
going to devote careful attention to it. However, there
is also the problem of having to work at short notice,
which has until now prevented us from discussing it
properly. Another thing is that the Commission
proposal is controversial. The Committee on the Envi-
ronment, Public Health and Consumer Protection,
which is also working on this — and this is tremen-
dously important in our view — has intimated that it
would like our committee to take account of its
opinion, which again because of the short notice is not
yet ready. Thirdly, the Commission proposal has been
significantly changed. The proposal for a regulation
has led to a proposal for a directive, and this means
that there is now less call for urgency. For the sake of
proper and thorough discussion, Madam President, I
urge the House to go along with the vote of the
Committee on Agriculture and reject urgency. In this
case, too, we shall see to it that the House can discuss
the matter at the January part-session. We shall
arrange a meeting in connection with this before then.

(Parliament rejected the request for urgent procedure)

President. — We shall now consider the Council’s
request for urgent procedure in respect of the proposal
Jor a regulation on the market in cereals (Doc. 1-701/80).

I call Mr Friih to speak on behalf of the Committee on
Agriculure.

Mr Frith. — (D) I am very sorry, Madam President,
but I must again recommend rejection of the request
on behalf of the committee. Even if urgency could be
justified on political grounds, you have to ask yourself
why this proposal was submitted so late, because
Protocol 19 to which this request for urgency refers
has been in existence since 1973. Accordingly, we fail
to see why it has to be dealt with right now. It will do
no one any harm if there is some delay. I once again
recommend rejection of the request for urgency.

(Parliament rejected the request for urgent procedure)

President. — We shall now consider the Council’s
request for urgent procedure in respect of the proposal
Jor a regulation on the market in sugar (Doc. 1-741/80).

I call Mr Friih to speak on behalf of the Committee on
Agriculture.

Mr Frish. — (D) Madam President, since we cannot
rush through consideration of such an important regu-
lation, which in any case will not come into force until
July next year, I beg to inform you that the Committee
on Agriculture rejects the request for urgency. Let me
also say, by way of conclusion, that our committee
constantly has so many documents which need
thorough examination that we should like to receive
them earlier, so that we can do our work properly. We
are ready and willing, and for this reason we want to
be able to work thoroughly and systematically. 1 ask
the House again to defer this matter to the January
part-session.

President. — I call Mr Chambeiron.

Mr Chambeiron. — (F) Madam President, I wanted
to speak against urgency.

My colleague, Mr Paul Verges, intended to speak on
this request for urgent procedure yesterday morning,
but the unavailability of the documents meant that the
item was deferred until this morning, and since Mr
Verges has other engagements which he must honour,
he asked me to speak in his place.

I echo what was said by the rapporteur of the
Committee on Agriculture. I have looked at the text
which the Council has sent us, and frankly I cannot
find any reason to justify this request for urgent
procedure. The current Community production
arrangements in the sugar sector run out in fact next
30 June. Consequently, there is no risk of finding
ourselves in a legislative hiatus and, given the circum-
stances, I am pushed to understand why the Commis-
sion is asking for a rush decision, unless the Council’s
idea is to force on to Greece, before 1 January next
year, measures restricting its own sugar production.
This would not surprise me.

I do want to remind the House that this is a regulation
which runs for five years and we must not ignore the
fact that it includes some provisions which have
prompted vigorous reaction among producers as a
whole. What is more, we have to realize that some of
the provisions in this text will have repercussions on
the sugar arrangements annexed to the Lomé Conven-
tion. We also have to realize that this text jeopardizes
production in our overseas departments. It is common
knowledge that in these departments the regulation on
sugar has aroused considerable feeling and is opposed
by all the planters’ associations.

For all these self-evident reasons, and unless we are
ready to make do with a rush job, it will not be proper
to take any decision without hearing the opinions of
the appropriate committees, the Committee on Agri-
culture, the Committee on Budgets and the Commit-
tee on Development and Cooperation. We shall there-
fore be voting against urgent procedure, although at
the same time we hope that the matter will be dealt
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with in a report as soon as possible, so that we can
then take a decision in the calm and informed manner
which is essential in our view for such a debate.

(Parliament rejected the request for urgent procedure)

President. — We shall now consider the motion for a
resolution (Doc. 1-687/80) by Sir Henry Plumb and
others: Support for development and training in farming
and rural life.

(Parliament adopted urgent procedure)

The motion for a resolution will be placed on the
agenda of Friday’s sitting.

President. — We shall now consider the motion for a
resolution (Doc. 1-714/80) by Mr Glinne and others on
bebalf of the Socialist Group: Recruitment procedure in
the institutions of the European Communities, particu-
larly in relation to the Greek candidates.

I call Mr Sieglerschmidt.

Mr Sieglerschmidt. — (D) Madam President, ladies
and gentlemen, on several occasions this year Parlia-
ment has considered the issue of recruitment. The
Commission has given us the relevant information and
has also informed us about what was said in the Greek
Parliament on the matter. The information was far
from satisfactory because, although everything on the
surface seemed to be in order, the Greek Government
stuck 1o its principle that it wanted to follow a kind of
selection procedure between those who were for the
European Community and those who were opposed to
it. The Greek Government said this in Parliament
itself.

I do not want to go into the matter here, Madam Pres-
ident. I just think that we ought at least to have a short
debate just before our Greek colleagues take their
place in Parliament, so that the situation can be made
clear. In this motion for a resolution we have tabled,
we have asked a number of relevant questions which
try to get behind the purely formal consideration of
the matter and find out what in fact is actually
happening with regard to recruitment procedure, i.e.
with regard to differences between applicants who are
proposed by their government and those who apply
directly, and what the situation is as regards the
collection of information. I think it would help matters

here in Parliament, when our new Greek colleagues
arrive, if we had this debate this week.

President. — I call Mr Nord to speak on behalf of
the Liberal Democratic Group.

Mr Nord. — (NL) Madam President, our group is
against urgent procedure in the case of this motion for
the following reasons. Discrimination on political
grounds in the recruitment of staff for public service
cannot of course be tolerated, and I am sure we all
agree on that. In any case, this is expressly stated in
the staff regulations. But it is really not on in our view,
a few weeks before our Greek colleagues take their
place here and can participate in this kind of debate,
suddenly to use the last opportunity before they arrive
to organize a debate about them and without them.
This motion should go to the appropriate committee
and the Greek Members should take part in the
discussion, since there is no doubt they will have a lot
of interesting things to say. After the matter has been
properly studied in committee, it can come back to the
House if that is still necessary. But let us not be too
quick to arrange a debate about our Greek colleagues
without their presence here. Our group is conse-
quently against the request for urgent procedure.

(Parliament rejected the request for urgent procedure)

*

President. — We shall now consider the motion for a
resolution (Doc. 1-725/80) by Mr de la Maléne and
others on bebalf of the Group of European Progressive
Democrats: Situation in the textile and clothing industry.

I call Mr Deleau.

Mr Deleaun. — (F) Madam President, ladies and
gentlemen, there is no question about the need for
urgent consideration of the situation in the textile and
clothing industry, in view of the perilous situation of
this vital economic sector just before the multifibre
agreement is about to be renewed. Urgency is justified
by the fact that in the last seven years, since the agree-
ments have been in force, a tremendous number of
jobs have been lost in the textile and clothing industry.

In Europe 700 000 jobs have gone, and half of these
redundancies have been caused by the pressure of
imports. If we look at France alone, in the first nine
months of 1980 imports took 51 % of the market
compared with 42 % in 1978. By way of comparison,
imports account for only 15 % of the market in the
United States. All the forecasts for the coming months
paint a very gloomy picture. It is essential in economic
terms, and especially in social terms, to halt this down-
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hill trend, and this is the justification for our request
for an urgent debate.

On the eve of talks for a new GATT Multifibre
Arrangement, however, it seems that the Commission
is a long way from understanding this and that it fails
to appreciate properly the situation which has arisen.
Things reached such a pitch that on 30 October the
trade union organizations in the European Confedera-
tion of Trade Unions broke off the talks they were
having with representatives of the Commission. It is
unthinkable to follow policies which will lead to the
closing of industries which even now provide 600 000
jobs in France and 3 400 000 throughout the Commu-
nity. This is why we want this debate, which is
intended to encourage the Commission to take a more
realistic view of these socio-economic problems. If the
House decides against the urgency of this motion,
however, it will still be necessary to have a big debate
on this vital matter without delay. We would ask for
our motion — which, let me say, is constructive — to
be included in the debate.

President. — I call Sir Frederick Catherwood to
speak on behalf of the Committee on External
Economic Relations.

Sir Frederick Catherwood. — Madam President, I
would like to say, as the chairman of the Committee
on External Economic Affairs, that multifibres are
coming up for discussion at our next committee meet-
ing when we will be appointing a rapporteur. I would
like to assure my colleague that we will deal with this
subject with the greatest urgency, bearing in mind all
the points that he has made. I do not really think that
an urgent debate would be helpful at this time as we
are about to begin work on the matter in the responsi-
ble committee. I am therefore against urgency here,
but I note all the points that my colleague has made.

President. — I call Mr Galland to speak on behalf of

the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mr Galland. — (F) Madam President, the motion
before us concerns a very important problem — the
situation in the textile and clothing industry — but the
Liberal and Democratic Group intends to vote against
urgent procedure because resorting to Rule 14 is not
the right way to go about dealing with such a problem.

How can we expect the Commission and the Council
to pay any attention to a vote taken by a handful of
Members on the morning of Friday, 19 December?
How could Mr Fanton give serious consideration to
querying the multifibre agreement, slapping percen-
tage restrictions on imports and introducing new
customs duties, unless the relevant parliamentary
committees had studied the matter thoroughly — as

Sir Frederick Catherwood just said — and unless there
had been a proper motion and a thorough debate in
the House? If we really want to affect the decisions
which must be taken in the textile industry, we must
on no account adopt urgency. A hasty or improvized
response like this can only harm the industry instead
of helping it.

I shall be quite blunt in telling the honourable
Members in the Group of European Progressive
Democrats that we thought their use of Rule 14 in this
case was just a political ploy. In order to have a serious
debate about the textile industry — and about the car
industry for that matter — we are ready to put our
faith in the efficiency and reputation of the European
Parliament. We shall therefore be voting against
urgent procedure, so that we can take a more
thorough look at this problem as we always do in this
House.

(Applause)

(Parliament rejected the request for urgent procedure)

President. — We shall now consider the motion for a
resolution (Doc. 1-728/80) by Mr Lomas and others:
British nationality law.

I call Mr Lomas.

Mr Lomas. — Madam President, I hope Parliament
will accept the request for urgency on this matter,
because the British Government has, in fact,
announced that its new proposals on nationality will
be put to the British Parliament during the current
session. That is the reason for urgency.

I hope, Madam President, that whatever our views. on
the EEC and its various principles, one thing that we
would all agree upon is the right of free movement for
its citizens and the right of establishment. But these
proposals will, in fact, deny that. They will make five
different classes of British citizenship; it will mean that
in future there could be generations of British children
born abroad who would not be automatically entitled
to citizenship of their own country. It would make, for
instance, citizens of Gibraltar second-class citizens. By
virtue of UK membership of the EEC they are EEC
citizens, and yet they would become second-class
under these proposals.

They are mean, petty proposals and they are unneces-
sary; there are no similar proposals in any Member
State of the EEC, and it does look, Madam President,
almost as if the British Government, tired of attacking
the living standards of the people in Britain, is now
turning its attention to British citizens living abroad.
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If any of my friends on the opposite side of this Cham-
ber have really read these proposals they will realize
how serious this matter is. We are all of us — and I am
as guilty as everybody else in this Chamber — (Hear,
hear, bear) ready to criticize the lack of human rights
in every quarter of the world, but when it comes to an
attack on human rights in our own country, in
Member States of the EEC, then we are remarkably
reticent. I hope, Madam President, that Parliament
will accept this, or else they will be exposed as total
hypocrites ready to attack other countries but
prepared to accept attacks on human rights in a
Member State. T appeal to Parliament to accept this as
an urgent matter.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Haagerup to speak on behalf
of the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mr Haagerup. — (DK) I just want to say on this
matter that approval of urgency would inevitably be
interpreted as taking a stance on this bill which has
just been the subject of an impassioned speech here.
Without adopting any position, therefore, I have to
say on behalf of our group that we shall be voting
against urgent procedure.

(Parliament rejected the request for urgent procedure)

P

President. — I have several motions for resolutions
on Poland, some of which have not yet been distri-
buted in all the languages. The fact is that the political
groups were unable to meet until late and we did not
get some of the motions until last night. We had
decided to discuss these motions for resolutions during
the general debate with the Council on the situation in
Poland. The problem is this: if we defer these requests
for urgent procedure on these motions until tomorrow
morning, we shall not get round to an urgent debate
on Poland until Friday morning. 1 suggest that we
consider the urgency of these four motions for resolu-
tions now, as part of the general debate, even though
the texts are available only in some languages because
the translators did not get them until last night.

Since there are no objections, that is agreed.
(Parliament adopted urgent procedure)

The texts of these motions for resolutions will be
distributed as soon as they have been printed. I ask
you to appreciate the difficult circumstances for the
printers. They have done their very best and have been
working all night. I should like to take this opportun-
ity of expressing my thanks to them.

The motions for resolutions will therefore be placed
on today’s agenda and considered during the debate
on the Council and Commission statements.

4. European Council — Luxembourg Presidency —
Situation in Poland

President. — The next item is the debate on the
Council and Commission statements on the European
Council meeting in Luxembourg on 1 and 2 December
1980, the statement by the President-in-Office of the
Council on the Luxembourg Presidency, and the
motions for resolutions on Poland, in respect of which
urgent procedure has just been adopted.

I call Mrs Flesch.

(Sustained applause)

Mrs Flesch, President-in-Office of the Council. — (F)
Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, please believe
me when I say that even for someone familiar with this
European Parliament, who served a ten-year appren-
ticeship in European politics before being elected — as
were you all — at the first direct elections, someone
who has filled various posts in this Parliament, it is an
emotional moment when one finds oneself sitting in
the President-in-Office’s chair. Having experienced
them for myself, I am well aware of the feelings and
expectations surrounding the appearance before you
of the President-in-Office of the Council. While
something is expected from the institution I represent
today, there is also undoubtedly a feeling that the
person representing the Council is — after all — very
much out on a limb since he or she represents an
absent body and has more often than not been
supplied with the bare minimum for survival and
undoubtedly not enough to satisfy the present audi-
ence.

But from long years of observing the President-in-
Office of the Council from the other side of the floor,
I also came to realize that that person represented an
institution which — unlike our national governments
— is very lile suited to parliamentary life and
requirements, both as a result of its very nature as an
institution and probably also because the development
of the political and institutional life of the Community
has been inadequate to give the Council a personality
of its own, a right which is enshrined in the Treaties
and which would allow it to become a true collegiate
executive body. Whether we like it or not, discussions

. within the Council — on which I am required to

report to you today — still amount to a very large
extent to international negotiations. We have in fact
nine — and shortly ten — governments confronting
each other, admittedly in an effort to arrive at joint
decisions which will apply to all of them. But before
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this common denominator is found, each individual
member of the Council makes the most of his own
power base, his Hausmacht, that is the State he serves,
the political and economic power he represents, the
will resulting from these factors and, last but not least,
the powerful, finely tuned administration which is

supposed to serve as his support but frequently acts as
a brake.

The President of the Council is merely a reflection of
this composite entity, which is often ill-balanced, and
in which — as T have learned in a very few weeks — it
often pays to take a negative stance rather than a posi-
tive one. Passing in a matter of days from the role of
Member of Parliament to that of President of the
Council almost seems like changing worlds. However,
I come before you today neither to express my amaze-
ment nor to recount my regrets. I have probably been
with the Council for too short a time to be able to
form a final opinion. But to give you an inital reac-
tion, I would say that while the European Parliament
has by no means yet taken the Council’s measure, the
Council for its part has hardly begun to take that of
the European Parliament.

(Applause)

I would add another remark to the above (which as
you have undoubtedly guessed slipped past the Coun-
cil censor).

... in the hope that you will excuse it in these excep-
tional circumstances. I will make a confession: I am
delighted to have the privilege of appearing before you
— for the first time and the last in the Luxembourg
Presidency — in what I still regard as my beloved city
of Luxembourg. Rest assured, | am not going to
embark today on any special plea for Luxembourg,
although I cannot help feeling — as I am sure many of
you also feel — that you will not escape it in the
future. T would simply ask you today to believe that
there has been no conspiracy. When your Bureau — I
might almost say our Bureau — decided to hold this
part-session in Luxembourg, 1 was completely
unaware of the role I would be called upon to play.

In a few moments I shall be turning to the outcome of
the recent European Council held here two weeks
ago, following which I shall report on the six months
of the Luxembourg Presidency. In reporting on this
six-month Presidency, I shall not presume to take
credit for achievements which were not my own. I am
in fact the junior member of the Luxembourg Govern-
ment team which shouldered with great devotion —
and sometimes with talent — the trying task of presid-
ing over the Council at a particularly difficult time. It
is to them that I should like to pay tribute. And I must
single out my own predecessor Gaston Thorn. He
too, like me, came from this Parliament. He never
forgot that fact, nor will he forget it, I am sure, when
he takes on his new role. A 