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2 Debates of the European Parliament 

IN THE CHAIR: MR BERKHOUWER 

(The sitting was opened at 5.55 p.m.) 

President. - The sitting is open. 

1. Resumption of session 

President. - I declare resumed the session of 
the European Parliament adjourned on 5 April 
1974. 

2. Apologies for absence 

President. - Apologies for absence have been 
received from Mr Schulz and Mr Muller, and 
from Mr Seefeld, who will be absent from 
Tuesday onwards. 

3. Texts of treaties forwarded by the Council 

President. - I have received from the Council 
of the European Communities certified true 
copies of the following documents: 

- Agreement between the European Economic 
Community and the Republic of Bolivia on 
the supply of common wheat as food aid; 

- Trade Agreement between the European 
Economic Community and the Federal 
Republic of Brazil; 

- Minutes of the notification of the completion 
of the procedures necessary for the entry 
into force of several Agreements between 
the European Economic Community and the 
Republic of India; 

- Notice of the completion by the Community 
of the procedures necessary for the entry 
into force of the Commercial Cooperation 
Agreement between the European Economic 
Community and the Republic of India. 

These texts will be placed in the archives of 
the European Parliament. 

4. Documents received 

President. - Since the session was adjourned, 
I have received the following documents: 

(a) from the Council of the European Com
munities, requests for an opinion on: 

- the Memorandum from the Commission 
of the European Communities to the 
Council on education in the European 
Community (Doe. 23/74-Annex). 

This document has been referred to the 
Committee on Cultural Affairs and 
Youth; 

- the Communication from the Commis
sion of the European Communities to the 
Council on the problems of the pulp, 
paper and paperboard industry (Doe. 
48/74). 

This do cum en t has been referred to the 
Committee on Economic and Monetary 
Affairs as the committee responsible and 
to the Committee on Public Health and 
the Environment, the Committee on 
Social Affairs and Employment and the 
Committee on External Economic Rela
tions for their opinions; 

- the proposal from the Commission of 
the European Communities to the Coun
cil for a second directive on taxes other 
than turnover taxes which affect the 
consumption of manufactured tobacco 
(Doe. 49/74). 

This document has been referred to the 
Committee on Budgets as the committee 
responsible and to the Committee on 
Economic and Monetary Affairs and the 
Committee on Agriculture for their 
opinions; 

- the proposal from the Commission of the 
European Communities to the Council 
for a third directive on taxes other than 
turnover taxes affecting the consumption 
of manufactured tobacco (Doe. 50/74). 

This document has been referred to the 
Committee on Budgets as the committee 
responsible and to the Committee on 
Economic and Monetary Affairs and the 
Committee on Agriculture for their 
opinions; 

(b) from the committees, the following reports: 

- report by Mr Horst Seefeld on behalf of 
the Committee on Cultural Affairs and 
Youth on the Memorandum from the 
Commission of the European Commun
ities to the Council (Doe. 112/73) on 
measures to be taken in application of 
point 16 of the Hague Communique: 

- Recommendation for a decision set
ting up a Committee for Youth 
Questions 

- Recommendation for a decision set
ting up a Youth Advisory Committee 

(Doe. 41/74); 

- report by Mr Gerd Springorum on 
behalf of the Committee on Energy, 
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President 

Research and Technology, on the Com
munication from the Commission of the 
European Communities to the Council 
(Doe. 386/73) on the implementation of 
the 'guidelines and priority measures for 
a Community energy policy' (Doe. 42/74); 

- report by Mr Norbert Hougardy on 
behalf of the Committee on Cultural 
Affairs and Youth on the proposal from 
the Commission of the European Com
munities to the Council (Doe. 23/74) for 
a resolution on guidelines for the mutual 
recognition of diplomas, certificates and 
other evidence of formal qualifications 
by virtue of Article 57 of the EEC Treaty 
(Doe. 43/74); 

- report by Mr Michael Herbert on behalf 
of the Committee on Regional Policy 
and Transport on the proposals from the 
Commission of the European Commun
ities to the Council for four directives 
concerning the approximation of the 
laws of the Member States relating to: 

1. the installation of lighting and light 
signalling devices on motor vehicles 
and trailers (Doe. 332/73) 

2. fog lights for motor vehicles (Doe. 
333/73) 

3. the external projections of motor 
vehicles (Doe. 341/73) 

4. reflex reflecting devices for motor 
vehicles and their trailers (Doe. 348/ 
73) 

(Doe. 44/74); 

- third report by Mr Michael Herbert on 
behalf of the Committee on Regional 
Policy and Transport on the proposal 
from the Commission of the European 
Communities to the Council (Doe. 161/ 
72-I) for a directive concerning the 
harmonization of the laws relating to 
vehicle driving licences (Doe. 45/74); 

- report by Mr Linus Memmel on behalf 
of the Legal Affairs Committee on the 
proposal from the Commission of the 
European Communities to the Council 
(Doe. 203/73) for a regulation establish
ing a procedure of consolidation (Doe. 
46/74); 

- report by Mr Herve Laudrin on behalf 
of the Committee on Social Affairs and 
Employment on the proposal from the 
Commission of the European Com
munities to the Council (Doe. 302/73) for 
a recommendation addressed to the 

Member States regarding the application 
of the principle of the 40-hour week 
and four weeks' annual paid holidays 
(Doe. 47/74); 

- report by Lady Elles on behalf of the 
Committee on Social Affairs and 
Employment on the report from the 
Commission of the European Commun
ities on the development of the social 
situation in the Community in 1973 (Doe. 
2/74) - (Doe. 51/74); 

- report by Mr Klaus-Peter Schulz on 
behalf of the Committee on Cultural 
Affairs and Youth on the Memorandum 
from the Commission of the European 
Communities to the Council (Doe. 23/74-
Annex) on education in the European 
Community (Doe. 52/74); 

- report by Lady Elles on behalf of the 
Committee on Cultural Affairs and 
Youth on the mQtion for a resolution 
submitted by Mr Premoli on behalf of 
the Liberal and Allies Group (Doe. 73/73) 
on the protection of the European 
cultural heritage (Doe. 54/74); 

(c) Oral Questions from Lord O'Hagan, Mr 
Brewis, Sir Tufton Beamish, Mr N oe, Mr 
Bousch, Mr Laban, Mr Seefeld, Mr Feller
maier and Mr Fliimig, pursuant to Rule 47A 
of the Rules of Procedure, for Question 
Time on 24 April 1974 (Doe. 53/74). 

5. Reference to committee 

President. - The communication from the Com
mission of the European Communities to the 
Council on multinational undertakings and Com
munity regulations (Doe. 261/73), referred on 10 
December 1973 to the Committee on Economic 
and Monetary Affairs as the committee respons
ible, has now also been referred to the Com
mittee on Social Affairs and Employment for an 
opinion on the socio-political aspects, and to the 
Committee on Development and Cooperation for 
an opinion on the conditions governing the 
establishment of multinational undertakings in 
developing countries. 

6. Decision on urgent procedure 

President. - I propose that reports not submit
ted within the time limits laid down in the 
ruling of 11 May 1967 should be dealt with by 
urgent procedure. 

Are there any objections? 

That is decided. 
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4 Debates of the European Parliament 

7. Order of business 

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

On the instructions of the enlarged Bureau on 
2 April 1974 an agenda had been drawn up 
and distributed. 

However, there have been some changes since 
then and, furthermore, the Chairmen of the 
groups have requested that thi§ part-session 
should end on Thursday. I therefore propose the 
following agenda: 

This evening: 

- third report by Mr Herbert on vehicle driv
ing licences; 

- report by Mr Herbert on four directives con
cerning the approximation of laws relating 
to motor vehicles;. 

- Oral Question, with debate, put by Mr 
Lagorce on behalf of the Socialist Group to 
the Commission of the European Communi
ties on the re-utilization of waste. 

I call Lord Mansfield. 

Lord Mansfield. - Mr President, I have a 
request on behalf of the European Conservative 
Group, concerning the report by Mr Herbert 
relating to vehicle driving licences, No 43 on 
the agenda. My request is that this report and 
its consideration should be postponed until Wed
nesday or Thursday. 

I have two reasons. First, as you will see, the 
report is dated 22 April-that is today. Because 
of the Easter holiday it has not proved possible 
to consider any amendments which may be put 
on behalf of the groups or of individuals, not 
even table them and have them translated. This 
is a matter which, in a report as important as 
this, should be considered. 

The second reason is that the Chairman of the 
Regional Committee which deals with transport, 
Mr J ames Hill, is unavoidably detained in 
Southampton today. That is, of course, a port 
town, and I am instructed that he is detained 
there on what I might call Community business. 
This report is a difficult document in many 
ways. It is highly technical and there are various 
legal considerations. I think everybody on the 
committee will agree that Mr Hill has paid 
particular attention to all the ramifications in 
the report, and in a matter so important as this 
I submit that it is only right that he should be 
here when it is debated. 

Except for the vexed question of regional policy, 
this report has probably taken up more time 
than any other matter which has been con
sidered in the last few months. Therefore, I 
suggest that in fairness and in logic, and out of 
courtesy to Mr Hill, we should wait until he 
can be here. I understand that he is coming here 
tomorrow, so that he will be available for this 
matter to be ventilated either on Wednesday or 
on Thursday. I understand that the rapporteur 
Mr Herbert, agrees with this request. 

President. - I call Mr J ahn on behalf of the 
Committee on Public Health and the Environ
ment. 

Mr Jahn. - (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, on the instructions of the Committee 
on Public Health and the Environment I had 
written to the Bureau asking if the report on the 
four directives concerning motor vehicles on 
today's agenda could be postponed, since our 
committee had not been asked for its opinion. 
Since then I have learnt from the Chairman of 
my group that it cannot be postponed till the 
May part-session. While I must reluctantly 
agree to that, I should like to request that in 
future the Committee on Public Health and the 
Environment should be consulted on matters 
concerning health as the Committee on Social 
Affairs used to be. Then we shall not find our
selves having to make decisions on questions 
on which one of the committees most concerned 
has not been asked to give an opinion. 

President. - I call Mr Fellermaier,-

Mr Fellermaier.- (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, I wish to make two remarks. 

The first is this: Mr Jahn, when I see that we 
are talking about, say, directives concerning the 
approximation of the laws 'relating to reflex 
reflecting devices for motor vehicles' or 'the 
external projections of motor vehicles', I begin 
to wonder whether it is right to bother the 
House with the question of whether this or that 
committee should be allowed to give an opinion. 

My second point: isn't it rather strange to have 
had two different statements from the same 
group in the space of half an hour? We were 
first given to understand that Mr Kirk had 
agreed to a compromise procedure in the 
Bureau. Now Lord Mansfield is asking us, as 
he says, on behalf of his group, to postpone 
consideration of the resolution. I should like to 
say three things. 

Firstly, Parliament cannot postpone considera
tion of a report because a committee chairman 
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Fellermaier 

is not present. There are still enough members 
of the committee present in the House who are 
equally qualified in the matter. I do not think 
the members of a committee should be consi
dered less qualified than their chairman to deal 
with such a report as this. 

Secondly, the agenda was printed on 9 April. 
It was clear to everyone, then, that this question 
of driving licences, which is certainly an impor
tant subject for harmonization, was due to be 
discussed to day. 

Thirdly, I suggest that we could meet the wishes 
of Lord Mansfield's colleagues by dealing with 
the report today and voting on Wednesday. 
This is the most we can concede, for I do feel 
we must hold the debate today. 

President. - Honourable Members, before giv
ing the floor to Mr Kirk, I should, in all 
modesty, like to make some remarks. 

First, I wonder what we are coming to, when
with society shaking to its foundations about 
us-we European Parliamentarians spend our 
time discussing the external projections of 
motor vehicles or reflecting devices for trailers. 
Aren't there more important things!' Do we have 
to go on talking like this? Do we really need 
to discuss the agenda at length when I have 
agreed with the group chairmen's suggestions? 
I would ask the members of the groups to have 
more faith in their chairmen. 

Must we postpone a debate because the chair
man of a committee, even of the committee 
responsible, is absent? While I appreciate Mr 
Fellermaier's suggestion to put off the voting 
till Wednesday, I would point out that that 
will cause just the sort of confusion we wanted 
to avoid. Everyone would then wish to give an 
explanation of vote. The whole of Wednesday's 
agenda, which we have drawn up with such 
care, would be upset. I therefore urge the House 
to accept the agenda suggested. Otherwise there 
will be nothing left for us to deal with this 
evening. 

I call Mr Kirk, Chairman of the European Con
servative Group. 

Mr Kirk. - My friend Lord Mansfield, no doubt 
by a slip of the tongue, said that he was speak
ing on behalf of the European Conservative 
Group. In fact, he was speaking on his own 
behalf. No doubt he was speaking also on behalf 
of one or two of his friends in the Group, but 
the Group has no formal position on this matter. 

However, there is a valid point, in his first point 
at any rate--that this document was to hand 
only today. You will recall, Mr President, that, 

----------------------------------------

in the meeting of the Chairmen of the political 
groups, I raised the question of whether amend
ments had been tabled, and was assured that 
none had. But the reason was obvious--none 
could have been tabled because of the delay 
in producing the document. It is a very compli
cated document, to which, no doubt, Members 
may wish to table amendments. 

In these circumstances, Mr Fellermaier's pro
posal has a great deal to commend it, that time 
should be allowed for amendments to be tabled. 

President. - The discussion seems to be con
tinuing. Mr Kirk's words suggest he is in favour 
of postponing the report. 

I call Mr Liicker. 

Mr Liicker, Chairman of the Christian-Demo
cratic Group. - (D) Mr President, allow me to 
make two remarks. Firstly, the House has 
frequently adopted reports such as this one in 
far more difficult circumstances, even when the 
chairman of the committee responsible could not 
be present. 

Secondly, what Mr Kirk says is quite correct: 
Mr Herbert's first report is dated 22 April, that 
is, today. However, it was adopted unanimously 
in committee on 10 April. So I have not seen 
any amendments either. It should be possible for 
a report which has been unanimously adopted 
to be debated and dealt with in this House 
on the day indicated in the agenda. 
(Applause from various quarters) 

Mr Herbert's other report is also dated 22 April, 
but it has been adopted virtually unanimously, 
with only two abstentions. 

I really hardly think it necessary to postpone 
these reports to the May part-session, when we 
shall have quite enough on the agenda anyway. 
I would therefore ask the House, Mr President, 
to agree to the agenda you have proposed for 
this evening. 
(Applause from various quarters) 

President. - Mr Liicker is in favour of the 
proposal agreed by the group chairmen. I there
fore put to the vote the motion that the agenda 
proposed for today be adopted. 

Are there any objections? 

The agenda for today, Monday, is adopted. 

We shall proceed to the agenda for Tuesday, 
23 April 1974. 

Consideration of Mr Seefeld's report on the set
ting up of a Committee for Youth Questions and 
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6 Debates of the European Parliament 

President 

a Youth Advisory Committee is postponed until 
the May part-session, to enable the Committee 
on Budgets to draft an opinion. 

At the request of the Committee on Budgets, 
Mr Pounder's report on the draft supplementary 
budget No 1 for 1974 will be dealt with during 
the May part-session. 

The agenda is therefore as follows: 

11.00 a.m. 

Meeting of the enlarged Bureau. 

2.0 p.m. 

- Second report by Mr Noe on the creation of 
European uranium capacities; 

- Report by Mr Springorum on energy policy 
measures; 

- Report by Mr Hougardy on the mutual recog
nition of diplomas; 

- Report by Mr Schulz on education in the 
Community; 

- Report by Mr Memmel on a procedure of 
consolidation. 

I call Mr Petersen. 

Mr Helveg Petersen.- Would it be in order to 
take items 47 and 48 first tomorrow, because 
some of us are counting on that? You said, 
Mr President, that you would be taking the 
Noe report and the Schulz report first. 

President. - Does the House agree with Mr 
Petersen's proposal? I call Mr Dalsager. 

Mr Dalsager. - (DK) Mr President, may I ask 
you to give the numbers of the reports. On our 
copies of the agenda the names of the rap
porteurs are not given, only the name of the 
committees responsible, so we cannot follow 
what you are saying. 

President. - Mr Dalsager, the names of the 
rapporteurs are missing on your agenda because 
we were not informed of their identity at the 
time. 

I presume the House agrees with Mr Petersen's 
proposal to take the reports in the following 
order: 

- Mr Hougardy's report 

- Mr Schulz' report 

- Mr Noe's report 

- Mr Springorum's report 

- Mr Memmel's report. 

Are there any objections? 

That is agreed. 

The week's agenda will continue as follows: 

Wednesday, 24 April 1974 

10.30 a.m. and 3.00 p.m.: 

- Question Time; 

- Joint debate on: 

- Oral Question to the Commission on the 
present state of the Community, 

- Oral Question to the Commission on the 
Commission's role as guardian of the EEC 
Treaty, 

- Oral Question to the Council on improper 
procedure in deliberations; 

- Report by Mr John Hill on aid for sea fish
.ing; 

- Report by Mr Dunne on fishery products 
from Norway; 

- Report by Mr Martens on the common orga
nization of the market in sugar; 

- Oral Question with debate to the Commission 
on the Guidance Section of the EAGGF; 

- Oral Question with debate to the Commis
sion on increased agricultural prices. 

Thursday, 25 April 1974 

10.30 a.m. and 3.00 p.m.: 

- Report by Lady Elles on the social situation 
in the Community in 1973; 

- Report by Mr Harzschel on equal pay for 
men and women; 

- Report by Miss Lulling on the activities of 
the new European Social Fund; 

- Report by Mr Laudrin on the 40-hour week; 

- Report by Mr Aigner on the annual accounts 
of the European Parliament for 1973; 

- Report by Mr Della Briotta on medicinal 
products; this report will be dealt with by 
simplified consultation procedure. 

Are there any comments? 

I call Mr Harzschel. 
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Mr Harzschel.- (D) Mr President, I should just 
like to point out that with this agenda I shall 
not be able to present my report myself, because 
the members of the Bundestag have to be in 
Bonn for an important vote. I am sorry about 
this; i should have liked to present it myself. 

President. -I call Mr Aigner. 

Mr Aigner. - (D) Mr President, I am afraid I 
shall also have to be in Bonn on Thursday. I 
had thought the Chairman of the Committee 
on Budgets could present my report, but now 
I hear he will not be here either. Perhaps it 
could be postponed to next part-session. 

President.- Mr Aigner, I naturally understand 
your wish, but there will always be something 
going on in one or other of the nine countries 
which may prevent Members from attending 
our debates. This is inevitable in such a Parlia
ment as ours. I still think we should adopt 
the agenda proposed. If we postpone these 
questions to next part-session, someone else 
will be absent then. In this way we would 
practically never get anything done. 

I call Mr Liicker. 

Mr Liicker. -(D) Mr President, may I remind 
you of what we decided over half an hour ago. 
We had intended dealing with Mr Aigner's re
port tomorrow evening if it is available and 
distributed by then. 

President. - The problem is that it will only 
be ready tomorow for adoption. 

Mr Liicker. -(D) Then we cannot deal with it. 

President.- I call Mr Aigner. 

Mr Aigner. - (D) Mr President, I shall try to 
find a deputy rapporteur. 

President. - Thank you, Mr Aigner. 

I call Mr Scott-Hopkins. 

Mr Scott-Hopkins. - I have a very brief 
question to put to you, Mr President. We have 
gone through the agenda and it has been virtual
ly decided. I should be grateful if you could 
tell me and the House what has happened be
tween the time that the original agenda was 
published-ten days ago-and now that has 
made you agree with these gentlemen of the 
political groups and turn completely upside 
down our agenda for this week. I should like 
to know what has happened. 

President. - The main reason for the changes 
which we have been discussing since 5.55 p.m. 
is that the chairmen of the groups had asked for 
everything possible to be done to avoid a Friday 
sitting. We have therefore had to divide Friday's 
agenda over the rest of the part-session. 

Another reason is that a number of rapporteurs 
are absent, while one of the committee chairmen 
wanted to be present today, but has had to 
attend an important meeting in Southampton. 
That was a further reason for changing the 
agenda. 

I hope this answers your question, Mr Scott
Hopkins. 

The Agenda for this sitting is therefore defin
itely agreed. 

8. Allocation of speaking time 

President. - In accordance with the procedure 
followed in previous part-sessions, and Rule 4 
of the Rules of Procedure, I propose to allocate 
speaking time as follows for all reports: 

- fifteen minutes for the rapporteur and the 
spokesmen of the political groups; 

- ten minutes for other speakers; 

- five minutes for speakers on amendments. 

I propose to allocate speaking time as follows 
for the oral questions with debate, except in the 
case of the three to be dealt with jointly on 
Wednesday: 

- ten minutes for the questioners; 

- five minutes for other speakers. 

Are there any objections? 

That is agreed. 

With regard to the main political debate on 
Wednesday, some flexibility will be allowed 
over speaking time. 

9. Directive on laws relating to vehicle 
driving licences 

President. - The next item is the third report 
drawn up by Mr Herbert on behalf of the Com
mittee on Regional Policy and Transport on the 
proposal from the Commission of the European 
Communities to the Council for a directive con
cerning the harmonization of the laws relating 
to vehicle driving licences (Doe. 45/74). 

I call Mr Herbert to present his report. 
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Mr Herbert, rapporteur. - At the outset let me 
say that I am in complete sympathy with Lord 
Mansfield, who wanted this report deferred. He 
states correctly that the report was circulated 
only this morning, giving little time for the 
submission of amendments. As rapporteur I 
should hate to put in this report against the 
wishes of Parliament. I am also sorry that 
Mr Hill is not present to speak to the report 
because I know from my experience as rap
porteur that he was the co-author of 45 amend
ments to the report, and that he has worked 
very hard in the committee over the past few 
months. It is unfortunate that he is not present. 

However, Parliament has decided that the 
report must be introduced, so I shall now 
introduce it. In doing so I should perhaps 
outline the history of the Parliament's delibera
tions on this proposed directive on the 
harmonization of the laws relating to vehicle 
driving licences. 

It is now as long ago as October 1972 that 
Parliament was requested to deliver an opinion 
on this proposal. That was long before the 
enlargement of the Community. The directive 
was referred to the then Transport Committee, 
and in April 1973 the directive was considered 
by the new Committee on Regional Policy and 
Transport. That committee approved a report 
in April of last year, but because of linguistic 
difficulties following the enlargement of the 
Community, Parliament agreed to refer the 
directive back to the Regional Policy and 
Transport Committee in May of last year. 

Now, a year later, the committee has completed 
its re-examination of the directive, and I think 
I can say that this delay has been caused by 
the large number of amendments that we have 
received and the extremely painstaking way in 
which the whole directive and, indeed,· the 
philosophy behind it have been re-examined. 

The document that you are being asked to 
consider today contains a great number of 
amendments to the Commission's proposed 
directive, but in many cases these are amend
ments to amendments made in the Committee's 
previous report-the Bousquet Report (Doe. 
40/73). In order fully to understand the nature 
and extent of the re-examination carried out 
by the committee in the present report, it is 
necessary to look not only at the Commission's 
proposal but at Mr Bousquet's report. A large 
number of amendments proposed now concern 
details of dates which the passage of time has 
made meaningless. I do not think there is any 
need for me to comment upon them. In my 
opinion the significant amendments which we 
have made are those which remove from the 

directive the specific requirements concerning 
the practical, theoretical and medical examina
tions and the frequency of medical examinations, 
replacing them by a provision that all these 
detailed matters should be the subject of fur
ther directives after the Commission has. had 
an opportunity of consulting the appropriate 
national and international bodies. 

Such consultation will involve the World Heath 
Organization and the Economic Commission for 
Europe. 

We did not think that it was appropriate for 
either the Parliament or the Commission to ~o 
into these highly technical matters until the 
greatest possible degree of consultation with 
those most able to advise had taken place. This 
does not mean that Parliament has lost the 
opportunity of pronouncing on these matters 
since, as I have already said, they will be the 
subject of further directives. 

The committee also felt that the provisions 
concerning the novice drivers should be deleted 
from the present directive and form the subject 
matter of a further directive which would cover 
both novice and learner drivers. We also felt 
fairly strongly that the mere harmonization 
involved in the issue of a standard European 
driving licence was not in itself enough and 
that it was essential that there should be 
common standards at the basic level of instruc
tion so that the uniform licence would be based 
on a genuinely uniform structure of tuition. 

Finally, I wish to pay two warm tributes, the 
first to our Chairman, Mr Hill, who was faced 
with the difficult task of chairing our discus
sions whilst at the same time moving very 
important amendments. I know the Committee 
will agree with me when I say that Mr Hill in 
keeping his dual functions separate was very 
fair and very impartial. 

The second tribute is to the Commission and 
its officials who were most helpful and 
cooperated to a very large extent indeed. They 
frequently went a great way towards meeting 
us when the differences between our approach 
and theirs sometimes seemed irreconcilable. 

I hope Parliament will approve this report 
since I think that if it goes forward with the 
amendments we have suggested, the directive 
will play a real part not only in the removal 
of obstacles to the free movement of persons 
and freedom of establishment in the transport 
sphere, but also in road safety in general. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Mursch. 
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Mr Mursch. - (D) Mr President, on behalf of 
the Christian-Democratic Group, I c~n announce 
our almost unanimous support for Mr Herbert's 
report and motion for a resolution. The group 
has been guided by the following considerations: 

First, we believe that, while Europe could 
doubtless survive without a European driving 
licence, it will be of immense psychological value 
if over a hundred million Europeans can re
ceive a personal European document, a European 
driving licence, and have the feeling, for the 
first time, that they are Europeans. That is the 
psychological aspect. 

Even more significant, of course, is the practical 
consideration: first and foremost, the question of 
what can be done to promote road safety. First, 
there is improving or extending the infrastruc
ture: but this is not what we are discussing 
today. The second is improving the vehicles
! am reminded of the commercial slogan 'Safety
car'-but we are not concerned with this either, 
just now; a resolution has already been sub
mitted on that. The proposal for a directive we 
are considering today is concerned with the 
person, the driver, and with trying to create the 
best possible psychological and physical condi
tions for him. This is the main point. 

The statistical evidence, though open to various 
interpretations, seems to indicate that 83 Ofo of 
road accidents are caused by human error and 
only 170fo by faults in the infrastructure or 
vehicles. Opinions may differ on individual fig
ures, but it is indisputable that the vast ma
jority of accidents are attributable to the human 
factor. 

For this reason, the proposal for a directive is 
designed to harmonize the different laws con
cerning driving licences-to achieve the highest 
standard possible within practical limits. 

Secondly, the uniform procedure recommended 
here is intended to contribute to harmonizing of 
competition within the Community. I cannot go 
into all the details contained in the proposal, 
Mr President, I can only support the remarks 
made by Mr Herbert and his excellent work. 
Every effort was made in committee to reach 
a compromise in face of the large number of 
amendments tabled by our British colleagues. 

Personally, I disagree with many points in the 
directive. It is difficult for members of the Par
liament to abandon their cherished national 
positions on these questions, but I believe we 
are each in duty bound to concede something in 
order to reach a compromise and a common 
solution. A common solution is more important 
that any cherished national habits. I believe, 
therefore, that we should now agree to support 
this proposal for a directive. 

Mr President, on many points it was extremely 
difficult for us to come to an agreement. I might 
just mention one- as many others would wish 
to-that is, the question of the minimum age 
for drivers. 

In two countries of the Community, the mi
nimum age for obtaining a driving licence fur 
cars is 17: in all others, it is 18. It is, of course, 
difficult, for the countries which have the age 
limit of 17 to switch over to 18. 

There is also a factual argument. There is no 
statistical evidence to show that seventeen-year
olds are more often involved in accidents than 
eighteen-year-olds. I am glad that my own 
proposal was accepted by the Committee, that 
we should generally keep to the limit of 18 years, 
but that the two countries which have permitted 
driving at 17 will be allowed to keep to this, 
while, over the next five years, the Commission 
is asked to carry out a careful statistical survey 
to discover whether or not the seventeen-year
olds are more often involved in acicdents. At the 
end of the five years, a definitie decision will 
be taken. 

This, Mr President, is a typical example of the 
committee's efforts to reach a fair compromise 
and I think it has succeeded here, thanks to the 
rapporteur's great efforts, patience and ex
pertise. I wish, therefore, to recommend that the 
House agree to the proposal. The Christian
Democratic Group will certainly do so. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Eisma to speak on behalf 
of the Socialist Group. 

Mr Eisma. - (NL) Mr President, I too shall be 
brief, for it is not possible to discuss in a plenary 
sitting all the technical details of this proposal, 
let alone the compromise which the proposal 
represents. 

As a result above all of the amendments sub
mitted by Mr Pounder, Mr Mursch and Lord 
Reay, the Committee on Regional Policy and 
Transport debated for hours before reaching a 
compromise. This is why I am pleased that no 
amendments have been tabled for consideration 
in plenary sitting, because otherwise we should 
be faced with a repetition of the lengthy debate 
which has already taken place in Brussels. 

It is our wish that this proposal should be placed 
before the Council in its present form as soon 
as possible. One reason for this is that the Euro
pean Parliament is more or less responsible for 
the proposal having taken so long to reach this 
stage. After having· been referred back to the 
committee by Parliament, this proposal now 
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appears before Parliament for the third time 
since 1972. Another reason is that we cannot 
expect the Council instantly to approve this 
proposal. In all likelihood this proposal will join 
400 or so others which have been forwarded by 
Parliament to the Council and which the latter 
has yet to adopt. However, no one can say that 
we held it up. 

One significant aspect of this proposal is that it 
is not possible to ascertain to what extent, the 
number of road accidents, 83 °/o of which are 
caused by human error, as Mr Mursch already 
mentioned, can be reduced by this directive on 
the harmonization of driving licences. 

We must do everything in our power to reduce 
the number of these risk factors. Human risk 
factors can be limited by harmonizing driving 
licences, all the more so since there are no 
uniform provisions in the Member States of the 
Community as regards age, general fitness re
quirements for driving vehicles, the nature of 
the test, compulsory driving lessons and the 
period of validity of driving licences. It is very 
satisfying that all these points should be 
combined in a single directive for all Member 
States. 

The Commission of the European Communities 
based its proposal on a vehicle category A 
whereas the Committee on Regional Policy and 
Transport introduced two categories, Al and A2. 
Category Al includes cycles with auxiliary 
motor and motor cycles with or without sidecar 
having a maximum design speed of 45 km/h. 
Driving licences would be required for this 
category, since many accidents occur particu
larly in this sector. It is a good thing that this 
proposal was unanimously adopted by the Com
mittee. 

In conclusion I should like to say that my group 
approves this proposal for a directive without 
reservations. We hope that it will not be long 
before driving licences are issued in Member 
States on a uniform basis. At the same time we 
hope-though this might take a little longer
that the suspension of driving licences in the 
Community will also be effected on a uniform 
basis, that driving licences will be mutually re
cognized and that a model driving licence for 
the entire Community will be chosen. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Lord Manstield to speak on 
behalf of the European Conservative Group. 

Lord Mansfield. - After my last experience I 
hesitate to say that I am speaking on behalf of 
our group, first because of what happened a 
few moments ago, and second, and possibly 

more important, because I am not completely 
in agreement with the group policy relating to 
this document. That is certainly a point worth 
making. 

I hope, Mr President, that when you come to 
read this report dated today, to which we have 
not been able to table amendments, you will 
reconsider the effect of what you said, that 
Parliament has many other more important 
subjects to debate. Indeed, it has. But this 
particular consideration-that is to say, the 
directive which seeks to harmonize the driving 
licences of the Nine-is extraordinarily impor
tant to ordinary people. At this time when in 
certain countries within the Community funda
mental rethinking is going on about what the 
Community stands for and what it can do for 
the people within the Nine, it is simple things 
like this directive which people can understand 
and either approve or disapprove of. 

When people talk about the faceless bureaucrats 
in Brussels, they are talking about matters such 
as juggernaut lorries, European driving licences 
and butter mountains, and not about trade 
agreements, however important they are, with 
third countries in Asia. 

This report, as the House has been told, was 
considered at very considerable length in com
mittee. Herr Liicker, speaking to my application 
to postpone the discussion, said that the report 
was adopted unanimously. Of course, it was 
adopted unanimously because it was a compro
mise which everybody accepted, and nobody
because everybody had been so cooperative
wanted to stand in its way. But like most com
promises, it was not liked by anyone. I certainly 
did not like its contents or the way in which 
it strayed into legal fields. The report and the 
amendments to the Commission's proposals 
merely glossed over the difficult and deep diver
gences of opinion which exist between the 
various member countries. 

One lack of agreement was in the difficult 
matter of the ages at which citizens are to be 
allowed to take to the roads in different forms 
of transport. That Article (Article 5) was in effect 
glossed over. The two countries in which it 
causes particular difficulty-Ireland and the 
United Kingdom-will be allowed to carry on 
as they wish for five years if the Commission 
and the Council of Ministers accept this amend
ment, while further inquiries are made and a 
survey taken. 

On Article 6, there was considerable disagree
ment as to the scope and nature of the tests for 
would-be drivers. The Commission originally 
proposed, indeed, a psychological examination, 

mam473
Text Box



Sitting of Monday, 22 April 1974 11 

Lord Mansfield 

and I am glad that that provision at any rate 
was deleted by the committee. One hopes that 
that deletion will be accepted by the Commis
sion. 

As for medical examination, it became plain 
when the Committee examined these ·parts of 
the report that there was a lack of expertise. 

One does not expect expertise in medicine and 
road safety among politicians and civil servants. 
I have no complaint about that and the com
mittee is to be commended for not going into 
matters that it did not understand and was not 
qualified to discuss. 

As for the legality of the report, I am parti
cularly worried about Article 11, dealing with 
the suspension of the European driving licence 
when an offence has been committed. The 
original Article 11 proposed by the Commission 
merely said that each Member State 

' ... may suspend the validity of a driving 
licence issued by another Member State in 
any case where an offence has been commit
ted in certain circumstances.' 

That has been amended, so that only the Member 
State of the national involved may suspend the 
validity of a European driving licence. I feel 
strongly that only the 'home State' should be 
able to suspend the licence. 

I should have liked this directive to be held 
back while the Commission took more expert 
advice upon which to base it. As it now is, this 
document resembles that good Scottish dish of 
porridge-bland and sustaining when one first 
takes it, but of very little value soon after. I 
am sorry to describe it so, particularly as the 
Chairman, Mr Hill, who is in my group, worked 
so hard and because Mr Herbert, the rapporteur, 
worked hard and long to make sense of this. 
He has made sense of it but I fear that it is not 
in a form which will ever be passed by the 
Council of Ministers. When it knows a little 
more, Parliament will have to return to it. I 
had hoped that it could have been held back 
until we could do that. 

President. - I call Mr Memmel to speak on 
behalf of the Legal Affairs Committee. 

Mr Memmel, draftsman of the opinion. - (D) 
Mr President, you have called me to speak as· 
co-draftsman for the Legal Affairs Committee,l 
but if you will allow me, I cannot resist saying 
a few words first on my own behalf. I am 
delighted that this proposal for a directive has 
finally reached the plenary assembly. It has 
come a very long way. Moreover, it has not been 
an easy way, since it has had no less than four' 

rapporteurs, first Mr Couste, then Mr Bousquet, 
then Mr J arrot, now Mr Herbert; finally too, 
it was referred back for new consultations after 
fifty-five amendments had been tabled. This is 
my personal comment. As I say, I am delighted 
that it has finally come before the House. 

On behalf of the Legal Affairs Committee, I 
would add this: the Legal Affairs Committee 
began its examination on 23 November, 1972, 
and unanimously approved the proposal for a 
directive. I have nothing further to add to this 
original assessment, except to express the wish 
that the two countries which have been allowing 
driving licences at 17 years should, as soon as 
possible, agree to conform with the rest of 
Europe and adopt a minimum age limit of 18 
years. 

President. - I call Mr Giraud. 

Mr Giraud. - (F) Mr President, I had not 
intended to speak, but I want to comment on 
something Lord Mansfield said. 

He said we had glossed over the problems. This 
seems to me quite wrong, since few committees 
have spent such a long time thoroughly studying 
a report. On the contrary, in my own view, we 
have spent too much time. 

Having said that, I must say this report rep
resents a compromise and, like all compromises, 
it cannot please everyone. It can only please 
everybody a little, and displease everybody a 
little too. But if any of us were to call this 
compromise into question, the whole thing would 
collapse. 

The delay over this proposal now imposes on 
this Parliament an obligation to deal with it here 
and now and to adopt it. 

Finally-and I agree here with Lord Mansfield
this text has to go before the Council and there 
we are sure to find governments raising many 
of the same objections on which we have tried 
to reach a compromise. I, unfortunately, believe 
that it will be many years yet before a European 
scheme is agree on; nevertheless, our Parliament 
would be failing in its duty if it did not now 
adopt this proposal, even if it meets with less 
success in the Council than the Socialist Group 
would wish. 

President. - I call Mr Schwabe. 

Mr Schwabe. - (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen; if I may speak on this subject again: 
first, I wish to thank the rapporteur and-I 
think one might add-the three other pro
genitors of the report. 
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Secondly, I should like to say thay it became 
clear in dealing with this report how little traf
fic questions have to do with regional policy. 
This was strikingly obvious in committee. Ne
vertheless, we are compelled to consider such 
matters and I should like to stress that we have 
not carried out this work in a resigned or cri
tical spirit. It is obviously a good thing, for 
instance, to have, once and for all, a uniform 
driving licence, recognized everywhere in the 
Community. 

One further point which has not been raised so 
far this evening, but which is important: we 
believe that the driving licence for motor ve
hicle drivers cannot automatically be valid for 
motorcycles. Ladies and gentlemen, you doubt
less all drive cars, but I can assure you that, 
though you may be able to drive a Peugeot, a 
Fiat or a VW, if you were let loose on a Honda 
500 or BMW with side-car into the bargain, you 
could kill half-a-dozen people in as many 
seconds. Riding a motorcycle is a special skill 
which has to be learned. 

I am also glad that the Committee has agreed 
to our suggestion regarding the minimum age 
for driving agricultural vehicles. We proposed 
that it should be sixteen-i.e., not the same as 
for engineering machinery. Young people-not 
only boys but girls too-will flee from the 
farms if they are even forbidden to drive the 
family tractor. After all, the adults can get on 
with the hard work! 

The question of introducing the national re
gisters was also a very controversial point; but 
we have, by and large, agreed to this. 

This is a European driving licence-however, a 
licence for the European Community only. We 
should, I think, express the wish to see this 
transformed into a driving licence for the whole 
of Europe, tied in with the earlier, still existing, 
form of international driving licence. 

For all these papers contribute to international 
tourism. International tourism is a wonderful 
promoter of international understanding. 

Now, one last word to Lord Mansfield and the 
whole House: don't let us be self-derogatory and 
say that we, as he put it, are offering the 
Council a kind of Scottish porridge. I can only 
say, with my natural optimism: I think this 
Scottish dish is excellent and I hope you agree. 
The Council should find it to its taste, too, and 
ensure that among the other 400 texts awaiting 
is attention this proposal receives prompt con
sideration. The interests of easier and safer 
movement of traffic across our continent demand 
it. 

President.- I call Mr Scarascia Mugnozza. 

Mr Scarascia Mugnozza, Vice-President of the 
Commission of the European Communities. - (I) 
Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I should 
like to thank the rapporteur, Mr Herbert, for 
introducing this document. I regret that the 
Chairman of the Committee on Regional Policy 
and Transport, Mr J ames Hill, who, together 
with the members of his committee, has worked 
so hard to draw up this text, cannot be with us 
today. 

After so much debate, in the course of which 
four rapporteurs have in turn dealt with this 
matter and many amendments to the proposal 
for a directive have been tabled, it would be an 
insult to Parliament to suggest that this docu
ment had no real content. On the contrary, I 
consider that the members of Parliament be
longing to the Committee on Regional Policy 
and Transport and to the Legal Affairs Commit
tee have produced a document which, though it 
may not represent the ideal solution, certainly 
constitutes a valid basis on which the Council 
can reach a conclusion. 

On behalf of both the Commission and myself 
personally, I should like to express agreement 
on almost all the amendments tabled by the 
Committee on Regional Policy and Transport. 
The Commission undertakes to defend them be
fore the Council. There are, however, two points 
on which I should like to express the Commis
sion's basic disagreement, these being the only 
reservations in question. The first point concerns 
the categories of vehicles covered by Article 3. 
We feel, in principle, that it is a serious mistake 
to demand a licence for motor cycles and cycles 
with an auxiliary motor with a speed of under 
45 km per hour since, in general, these motor 
cycles and mopeds are used by students or 
workers. To require them to obtain a driving 
licence obviously constitutes hindrance and we 
do not feel it is necessary in view of the limited 
speed and risk involved. I therefore ask Parlia
ment, if possible, to withdraw this amendment 
to Article 3. 

The second point concerns the suspension of 
driving licences in a Member State, dealt with 
in Article 11. The Commission has some further 
reservations on this point. It seems to be quite 
inadmissible, if a citizen commits an offence 
when abroad, for the State in question to have 
to wait for a decision by the citizen's native 
country before withdrawing his licence. If an 
offence is committed in one Community country 
by the citizen of another, the authorities of the 
State in which the offence is committed should 
be able to withdraw the driving licence and, 
naturally, take any other proceedings. The same 
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citizen may commit several offences abroad 
within a few hours. It is therefore absurd to 
wait for a decision by the offender's home coun
try before deciding what action to take. Such 
steps must naturally be taken with all due pre
cautions and adequate defence made available. I 
must, however, express major reservations on 
Article 11. 

In conclusion, Mr President, I hope that it will 
be possible to adopt the directive this evening. 
I should, nevertheless, once more like to invite 
Parliament to revise Articles 3 and 11 along the 
lines indicated by the Commission. 

President. - Does anyone else wish to speak? 
The general debate is closed. 

On the motion for a resolution I have no amend
ments or speakers listed. 

Does anyone wish to speak? 

I put the motion for a resolution as a whole to 
the vote. 

The resolution as a whole is adopted. 1 

10. Directives on external projections, 
the installation of lighting and light signalling 
devices, fog lights and reflex reflecting devices 

on motor vehicles and their trailers 

President. - The next item is the debate on 
the report drawn up by Mr Herbert on behalf 
of the Committee on Regional policy and Trans
port on the proposals from the Commission of 
the European Communities to the Council for 
four directives concerning the approximation of 
the laws of the Member States relating to: 

1. the installation of lighting and light signal
ling devices on motor vehicles and trailers 
(Doe. 332/73) 

2. fog lights for motor vehicles (Doe. 333/73) 

3. the external projections of motor vehicles 
(Doe. 341/73) 

4. reflex reflecting devices for motor vehicles 
and their trailers (Doe. 348/73) 

(Doe. 44/74). 

I call Mr Herbert to present his report. 

Mr Herbert, rapporteur. - My report, con
tained in Document 44/74, is really self
explanatory. These four directives are of a 
highly technical nature and the only matter that 
really arises, in my opinion and the opinion of 

' OJ No C 55, 13. 5. 1974. 

the Committee, is whether the standards pro
posed should be applied optionally or- com
pulsorily within the Community. The optional 
system proposed by the Commission is designed 
for further freedom of trade, but since the 
standards laid down do not have to be used 
internally by any Member State, the contribu
tion of the system to road safety would not 
seem to be great. 

The Committee on Regional Policy and Transport 
therefore proposes in an amendment that they 
have made to each directive that the Commis
sion should ultimately submit proposals to make 
these standards compulsory. That is contained 
in the new Article 3 in each of the four 
directives. We do not say that this should be 
done at once but we feel that it should be done, 
finally primarily and purely in the interests of 
road safety. 

Our proposals meet with the agreement of the 
Legal Affairs Committee and the Committee 
on Economic and Monetary Affairs, whose 
opinions are annexed to this report. Further
more, the amendments that we propose follow 
a previous decision of the European Parliament 
in 1969. I hope, therefore, that this report can 
be accepted without any difficulty. 

President.- I call Mr Scholten. 

Mr Scholten.- (NL) Mr President, I should like 
to make a few remarks on paragraph 2 of the 
motion for a resolution and on the amendments 
proposing the insertion of a third paragraph. 

Paragraph 2 states that the Parliament con
siders that the optional system proposed by the 
Commission of the European Communities to 
the Council should be applicable for a limited 
period only, since unified Community legislation 
for all Member States would be enacted at a 
later stage. 

I do not agree with this. The tenor of the argu
ments put forward in committee meetings has 
convinced me that, particularly from the road 
safety point of view, such a system is un
desirable. 

Situations and circumstances in the individual 
Member States differ so widely that it would 
be impossible to reduce them to a common 
denominator. 

As I pointed out recently during a debate on 
taxation, harmonization does not mean that the 
rules must be identical for all Member States. It 
means that we must harmonize our regulations, 
but at the same time adapt them to circum
stances in the various Member States. 
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I believe that we are going too far with this 
proposal. I also believe that experience will 
show that it is not viable. Because of the way 
the committee voted, I did not table an amend
ment as it would not have the slightest chance 
of success. I did, however, want to say that I 
share the Commission's views on this point. I 
cannot agree with this amendment and shall 
therefore abstain from voting on the motion for 
a resolution. 

President. - I call Mr Scarascia Mugnozza. 

Mr Scarascia Mugnozza, Vice-President of the 
Commission of the European Communities. - (I) 
I should like to thank the rapporteur and dwell 
briefly on the question of total versus optional 
harmonization. As far as this point is concerned, 
I think that the points which the representative 
has just made largely coincide with the Com
mission's. The Commission feels that because of 
the de facto situation in the various countries, 
a rigi:d interpretation of harmonization in this 
field would probably encounter serious obstacles 
to its application. 

It therefore seems more advisable to follow 
previous practice and carry out optimal harmo
nization. This clearly prepares the ground for 
total harmonization which can then be im
plemented when the time is ripe. I should also 
like to point out to Parliament that optional 
harmonization has the advantage, amongst 
others, of allowing more speedy action. 

President. - Does anyone else wish to speak? 

The generai debate is closed. 

We shall now consider the motion for a resolu
tion. 

I have no amendments or speakers listed. 

Does anyone else wish to speak? 

I put the motion for a resolution as a whole to 
the vote. 

The resolution as a whole is adopted. 1 

11. Oral Question with debate: recycling and 
re-utilization of waste 

President. - The next item is the Oral Question, 
with debate, put by Mr Lagorce to the Com
mission of the European Communities on behalf 
of the Socialist Group on the recycling and re
utlization of waste (Doe. 10/74). The Question is 
worded as follows: 

1 OJ No C 55, 1'3. 5. 1974. 

The energy crisis will at least have had one 
beneficial effect-the revival of a concept 
which had gradually become obsolete, the 
husbanding of resources. 

But, though it is important to combat the 
waste of energy, it is equally necessary to 
conserve raw materials, most of which are not 
inexhaustible. 

In this connection, the experts claim that the 
recovery, and the recycling or re-utilization 
after processing, of the various kinds of waste 
which pollute our environment, can provide 
considerable resources for agriculture and 
industry. 

1. Can the Commission inform Parliament of 
the results of the research carried out under 
the multi-annual programme on the recyling 
of raw materials? 

2. Could the Commission also indicate the pro
gress achieved and the scale of research in 
this field in the various Member States? 
Have coordination measures already been 
undertaken at Community level? 

3. When reviewing the multi-annual research 
programme does the Commission intend to 
propose more intensive measures to recycle 
raw materials? 

4. Does the Commission intend to go beyond the 
research stage and propose measures to 
conserve raw materials and improve en
vironmental protection? 

In accordance with Parliament's decision, speak
ing time will be allocated as follows: 

10 minutes for the questionner; 

5 minutes for other speakers. 

Apart from this, Rule 47, 3 of the Rules of 
Procedu~ will apply. 

I call Mr Lagorce to speak to the question. 

Mr Lagorce. - (F) Mr President, honourable 
colleagues, during the debate last March on Mr 
Springorum's motion for a resolution on mea
sures to be taken to alleviate the effects of the 
energy supply crisis in the Community, I had 
tabled an amendment which was adopted, urg
ing the recycling and re-utilization of waste. 

The oral question being discussed today simply 
clarifies the principles underlying that amend
ment. 

One is the scientific principle, formulated by the 
French scientist, Lavoisier in his well known 
phrase: in nature, 'nothing is created, nothing 
lost: everything is transformed.' There is too 
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the moral principle which our consumer society, 
as I have said before, has forgotten-the eco
nomy principle. 

Our consumer society-you might indeed call 
it the 'throw-away' society-we throw away 
everything: pens, lighters, bottles, packagings, 
papers, handkerchiefs, cars. In addition, there 
are the three hundred kilos of household waste 
produced annually by each individual, industrial 
waste, agricultural waste, commercial waste. 

Is the human race going to end up buried under 
its own waste? Think of Ionesco's well known 
play: 'How can we get rid of it?'. How can we 
prevent this invasion by the dross of our civi
lization, rubbish which is polluting our environ
ment and disfiguring our finest natural sites? 

We have two alternatives: camouflage or des
truction; recycling or re-utilization after treat
ment. 

One gets the impression that the solution 
favoured most in the Community is the former 
-and destruction of waste matter is a difficult 
and sorry business. 

As for recycling and re-utilization of this waste, 
it seems that we are still at the research stage. 
How far has national and Community research 
got? 

Will progress soon be made beyond that stage 
and what practical application would it lead 
to? Such are the questions I put to the Commis
sion for this problem is becoming increasingly 
urgent. 

As a consequence of the recent energy crises, 
there can be no doubt of the need to economize 
energy, but this includes economizing raw mate
rials and this is where the treatment of waste 
comes in. 

With regard to the production of energy 
through the treatment of waste, I shall just 
mention incineration of household waste to 
produce thermal or electrical energy, which 
some commentators think is too costly. 

But could not the new pyrolysis process used in 
the Buffalo factories in the USA with some 
sucess, it seems, be employed generally in the 
Community? 

Again, everybody has heard speak of oil from 
fermentation obtained through Dr Laigret's 
experiments from household waste (peelings, 
bits of meat, dead leaves, etc.) of from sewer 
sludge. If it is true that, by treating one ton 
of sludge, one can obtain, in addition to 124 
cu.m. of gas, 106 litres of crude oil as pure as 
natural oil, which, when distilled can be used 
for the same products, why shouldn't the Corn-

munity take the initiative and make this process 
known and widely adopted, even if this should 
go against certain powerful interests? 

Finally, while I am still on the subject of pro
ducing energy by recycling waste, there is the 
fermentation of agricultural waste such as 
manure or straw from which gas, again, can be 
produced: 60 cu.m. of gas per ton of manure, 
and 200/250 cu.m. per ton of straw. This process, 
which would enable considerable quantities of 
these agricultural waste materials to be treated, 
(France alone produces annually 30 000 000 tons 
of straw, for instance) could surely be employed 
to advantage. 

But when we speak of recycling and re-utili
zation of waste, we are thinking mainly of the 
raw materials which can be obtained thereby. 

While raw materials are not inexhaustible, they 
are, no doubt, far from exhausted yet. Never
theless, haven't we begun to hear of a possible 
crisis in the production of paper? This should 
hardly surprise us when we consider the enor
mous quantity of paper our age consumes and, 
on the other hand, the fact that seventeen trees 
are needed to produce one ton of paper. 

There can be no doubt that the recovery of old 
paper, packaging, newspapers, etc. would help 
to preserve our forests which may otherwise 
disappear relatively soon. Now, there is a great 
deal to be done in this sphere seeing that three
quarters of the old paper and cardboard is 
thrown a~ay every year when it could be 
recycled. This is a typical example. 

A symposium under the chairmanship of Profes
sor Marois with experts from many different 
countries was held a few months ago in Orleans 
on the supply of raw materials and recycling 
of waste. One of the conclusions was that, by 
recovering and recycling waste-! quote-'one 
could reduce the exploitation of new raw mate
rials by 250/o to 50°/o. Eventually, it should be 
possible to reach a stable position with all waste 
being recovered and furnishing 850/o of man
kind's needs. Then it would no longer be neces
sary to extract from the soil more than 15°/o 
of our needs, not counting energy resources.' 

These figures might well seem remarkable; but 
I must stress that they come from experts and 
scientists. Anyway, everyone knows of what is 
done in China: the systematic and comprehen
sive recovery of waste matter saves China mil
lions of tons of raw materials each year. But 
for the Chinese, this is an ideological, even 
ethical matter rather than an industrial one. 
On the basis of such figures as these, it has 
been said that science ought to begin to 'search 
our dustbins'. It would be rewarded by finding 
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them filled 37'il/o with paper, 90fo with glass, 90fo 
with metal, 20fo with textiles and so on. 

Thus, common and garden household waste 
represents a veritable minefield, often richer 
than natural deposits and especially easier to 
exploit, but we are by no means exploiting this 
possibility to the full. 

Perhaps the recovery of scrap iron is an excep
tion. But only too often it is carried out by 
unprofitable and unskilled methods. The cry
ogenic method of breaking up old skeletons 
of vehicles which litter our roads-in France, 
anyway, alas,--ought to replace the simple 
mechanical method of breaking them up, for it 
allows the non-ferrous metals to be separated 
more easily from other metals and impurities. 
Speaking generally, we must rationalize more 
systematically and effectively the collection, 
sorting and treatment of waste materials. 

In Sweden, for example, paper, glass, plastic 
materials, metals are placed for collection in 
different containers which facilitates treatment 
later. New techniques certainly exist in this 
sphere. Can the Commission say how far these 
methods are being researched and employed in 
the different Member States? 

Whatever the position, the first need seems to 
me to be to educate public opinion on the prob
lem of recycling and re-utilizing waste. The 
public must be properly informed about the 
need now to economize in our use of the earth's 
raw materials, not only because they are expen
sive, but also because they are in danger of 
being used up. 

But in addition to this information, different 
kinds of encouragement must be given, for 
example, financial incentives, especially to mu
nicipal authorities who, at the moment, in small 
towns and villages, do no more than deposit 
the waste which they collect in rubbish dumps, 
some better and some less well supervised, since 
rationalizing collection, sorting and recycling by 
treatment would cost too much in the way of 
equipment and extra staff. 

But the best way of interesting the public in 
the problem is to make it aware of the way 
in which recovering and recycling waste can 
help in the fight against pollution and for the 
protection of the environment. 

I have mentioned skeletons of abandoned cars, 
I have spoken of old papers; I could also speak 
of non-convertible plastic objects, such as bot
tles. I would like to mention another example, 
that of used oils. Do you know that 2(JOfo of the 
whole of industrial pollution of water is caused 
by used oils? Do you realize that only 5<JOfo of 
used oils are recycled to be re-utilized in the 

form of lubricating or combustible oil? So three 
million tons of used oils are discharged every 
year into natural waterways in Europe with all 
the concomitant dangers of irremediable pollu
tion of ground water. 

Cannot those responsible be approached by a 
coordinated action in the Member States? I 
think this question has already been answered, 
judging by the proposal for a directive submit
ted to the Council concerning this very subject 
of the elimination of used oils. 

To sum up, ways must be found of recovering, 
recycling and reutilizing waste in recognition of 
their prime importance in our troubled world. 

It is, indeed, an economic and technical problem, 
but it is too, I repeat, a moral and human prob
lem. It is a matter of transforming a society 
of squanderers which has, for too long, been 
working for its own destruction into a wise and 
balanced society where nature's rights are 
restored. 

The replies which will certainly be given to 
all these anxious questions which explain my 
oral question will, perhaps, tell us if this is 
possible. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Scarascia Mugnozza, 
Vice-President of the Commission of the Euro
pean Communities. 

Mr Scarascia Mugnozza, Vice-President of the 
Commission of the European Communities. - (I) 
Following the general lines of the environ
mental policy, the Commission asked the Joint 
Research Centre to initiate research into recyc
ling of raw materials as from 1973. This is im
portant because of the reduction of natural non
renewable resources and the struggle against 
industrial pollution. 

The first work has led to the establishment of 
mathematical models describing consumption of 
raw materials as a function of the rate of recyc
ling. Experimental studies of an exploratory 
nature were also started which have made it 
possible to distinguish the possible lines of 
development and direction of future research. 

The sector of non-ferrous materials was chosen 
for the first application of the mathematical 
models and practical results have already been 
obtained in respect of lead. The scale of the 
problems involved required that current 
research in Member States should be to some 
extent coordinated as well as appropriate stu
dies be conducted in the Joint Research Centre. 
The Commission has already started a study to 
assess· requirements from this point of view. 
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But it seems essential that the starting point 
should be a list of studies carried out in the 
Member States in order to establish what type 
of coordination is required at the Community 
level. 

This list is one of. the projects currently under
taken by the Committee for Scientific and 
Technological Research recently set up by the 
Council. The Commission did not consider it 
advisable to suggest that the Joint Research 
Centre conduct additional experimental work on 
the recycling of raw materials as early as 1974 
but thought it better to wait until a Community 
policy on raw materials, and accordingly a 
coherent research policy on the European level, 
was defined. Some pilot studies of prospective 
analysis have, however, been suggested. The 
Commission will be able to propose the annual 
revision of the Joint Research Centre's program
me as soon as a Community raw materials 
policy, currently being prepared, can be imple
mented. It therefore seems probable that, as 
from next year, we will see an intensification 
of model studies and the launching of a certain 
number of studies at Community level. 

These studies are obviously not an end in them
selves. Public authorities at all levels, will have 
to use them to indicate which measures need to 
be adopted. For its part, the Commission will 
confine itself to presenting practical proposals 
within the framework of the programme on raw 
materials which, as I have already mentioned 
is being drawn up and within the framework 
of existing and future sectoral industrial 
policies. 

To turn to the environment, on 25 March the 
Commission forwarded to the Council a proposal 
for a directive on the elimination of used indus
trial oil which the Commission felt could be 
re-utilized after suitable treatment by regenera
tion or burning. 

The programme on the environment envisages 
further proposals concerning waste which will 
be presented to the Council before the end of 
the year. In this field, I should also like to 
point out that the Commission has undertaken 
to submit to the Council during 1975 the results 
of the studies on environmental problems linked 
to the availability of some mineral resources 
and water in the Community, an analysis of the 
environmental effect of the reduction of some 
resources and an analysis of the conservation 
of non-renewable resources. 

This said, Mr President, I should like to thank 
Mr Lagorce for introducing his question and 
assure him that I share his concern, both moral 
and material. The Commission therefore , , 

intends to act as rapidly as possible to solve 
these problems. 

President. - I call Lord St. Oswald to speak 
on behalf of the European Conservative Group. 
I would remind him that it was agreed to allow 
5 minutes' speaking time. 

Lord St. Oswald. - Mr President, I rise to 
speak briefly, as you have requested, to express 
the complete agreement of my group with the 
content and purpose of the question of Mr 
Lagorce. In particular, I agree with him that 
this is a proper problem for study at Com
munity level. Indeed, it is an easy matter to 
agree upon across the floor of the House. By 
a coincidence, only 17 days ago in the House 
of Commons a debate on this matter was opened 
by the Conservative Member for Pudsey, a 
constituency near my home-which, for emo
tional as well as geographic reasons, I would 
myself gladly be representing in the House 
of Commons! 

On that occasion-on 5 April, I think-the 
Government and Opposition in the House of 
Commons showed themselves to be in close 
agreement. A close and much respected friend of 
mine in England, who is a highly successful 
industrialist as well as a Socialist, believes that 
40 per cent of the costs of the overheads of 
British industry as a whole today consist of 
waste, though hie is thinking in terms of human 
waste, of energy and ingenuity, waste through 
inefficiency, rather than material waste, which 
is the immediate subject here. 

The difficulty in this debate is to find any 
gene~al ~ropositions, which are not in every
body s mmds already. Waste is bad. It should 
be reduced to a minimum. When possible the 
waste substances should even be converted to 
practical use, which is often possible as the 
terms of this question affirm. 

I would have kept my intervention brief in 
any case, because it should consist of some of the 
awful object lessons to be learned statistically 
from my own country, and it would be too 
painful for me to give a long recitation from 
all the evidence available. Each year every 
British subject-and presumably women and 
children make a hefty contribution-flings 
away individually 200 metal cans, 140 bottles 
and 21 lbs of plastic packing. Each British 
family places in its family dustbin over half a 
ton of paper in a ylear. As a nation we are 
throwing away 18 million tons of refuse a year 
-a quantity which will double in 20 years at 
the present rate. 

In doing this, in common no doubt with most 
of our fellow Europeans, we give hardly a 
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thought to whether these unloved objects and 
scraps might be used again or transformed into 
something useful. Nor do we bother our heads 
with thoughts of the costs of eventual disposal. 
In the last calendar year, municipal authorities 
in Britain tipped 16 million tons of refuse collec
ted by 33 000 dustmen, a sizeable army! The 
packaging of British domestic purchases costs 
£600 million a year, which is in effect all 
thrown away, never to be seen or thought of 
again once the package is unwrapped. 

But the pure monetary costs have lately been 
eclipsed by another factor which, in other con
texts, we have lately discussed a great deal: 
that is, energy. The preparation of this eventual 
British rubbish requires the energy equivalent 
of a fifth g_f the nation's coal ouput. 

In our new wasteful era, the human race throws 
away, among other things, what would have 
been regarded a generation ago as miracles of 
technological genius. Whole television sets, when 
past their prime, are discarded among the rub
bish. One small part of a television set, the 
silicone transistor, requires three kilowatt hours 
of primary energy to produce, and it can be held 
in the palm of the hand. The delicate parts of an 
ordinary television set that we take for granted 
-the transistors, the printed circuits and 
other fruits of men's genius-require 4 000 kilo
watts of energy for their construction. That in 
itself can be measured as half a ton of coal. 
Many who throw away old television sets would 
think twice about throwing away half a ton of 
coal. With sources of energy less reliable and 
predictable and much scarcer every decade, 
waste which can be traced back to a waste of 
energy becomes, if not a crime or a sin, at least 
a fairly grave offence against common sense. 

Mr Lagorce has told us something of what can 
be done to convert some waste for useful pur
poses. Because he has clearly studied the pos
sibilities far more closely than I, it would be of 
little help to this gathering if I were to seek to 
add further detail or variety to what he has 
said. 

On behalf of my group, I thank him for raising 
this subject which, as the Commissioner will no 
doubt be aware, cannot end with this evening's 
debate. 

President. I call Mr Cifarelli. 

Mr Cifarelli. - (I) Mr President, I was so 
impressed by Mr Lagorce's thorough, complete 
and scientifically up-to-date statement which 
gives a very interesting framework, that I wish 
to add some points and speak on my own 
behalf. 

I shall not trespass on scientifc ground, nor 
shall I stray into statistics. I shall confine myself 
to stressing a few political aspects. I firstly feel 
that Mr Lagorce's treatment of this problem as 
primarily moral, encouraging an attitude to life 
which restores the economy principle should be 
of particular interest to the Community as a 
grouping of peoples with a high living standard 
and great industrial capacity, but very dif
ferently endowed with space and resources from 
the two super-powers of our time, i.e. the USA 
and Russia. 

I usually bring home this point by pointing 
out that, if the European part of the Soviet 
Union and the USA had the same average popu
lation density as the Community, their popula
tion would be over 1 500 million, with all the 
imaginable consequences. As a result, the Com
munity faces particularly intense and urgent 
problems and, at the same time, has a moral 
duty to pay attention to the needs of the other 
masses of humanity, ranging from the over
population of Asia to the chronic starvation and 
poverty of certain vast areas of Africa. These 
tragic problems are all too topical. 

I therefore feel that the lead given by the Com
mission is both important and perfectly correct. 
Hence my request that it should follow this 
approach as far as possible. In other words, we 
must stop merely issuing pious wishes about 
the environment, making sensible proposals, 
projects in schools and speeches in the streets, 
and move on to scientific investigation. 

A second point is that, in the struggle against 
the Nemesis of our times, local communities are 
involved mainly in promoting the re-utilization 
and recycling. These are often small organiza
tions, sometimes short of funds, so I feel that 
both the individual States and the Community 
and its bodies should encourage coordination 
between these units known most" evocatively (in 
French) as pouvoirs locaux, over territory, 
finance and scientific programmes so that they 
may be able to tackle the problems. 

Thirdly, Mr President, we must affirm a prin
ciple which I think stems or follows from an
other also emerging in this field. The first prin
ciple which has already been established is that 
the polluter must pay. Above all, this refers to 
industry .• On many previous occasions I have 
supported the justice of this principle, but we 
must beware of its effects on competitiveness 
and competition, because if, in one Community 
State industry has to incur certain costs to 
avoid pollution and there is no comparable rule 
in the other Member States, these industries 
risk becoming uncompetitive and excluded from 
the market. Another principle which I feel 
should be established is that anyone who re-
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utilizes and recycles should be assisted. In other 
words, any form of encouragement, whether in 
the form of research, finance, associated benefits 
or as a consideration of all the problems linked 
with the effective powers of the world of today 
-i.e. the large industrial complexes-should be 
assisted. We should have a two-pronged ap
proach-on one hand a passive penalization of 
pollution (the polluter pays) and, on the other, 
advantages to those who recycle and seriously 
attack these problems with modern techniques. 

I should like to make one last point, Mr Presi
dent. Of course we encourage the Commission 
to act in this field and appreciate its initial 
efforts, but, as a Parliament, we should also like 
to influence the policy of the individual States 
involved (preferably through a directive, several 
future directives or some other such provisions). 
For this, however, we need the support of public 
opinion. I should like to point out that in the 
Community there are various sorts of autono
mous organizations with various names, which 
deal with the environmental question. I think 
the Commission should take them into consi
deration, assess their uses and give them sup
port. 

Speaking from personal experience, in Italy 
there exists a most worthy organization which 
is enemy number one of all those who attempt 
to ruin the beauty and nature of my country. 
It is called Italia N ostra. Also, and not only in 
Italy, there are VWF (the International Fund 
for the Defence of Nature) and Europa Nostra, 
an umbrella body covering various organiza
tions inside and outside the Community with an 
English president and, I think, a coordinating 
centre in London. 

I shall not go on, Mr President, because I wish 
to keep within the time at my disposal but I 
would like to suggest to the Commission's Vice
President, who speaks the same language as I 
do, that, by appreciating the autonomous 

organizations, we may obtain the support of 
public opinion which we need to attain the goals 
which the Commission is pursuing with scien
tific research concerning lead, steel, combustible 
oil, cellulose etc., but can only be translated 
into practical measures (often difficult to en
force) when public opinion has understood the 
need for them and desires national governments 
and the Community itself to implement them. 
I therefore feel that these problems are serious 
enough to merit our full attention and preoc
cupation. We are unfortunately not discussing 
their political aspect here but one day we must 
pursue the discussion in all its ramifications. 

President. - Does anyone else wish to speak? 

This i tern is closed. 

12. Agenda for next sitting 

President. - The next sitting will be held 
tomorrow Tuesday, 23 April 1974, with the fol
lowing agenda: 

2.00 p.m.: 

- Report by Mr Hougardy on the mutual 
recognition of diplomas; 

- Report by Mr Schulz on education in the 
Community; 

- Second report by Mr Noe on the creation of 
European uranium enrichment capacities; 

- Report by Mr Springorum on energy policy 
measures (simplified consultation procedure); 

- Report by Mr Memmel on a pro?edure of 
consolidation. 

The sitting is closed. 

(The sitting was closed at 7.50 p.m.) 
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IN THE CHAIR: MR BERKHOUWER 

President 

(The sitting was opened at 2.05 p.m.) 

President. - The sitting is open. 

1. Approval of minutes of proceedings 

President. - The minutes of proceedings of 
yesterday's sitting have been distributed. 

Are there any comments? 

The minutes of proceedings are approved. 

2. Documents received 

President. - I have received the following docu
ments: 

(a) Report by Mr Lucien Martens on behalf of 
the Committee on Agriculture on the amend
ment to the proposal from the Commission 
of the European Communities to the Council 
for a regulation supplementing Regulation No 
1009/67/EEC on the common organization of 
the market in sugar (Doe. 55/74); 

(b) the following Oral Questions with debate to 
the Commission of the European Commun
ties: 

- by Mr Gibbons, Mr Herbert, Mr Lenihan, 
Mr Liogier and Mr Rivierez on the 
Guidance Section of the EAGGF (Doe. 56/ 
74); 

-by Mr Jakobsen, Mr Brewis, Mr John 
Hill, Lord St. Oswald and Mr Scott-Hop
kins on price increases in agriculture (Doe. 
57/74); 

8. Regulation establishing a procedure of 
consolidation - Debate on report 
drawn up by Mr Memmel on behalf of 
the Legal Affairs Committee: 

Mr Memmel, rapporteur ........... . 

Mr Dahrendorf, Member of the Com
mission of the European Communities. 

Adoption of resolution ............. . 

9. Agenda for next sittiny ........... . 

67 

68 

68 

68 

- by the Political Affairs Committee on the 
present state of the Community (Doe. 
58174). 

3. Receipt of a petition 

President. - I have received from Mr Virgile 
Bare! a petition concerning the protection of the 
Mediterranean. 

This petition has been entered under No 3/74 
in the register stipulated in Rule 48 of the Rules 
of Procedure and referred to the Committee on 
Public Health and the Environment for con
sideration. 

4. Resolution on recognition of diplomas, 
certificates and other evidence of formal 

qualifications 

President. - The next item is a debate on the 
report drawn up by Mr Hougardy on behalf of 
the Committee on Cultural Affairs and Youth 
on the proposal from the Commission of the 
European Communities to the Council for a 
resolution on guidelines for the mutual recogni
tion of diplomas, certificates and other eviqence 
of formal qualifications by virtue of Article 57 
of the EEC Treaty (Doe. 43/74). 

I call Mr Broeksz for a procedural motion on 
behalf of the Committee on Cultural Affairs 
and Youth. 

Mr Broeksz. - (NL) Mr President, the Com
mittee on Cultural Affairs and Youth had to 
deal as speedily as possible with reports Nos 47 
and 48 now to be discussed. The committee only 
recently received copies of these two reports. 
The Council consulted the European Parliament 
on the proposal on mutual recognition of diplo-
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mas. The memorandum on education in the EEC 
was not submitted by the Council to Parliament. 
Our committee asked the Bureau whether it 
might be permitted to make a preliminary 
report. I am glad to say that the Bureau agreed, 
since these two important issues deserve detailed 
treatment. The committee was obliged to work 
at such great speed because we had expected 
these two questions to be included on the agenda 
and discussed at this part-session. 

We also thought it would afterwards be possible 
to present these reports, together with Parlia
ment's opinions, to the Council of Ministers of 
Education who are to meet at the beginning 
of May. 

The rapporteur, the secretariat of the committee 
and the draftsman of the opinion have done their 
best to provide the opinions in time. I think the 
European Parliament can be very grateful to Mr 
Hougardy, Mr Rivierez of the Legal Affairs 
Committee, the advisers, and particularly Mr 
Klepsch, deputy rapporteur for the second 
report. They can be congratulated on having 
done this work at such short notice. 

Mr President, may I ask you to do everything 
possible to ensure that Parliament's opinions are 
submitted to the Council as early as possible, 
so that copies of the opinions in all the langua
ges will be available to the Ministers of Educa
tion when they meet at the beginning of May. 
I feel sure that you will understand the import
ance of this, and that I can count on all persons 
concerned to do their best. 

I am also sorry to say that Mr Rivierez, who 
was to have spoken on behalf of the Legal 
Affairs Committee cannot attend. As he was 
under the impression that the meeting was to 
begin at 3 p.m. he will not be present before 
then. However, we cannot postpone the debate 
on this report, since Mr Hougardy has to return 
to Brussels as soon as possible. You will there
fore understand that Mr Rivierez cannot be 
present at the beginning of the debate. 

President. - I thank Mr Broeksz, who I assume 
was speaking in his capacity as Chairman of 
the Committee on Cultural Affairs and Youth. 
I can promise him we will do everything pos
sible to ensure that copies of our documents in 
all the languages are sent to the Council in time. 

I call Mr Hougardy, who has asked to present 
his report. 

Mr Hougardy, rapporteur. - (F) Mr President 
ladies and gentlemen, we are once more called 
upon in this House to discuss the problems of 
freedom of establishment on the occasion of the 

Commission's submission of a draft resolution 
of the Council, setting out guidelines for the 
mutual recognition of diplomas and evidence 
of formal qualifications as provided by Article 
57 of the EEC Treaty. 

First let me endorse what the Chairman, Mr 
Broeksz, has just said and in particular his 
thanks to the secretariat and all the officials 
responsible for drafting this document with such 
commendable speed. They have put a real effort 
into their work and for this, as Mr Broeksz 
has just said with much more authority than 
myself, they deserve special praise. 

Those who, like myself, and you yourself Mr 
President, have been Members of this Parlia
ment for several years, know how much time we 
have spent on the problem of freedom of estab
lishment, both at Committee level and in plen
ary sessions. I will not bore you with a recital 
of all the draft directives submitted in this field 
by the Commission of the Communities and 
which, as you all know, have been lying on the 
Council desk for months if not years. 

The situation has reached total deadlock and, 
as the Commission of the Communities points 
out in its draft resolution to the Council, this 
situation stemmed largely from the problems 
raised by the mutual recognition of diplomas 
and the coordination of training, which gave 
rise to considerable differences of opinion during 
the investigations by the Council experts. 

The Commission must, I feel, be congratulated 
for submitting this draft resolution, which, I 
would stress, is basically intended to remove 
these obstacles. The Commission, which was 
required by the Treaty to investigate the prob
lems related to the recognition of diplomas, set 
up a Working Party, in which, in 1972, even 
those States who were not due to join the Com
munity until 1 January 1973 were able to take 
part. The Commission realized that the method 
it had adopted on working out the draft direct
ives was leading to an impasse, or at least to 
work and negotiations on points of detail which 
might go on for years. 

On the advice of experts and professionals in 
the field, it has attempted to tackle the problem 
of the recognition of diplomas in a more general 
way by suggesting certain guidelines which, 
when adopted by the Council, ought to enable 
it to agree on the various draft directives. 

I shall not tackle the problem raised by the 
legal validity of this draft resolution. Our col
league, Mr Rivierez, may arrive in time to give 
his views on the matter. I shall therefore merely 
emphasize that this is first and foremost a poli
tical act by the Commission, which is taking on 
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itself the responsibility of putting forward cer
tain principles with a view to speeding up the 
adoption of the numerous directives on freedom 
of establishment. 

I believe that Parliament too, despite deadlines 
which are difficult to meet-our Chairman Mr 
Broeksz has just stressed this point-must take 
the responsibility of expressing its opinion on 
these guidelines. As you know, the question of 
freedom of establishment is one that concerns 
many thousands, I might almost say hundreds 
of thousands of people in the Community. More
over, this is an extremely complex question and 
requires the closest scrutiny. However, I believe 
that, in view of this Parliament's previous atti
tude, we can give our verdict today on the text 
which has been submitted and which on the 
whole seems acceptable to me. 

The Committee on Cultural Affairs and Youth 
considered that the first item of the guidelines 
could be approved. The Commission of the Com
munities does indeed accept the principle of the 
comparability of final qualifications allowing 
access to identical fields of activity, and requests 
that, for the mutual recognition of professional 
qualifications and the coordination of the con
ditions of access to the professions, the pres
cription of detailed training requirements should 
be avoided as far as possible. It is on this point 
in particular that the Commission, in the light 
of the work carried out by the Working Party, 
has made progress. However, I must stress that 
the Commission itself explains that the idea is to 
enable access to identical fields of activity and 
that it must be appreciated that, for certain 
professions, certain problems may arise, as 
exactly the same name may be given to a pro
fession in the various States whereas it often 
covers different fields of activity. I shall come 
back to this point in a few moments. 

May I express the hope that the Commission 
and the Council of Ministers will devote their 
attention to the question of grading in pro
fessional hierarchies? In several Community 
countries the absence of grading is creating such 
problems for the future of young people and 
the mutual recognition of diplomas that the 
right of establishment in Community countries 
is becoming a practical impossibility despite all 
the declarations of good intent. 

The most striking example is without doubt 
the case of engineers. Not only is their diploma 
subject to qualification, but this qualification is 
subject to different interpretations. In Belgium, 
for example, the grading of engineers has never 
been settled, and many Belgians having com
pleted studies of an advanced level, both in 
general subjects and mathematics, science and 

technology, are unable to get their qualifica
tions recognized at European level. Such an 
ambiguous situation cannot go on, as it is harm
ful in more ways than one. 

The spirit of the European social charter bids 
us to stop as soon as we can all moral and 
material discrimination against certain catego
ries of nationals of Member States of the Euro
pean Communities. This discrimination results 
from the fact that these States have still failed 
to ensure that the qualifications of certain of 
their nationals are recognized by the other Euro
pean States and, similarly, that the citizens of 
other States have their qualifications recognized 
in the host State. This raises a problem of 
responsibility for the Governments towards cer
tain of their citizens who were confident of the 
value of the instruction they received and the 
qualification they obtained. 

I should like to ask the Council to invite the 
Member States concerned to take immediate 
measures to prevent their own and foreign grad
uates from being impeded in their activities 
and their interests. 

Items 2 and 3 of the guidelines may be approv
ed without reservation, as the general interest 
itself depends on their being implemented. How
ever, the Community rules and procedures 
which are adopted should be based on criteria 
of examination with a reference to the latest 
state of the art in the subject dealt with in the 
draft directive for the mutual recognition of 
diplomas. 

As for items 4 and 5 of the guidelines, I feel 
I must be particularly insistent, together with 
the Committee on Cultural Affairs and Youth, 
since it seems to me that, both in matters of 
training and advisory help for the Commission 
of the Communities, the active participation of 
practitioners and teachers is essential if we are 
to prevent excessive bureaucratization. This is 
why an amendment to the text of the draft 
resolution has been adopted. 

I shall not dwell on item 6 of the guidelines, 
·since it was Parliament itself which requested 
that the benefit of the mutual recognition of 
professional qualifications for the activities 
referred to in the various draft directives should 
be extended to salaried members of the relevant 
professions. 

When the draft resolution now before you was 
adopted, the Committee on Cultural Affairs and 
Youth approved and adopted a suggestion re
peated in paragraph 4 of the draft, and which 
has been amended. The gist of this suggestion 
is that persons exercising activities referred to 
in the draft directives and settling in a country 
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of the Community other than their own to work 
in group practice should be automatically grant
ed recognition of their diplomas and freedom 
of establishment. 

The Committee on Cultural Affairs and Youth 
was given so little time to study this draft 
that the Commission of the Communities was 
unable to adopt an opinion on this matter. I 
should like to recommend that Parliament 
should retain the suggestion thus made and 
which, in my opinion, would contribute to mak
ing freedom of establishment a reality in the 
very near future. 

I am aware of the manifold difficulties which 
such a suggestion may create, but I still think 
it is a practical one. In fact it seems to me that 
membership of a group practice represents a full 
guarantee of the professional qualifications of 
the person concerned, and would also make for 
a solution to problems of liability since in a prac
tice, liability for professional actions in non
salaried activities is collective as well as per
sonal. 

I would remind the House that if first the Com
mittee on Cultural Affairs and Youth, and then 
Parliament have been obliged to give an opi
nion so quickly, this is because the Ministers of 
Education are at last-I stress at last-due to 
hold a Council meeting, or a conference, on 2 
May. I think my words will be fully endorsed 
by this House if I express the hope that this 
Council or conference meeting of the Ministers 
of Education will actually take place and not 
be postponed once again. Let me merely remind 
you that the last meeting of the Ministers of 
Education took place on 16 November 1971. 

In conclusion I would ask you to adopt the 
resolution as well as the proposed amendments 
to the text submitted by the Commission of 
the Communities. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Pisoni to speak on behalf 
of the Christian-Democratic Group. 

Mr Pisoni.- (I) Mr President, ladies and gentle
men, before commenting on Mr Hougardy's 
report may I congratulate him on its thorough
ness and on the hard work put into a subject 
of such ·great importance to the building of 
Europe and the education of European citizens. 

While expressing its agreement with the report 
and the motion for a resolution, the Christian
Democratic Group would nevertheless like to 
emphasize certain aspects of the problem. 

Article 57 of the Treaty of Rome, which provides 
for freedom of movement, freedom of establish-

ment and freedom to provide services anywhere 
within the Community, stipulates 1969 as the 
date by which these objectives should be 
achieved. Five years have now passed since then 
and only a few steps have been taken in this 
direction. At one stage we even ground to a 
halt. 

The building of Europe will only have been 
completed when the European citizen is given 
an opportunity to be such and to recognize 
himself as such in any Member State in which 
he wishes to work or to take up residence. 
One essential condition for this is recognition 
of formal qualifications and professional skills 
and for this it must obviously be possible to 
gauge professional skill, since no one is pre
pared to accept it without proof. In this respect, 
more could possibly have been done in the last 
few years. The Commission, which we have 
kept informed on all work carried out to date, 
has submitted 40 draft directives. But not one 
of these has been adopted, and we are still at 
the introductory stage-the stage of study and 
preparation. Even the present proposal is essen
tially introductory, and we therefore consider 
ourselves to be still at the preparatory stage. 
We are aware of the difficulties involved, but 
I feel that those encountered up till now could 
easily be overcome if, instead of remaining at 
the study stage, we proceeded to the stage of 
dynamic experiment, which is indispensable. 
Until we go on to the experimental stage, to 
dynamic dialectic evolution, I do not think we 
shall make much progress. 

As I have said, the difficulties can be overcome. 
Comparison-either quantitative or qualitative 
-is not an insurmountable obstacle. We ob
viously favour a qualitative comparison, but we 
are fully aware that certain institutions issue 
qualifications which are valid for the exercising 
of a profession within a limited territory; these 
institutes must also offer integrated exams of a 
professional standard which successively confer 
the right to exercise the profession in larger 
territories. 

Nobody wants the automatic or successive recog
nition of formal qualifications to lead to a 
lowering of training standards-far from it! 
Harmonization must, in fact, be based on the 
highest standard, so that we can then call upon 
everyone to improve their own standards and 
give them an incentive to do so. Otherwise, 
everyone would think they had reached an ade
quate level of training without troubling to set 
their sights higher. 

It is clear that science is constantly advancing 
-in knowledge, in feeling, in consciousness, as 
well as in the way problems are presented and 
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tackled. Here too, if we lay down a limit, we 
cannot do so arbitrarily. This again is a flexible 
limit which allows and stimulates harmonization 
and adapts itself to the progress of science and 
technology-a limit which must promote pro
gress instead of obliging education to mark time. 
From this point of view, I feel that it should be 
fairly easy to draw up a European standard. 

As far as the present motion for a resolution 
is concerned, I have already mentioned that it 
only paves the way for future resolutions, al
though I feel that it does offer some encourage
ment and is a step in the right direction. Let 
us take a closer look at it. There is more or less 
automatic recognition of professionals working 
in group practices. This is a step forward. We 
should like-and this is our recommendation 
to the Commission and the Council-to see this 
proposal given the broadest possible interpreta
tion. We realize that we are dealing here with 
the liberal professions, but we should never
theless like the interpretation to be as broad 
as possible. This would have wider implications, 
since professionals who are today working in 
group practices may tomorrow be in charge of 
other group practices which may increase in 
number. Professional qualifications would not 
be lost, and this would be a prime mover within 
the Community. This is why we do not wish 
the interpretation to be either restrictive or 
limited to a certain period of time. We hope 
that the Commission, which must deal with the 
proposal within three months, will take the 
same line. 

Another feature is the proposal to set up a 
permanent committee with the task of assisting 
and advising the Commission. This means that 
the Commission would not have to resort to 
other bodies which might be difficult to con
vene or result in even more loss of time. This 
permanent advisory committee should allow 
work to be speeded up and progress to become 
brisker right from the start. The initiative for 
extending recognition of degrees, diplomas and 
other qualifications to self-employed persons 
came front Parliament-the rapporteur has al
ready mentioned this-and . there is no need 
for me to stress this further. I do, however, feel 
that this could, in some respects, be implemented 
much faster, particularly in some specific pro
fessions. If, ·for instance, we take the wide field 
of the metalworking, chemical and other pro
fessions-in which strictly professional compa
rison is much easier, as is also the mutual 
recognition of qualifications, particularly in the 
case of migrant workers-it should become al
most automatic. 

I should like to conclude by expressing my 
appreciation of the Commission's work by calling 

upon the Council to speed up the adoption of 
these measures. I should again like to stress 
that there can be no such thing as a European 
citizen without these measures, and that there 
will never be a European Community if its 
citizens are not recognized as equals, or if they 
cannot take up residence or exercise their pro
fessions free from restrictions other than those 
imposed by the necessary professional training, 
the ethical code of the profession, or the training 
for the tasks they are called upon to perform. 
We must move on from pious promises to con
crete proposals, to practical steps. A good deal 
of water has flowed under the bridge since 
the signing of the Treaty of Rome and the 1969 
target, and we should now like to put matters 
right. The more time we waste, the more likely 
it is that difficulties may arise. I, however, 
would call for a genuine start on experimen
tation. This will also necessitate a new type of 
school; it will result in all the Member States 
taking action towards adaptation of their schools 
to take account of latest developments and of· 
what is being done in other countries. It will 
promote comparison and continuous confronta
tion with what is happening outside the territory 
of the Member State itself. This represents pro
gress and is in itself a step forward, provided 
we give it our support and our action results in 
successful measures being taken. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Broeksz to speak on 
behalf of the Socialist Group. 

Mr Broeksz. - (NL) Mr President, as other 
speakers have said, the European Parliament 
has often dealt with the question of freedom 
of establishment for members of the liberal 
professions in the Member States and the related 
question of mutual recognition of diplomas, cer
tificates and other evidence of formal qualifica
tions. On this subject the Commission of the 
European Communities has submitted many 
proposals to the Council, and the European 
Parliament has issued many opinions. Neither 
this Parliament nor the Commission is to blame 
if nothing has been done to date. The question 
of lack of progress in the EEC will be discussed 
in tomorrow's political debate. One example of 
this is the way in which Article 57 of the EEC 
Treaty has been applied up to now and this 
in itself reflects the complete stalemate we 
have reached. One speaker has already pointed 
out that under Article 57 certain resolutions 
should have been accepted by the Council be
fore the end of the transitional period. The 
transitional period lasted for 12 years. The 
Treaty came into force in 1957. It is now 1974 
and to our great regret nothing has yet been 
done. I have already said this is not the fault 

mam473
Text Box



26 Debates of the European Parliament 
--------------------------

Broeksz 

of the European Parliament, which also clearly 
defined its point of view with regard to the 
related questions, namely the interpretation of 
Article 48 (4), and Article 55 of the EEC Treaty. 
Parliament's interpretation of these Articles left 
no room for doubt. 

But up to now the Council has not accepted a 
single proposal from the Commission and when 
the portfolio on these questions was handed to 
Professor Dahrendorf no one envied his job. At 
the time the Committee on Cultural Affairs and 
Youth was gratified to hear he intended to 
concentrate on one case, namely that of doctors, 
and organize a hearing on the topic with all 
organizations and institutions concerned. This 
hearing clarified the situation for him and 
enabled him to draw up a number of guidelines 
on the present resolution. These guidelines are 
of interest both to doctors and all persons wish
ing to see free establishment for the liberal 
professions, and they are fairly simple. Detailed 
prescription of training requirements should be 
kept to a minimum. The solutions proposed must 
not lead to any reduction in the quality of 
training. New developments in training result
ing from progress in science and other fields 
should also be taken into account and there 
should be continuous consultation with practi
tioners and teachers. A logical corollary is the 
proposal to set up advisory committees to assist 
the Commission. 

As I said, all these matters were submitted to 
the Council in a short but nonetheless important 
proposal for a resolution. If the Ministers of 
Education do in fact meet and accept this reso
lution, we may hope at long last to make a good 
start in solving a question beset with so many 
pitfalls. The Committee on Cultural Affairs and 
Youth has proposed a number of amendments 
which I hope will be accepted by the European 
Commission, firstly an amendment to para
graph 1, namely the proposal to give prece
dence to persons working in a group practice. 
In_ view of the provision of Article 57 (1), this 
Will only be possible after the diplomas obtained 
have been recognized. Of course, there are other 
problems which are more easily resolved for a 
person working in a group practice-! have in 
mind language difficulties and familiarity with 
professional practice and custom-than for one 
person settling in a new country. I should like 
to hear the opinion of Mr Dahrendorf, who 
unfortunately was unable to be present when 
this point was discussed in the Commission, on 
the proposed amendment to paragraph 1. Per
haps he could pay particular attention to the 
words (in Dutch) 'ambtshalve erkenning von 
diploma's' (official recognition of diplomas). Such 
recognition will obviously have to be granted 
in the normal way. Perhaps the word 'ambts-

halve' (official) is somewhat ambiguous in this 
context. 

If a short-term decision could be made with 
regard to persons working in group practices, 
this would be particularly welcome and we hope 
the Commissioner will adopt the proposal that 
we should receive suggestions on this subject 
within three months. 

I think the amendments to paragraph 5 speak 
for themselves without further explanation. 

Mr President, I have resisted the temptation to 
say anything about the importance of freedom 
of movement, recognition of diplomas, etc., as 
these subjects have already been discussed many 
times in our Parliament, and after Mr Hougar
dy's excellent introduction nothing more needs 
to be said. The important thing now is that with 
the help of these proposals we may be able to 
find a way out of the present impasse. Since 
it has been possible to make decisions concerning 
one profession, perhaps others will soon follow. 
But I do not wish to sound too optimistic. I 
understand that there are still many difficulties, 
for example the fear of competition, loss of 
income and misuse of Article 48 (4), and Article 
55. I by no means underrate all these problems, 
but the difficulties must now be solved once and 
for all on a national and international level. 

One interesting point remains-and it is a pity 
that Mr Rivierez has not yet put in an appear
ance-namely the question of whether the pro
posals the European Parliament was just now 
discussing, will have to be submitted to us 
again if the Commission amends its proposals. 
In general-although I have no right to speak 
for the Legal Affairs Committee-! feel that 
this will be unnecessary, unless-which I doubt 
-the Commission makes some essential amend
ments to its proposals. If this should be the case 
I know that Parliament will be willing to con~ 
sider these proposals again at short notice and 
issue an opinion. 

President. - I call Mr Petersen to speak on 
behalf of the Liberal and Allies Group. 

Mr Helveg Petersen. - (DK) Mr President, it 
has been emphasized on all sides that this 
question has been on the agenda for many years. 
In some ways this is a classic example of the 
difficulty of finding a reasonable solution to the 
problem of public relations. 

The fact is that in very many quarters-at any 
rate in Denmark-it was thought that agree
ment had been reached on the proposals discus
sed, and this is why the Community's policy in 
this field has been so much criticized. 

What is more, there have probably been too 
many proposals and this has added to the con-
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fusion. So I am glad we are to have an explana
tion, and I think we should be grateful to Profes
sor Dahrendorf for his attempt at clearing up 
the matter once and for all. What we are doing 
here is to endorse certain basic principles. We 
are not deciding on details but on certain basic 
principles which the Commission desires as 
guidelines. In my view the main point is that the 
proposals we arrive at are not based on 
quantitative criteria, on a long list of desiderata 
linked to a timetable, etc. There are bound to 
be differences between one Member State and 
another with regard to the detailed planning 
and content of the training programmes, but in 
practice there are many points of resemblance 
between the final qualifications giving access 
to what Mr Hougardy call 'identical fields of 
activity'. 

It is very important not to lose sight of this 
fact as otherwise the field will become so 
choked with the weeds of bureaucracy as to 
become almost unmanageable. 

These principles are based on the view that it 
would be quite wrong to start laying down 
definite and detailed conditions for training 
courses. No obstacle must be put in the way of 
making changes in the training courses in the 
individual countries. The future will see changes 
in all Member countries in all fields of educa
tion and training, including higher education. 
This matter will be dealt with later in the 
discussion on the Commission's Memorandum 
on educational problems in general. It would be 
intolerable to have a long series of tedious 
negotiations with each other whenever changes 
occurred. 

The Liberal Group also accepts that the Com
mission is considering appointing but has not 
finally decided to appoint an advisory commit
tee for each profession to which the question of 
recognition is relevant. The committee's task 
would be to advise the Commission, in order, as 
was emphasized, to raise the standards in the 
various professional fields. 

I have nothing against this idea but would 
emphasize that these committees must be strictly 
based on the principles put forward here. 

It is quite conceivable that many committees 
might not understand why the changes were 
made and take a highly conservative view of 
the matter, thus putting the clock back. It is 
therefore essential for the committees to repre
sent a wide cross-section and the practitioners 
in particular. It is also clear that there should 
be cooperation which cuts across the individual 
committees' fields of activity as this would be 
of such current interest in connection with com
ing reforms. 

Mr President, I can recommend the directives 
proposed by the Commission, with the addition 
of the amendments proposed by the Committee 
on Cultural Affairs and Youth. 

President. - I call Mr John Hill to speak on 
behalf of the European Conservative Group. 

Mr John Hill. - The European Conservative 
Group has come onto this scene rather late, 
since most of these matters started long 
before our countries joined the Community. We 
congratulate Mr Hougardy on the speed and 
clarity of his report. Like him, we regret that 
there is so little time available to consider the 
report and to consult and receive representa
tions from professions in our countries. There
fore, we certainly support the criticism expres
sed by Mr Broeksz concerning the rushed nature 
of our deliberations. 

Notwithstanding these short-term objections, 
we welcome the Commission's fresh examination 
of this position of deadlock and the considerable 
initiative taken, for example in the hearing of 
the medical profession. We therefore support 
the committee's draft resolution and its pro
posed amendments and likewise-so amended
the draft resolution that the Commission is 
putting to the Council. 

We noticed two basic changes in approach
first, the acceptance of the fact that professions 
differ very much one from another and cannot 
all be fitted into a common ideal mould. That 
has been demonstrated by the progress made by 
the separate European liaison committees listed 
on page 7 of the medical report. These com
mittees have been actively considering all these 
problems for many years. The trouble is that 
they lacked any power of decision, and they 
are urging that progress should be made in the 
directives. 

Secondly, we welcome the conception of an 
advisory committee for each profession where 
desirable. That is covered by Guideline No 5. 
I should make it clear that it is intended to have 
a separate committee for each profession that 
wants it. This is not made wholly clear in para
graph 6 of the English translation of the com
mittee's draft resolution. Perhaps that can be 
picked up. 

We believe that if progress in this very com
plex problem is to be made it is desirable to 
have regard to certain distinctions that exist and 
shape our policy accordingly. First, we would 
distinguish between the mutual recognition of 
academic diplomas per se, which is difficult, 
especially in the realms of higher education, 
on the one hand, and, on the other-to quote 
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paragraph 16 of the report on the medical hear
ing-the mutual recognition of all academic and 
other qualifications necessary for access to and 
the practice of, in this case, the medical profes
sion in a Member State. That is to say, for the 
purpose of the practising of a profession we 
wish to ensure that qualifications are good 
enough to justify the issue of a licence to prac
tise. 

We are not trying to measure the exact equi
valents in academic terms, but we must always 
bear in mind that the prime need is to protect 
not only the public but the professions them
selves from the damage to their reputations 
caused by incompetent practitioners. Within the 
educational world it is much more difficult
virtually impossible-to assess the relative 
values of diplomas and degrees gained in dif
ferent universities. However, I think all that 
is better considered when dealing with educa
tional policy. 

It is important that the academic world in 
cooperation with the professional bodies should 
study and respond to new training needs of the 
professions as they arise. Those needs will not 
be static but will be changing. That is covered 
by Guideline No 3. 

Secondly, we would distinguish between free
dom of establishment for those already qua
lified and agreement on the training require
ments for future entrants. Here we go into 
the controversy between the qualitative and the 
quantitative approach-a controversy settled, I 
hope by Guideline No 1, although I am bound to 
say I have some slight doubt as to whether 
broad comparability exists everywhere. At pre
sent, for example, there are gaps in certain 
professions. I only know a little about the vete
rinary sector. For example, veterinary train
ing in the United Kingdom, if judged by EEC 
standards, would be found to give insufficient 
weight to the study of public food hygiene. Like
wise, in Italy it might be said that by UK stan
dards the veterinary profession falls a little 
short in its training on pharmacology. 

A point to bear in mind is that the ground must 
be covered. It is in my view dangerous to go 
from one extreme to the other and say that 
quality control is enough in itself. We must see 
that there are no gaps. 

Any definition of standards for final qualifica
tion presupposes some agreement on standards 
of entry to professional training. This at once 
poses the question of possible excessive num
bers, of the numerus clausus. 

How should we regulate entry, having regard 
first to the right of qualified school-leavers-

baccalaureat standard-to a place in higher 
education and then to the possible opening-up 
of national student grant schemes to qualified 
Community non-nationals? This is something on 
which one would like to hear the views of the 
Commissioner. 

The third distinction we would draw is between 
self-regulating professional bodies and those 
professions that are controlled by the govern
ment. As Parliament will know, we in my coun
try have a pattern of largely autonomous or 
semi-autonomous professions. This may be atyp
ical. However, one must ask the Commission 
how they would define and reconcile the dif
fering responsibilities, in relation to Community 
activities, of the national authorities regulating 
a profession, whether governmental or auto
nomous, of the long-established European Liaison 
Committees to which I have referred, and of the 
proposed new advisory committees. · 

It is self-evident that many problems will arise. 
It is sufficient if I touch on one or two only. 

First, as Mr Pisoni mentioned, there is the 
question of professional discipline and the main
tenance of standards of conduct. Each national 
state has its own methods of dealing with pro
fessional misconduct or negligence irrespective 
of whether or not the conduct complained of 
amounts to a breach of civil law. But how does 
the Commission envisage an effective surveil
lance by the professions' own governing bodies 
of the professional activities of their members 
outside their own country? This raises in my 
view a practical rather than a legal difficulty, 
but it is an important one. 

Secondly, there is the problem of language, upon 
which Mr Broeksz touched. Is it necessary or 
desirable that some members of the profession 
practising elsewhere in the Community outside 
their own country should have some minimum 
proficiency in language? Again, of course, it 
must vary with the professions and with the 
particular circumstances. It is scarcely possible 
to set up on one's own without knowing the 
language of the country in which one is prac
tising. Here the Committee's amendment to 
enable someone to join a group practice abroad 
is of relevance, and the desire expressed at the 
doctors' hearing-paragraph 28-concerning a 
period of adaptation. We should like to know 
what further consideration has been given to 
these points. 

As I say, Mr President, the European Conserva
tive Group accepts the guidelines, particularly 
noting Guideline No 2, that Community solu
tions should not lead to any reduction in the 
quality of training in any Member State. We 
assume that this means the preservation of high 
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national standards, and certainly not any pre
servation of the teaching and training status quo 
irrespective of the need for change. We think 
that Guideline No 6 is also most desirable, 
since it would manifestly be inequitable to 
discriminate against a member of a profession 
who succeeds in obtaining a salaried post in a 
Community country other than his own. This 
has a considerable bearing in the United King
dom, since our National Health Service employs, 
gratefully, many foreign doctors. 

To sum up, the European Conservative Group 
believes it important to achieve quicker pro
gress in making a reality of the rights and facil
ities intended under Article 57. There is a need 
for speedier action and not just some action 
by the Council. But we temper this approval by 
emphasizing the overriding need for the fullest 
consultation with individual professions. The 
professions-those which are long established 
and historic, and those which are very new
have grown up to serve the public in their own 
countries and now, under the Treaty of Rome, 
to serve the public of the Community. These 
guidelines should facilitate this process. We hope 
they will, but we shall expect to hear of progress 
and to have the time to debate it. 
(Applause) 

President.- I call Sir Derek Walker-Smith. 

Sir Derek Walker-Smith.- Mr President, I am 
grateful for the opportunity to make a short 
intervention in this debate, and I take as my 
excuse for troubling this Parliament in this mat
ter the long interest which I have taken in the 
subject matter which is before us today. 

Paragraph 1 of the Commission's explanatory 
memorandum lists 13 professions. Of those 13 
professions, one, the profession of the law, I 
started to practise 40 years ago and am still 
practising today. Eight of the others, on the 
medical side, are professions with which I was 
in close contact for three years when I was 
Minister of Health in England; and with the 
other professions, particularly those of architects 
and engineers, I have had close contact in my 
professional occupations. 

There are two desiderata here, both valuable in 
themselves but, as so often happens, difficult 
only in their reconciliation. The first is that 
there should be a reasonable interchange of 
professional skills in the Member States of 
the Community-a sort of cross-fertilization. 
The second is that we should achieve this 
without any lowering of professional standards 
and qualifications with the consequent prejudice 
to patients, clients and customers for whom 
these services are provided. 

That is a reconciliation easy to state but, of 
course, a good deal more difficult to achieve 
in practice. That being so, it is not altogether 
surprising that the time-scale in this matter 
has been disappointingly long. On the face of 
it, the position is very unsatisfactory-no 
finalization of any of the 40 directives covering 
13 professions over a working period of seven 
years-and this constitutes the basis of the 
strictures which we are invited to pass, in 
paragraph 1 of the motion for a resolution. But 
I think in passing that we should have regard 
to the difficulties which the Council have faced 
over these years-in particular the discrepancies 
in professional structure and pattern both in 
different professions and in different countries. 
What I think is unfortunate is that after so 
protracted a preliminary process we should now 
have an acceleration of procedures which invites 
and, indeed, demands a consideration of these 
difficult matters with far less time than their 
consideration and, indeed, the public interest 
require. 

The timetable of this matter is set out in Mr 
Hougardy's explanatory statement, in which we 
see that the opinion was required by a letter 
as recent as 22 March and that the accelera
tion was due to the circumstance that it is 
convenient for Ministers to meet on 2 May. 

There are two drawbacks to this hustled 
procedure. First, Members of this Parliament 
are unable to receive the representations from 
interested organizations that they might expect 
to have, and, second, there has been insufficient 
opportunity for fully informed discussions in 
the Legal Affairs Committee of the legal 
complexities which here arise. 

There are three general requisites for sustaining 
proper professional stande.rds-first, a proper 
standard of qualification as the condition of 
entry to a profession and for its subsequent 
practice, with a system of registration for those 
qualified; second, a proper code of conduct to 
be observed by those practising the profession; 
and third, procedures for enforcement of the 
prescribed standards and code of conduct. These 
requisites are necessary alike for maintaining 
the standard of the profession and, of course, 
for the protection of the public. The basic aim 
of any satisfactory scheme of mutual recogni
tion must be to see that these characteristics 
continue to be effectively secured in all Member 
States. 

Against that background, I too find the guide
lines on the whole appropriate, subject to 
certain amendments and observations. I 
welcome in particular the dual approach of 
seeking to avoid the prescription of detailed 
training requirements, whether quantitative or 
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qualitative, and at the same time seeking to 
ensure the maintenance of training standards 
and their prescription pari passu with new 
scientific and other developments. I welcome 
too the proposal for advisory committees, one 
for each profession. Here I find the amend
ments proposed in Mr Hougardy's report very 
valuable, especially their insistence on the 
participation in the committees of teachers and 
practitioners in the professions. 

Three points merit further consideration. The 
first, enforcement, has already been touched 
on by Mr Hill. This I stated to be the third 
requisite for the maintenance of professional 
status and standards. It must include disciplinary 
procedures, including procedures for the elimina
tion from the register of those entitled to 
practice of such people as do not conform to the 
prescribed standards. That is a necessary 
ingredient of professional status anywhere. 

I too should like to know how this problem is 
to be met in the condition of mutual recognition. 
Perhaps we can be told whether the extra
nationals who are practising in another state 
will simply be subject to the indigenous 
procedure of that Member State or whether 
there will be special procedures designed to 
meet this need, and, if so, what they are. 

My second point relates to the possible period 
of adaptation, which is referred to in paragraph 
28 of the Commission's report on the public 
hearing into the medical profession. That says: 

'There was a widespread expression of view 
in favour of a period of adaptation for migrant 
doctors so as to secure a sufficient familiarity 
with the language of the host country and 
the legal and social context in which they 
would be practising.' 

But we are told: 

'In the opinion of the legal services of the 
Commission, this would be discriminatory 
against migrant doctors and thus incompatible 
with the provisions of the Treaty.' 

I hope that we may have the benefit of the 
full and reasoned opinion of the legal advisers 
of the Commission and not merely the conclu
sion to which they have come. 

I say this because I believe that there would 
be general regret at having to accept that there 
is an insuperable legal impediment to the 
institution of an adaptation period in appro
priate cases. I hope that legal opinion will 
include reference to the possible relevance of 
Article 56(1) of the Treaty, which, together 
with Article 66, contemplates the dispensation 
from the professions of this part of the Treaty 
where considerations of public policy or public 
health so suggest. 

A period of adaptation is obviously desirable, 
particularly in the medical context, but not 
solely in that, because, for engineers, architects 
and others, there is a considerable background 
of local law and practice which needs to be 
assimilated before practice can safely and 
usefully be embarked upon. But in the case of 
doctors it is, of course, particularly important, 
the prime importance arising from considera
tions of protection of the public. 

That being so, I invite this Parliament to agree 
that it would be undesirable that the possibility 
of an adaptation period be abandoned without 
a full study of the legal position, including, I 
hope, an opportunity for detailed consideration 
by the Legal Affairs Committee. 

The third and last of these points arises from 
the proposed amendment to paragraph 1 of 
the guidelines, relating to group practice. This 
makes a condition that people should intend 
to participate in a group practice. What is 
not provided for is the situation in which 
a person gains entry on that condition and 
subsequently changes his mind. According to 
the wording of the proposed amendment he 
would then be fully established and entitled 
to practise, albeit on terms and conditions not 
within the original contemplation. I hope, 
therefore, that further consideration will be 
given to that point. 

With those reservations I join in the general 
acclaim for this report, but I am glad to see 
from the letter of the Secretary-General of the 
Council to you, Sir, of 22 March, that the discus
sion of 2 May is likely only to be in the form 
of what is called a general policy debate, 
thereby-! would hope--leaving scope for 
clarification and improvement in respect of the 
sort of points to which I have sought to draw 
attention. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Rivierez. 

Mr Rivierez, draftsman of the opmtan of the 
Legal Affairs Committee. - (F) Mr President, 
I must first of all apologize to the Assembly for 
arriving late. I had not expected the matter to 
be raised at this time. 

The rapporteur of the committee responsible 
has given you a general picture, and it is now 
up to the Legal Affairs Committee to express 
its opinion under the provisions of Article 44, 
paragraph 4 of the regulation. 

What then is the opinion of the Legal Affairs 
Committee? 
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The Legal Affairs Committee approves the guide
lines for the mutual recognition of diplomas 
contained in the draft resolution and for reasons 
which the rapporteur Mr Hougardy has no doubt 
already explained to you. 

When studying this document, the committee 
instructed its rapporteur to emphasize to Parlia
ment the importance it attaches to persons hav
ing obtained their diploma before the coordina
tion directives are applied, these being intended 
to harmonize training conditions, and also
subject to certain conditions relating, in parti
cular, to the minimum period of actual exercise 
of the profession in their country of origin-to 
have the right of free circulation within the 
Community in the form of freedom of establish
ment and freedom to render services. 

The draft directives already submitted by the 
Commission in fact include provisions regulating 
established positions in this manner. Hence this 
is no new recommendation but a reaffirmation of 
Parliament's wishes on this matter. 

But the Legal Affairs Committee considers it 
necessary to draw Parliament's attention to the 
legal scope of the sui generis act constituted by a 
Council resolution of the kind submitted. It 
should be remembered that from the legal point 
of view such a resolution by the Council is an 
act which lies outside the scope of those provided 
for in Article 189 of the Treaty and has no 
greater validity than that of a declaration of 
intention to adopt measures which, by the terms 
of the Treaty, can iri our case only be adopted 
in the form of directives, as was in fact stated 
in the comments on the Council's draft 
resolution. 

Although such a resolution cannot be legally 
binding, we must not overlook the fact that its 
adoption will have the great advantage of 
specifying at political level, and making public, 
an agreement in principle reached within the 
Council. The agreement thus reached ought to 
prevent the principles on which it is based from 
being called into question and allow the work 
to progress smoothly to its conclusion. The draft 
resolution laid before the Assembly does in fact 
constitute a general guideline, from which 
detailed guidelines can be worked out, but the 
Commission of the European Communities, 
which explained the matter to the Legal Affairs 
Committee through its representative must also 
explain to Parliament how it conceives future 
work on guidelines for the mutual recognition 
of diplomas. 

As you know, there are now around 40 guidelines 
at the draft stage before the Council. Will these 
guidelines be kept in their present form? Will 

they be examined in the light of the general 
guideline we are considering today, or will 
amendments to these guidelines have to be 
proposed by the Council? 

I believe these guidelines will be unchanged, 
but it is clear that, should they have to be 
amended again, they would have to be sub
mitted to Parliament. 

Thirdly, the Legal Affairs Committee has 
declared itself in favour of amendments adopted 
by the Committee on Cultural Affairs and Youth, 
on the condition however, regarding the amend
ment to paragraph 1, that its rapporteur draws 
attention to the following point: for paragraph 1 
of the draft resolution, the committee responsible 
has submitted an amendment which tends, as it 
were, to institute a transitional measure allow
ing, in the terms which it has put forward, for 
freedom of establishment to become an im
mediate reality, meaning that a national of a 
State of the Community settling outside his coun
try of origin in another State of the Community 
will be able to exercise his profession provided 
he belongs to a group practice. 

This amendment to the subject matter was 
favourably received by the Legal Affairs Com
mittee. Such a measure could come into force 
as soon as the Council approves the Commis
sion's proposals relating to the provisions 
implementing the principle contained in this 
amendment. 

But Parliament's attention must be drawn to the 
text of this amendment, which contains two 
distinct points without this being explicitly 
stated. It refers at the same time to the recogni
tion of diplomas, which is only a means, and 
freedom of establishment, which is the objective. 
Although these two concepts are related, 
inasmuch as paragraph 1 of Article 57 of the 
Treaty provides for the adoption of guidelines 
with a view to the mutual recognition of 
diplomas in order to facilitate the taking-up and 
pursuit of activities as self-employed persons, 
and while upholding the objective of this amend
ment, which is in complete conformity with the 
Treaty's aim and will result in its speedier ac
complishment, a warning should be given about 
the text as it might confuse two distinct 
concepts. 

The Legal Affairs Committee considers that, in 
the text of the amendment of the committee 
responsible, the words: 'to the mutual recogni
tion of diplomas', ought to be deleted, as this 
question is not before Parliament. 

Subject to the observations which I have just 
made, the Legal Affairs Committee approves the 
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draft resolution of the Council as a whole and 
the amendments adopted by the Committee on 
Cultural Affairs and Youth. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Maigaard. 

Mr Maigaard. - (DK) I should like to make a 
few brief comments on the question under 
discussion. I shall do so on my own behalf, not 
on behalf of my Group, so I promise you they 
will be brief. 

In my view we should be very concerned with 
the fact that the Commission has hitherto fol
lowed a line in the educational field which has 
resulted in 40 draft directives being put forward, 
none of which has been put into effect. 

Hence there is some justification for saying that 
the line which the Commission has followed so 
far has been the wrong one as it has not led to 
any results. The tree is known by its fruit, and 
I think that we must ask ourselves, in order to 
learn from the experience, why the Commis
sion's project has failed after 7 years of work. 
When one changes on~'s policy-and I see this as 
a change of policy-one has to ask oneself 
'Where did we go wrong?', to be sure to follow 
the right policy in the future. 

For my part, I consider that the main flaw in 
the Commission's policy so far, i.e. the one that 
resulted in the 40 draft directives, has been that 
it has tried to harmonize educational matters 
over an exceptionally wide field, down to details 
to which it should, of course, not descend, and 
that it has tried to work with these quantitative 
descriptions of the training courses, which, as 
far as I can see, are out of date. 

I see the motion we are now discussing as an 
attempt by the Commission to get things going 
again, by restricting its aims-and it is certainly 
wise to do so. But I doubt whether this six-point 
programme and its consequences-it is, to be 
sure, not very precise and it is difficult to find 
any real substance in it-is the right approach, 
I mean whether it is an educational policy which 
can lead to results which will stand the test of 
practical application. 

This is what I ask myself and I find it hard to 
discover the truth because the Commission, of 
course, stresses time and again-and quite 
rightly-that cooperation between the Member 
countries in the educational field must not lead 
to a reduction of educational standards. 
Nevertheless the present discussion on the 
medical training courses-recognition of medical 
certificates in the different countries-shows 
how difficult it is to get down to grass roots 

because there is a widespread opmwn, at any 
rate in Denmark, that, even if this is a new 
approach, the policy the Commission wishes to 
put into effect in the medical sphere will lead 
to a lowering of standards, at least as regards 
the general practitioners. 

I therefore consider that, now we are taking a 
new line, we should ask ourselves whether we 
have found the right starting point and whether 
it is one which can lead to results. 

For my part, I think that the task of the Com
mission and the Communities in the educational 
field should be to bring about a certain amount 
of coordination, while respecting the countries' 
own legislation. This coordination must be based 
on the countries' intentions. It is these that are 
to be coordinated and we must accept the coun
tries' own valuable legislation and then see 
whether starting from this point, some degree 
of voluntary coordination is possible in the 
educational field. -

I should therefore like to end by referring to 
Annex I to Document 23/74, which is a short 
summary of the Danish Government's viewpoint, 
and by emphasizing that, if we wish to achieve 
anytliing in this connection, we must respect the 
countries' own legislation in this field. 

President. - I call Mr Brewis. 

Mr Brewis. - Mr President, I certainly agree 
with what was said by our Danish colleague 
Mr Maigaard. When we have 40 proposals not 
adopted there must have been something 
wrong with our approach up to now. For this 
reason I welcome the guidelines laid down by 
the Commission in Document 23/74, which we 
are discussing. Each Member State in Europe is 
rightly zealous that the standards laid down 
nationally should not be reduced. It therefore 
seems vital to me that we should give each 
profession a European council of that profes
sion, concerned with supervising professional 
standards. 

There are far too many bogus certificates float
ing around which have been obtained by cor
respondence courses or through non-existent 
universities. I am particularly concerned that 
the quality of a diploma or degree of formal 
qualification should be of a particular high 
standard. 

We have to avoid, on the one hand, the eternal 
student who has put in hours and hours of study 
and has still not reached any proper level. 
Equally, we should be suspicious of the brilliant 
student who has qualified only in a limited 
sphere. 
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Here, I think particularly of the nursing pro
fession. In Britain we are sure that our 
examinations for that profession are very good 
and that anyone who passes them is sufficiently 
qualified. But such a person is unable to practise 
even in English-speaking countries like Canada, 
because the members of the British nursing 
profession have no experience of midwifery. 
Therefore, laying down training qualifications is 
particularly important for the mutual recogni
tion of diplomas. 

I notice, in the motion for a resolution of my 
colleague Mr Hougardy, particularly paragraph 
3. He seems to deprecate the prescription of 
detailed training requirements. I am not sure 
that I agree with him. If he speaks again I 
should like to question him further on this 
point. I think that training standards should be 
laid down. This is one of the most important 
points of the proposed advisory committees. 

Apart from those brief remarks, I am very 
much in agreement with Mr Hougardy's report. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Dahrendorf to state the 
position of the Commission of the European 
Communities on the amendments adopted by the 
Parliamentary Committee. 

Mr Dahrendorf, Member of the Commission of 
the European Communities.- (D) Mr President, 
first I should like to express my thanks on 
behalf of the Commission that the House was 
prepared at such short notice to deal with this 
important report and the next report. When, as 
I hope, the meeting with the Council is held 
on 2 May, I think it essential for us to know 
Parliament's intentions, and perhaps I may take 
this opportunity of assuring you that I shall 
naturally inform the Council of what is decided 
in this House and will make sure it plays a part 
in the discussion by the Council of Ministers. 

At the same time I should like to thank the 
rapporteur, Mr Hougardy, and all the speakers 
who-allowing for certain slight differences
were in favour of the Commission's proposals. 
Of the files which I myself found when taking 
up my office as Member of the Commission 
responsible for Research, Science and Education, 
this one on the mutual recognition of diplomas 
is undoubtedly of special interest. It is one of 
the topics of direct interest to people in Europe. 
However, I should like to begin explaining my 
attitude and that of the Commission to the 
report and to what has been said here with two 
comments which seem to me important for 
an understanding of the matter. 

The first comment is that Articles 48 ff., 52 ff. 
and 59 ff. of the Treaty of Rome are basically 
very limited in scope, one might almost say 
depressingly limited. They relate to freedom of 
establishment and the freedom to provide ser
vices in the European Community and as such 
they do not include most of the questions with 
which many young people in Europe are con
cerned when they ask what must be done to give 
them freedom of movement from the time they 
leave school until they start work. Basically, the 
number of those who are practically affected 
by these guidelines, so often quoted here, is 
limited; in any case very much more limited than 
the number of those who, let us say, want to 
study in another country, want their period of 
study recognized, want to have individual inter
mediate examination in their course of study 
recognized, are seeking academic recognition of 
their diplomas or want to do part of their prac
tical training in other countries before starting 
work. The wider subject of mobility is unfortun
ately left open by the Treaty of Rome. That 
must be said and understood before the impor
tance of the subject can be properly assessed. 
We still have an opportunity today of discussing 
the fact that the Commission has for this reason 
started a sort of parallel action. On the one 
hand it has taken up the subject we are dis
cussing here and on the other, as part of our 
proposals on education, it has indicated what can 
be done in the initial stage to ensure mobility in 
a more comprehensive sense for young people in 
Europe. 

That is the scope of the subject. It is concerned 
with freedom of establishment and little else. 

My second introductory comment is that this is 
undeniably a typical case of a bogged down file. 
I can say in reply to Mr Maigaard that the 
mandate given to the Commission by the Treaty 
of Rome leaves no room for doubt. This mandate 
imposes on the Commission the task of pro
posing for the individual vocational sectors 
guidelines which can become law in the Member 
States. This mandate had to be carried out by 
adopting a long list of individual guidelines. 

At the same time, Mr President, I do not want 
to conceal from you and the Members of the 
House the situation as it actually is. My collea
gue Mr Haferkamp once told me how it was 
when he himself took over this file in 1967 
when his officials informed him that the deci
sion on these directives would probably be taken 
in a few weeks. I heard the same thing when 
I took over this file myself in 1973. And I 
suspect that, if no attempts are made to tackle 
the problem afresh, if no attempts are made to 
take small steps that have hitherto not been 
taken, my successor will hear the same thing 
again in 1980. 
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Mr Jahn.- (D) Very true! 

Mr Dahrendorf. -(D) I would like to add that 
I am not saying that the reason why a decision 
has not been made is a certain lack of decision
making power on the part of the Council of 
Ministers, or a tendency not to apply the prin
ciples of majority voting. That is not the case. 
The reasons can be found in a series of factual 
difficulties which have emerged and which, even 
before the enlargement of the Community
would have made it very hard to ensure a reso
lution by a majority. 

There are a good many real problems. Let me 
mention just two which have concerned me in 
particular. Firstly, much of what has been said 
about important professions has aroused suspi
cion rather than approval in the professions 
themselves. When I took over the file I dis
covered that it was widely believed that the 
Commission was again attempting, as it is often 
said to do, to interfere in politi<:s from Brussels, 
which would be of no real use and only do harm. 

This seemed to me to be a widespread opinion, 
which I regretted but had to accept. And this 
is why I considered it necessary last year to 
organize a public hearing of people with an 
interest in medical qualifications, simply to 
thrash the matter out and to make people realize 
we are not just penned in our offices, hatching 
out something which will ultimately be harmful, 
but that an attempt is being made, in collabora
tion with those concerned, to find viable solu
tions. 

Secondly I noticed one particular approach to 
the mutual recognition of diplomas which is 
bound to come up against a brickwall. This is 
the one I would not call qualitative or quanti
tative but inductive, in the sense that attempts 
are occasionally made to produce synthetically, 
as it were, an ideal training programme for cer
tain professions, in particular academic ones, 
which is an amalgam of all the separate 
elements. 

This approach has not got us much further. It 
has led to endless technical wrangling about how 
far such and such an element should be repre
sented in the various educational streams, in the 
theory and practice of specialized fields. And of 
course it has cost us all those hours without our 
coming to a result which could be immediately 
applied in the Member States, without our 
coming to a result which-to put it bluntly
would be politically acceptable to the Member 
States, to the Community of the Six as well as 
to the enlarged Community which fortunately 
came into being in 1973. 

It therefore seemed proper to me to suggest that 
the Commission should try an approach based 
on certain simple guiding principles. This is my 
confirmed belief, and it is now shared by the 
Commission. Mr Rivierez is quite right in 
pointing out that these simple principles do not 
have the same legal validity as guidelines, but 
are rather principles serving as political guide
lines for further work in Council committees 
and which may help us to overcome the diffi
culties we have experienced so far. This is how 
I also view the guidelines. This is the Commis
sion's view of the matter and is the answer to 
the questions put to me about the nature of 
these guidelines. 

Now, I would say that two of the six guidelines 
are of particular importance and this, so to 
speak, is borne out by the other four. We have 
first of all the first guideline, in which the sub
tractive procedure is opposed to what I may 
term the inductive one. In other words, it is 
here being clearly stated: let us assume that 
qualifications are broadly comparable, inasmuch 
as this is the pre-condition for the establishment 
of university graduates practising liberal pro
fessions. This broad comparability exists, 
although we may have to lower our sights here 
and there. We will go into this in detail. But 
this is a change in view-point which I hope will 
bring us considerably further along the road. 

And the second thing of importance to myself 
and the Commission is the fifth Guideline, or 
the bald statement: let us assume we cannot 
make any progress unless we consult those con
cerned, unless we ensure that those who are 
occupied in the teaching and practice of the 
various professions regularly take part in the 
decisions which are made. This is what the 
advisory committees are for. 

Certain principles must be borne in mind here, 
for instance the principle that European regula
tions cannot be allowed to lower the require
ments. It must also be borne in mind that Euro
pean resolution must not be an obstacle to 
reforms in individual countries, in which I 
include the attempt to consult practising and 
teaching representatives of the professions and 
to extend the whole thing to salaried workers. 
With regard to the advisory committees I am glad 
to take this opportunity of providing the clarifi
cation desired by certain speakers. The idea is, 
of course, that for every profession the possi
bility is being sought to give the practising and 
teaching representatives of this profession a 
hearing and let them take part in the process 
leading to the extension of the right to establish
ment. Thus we are not thinking about a single 
advisory committee here but of a whole series 
of them. 
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We must see how this will work out in practice. 
If on 2 May the Council should decide to accept 
these guidelines this would in my opinion be the 
first step towards leading this debate out of its 
present impasse and, as I see it, the first step 
towards the solution of many problems. It would 
not be the solution to all of these problems, and 
I must say to Sir Derek Walker-Smith that the 
three problems he mentioned, in particular the 
first two, would not be solved by these guide
lines. They remain unanswered, a solution for 
them still has to be found, but with the 
machinery created by the guidelines themselves. 
Of course, regulations must be made to ensure 
the maintenance of standards and the necessary 
enforcement procedures. However, the principle 
of this proposal implies that such regulations 
should not come from the Commission alone but 
that appropriate methods should be sought in 
collaboration with an advisory committee. I 
myself would consider it quite improper to 
dictate, on the strength of my political position 
in the Commission, detailed regulations to be 
discussed at some later date with those prac
tising and teaching the professions. 

I would like to bring up the question of the 
period of adaptation. It is a fact that according 
to our legal service every additional demand 
made in one Member State on persons belonging 
to another State is discriminatory and is not in 
~armony with the Treaty. 

This is why our legal service believes that there 
must be no regulations making any additional 
demands on nationals of other Member States. 
At the same time it is reasonable to point out 
that the practice of certain professions pre
supposes, for example, a knowledge of the lan
guage and a knowledge of certain legal regula
tions, and even certain customs in the countries 
in which one practises. At discussion level I 
would be most unwilling-if I may speak frankly 
-to submit a document appearing to perpetuate 
a certain point of view. I think we should con
tinue to discuss this question in the appropriate 
committee and in the other committees, as it is 
a question which there was good reason for 
bringing up at the doctors' hearing. 

I had myself thought-and here I come to the 
amendments proposed by the committee and the 
rapporteur-of adding to the guidelines a few 
'horizontal' proposals (cutting across all pro
fessions) concerning administrative difficulties 
which still confront members of liberal pro
fessions seeking establishment. I had, for exam
ple, thought of introducing a proposal making 
it clear that freedom of establishment is not 
subject to any conditions of nationality. It is the 
Commission's view that, within the European 
Communities, nationality must not be an impe-

diment to the establishment of independent 
workers. I have been informed that the Euro
pean Court of Justice has before it a case invol
ving this important question, in which a Member 
State has requested the Court to make a state
ment of principle about whether the provisions 
of the Treaty constitute directly binding law as 
regards conditions of nationality for the estab
lishment of independent workers. The Commis
sion obviously will not intervene with a pro
posal while a case is still sub judice. We await 
its outcome. 

Among these horizontal proposals, which cut 
across the various professional fields, I would 
also include the proposed addition to Article 1, 
i.e. the proposal concerning the activity of 
independent workers in group practices, with 
the implication-which I well understand-that 
a member of a group practice is, as it were, 
automatically subject to control through his col
leagues, which makes it unnecessary to lay down 
further conditions for establishment. I readily 
confess to sympathy with this proposal. The 
Commission considers it quite conceivable that 
preference should be given to such a proposal. 
Our legal service has told me-and I believe 
Mr Rivierez mentioned this in his speech on 
behalf of the Parliament's Legal Affairs Com
mittee-that a decision of this kind would be 
a sort of transitional measure; in other words, 
before a final regulation has peen laid down, 
one would say in such a case: of all those who 
practise a certain profession, those who work in 
group practices can take advantage of their 
right to establishment in Europe. We should take 
any step which is in the right direction and this 
is one. 

The only reservation I would make is this. The 
aim of the guidelines was to determine what 
few simple principles should guide us in our 
future attitude towards the solution of this 
issue. Now the additional proposal made here is 
basically not so much a principle of this kind as 
a specific transitional measure which can be 
taken in this field. I would personally find it 
more appropriate for this amendment not to 
be included in the guidelines but to be passed 
along with the guidelines and at the same time 

. as a resolution of this Parliament instructing 
the Commission-as stated in the amendment
to make its proposal on this measure within a 
certain time. 

From the point of view of form I would there
fore consider it more useful for the guidelines 
not to be encumbered with this regulatory pro
posal, but for this resolution to be made inde
pendently of them but at the same time, i.e. 
today, as it is directed essentially at the Com
mission, instructing it to make proposals for 
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procedures implementing these transitional 
measures within three months. However, should 
Parliament be of the opinion that this amend
me!lt ought to be included in the guidelines, I 
would ask for this amendment to be included in 
the guidelines as an independent item and not 
annexed to the very important first principle, 
which in its very simplicity is one of the basic 
principles of this guideline. 

No doubt the rapporteur, Mr Hougardy, will 
have something to say about this. It has also 
been proposed to reiterate in No 5 that the 
advisory committee should include practitioners 
and teachers. The Commission is in complete 
agreement with this. This has always been our 
aim and it is useful to make a special point of 
repeating it. 

I am aware, Mr President, that very little time 
was allowed for preparing the debate on this 
proposal. Yet it does seem important to me to 
take a step forward within a few weeks. I am 
sure this is not the last debate on this issue, 
but I am equally certain that if the Council 
passes the guidelines on 2 May, we will have 
taken a step to set the wheels in motion, which 
is what Mr Pisoni rightly described as the first 
great necessity. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Hougardy. 

Mr Hougardy, rapporteur.- (F) I shall be very 
brief. I shall not reply to all the speakers but 
only thank them for their kind words. I might 
add that they should also be addressed to all 
the collaborators of the Committee and its 
Chairman, Mr Broeksz. I think everyone has 
fully understood the problem. I think it must 
be plainly stated that free circulation has al
ways existed in Europe. As long as one is not 
a habitual criminal, possesses a passport, and 
is not charged with any crime, one can move 
around freely in Europe and every country in 
the world. Now, in this case, what interests us 
is quite different, that is freedom of establish
ment and the freedom to render services, and 
it this particular problem we have been trying 
to solve for so many years. Freedom of circu
lation without freedom of establishment does 
not in fact mean anything at all, seeing that 
young people wish to move about more and 
more and to use their talents and qualifications 
obtained in the country of their choice. 

That is Europe, and that is what young people 
want. 

When a few moments ago Commissioner Dah
rendorf rightly deplored the lack of clarity in 

the articles of the Treaty and their limited 
scope in this matter, we could not but agree 
with him. But what Europeans and, I repeat, 
young people are hoping for most of all, is to 
be able to settle where they like. 

The Committee, meeting under the Chairman
ship of Mr Broeksz, has thus, at my instigation, 
taken the liberty of making a suggestion, of 
proposing this idea of group practice with a 
view to making things easier. For we must 
take a realistic view of the matter. All the 
professions which concern themselves with our 
every-day life--whether in questions of health, 
or social welfare, under which I include town 
planning and the building and expansion of 
cities-increasingly find themselves face to face 
with specialist problems. One man alone is no 
longer capable of resolving all the problems 
of modern society. 

It is with team spirit, in this group work, that 
major problems are solved, and those who still 
want to work alone have to consult the groups. 
Even lawyers, Mr President, in practically 
every country in Europe, set up group practices, 
and not only in their respective countries, but 
with associations in other countries of the Com
munity. 

That is why I have made this suggestion. 

The Committee on Cultural Affairs and Youth 
have adopted the amendment with which you 
are familiar. 

I would like to take advantage of the occasion 
to thank Mr Rivierez for the report which he 
prepared in record time, and to congratulate 
him in particular on the fact that the lawyers 
were able to issue statements which were free 
from legal jargon. 

For myself, Commissioner, if you think it makes 
your task easier to add this amendment to an
other point in the text, I see no objection and 
we could come to an agreement. You will how
ever agree--and I do not consider you all res
ponsible for this-that we have very little time 
to do all this work. If we had been able to meet 
and confer, the discussion we are having now 
would not have taken place. 

I trust that the Chairman of the Committee 
will agree with me, as owing to our working 
conditions I have not been informed of his 
opinion. 

This, Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, is 
what I wanted to explain. Before ending this 
very brief speech allow me to thank my col
leagues once more and to request the Commis
sioner to inform the Committee on Cultural 
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Affairs and Youth of the outcome of the meet
ing on 2 May for which we were obliged to 
make such a strenuous effort. 

I also hope that the President of the European 
Parliament will be kept informed of what hap
pens on 2 May, and that he will then be kind 
enough to inform Parliament at its next part
session, for there are, I repeat, hundreds of 
young people who are waiting to hear what 
this meeting of the Ministers of Education on 
2 May will decide. 

I hope not only that this meeting will actually 
take place and that it will be fruitful, but that 
we will be informed of the decisions taken so 
that we may take any necessary steps. Should 
the outcome be negative, we would be forced 
to put an oral question with debate to the 
Council. 

Thank you, Mr President, thank you, Commis
sioner. 
(Applause) 

President. - The general debate is closed. 

We shall now consider the draft Council reso
lution. 

I call Mr Broeksz. 

Mr Broeksz. - (NL) Mr President, I shall be 
brief. I should like to associate myself with 
Mr Hougardy's last question. I have no doubt 
Mr Dahrendorf will keep us informed on the 
results of the consultation with the Ministers 
of Education which is to take place at the 
beginning of May. You too, Mr President, and 
the entire Parliament will no doubt be kept 
informed on this important matter. As far as 
the amendment to paragraph 1 is concerned, 
I have no objections to either of Mr Dahren
dorf's ideas. However, if the original amend
ment arising from this motion for a resolution 
is accepted, the Legal Affairs Committee's pro
posal to delete the words 'ambtshalve het 
diploma erkend en' (recognition of degrees and 
diplomas and) could be put into effect at the 
same time. These words are no longer neces
sary and, moreover, if we delete them, we shall 
not run into legal difficulties. Thus we would 
meet Mr Dahrendorf's wishes and Mr Rivierez' 
request. I had already mentioned that in my 
view official recognition of diplomas seems to 
be an extremely difficult matter. We must now 
decide upon a transitional measure as quickly 
as possible and it is better to avoid difficulties. 

President. - But the difficulty is that I am the 
only person with access to the text the Com
mittee submitted to Parliament. We can only 

make decisions on the text to be found on the 
right-hand side of pages 7 and 8. However, I 
would prefer to put the motion for a resolution 
to the vote in its entirety, in view of the fact 
that the Parliament and the Commission have 
come to an agreement on the basis of which the 
latter accepts our texts as regards what was said 
about the insertion of the second section of 
paragraph 1, and on the assumption that it has 
been agreed to omit the word 'ambtshalve' 
(official), etc. If this is the case we can, on this 
basis, vote on Parliament's motion for a reso
lution. 

President. - I call Mr Scott-Hopkins. 

Mr Scott-Hopkins. - On a point of order, Mr 
President. It is, I am sure, my stupidity but I 
am not quite clear how we are proceeding. Do 
I understand that you are putting to the House 
paragraphs 1 to 9 inclusive? If this is so, para
graph 8, which is the relevant one, is to be 
accepted too. That paragraph refers to various 
amendments to the original Commission text. 
Am I to understand that we are voting on para
graphs 1 to 9 inclusive? If so-I am not object
ing-it means that the amendments included 
in the annex to the resolution are automatical.ly 
adopted as they stand. 

President. - I call Mr Broeksz. 

Mr Broeksz. - (NL) I believe this is so, Mr 
President. However, there is an exception. We 
have proposed-and I believe the entire Parlia
ment is in agreement with this-that the words 
'ambtshalve het diploma erkend en' (recogni
tion of degrees and diplomas and) should be 
deleted in the amendment to paragraph 1. These 
are the only words to be deleted on the sug
gestion of the Legal Affairs Committee. The 
Committee on Cultural Affairs and Youth is 
in complete agreement with this. If this is done, 
only the order of the amendments to the motion 
for a resolution will be altered. 

President. - Does the sentence now read satis
factorily, Mr Broeksz? Would you read out to 
us what it now says? 

Mr Broeksz.- (NL) It would now read: 'Onver
minderd het bepaalde in de voorstellen voor richt
lijnen betreffende de vrijheid van vestiging en 
behoudens de in de verschillende Lid-Staten 
van kracht zijnde bestuursrechtelijke regelingen 
of beroepsvoorschriften, wordt de vrije vesti
ging toegestaan van personen, die anders dan 
in loondienst, .. .' etc. ('Without prejudice to the 
provisions in the draft directive on freedom 
of establishment and subject to the internal 
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administrative and professional rules of the 
individual Member States, freedom of establish
ment shall be automatically given to persons, .. .' 
.etc.). 

President. - This then is an improvement of 
the text which tallies with the opinion of the 
Legal Affairs Committee and this amendment 
has I think, also been adopted by the Commis
sion. Mr Scott-Hopkins is right in thinking that 
if we adopt the resolution, including paragraph 
8, we would also be adopting the text to be 
found on the right-hand side of pages 7 and 8. 
However, following the consultation between 
the House and the Commission, the addition 
to paragraph 1 should be inserted elsewhere. 
Furthermore the words 'ambtshalve het diploma 
erkend en' ('recognition of degrees and diplomas 
and') should be omitted. 

Does Mr Scott-Hopkins wish to say anything 
else on this point? 

Mr Scott-Hopkins. - Let me make it quite 
clear, Mr President, that I am not disputing or 
arguing whether it is right or wrong. That is 
not at all the purpose of my intervention. I am 
not quite clear, however, how we are doing 
this. There is nothing in front of the House. 
There is no amendment before the House. We 
are invited either to accept or reject the text 
before us. I am not saying that I disagree with 
this, but after our recent debates and discus
sions over the years in this Parliament I 
thought that at last we had established that 
we had to have a text in front of us so that we 
could understand what we were doing. 

There is nothing in front of us other than this 
document. Either we reject paragraph 8 or we 
do not. If we do not reject it, then, as I under
stand it, the annex as it appears here is ac
cepted - unless we have an amendment accep- · 
ted by you, Mr President, and translated into 
the five other languages. 

I am not trying to be difficult, but it is too easy 
to slip around the byways, and by the time that 
has been done we do not know what we are 
doing. This is why I asked the question in the 
first place. I simply am not clear what we are 
trying to do. 

President. - I call Mr Broeksz, 

Mr Broeksz.- (NL) Mr President, in terms of 
procedure I think Mr Scott-Hopkins is correct. 
We are in a particularly difficult situation on 
this occasion. We were only able to discuss this 
matter once in the Committee. We were unable 
to obtain the Legal Affairs Committee's written 

opinion and had to approve it in its oral form. 
Strictly in terms of procedure, Mr Scott
Hopkins is right. But as chairman of the com
mittee, I have no objection to accepting the 
amendment to paragraph 1, without placing it 
elsewhere in the text, and deleting the words 
objected to by the Legal Affairs Committee. 
After all, Mr Dahrendorf has been able to take 
due note of the objections raised by the Legal 
Affairs Committee. He knows that Parliament 
supports these objections. If we accept the text 
as it stands, I am sure that Mr Dahrendorf will 
act wisely. 

President. - I call Mr Dahrendorf. 

Mr Dahrendorf, Member of the Commission of 
the European Communities.- (D) Mr President, 
I would only like to say that, as I understand 
it, your proposal is that the text should be 
accepted as it stands, but that at the same time 
the question of where this text is to be placed 
should be left open. 

Please allow me, merely for the sake of clarity, 
to add a footnote. I think there is a very serious 
mistake in the German text which reads 'nicht 
selbstandigen Tatigkeiten', whereas the French 
version has 'non salariees', i.e., 'selbstandigen'. 
The German text must be corrected at this 
point. 

For the rest, as I said before, I have understood 
that the text should be accepted as it stands, 
but placed in its proper context-a new proce
dure should be devised for this. 

President. - I call Mr Cifarelli to explain his 
voting intentions. 

Mr Cifarelli.- (I) Mr President, I wish to make 
an explanation of vote. Now that the Parlia
ment is about to vote on a text which has given 
rise to so many doubts, I intend to vote against 
it. I shall do so, because it is not a question of 
where the amendment is placed: as soon as the 
expression 'd'ufficio' ('official') is omitted from 
this text it becomes what Italians call 'hot air' 
that is to say, it will not lead to any real pro~· 
gress. Since I oppose this last-minute amend
ment, I will vote 'against the motion for a resolu
tion. 

President. - Does anyone else wish to speak? 

We shall now consider the motion for a resolu
tion tabled by the Committee on Cultural 
Affairs and Youth. 

I have no amendments or speakers listed. 
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Does anyone wish to speak? 

I put the motion for a resolution as a whole 
to the vote. 

The resolution as a whole is adopted.1 

5. Commission Memorandum on education 
in the Community 

President. - The next item is a debate on the 
report drawn up by Mr Schulz on behalf of the 
Committee on Cultural Affairs and Youth on 
the Memorandum from the Commission of the 
European Communities to the Council on edu
cation in the European Community (Doe. 52/74). 

I call Mr Klepsch, deputizing for Mr Schulz, 
rapporteur, who has asked to present the report. 

Mr Klepsch, deputy rapporteur.- (D) Mr Presi
dent, ladies and gentlemen. On behalf of the 
Committee on Cultural Affairs and Youth, I 
should like to explain briefly why we are sub
mitting this motion for a resolution on educa
tion in the Community. We consider the 
Memorandum from the Commission to the 
Council of great importance. It forms one of 
the corner-stones for the next conference of 
Ministers of Education scheduled for 2 May 
1974. We thus believe it a matter of urgency 
to state our position in the matter. But this 
requires a few preliminary comments. 

First of all, we would like to express our sin
cere thanks to the Commission for the Memo
randum. This is a document produced in a 
relatively short time, which stresses the role 
education plays in the development of European 
unification. We are equally pleased at the echo 
education and the questions occupying Commis
sioner Dahrendorf have found in this House, 
the Committees and the Council. We are aware 
that the phase of inactivity in numerous polit
ical questions-and we welcome this side effect 
-has led the Council to take initiatives in 
matters where this is currently feasible. We 
are pleased that the Commission-we congra
tulate Mr Dahrendorf in particular-has grasp
ed this opportunity and has in a short time 
submitted documents which can introduce and 
accompany these progressive measures. 

Parliament was not to be outdone, and so the 
Committee on Cultural Affairs and Youth and 
this House have endeavoured to state their 
position on the matter in very little time, as 
they did on the previous Memorandum. 

1 OJ No C 55, 13. 5. 1974. 

We had, however, expected the Council to con
sult Parliament on this important and extre
mely large question of education, at least 
voluntarily, and we regret that this was not 
done. 

But the Council submitted this Memorandum 
to Parliament simply for information. As soon 
as this was known, the Committee on Cultural 
Affairs and Youth requested authorization to 
draw up a report. We did this. Our wishes are 
in full accord with those of the Commission, 
which expressly supported our move. There 
was little time available to comment in detail 
on the extremely valuable suggestions the Com
mission included in its Memorandum. However, 
the Commission's ideas can serve as guidelines 
for improved and more thorough discussion at 
a later date. 

Perhaps I may add here that this Memorandum 
was also submitted to the Economic and Social 
Committee, but that this body was not able to 
comment on it by 2 May. I should like to state 
quite clearly that there are many links between 
education and policies in other sectors in each 
country. Similarly, in the Community, educa
tion must have links with Community policies 
in other spheres. Strands of educational interest 
and activity already exist in relation to such 
policy areas as environment, industry and social 
affairs. In the future these links can be further 
developed, for example, in the context of regional 
policies, where educational opportunities and 
infrastructures will necessarily be significant 
among the range of considerations to be taken 
into account. 

In this Memorandum, the Commission has 
selected a number of fields in which it considers 
Community action possible and useful. We 
agree that it would be unrealistic to harmonize 
or coordinate the educational systems of the 
various countries, and the Commission hence 
logically proposes in its first programme main 
fields in which pragmatic measures would be 
valuable and worthy of support. 

I should like to draw special attention to para
graph 11 of the Commission's Memorandum 
which stresses the pragmatic method. The Com
mission has already looked into three groups 
of questions in particular; firstly improving 
mobility of teaching and research staff and 
students, and solving the problem of equating 
academic qualifications, secondly, educating the 
children of migrant workers, and thirdly, creat
ing a European dimension in education. 

The Commission emphasizes that the collabora
tion of teachers and other persons responsible for 
education in the various countries is important 
for the implementation of this programme. 
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A few comments on each of these questions. As 
far as mobility in education is concerned, the 
Commission says in paragraph 26 of the Memo
randum that 'at present there is internationally 
a growing number of organized schemes for 
enabling pupils, students, teachers, young 
research workers and academic staff to visit 
other countries. Within the Community, how
ever, there are many gaps in the coverage and 
many practical and financial problems involved 
in operating the schemes successfully'. It is 
obvious that Mr Hougardy's report on general 
guidelines for the mutual recognition of quali
fications led to lengthy discussion. But even 
leaving previous discussion out of account, we 
agree with the Commission that action is 
urgently required to remove these restrictions 
on mobility in the Member States so that our 
teachers and students can. find out what is pos
sible or will soon be possible in a Europe 
moving towards unity. 

To gain accurate information on this mobility 
for students in the Community-i.e., on the 
mutual recognition of academic qualifications 
and the varying systems of admission to Uni
versity-the Commission now proposes to hold 
a hearing at the end of the year to discuss the 
problems encountered by academics, students 
and educational administrators. 

Secondly, the Commission proposes to promote 
mobility of teaching staff in primary and secon
dary education by financing pilot schemes, and 
intends to hold a conference on mobility in 
secondary education in 1975. 

Before holding a conference on cooperation in 
higher education, the Commission also intends 
to analyse the situation in this sector together 
with representatives of the higher education 
world. To encourage the exchange of experi
ence, the Commission will shortly submit to the 
Council a report and proposals to promote 
mobility of educational and youth administra
tors. This is an extensive programme, and car
rying out these measures will certainly provide 
us with a basis for further pragmatic steps to 
be taken. And I am most pleased that the Com
mission has expressed most realistic ideas to 
this House as regards the timing of the 
measures. 

To turn to the second main field, the Commis
sion has brought the education of the children 
of migrant workers to the forefront. It is cer
tainly correct to state the necessity of reinte
grating the children into the educational system 
of their original country as well as integrating 
them into the educational system of their 
country of residence. Here the Commission 
proposes that the newly introduced aids from 

the Social Fund to improve the living conditions 
of migrant workers and their families also be 
used for educational programmes. An ad hoc 
group on migrant workers and a working party 
in the framework of the consultative committee 
for the free movement of migrant workers will 
study these questions. 

I should like to add one comment on this main 
field: the term migrant worker used here is to 
be understood in the broad sense, as the Com
mission clearly states in paragraph 40 of its 
Memorandum, since Article 40 of the EEC 
Treaty provides for the abolition of any dis
crimination based on nationality between 
workers of the Member States as regards em
ployment, remuneration and other conditions of 
work and employment. One important aspect 
of this provision concerns the educational rights 
and opportunities for the family of the migrant 
worker as a whole. There are many particularly 
difficult questions involved here, for example 
the unequal opportunities for the children of 
migrant workers. But there are also many 
migrant workers from non-Member States, 
which raises the question of how unequal treat
ment can be avoided. 

We even run the risk of establishing three 
categories of migrant workers in the Com
munity. I am referring here to the last negotia
tions of the Joint EEC-Turkey Committee. For 
apart from the migrant workers I have describ
ed in the restricted sense, we have migrant 
workers from the Associated States working 
towards Community membership within a 
certain time-limit, who should have the same 
rights as workers from Member States. Then 
we have the migrant workers from non-Member 
States. The question we have to face is how 
to avoid too great social and structural dif
ferences in treatment. This is why I think it 
most important for the Commission to check 
these questions carefully. 

In the third place, the Commission has expres
sed an opinion on creating a European dimen
sion in education. It has stressed measures to 
encourage the learning of foreign languages, as 
the inability to understand certain languages 
hampers both professional and cultural mobility 
within the Community. We have debated this 
question in this House and in the Committee 
of this House so often that I will not go into 
it any further. But it is quite certain that the 
solution of many problems will depend on 
encouraging the study of foreign languages, 
second and third languages within the Com
munity, as far as possible. The Commission has 
made a whole series of proposals on the matter. 
It has also pointed out that European studies, 
i.e. the study of Europe in the broadest sense, 
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must be integrated into curricula. The Com
mittee on Cultural Affairs and Youth consider
ed more energetic measures to develop a com
mon European historical awareness particularly 
important. 

The Commission has also undertaken to pro
mote collaboration between higher education 
institutions and to support the extension of the 
idea of European Schools, which we have had 
for almost 25 years. The Committee points out 
on this issue that it wishes to see measures 
included such as the efforts made by the Euro
pean University Institute in Florence, which it 
is hoped will open in the autumn of this year, 
and the College of Europe in Bruges. 

We are particularly grateful for the experience 
gathered by the European Schools at various 
places, and hope that this will be included in 
the study as far as possible. We naturally 
regard the learning of other foreign languages 
with some reserve, as discussion in our Com
mittee revealed. It is quite possible that a 7th, 
8th or 9th language will be added in the en
larged Community. The European Community 
will then progress, as the Press has humorously 
noted on a few occasions, to an industrial zone 
for languages. Perhaps I may be allowed to 
broach the question-without giving a definitive 
answer, but just to have raised it-whether 
we should not seek a different solution for the 
future, since association will definitely bring 
us two or three more languages. I just wanted 
to make this comment as the result of discus
sion in the Committee which is not reflected 
in the written report. 

I should now like to comment on the Working 
Party of Senior Officials established by the 
Ministers of Education, referred to in paragraph 
17 of the Commission's Memorandum, and on 
the report it has drawn up to be reviewed by 
the Council in the near future. 

The Commission's Memorandum takes account 
of the recommendations contained in this 
report. But perhaps we may put the question 
to the Commission-this also arises from our 
discussions in the Committee-as to what pro
gress has been made with regard to the setting
up of a European development centre for edu
cation as proposed by Mr Guichard. The Com
mittee considers it important that this question 
be included and that it be given the attention 
it deserves in both the Council's and Commis
sion's deliberations. As you know, the Ministers 
of Education stated the necessity of achieving 
European collaboration in educational matters 
at their last conference on 16 November 1971. 
The French delegation then advanced proposals 
for such collaboration and ways of achieving it. 

These were intended to close the existing gap 
between collaboration in education and that in 
economic and social affairs. I should like to 
congratulate the Commission for not only in
cluding the most important proposals in its 
Memorandum, but also stressing them in its 
draft decision to be submitted to the Council 
of Ministers of Education. We are, therefore, 
gratified that the Commission has added a 
draft decision on the setting up of a European 
Committee for Educational Cooperation. 

On behalf of the Committee, I should like to 
submit a few amendments to this draft decision. 
We have already discussed them with the Com
mission, and I believe there was complete agree
ment on the proposed amendment to Article ~-

President. - I would remind you, Mr Klepsch, 
that your speaking time is limited to 15 minutes. 

Mr Klepsch. - (D) I have already finished, Mr 
President. We have thus decided, with the Com
mission's agreement, to propose the amendment 
to Article 9. 

As far as Articles 3 and 9 are concerned, the 
Committee considers the involvement of the 
European Parliament essential. We have thus 
included this in the draft decision. 

Finally: we could not agree with the Commis
sion's ideas on tactical and technical considera
tions, and must insist on Parliament maintain
ing the position it deserves in further devel
opments. 

As far as Article 4 is concerned, I think we 
have reached agreement in so far as we have 
agreed to the Commission's proposal on the 
number of members, although we considered 
it rather high; we allowed ourselves to be per
suaded. However, we attach great importance 
to the inclusion of two experienced repre
sentatives to be appointed by the Governing 
Council of the European Schools. 

I am quite sure there are many valuable points 
which I have not been able to mention, but in 
my opinion, this is a most important paper, and 
I should like to make my own task easier and 
go over immediately to Mr Laban's amendment. 

I am most willing to accept this amendment. I 
shall vote for it-and I say that in my capacity 
as rapporteur-and consider it a valuable addi
tion to the whole. 

Mr President, allow me to say in this regard; 
we have already made progress. We congratu
late the Commission and especially Mr Dahren
dorf on the speed with which they have drawn 
up the plans that are workable today, and we 
ask them to continue on these lines. 
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I hope that Parliament will adopt this Memo
randum, like the Committee on Cultural Affairs 
and Youth, which approved it unanimously. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Petersen to speak on 
behalf of the Liberal and Allies Group. 

Mr Helveg Petersen. - (DK) Mr President, I 
should like to begin by expressing the Liberal 
Group's appreciation of the document submitted 
by the Commission. We now have a really good 
basis for a continuous debate between Parlia
ment and the Commission. 

I would say that the proposal to set up, on a 
European basis, a committee for cooperation 
between the educational systems seems to be 
a reasonable one. It is important to be able to 
assemble information about what is going on in 
the different countries and thus create a basis 
for a continuous debate on questions of interest 
to the European Community. This committee 
is to advise the Commission with regard to the 
progress of cooperation in the whole field. 

There is one comment which I think is sound 
and which Parliament has added as a sugges
tion, that the committee should also advise 
Parliament. It is so important for Parliament 
to be involved in the discussions that the idea 
seems to be a good one. 

In many quarters, especially among educa
tionalists, there is some uncertainly about the 
part played by the Community. Some people 
immediately take fright when the subject of 
the harmonization and standardization of the 
educational systems is brought up. There are 
others who say 'Yes, but we have the Council 
of Europe, the OECD, the UNESCO and other 
international organizations which deal with 
matters of common interest, assemble data and 
give advice. Is it necessary to set up a new 
body?' I think it is. I think that we in the 
Community will have to concern ourselves more 
with educational problems, including problems 
which the Treaty of Rome does not authorize 
us to examine. 

If we cooperate in the wide and difficult fields 
of economics the problems of cooperation are 
bound to extend into the cultural field. Even 
though we can say that formally this is not one 
of the fields of cooperation, in practice we shall 
be faced with so many repercussions in the 
educational and cultural field that cooperation 
will be essential. 

Without going into the many details in the 
document, I would add that in my view there 
are some things which deserve particular atten-

tion now we are ordering the scope of coopera
tion, for example point 13 which refers to the 
connection between the educational systems and 
other sectors of society-the social spheres, the 
environment, industry, etc. These matters open 
up perspectives which we shall be returning to 
time and again. 

I am convinced of the need for closer coopera
tion between the educational systems and their 
surroundings. Whatever feature of social devel
opment we consider, we find it creates some 
kind of difficulty or problem in the schools. To 
take the primary school, it is clear that the 
effects of housing conditions, the break-up of 
homes, structural changes in society, environ
mental problems, conditions at work and mass 
media are all reflected in the schools and help 
to decide what goes on there. 

To judge from the studies available, for exam
ple, those from the USA, we see that the envi
ronment has a vast influence on the results 
achieved in educational establishments. 

The information available shows that 800fo of 
the educational results can be attributed to 
what goes on in the pupils' surroundings (the 
influence of the environment), not to what goes 
on in the school itself. This shows the surround
ing society must be involved in the educational 
system to a far greater extent than before. 
Perhaps we shall just have to accept the fact 
that we must draw our experience primarily 
from our surroundings and not from the old
fashioned, academic approach of our school 
text-books, because conditions have now chan
ged, not least as a result of the mass media. 
Without going into the many other topics, I 
would point out that these media, at least, are 
based on an entirely different set of assump
tions. 

One of our great tasks will be to promote in 
our countries, in the Community the interaction 
or interplay between theory and practice, and 
our main argument must be that in this way 
we are promoting motivation. It is not only a 
question of serving commercial interests, pro
duction and industrial life, industrial growth, 
etc., but primarily of putting a more meaningful 
content into the educational systems. In other 
words we must make an all-out effort to abolish 
the glaring differences between the educational 
systems on the one hand and the surrounding 
society, all social institutions and all commercial 
sectors, on the other. 

We are confronted with a long series of prob
lems reflected in this document and which it 
is now our task to study with each others help. 
It is the duty of politicians in our national 
parliaments and the European Parliament to 

.. 
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take a more active part in the discussions and 
to talk not only about structures, administration 
and economics, but about the aim of our educa
tional systems, from the primary school to the 
university. 

We must therefore have a comprehensive dis
cussion about the many points that have been 
mentioned and outlined by Mr Klepsch in his 
presentation of the Memorandum. I shall not 
repeat these points, but there was a long series 
of very urgent problems we shall all be faced 
with, together with a number of other problems. 
It is quite obvious to me that there is a great 
advantage in broad cooperation based on the 
voluntary principle and the individual coun
tries' freedom to design their educational 
systems in the manner best suited to their own 
traditions and needs. Here we must stress ex
change of experience and ideas and possibly 
joint action wherever appropriate. 

On behalf of the Liberal Group, I thank the 
Commission for its Memorandum and express 
the wish that in the future we may have many 
fruitful and necessary discussions on the prob
lems raised and whatever further problems 
ensue. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Pisoni to speak on behalf 
of the Christian-Democratic Group. 

Mr Pisoni. - (I) Mr President, may I take this 
opportunity of thanking Mr Klepsch for his 
extremely detailed report. This is a subject on 
which we could talk for hours, but the docu
ment submitted to us this evening limits itself 
to one particular aspect-albeit an extremely 
important one. I am already in a position to 
announce that the Christian-Democratic Group 
will support this motion for a resolution and 
will vote in favour of it. 

When we speak of schools, we are speaking of 
the greatest instrument for human training and 
hence for building Europe, but above all we 
are also speaking of the capability to mould 
Man in his complete personality-as human 
being and as professional man. I must express 
my thanks to the Commission for the report 
presented to us, which is very clear and well
arranged. It approaches the subject of schools 
in precise and clear-cut terms and on a generous 
scale. We should be glad if, even in this difficult 
field, it were possible to put into practice if 
not all of what is presented in the report, at 
least a part of what it includes. We could then 
be certain of having taken a great step forward. 

It is not the aim of the Commission-nor is it 
ours-to achieve identity between the educa-

tional systems or the various types of schools. 
Identity means elimination of differences, 
whereas what we wish to achieve is a substantial 
measure of unity-which differs from identity 
in that it constitutes an enrichment of the 
differences. This is the aspect from which this 
topic must be tackled, a topic which involves an 
historical and traditional context and systems 
which, although different, are all basically con
cerned with human beings in their variety and 
multiplicity, with people each of whom has 
grown up in his own environment and has his 
own history. In this context, I should like to 
criticize one point in the terminology of the 
Italian text which may be due to the transla
tion. Throughout the text, the word 'istruzione' 
is used. This expression is restrictive and refers 
to science or knowledge, whereas 'educazione' 
has a wider significance covering culture, judge
ment and broadening of the mind. However, as 
I have said, this may be the result of transla
tion into Italian, and it is not necessarily what 
the document is intended to mean, although I 
personally would prefer the word 'educazione' 
with its broader significance. 

What we are aiming for is a substantial degree 
of unity which must promote the social mobility 
which is at present hindered by the lack of even 
the bare minimum of coordination. We are think
ing in particular of the migrant workers and 
are fully aware of the difficulties faced by them 
at every step: young people arriving in one 
country from another and unable to find a school 
to attend; young people obliged to attend a 
school in a foreign country with no knowledge 
of the foreign language and only an insufficient 
knowledge of their native language. It is in this 
sector that the gaps are most evident, and that 
it can be most clearly seen how languages are 
a barrier which must be overcome. 

We should like-and we know that this is the 
Commission's intention-the Social Fund to 
intervene on a massive scale. There is no lack 
of ideas; studies already carried out in this field 
point towards schools in which the subjects 
would be taught half in the language of the host 
country and half in the language of the country 
of origin. This may not be possible in small 
countries, but it is possible wherever there are 
large numbers of migrants and school complexes 
of sufficient size. This would make it possible to 
teach the language and culture of the host 
country without impoverishing the culture and 
traditions of the migrants-in other words, 
without 'uprooting' them. This would perhaps 
give Community education the chance to flourish 
without those affected raising obstacles of a 
legal or institutional nature. 

In this context, the training of teachers is a 
chapter in itself. If we are to raise and har-
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monize the level of school education, we need 
teachers trained for this purpose. But we must 
not close our eyes to the fact that it is extremely 
difficult for teachers to keep themselves up to 
date continually on educational and teaching 
methods and at the same time to be in a position 
to give of their best. If, however, we manage to 
achieve freedom of movement for teachers 
within the Community, this will contribute 
towards their cultural enrichment through an 
'updating' of their teaching and educational 
experience, as well as towards an enrichment of 
the schools themselves, since the teachers, by 
their very function, are the multipliers of know
ledge. 

We should like to see an intensification of, and 
a new spirit in, the teaching of sciences and 
subjects related to European unity, so as to over
come nationalistic conceptions and distortions of 
the truth so often fostered by wars and historical 
confrontations. If we can intensify such teaching, 
we shall probably be speeding up progress 
towards the European citizen. In this context, 
the question of language cannot be avoided. The 
rapporteur was rather timid in raising the idea 
of a European language, but my opinion is that 
it is absolutely essential. Someone has suggested 
that we return to Latin, which, however is a 
dead language; Esperanto is one possibility, or 
else we can select some other language alto
gether. It is, however, important that this prob
lem should be tackled in terms which are neither 
mythical, distant nor Utopian. It is clear that 
we must choose a language other than those 
spoken by the Member Sates, since otherwise 
some countries would have to make major con
cessions, while others were in a privileged posi
tion. 

In this context, it is impossible not to refer to 
further education-and this is the task entrusted 
to the appropriate committee. We run the risk of 
straying into a process of 'descholarization' 
which is increasingly affecting the entire Com
munity as an educational factor, and which will 
cause each one of us to be out of date within a 
very short space of time, as regards either our 
store of knowledge or our methods of tackling 
questions. Further education presupposes an 
infrastructure to which the citizen can turn at 
any time in his continuous need for culture and 
education. The citizen must be brought back into 
a cycle which is not merely scholastic, but edu
cative; the idea of the school as the sole source 
of culture must be overcome, so that it can be 
seen to be one of the factors in education, but 
not the only one. 

This question is related to what we proposed 
in the Committee on Social Affairs and Employ
ment. We note the high degree of unemployment 

among brain workers, as well as an unsatisfied 
demand in certain sectors. A constant process of 
professional retraining is required. We must plan 
our scholastic programmes seriously in order to 
be able to absorb the 'product' as soon as it 
leaves school. For the time being, the proposal 
restricts itself basically to two aspects: the pro
motion of studies and the setting-up of a per
manent committee for the coordination of educa
tion in Europe. We consider this to be extremely 
important, not least because this committee will 
permit comparison of the various systems and 
will act as a point of reference and a stimulus. 
In this respect, we should be grateful if the 
Commission and the Council were to fix some 
deadlines for the measures to be implemented. It 
would perhaps not cause any harm to have some 
specific dates. Although the Treaty of Rome lays 
down the principle of freedom of movement
and hence the right of young people to attend 
schools in the country in which they reside--the 
migrant workers, after so many years, still see 
their children being turned away from the 
schools of the country in which they are 
working, or else attending them only irregularly, 
because of the difficulties involved in being 
admitted to the same type of school or in 
continuing those studies for which the student 
might have shown an aptitude before he left his 
own country. 

This is why, with these recommendations and 
these exhortations, we shall vote in favour of 
the motion for a resolution. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Laban to speak on behalf 
of the Socialist Group. 

Mr Laban. - (NL) Mr President, it is good that 
we have an opportunity today of discussing 
questions of education and training in greater 
detail than on other occasions, since these ques
tions are not only of great importance for the 
individual, but inasmuch as they form part of 
the general responsibility of governments they 
are of particular significance for society and the 
place of the individual in it. This is equally true 
on national and Community level. On various 
occasions, particularly in the final declarations 
issued following the summit conferences of 1969 
and 1972, emphasis has been laid on the impor
tant role which education and training can play 
in the building of a united Europe. Unfortun
ately, as far as cooperation in the field of 
education is concerned, little beyond fine words 
has yet been achieved. The Council of Ministers 
of Education meets only rarely, no decision has 
yet been taken concerning mutual recognition of 
diplomas, and, as far as I know, there have been 
no developments in Community action in the 
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field of education since 1958. Meanwhile educa
tional systems within the Member States are 
undergoing many changes, often of a funda
mental nature, in terms of structure and content, 
without any consultation, and even without a 
common basic philosophy of educational reform. 
In view of the fact that a common approach to 
problems of education and youth is completely 
lacking, it is a good thing that a member of the 
Commission was especially appointed for educa
tion and technology, and was given kis own 
staff. In the short time since Mr Dahrendorf 
began this task, he has formulated a personal 
working programme, Professor Janne's report on 
a Community educational policy, and a docu
ment on scientific policy and technology have 
appeared, and the efforts to achieve mutual 
recognition of diplomas have received fresh 
impetus. Finally we have the document on co
operation in the field of education, which is now 
under discussion. I should like to compliment 
Mr Dahrendorf and his assistants on the work 
they have done in such a comparatively short 
time. It provides a basis for more institu
tionalized and concrete cooperation on EEC 
level. This is urgently needed. It is, however, 
unfortunate that Parliament has had to respond 
to the present document so quickly. It would 
certainly be worthwhile to consider it in greater 
detail. For that reason I should particularly like 
to congratulate the rapporteur on this report, 
which he produced so rapidly. We in the Euro
pean Parliament and the national parliaments 
will follow the decisions made in the Council 
of Ministers of Education with a critical eye. 

The proposals are limited in their scope and 
they are rightly modest. They are realistic in 
that they do not aim at total uniformity or even 
harmonization of the educational systems in the 
Member States, particularly at the primary and 
secondary levels. 

In the field of further education, however, which 
is not yet governed by legislation to any great 
extent, some harmonization does seem possible. 
The other sectors are often regulated by very 
detailed legislation. The same applies to the 
types of administrative body, structures and 
content. These are based on the traditions, 
history and culture of the peoples in question. 
Provision will have to be made for a variety 
of forms within the European Communities, and 
not only in the field of education. 

However, this does not mean that certain com
mon points of departure cannot be found in the 
educational reforms which are taking place in 
all parts of the Community. I shall return to 
this point shortly. 

As regards the proposals, my Group is in agree
ment with the creation of a European corn-

mittee for educational cooperation, subject to 
the amendments proposed by the rapporteur 
being incorporated, to which I can hardly ima
gine Mr Dahrendorf raising any objections. This 
European committee could be of great service as 
an advisory body and a vehicle for exchange of 
information on questions of education. 

In practice Parliament's contribution will be 
made largely through the Committee on Cultural 
Affairs and Youth. Like Mr Dahrendorf, we 
would welcome the setting up of a special Parlia
mentary Committee for educational affairs, com
posed in such a way as to permit fruitful con
sultation on modern educational problems. 

I should now like to speak on the draft Council 
decision. 

In the preamble to this draft decision there is 
no mention of any common points of departure 
which could form the basis of educational reform 
in the Community. My Group attaches great 
importance to this. After all, in most Member 
States, education is in fact still based on a 
situation in which a limited number of children 
from a higher social class can receive higher 
education. Scientific and technological develop
ment and the rise of industrialization produced 
a great need for highly skilled workers at all 
levels. All the available talent had to be 
developed so that the machinery of production 
could be extended. Therefore all kinds of facil
ities were provided, but at the same time a 
particularly strict standard of selection was 
introduced. The 'manpower approach' indeed 
largely eliminated social inequality based on 
background and wealth, but it replaced it with 
a new kind of inequality, based on knowledge 
and accomplishment. In the vast majority of 
educational systems most stress is laid upon the 
development of skills. Anyone failing to make 
the grade is left behind and remains in the 
lower education sphere. Environmental handi
caps and latent gifts are not taken into account. 
Again it is children from the lower social classes 
who do not make the grade. Girls, too, are still 
leaving school too early. Educational experts 
and politicians in fact agree that the social effect 
of the present educational system is too conser
vative. It maintains-even in EEC countries
a number of forms of social inequality. Differ
ences in income, knowledge and influence on 
decision-making are too great. Mr President, my 
Group finds this unacceptable. In our complex 
society decisions must be made by comparatively 
small groups of people. These decisions are of 
enormous importance for the future and this 
future belongs to everybody. 

Therefore as many people as possible should 
be involved in making these decisions. Therefore 
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in a democratic European Community, educa
tion should aim at creating the best possible 
opportunities for developing the talents, appa
rent or latent, of every human being. Therefore, 
too, we should strive above all to eliminate 
handicaps due to environment, which prevent 
children, particularly those of working class 
background, from developing their talents. All 
our children will need a more integrated 
development; alongside the development of 
intellectual and technical skills more attention 
should be paid to musical expression. If we want 
to achieve a greater degree of participation in 
the shaping of our society, education must pro
duce articulate and critical people, conscious of 
their own identity, and prepared and in a posi
tion to bear social responsibility. This ultimately 
has consequences for the objectives and struc
ture of education. Political decisions are neces
sary if we are to achieve this. Therefore a poli
tical body such as this Parliament must define 
its standpoint with regard to educational policy. 
Of course, it does not need to do this in great 
detail. I have tried in my amendment to sum
marize what we must take into account when 
considering educational reform. I thank the rap
porteur for his willingness to support this 
amendment. 

My Group approves the priorities chosen for 
Community action although it would like some 
more details on a number of points-firstly on 
the question of developing a documentation and 
information system. Such a system could indeed 
satisfy a need. The Commissioner first wants to 
set up an inquiry into the sources already avail
able in the Member States, and into future 
needs. I should like to draw his attention, as far 
as this is necessary, to the fact that the OECD 
already has a computerized documentation 
system for education. If a separate system for 
the EEC should be necessary, we feel that this 
should be linked with the OECD system. I hope 
that the Commissioner will react favourably to 
this suggestion. 

Increased mobility of teachers, scientific staff 
and students within the Communities will take a 
long time to achieve. In order to overcome these 
problems, it would be sensible to study the 
question more closely. In the experiments we 
should like to give precedence to teachers in 
primary education. We think that subsidizing 
these experimental programmes is a useful start. 
The future should show whether we are on the 
right road. In this connection, I would like to 
ask the Commission in what way the experience 
of the teachers in the European Schools can be 
used to better effect in their own countries. 
Many teachers must now return to their own 
countries after a few years and be integrated 

into the normal educational system. In this way 
the European Schools lose their most experienced 
members of staff, and the teachers can hardly 
make any use of their European experience in 
their own countries. Further objections may be 
raised concerning the way in which the Euro
pean Schools are run, such as the lack of con
sultations with parents and teachers. However, 
the Parliamentary Committee will return to this 
point after an inquiry which is being conducted 
has reached a more advanced stage. It will 
certainly do so if a concrete proposal to increase 
the number of European Schools is made. In our 
view, these new schools should preferably be 
set up in areas with large numbers of migrant 
workers' children, and should preferably be 
under the administration of the European Com
mission. 

This brings me to the next point of Community 
action. A good point. Everyone involved in 
education knows how bad the provisions are for 
the education of migrant workers' children in 
the Member States in question. 

This concerns a million children between the 
ages of 4 and 18, a decisive period for their 
future development. A heavy responsibility rests 
with the Member States who recruit their 
fathers to do their dirty work for them and to 
promote economic growth, and impose the same 
taxes on them as on their own citizens. 

The proposal, however, is very modest. The 
European Treaties, the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights and Directive No 1612/68 are 
expressly against any form of discrimination. 
The directive in particular unambiguously pres
cribes equal treatment for children of migrant 
workers in the field of education. This directive 
must be applied fully in all Member States. The 
Commission and Parliament must make all pos
sible efforts to ensure that this objective is 
achieved. Experimental programmes, including 
language courses subsidized by the European 
Social Fund, are useful, but do not solve the 
problem. The Member States must fulfil their 
duties themselves. 

It is essential that the education provided should 
take both the relevant cultures into account. 
Proper integration into the educational system 
of the host country must be ensured and migrant 
workers' children must be fully eligible for 
national educational grants. 

The ad hoc group formed to consider these prob
lems in the context of the Social Action pro
gramme, or a Working Party to be set up within 
the advisory committee for freedom of establish
ment for employees, do not appear to us to be 
the appropriate bodies. The analysis contained 
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in this document shows how crucial this problem 
is. Mr Dahrendorf must come to grips with this 
matter himself with the assistance of his col
leagues. 

These educational problems demand specialized 
knowledge, and therefore responsibility rests 
first and foremost with the Commissioner for 
Education and his colleagues. 

Mr President, as a final point, a few words on 
the promotion of the European dimension in 
education. This is another difficult and crucial 
problem. 

In spite of all the information which has been 
distributed from Brussels throughout the Nine, 
we can observe that interest in Europe is dwind
ling. And how can it be otherwise, now that in 
this difficult period the ever present nationalistic 
undercurrents are rising more strongly than ever 
to the surface? There are few signs of genuine 
solidarity, of a wish to go further together along 
the road to a happy and prosperous Europe. This 
being so how can we hope to make people, and 
particularly young people, warm to the idea of 
a European Federation? 

It is a case of 'Do as I say, not as I do'. But that 
won't wash. In this field too, we must ensure that 
young people are better prepared and motivated 
to build a democratic and socially just Europe, 
since, as far as Europe is concerned, there is no 
turning back. 

It is a good thing that all citizens should be 
given the opportunity of learning one or more 
foreign languages. We realize, of course, that 
studies and documentation are necessary before 
any directive can be drawn up. 

We welcome support for initiatives aimed at 
including European problems in curricula. 

The plan to subsidize experimental programmes 
drawn up by groups of teachers does not appear 
to us to be the appropriate road to take. Develop
ment of programmes demands specific know
ledge, which groups of teachers do not always 
have. The appropriate bodies for such tasks are 
institutes for curriculum development. These 
institutes could work in collaboration with the 
European institutes associated with many Uni
versities. 

Experiments of this type require expert scientific 
guidance; their results must be assessed and 
made accessible to others. Groups of teachers 
would also be incapable of providing this follow
up. 

I should like to ask the Member of the Com
mission to bear my remarks in mind during the 
consultation with the Council. 

I should like to reiterate the rapporteur's ques
tion on the situation as regards an institute for 
educational development, the Guichard Institute. 

We have read nothing about this, and I should 
like to know what the Commission's attitude to 
this plan is. Mr President, subject to the critical 
comments I have made, and in anticipation of a 
satisfactory answer to the questions I have 
asked, my Group is in agreement with the Com
mission's proposals. 

I believe that Parliament and the Commission 
are convinced of the great importance of the 
education policy for the future of Europe. 

We live in an age of rapid change. This has 
consequences for education. As I have said, 
education must lose its conservative and static 
character. It is not sufficient to adapt education 
to the social needs of today. It should, by 
ensuring a more harmonious development of the 
students, help shape the society of tomorrow. 

Furthermore, it is a matter of social justice that 
all children should be able to develop their 
talents. This is also a stern necessity, for no 
country, not even a United Europe, can allow 
itself to squander its childrens' gifts. The educa
tion which we give our children, whatever form 
it may take, is in the interest of everyone. The 
development of a feeling of social responsibility, 
and the duty of solidarity with the weak, in 
which education can play a role, can only 
strengthen the respect for humanity and basic 
rights such as freedom and democracy, which 
are written on the banner of Europe. My Group 
will spare no effort to achieve this. 
(Applause) 

IN THE CHAIR: MR BEHRENDT 

Vice-President 

President. - I call Mr John Hill to speak on 
behalf of the European Conservative Group. 

Mr John Hill. - It is a pleasure to follow Mr 
Laban, who has brought to our debate an 
expertise that leaves no doubt about his profes
sional qualifications. I have the privilege of 
working with him and enjoying the benefit of 
his experience. Like him, my group in consider
ing this very important document has felt very 
rushed. We congratulate Mr Klepsch on being 
the second instant rapporteur on this document. 

I certainly wish, as I suppose most people do, 
that the meeting of educational ministers had 
been fixed for 2 June rather than 2 May. 
However, we· are pleased that the Commission 
has brought together the various educational 
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implications of the Treaty of Rome and put them 
into a programme for study and selective action. 

One important point which we greatly welcome 
is the Commission's acceptance of the belief that 
there can be no question of attempting to har
monize European national educational systems 
as a whole. The objections to any policy aiming 
towards uniformity would be both practically 
and politically insuperable. Consider the dif
ferences between just three Member States
France, with a highly centralized system 
under a government minister; Germany, with 
her educational system almost completely 
devolved to separate Lander, each auto
nomous in educational matters; and my own 
country, the United Kingdom, with a part
nership between central government with a 
minister but with no schools and no say in cur
riculum matters, and over 100 separate and 
separately elected local education authorities. 

We believe that there is a positive advantage 
in the differences, in that they represent some 
of that diversity which is a measure of the 
variety and richness of European culture. None 
the less, all our countries are confronted by 
many urgent and common educational prob
lems-for example, the speed of educational 
change, the educational problems of displaced, 
migrant or deprived families, the common 
problems of implementing, in each country, the 
general aims of the Treaty of Rome and the 
ever-present pressure of potential demand 
exceeding prospective resources. Thus, we 
acknowledge that much is to be gained by a 
policy of sustained and strategic cooperation in 
education between the Member States, and we 
support in principle the main recommendation 
of the Commission's paper on the establishment 
of permanent machinery for that purpose. 

For the rest, there are many suggestions which 
are most valuable in the report. I congratulate 
Mr Dahrendorf not only for all that he has 
done in his term of office in this field but for 
selecting three important areas where practical 
progress is not only needed but has a fair 
chance of being achieved. The question of mobil
ity in education-the whole subject of the qua
lification of teachers to facilitate their inter
change between institutions and countries and 
the mutual recognition of academic qualifica
tions-will be examined in a further hearing 
on academic qualifications. 

I am wondering in this connection whether 
anything can usefully be gained from the 
example and perhaps the evidence of the United 
Kingdom's National Council on Academic 
Awards, which, since it was set up 10 years ago, 
has proved to be a very valuable means of 

monitoring the courses, levels and standards 
reached in many separate institutions, notably 
the 30 or so polytechnics which are under the 
local education authorities to which I have 
referred. 

Then there arises the question of the inter
change of students, whether at the further edu
cation level or at university level or at the post
graduate stage. Clearly we wish to provide as 
much flexibility as possible, but, as I said ear
lier this afternoon, there arises at once the 
spectre of the numerus clausus. As to school 
children, as far as I can judge, there must be fair 
exchange in the form of travelling groups 
resulting in useful experiences. Once again, the 
programme provides for a conference in 1975 on 
mobility in secondary education. 

Again, it must be right to have a continuing 
study of training techniques in education. I 
hope that the results of my own country's Open 
University will be available to assist the Com
mission. 

The second important sphere about which Mr 
Laban has spoken so eloquently is the educa
tion of the children of migrant workers. I won
der how many of the 6 million migrant workers 
with over 1 million children aged between 4 
and 18 as mentioned in paragraph 9 are migrants 
from one Member State to another, that is, 
within the Community, and how many come 
from third countries outside the Community. 
Again, I wonder what estimate it may be pos
sible to make of the numbers of those who 
intend definite settlement in the country of 
their choice as compared with those who are 
temporary residents for a particular period of 
employment. Obviously the educational needs of 
such children and families will differ. It is 
desirable to have an estimate from some com
mittee, even if it is not the Education Committee. 
Such a question will doubtless be dealt with 
in the Social Action Programme. 

Common to all, however, will be the language 
difficulty and common to many may be the 
handicap of educational deprivation. In my 
country this is most pronounced among the 
children of migrant workers. Experience has 
shown that it is even more difficult to combat 
than what might be called home-generated 
deprivation. 

At this point, therefore, may I make a reference 
to Mr Laban's amendment and state that my 
group support it? 

The third broad field that I should like to men
tion is the fostering of a European dimension 
in education. I believe this is indispensable in 
stimulating further progress towards European 
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unity. But I suggest that we want a unity of 
theme rather than a uniformity of practice or 
institutions. Mr Pisoni mentioned the rewriting 
of history. I believe that it is a matter rather 
of adding an extra and perhaps loftier view
point so that national aspirations and achieve
ments may be seen and perhaps revalued in 
the ultimate perspective of time as staging posts 
towards the final goal. 

We approve support for European studies in the 
universities and the proposals for a pool of fel
lowships. I hope that the United Kingdom's 
creation of over 100 post-graduate scholarships 
to British institutions will be of value in spread
ing the study of Europe. Above all, we would 
welcome the giving of priority to the study and 
development of language teaching. Familiarity 
with other languages in addition to one's mother 
tongue must, I believe, be most likely to lead 
a person to think, feel and act in terms of 
Europe-indeed, as a European. 

No students and few teachers now have personal 
experience of the appalling horror and cost 
of a Europe divided and fighting within itself. 
Yet that experience in the Second World War 
was for many of us the most compelling motive 
for supporting the creation and development of 
the European Community. Any Community 
education policy will fail, in my judgment, 
unless the young are persuaded that the ideal 
of a Europe gradually drawing together by 
consent and in freedom is both worth living 
and striving for. 

I return to the motion for a resolution and 
the Commission's main proposal. Of course, as 
Mr Petersen said, there is always objection to 
one more committee being set up when, as it is 
alleged, so many others are already operating 
in this field. How is the expense to be justified? 
We believe the committee has a valuable role 
to play. Its main function is to collect and col
late the mass of information on education 
available from Member States and from the 
other European international organizations 
which have long been working in this field, 
notably the Council of Europe, the Council for 
Cultural Cooperation and the OECD, and it 
would be a grave waste ~nd a mistake if the 
expertise and knowledge already available were 
not used and put at the disposal of the com
mittee and, through the committee, of ourselves. 

Secondly, we believe that the committee is 
important precisely because national systems 
will remain mainly national, so that there will 
be only a limited agenda for education ministers 
meeting as a Council of Ministers. This com
mittee could provide a degree of continuity and 
assist the Commission to identify common 

education problems and clarify them towards 
the point of decision. 

We believe, too, that the indirect entry via the 
Commission to the deciding body, the Council, 
should give this committee a sharper edge. 
Above all, we believe that, as Mr Petersen 
mentioned, a failure to promote educational 
decisions may impede the development of Com
munity policies in other fields. 

Mr Klepsch has already referred to many topics 
awaiting examination by the committee if it is 
established. We hope the Commission will look 
favourably upon the suggested amendments in 
our own resolution, first to bring the European 
Parliament closer to the committee, and secondly 
to add to the committee some representation of 
the European schools, which the Commission 
itself hopes to extend. I say nothing more about 
that at the moment because a study group is 
to examine it. 

Finally, it is clear that we have to leave many 
aspects of this document till a later occasion. 
For example, we are aware of the budgetary 
implications and the need to secure value for 
resources expended, human as well as monetary. 
But if the resolution is passed and the com
mittee comes into being, we hope that it will 
justify its existence inter alia by enabling this 
Parliament as well as the Ministers to debate 
educational policy in future with greater 
timeliness, relevance and effect. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Cifarelli. 

Mr Cifarelli. - (I) Mr President, in a personal 
capacity-and hence within the short time 
allowed by the rules-! should like to emphasize 
one point in this motion for a resolution which I 
feel is of extreme importance. 

I share the appreciation of the colleagues who 
spoke before me for the notable contribu
tion made by the Commission with this 
Memorandum. I should, however, particularly 
like to draw attention to paragraph 5 in the 
motion for a resolution, which recommends to 
the Commission that it should include the promo
tion of a common awareness of the European 
cultural heritage. 

We certainly do not have time today to discuss 
such a wide topic in detail-a topic which is of 
great importance for our culture, I might even 
say of great ethical and -politicai importance. I 
should nevertheless like to stress that, in con
sidering this subject, I feel we must not take 
too restricted a view of the problems involved. 
It is obviously not simply a question of amend-



50 Debates of the European Par)iament 

Cifarelli 

ing the history textbooks in schools. In a free 
Europe such as ours, we must not .imitate the 
Soviet encyclopaedia in which opinions and 
texts change according to who is currently in 
control. I feel that a common responsibility 
should be different from that, for instance, of 
the allied authorities in Italy who, as soon as the 
fascists had been overthrown and the country 
occupied, started revising films and textbooks. 
What is involved is something more serious: it 
is a question of noting that in a country like 
mine, we may still have legal difficulties con
cerning the Eastern frontier, but nobody would 
nowadays think of orgamzmg chauvinistic 
demonstrations because of this. Again, between 
France and Germany, I think the traditional 
expression 'boche', with all its connotations 
deriving from the past and from the tragic 
history of the peoples on both banks of the 
Rhine, is now fortunately a thing of the past. 
These developments, however, are based on 
reality, and when we say that it is essential to 
promote a common awareness of the European 
cultural heritage, we should not just be think
ing of the textbooks used in schools or the 
subjects set at universities. It is more a question 
of encouraging wider information and, above all 
in my opinion, a different viewpoint. We have 
all been accustomed to regarding history from 
a national point of view. For instance, when the 
history of the Italian Renaissance is studied in 
Italy, the impression obtained is that this great 
cultural flowering was a purely Italian product; 
however, one only has to think of the contribu
tions made by the arts in other countries (French 
Gothic, German and Arabic art, and the art of 
Eastern Europe, where the Roman Empire held 
sway for a thousand years longer than 
elsewhere) to realize that the Renaissance was 
an extremely complex phenomenon, and that 
civilization is never a purely national product 
unaffected by outside events. 

To suppress political racism, we must also sup
press all its premises and all its intellectual 
implications. This will involve a deeper study of 
the relevant subjects and a different viewpoint. 

I should, however, like to argue, Mr President, 
that when we speak of promoting a common 
awareness of the European cultural heritage, we 
should not use the word 'Community'. True, 
we are operating within this Community, which 
I hope will remain a Community of Nine in 
spite of Mr Callaghan's speech, and which we 
all hope will prosper and expand, but our aim 
cannot be an awareness of the cultural heritage 
of the European 'Community'-either the her
itage is European or it is not. Prague, in its 
vicissitudes and its struggle for freedom, is part 
of Europe, as are all the other countries in 

similar circumstances; Russia is also Europe, and 
so-in a certain sense and with differences which 
are purely historical-is America; it is other 
civilizations and histories which are completely 
different and which belong to a different world. 

I should therefore like to stress this cultural 
significance, and to emphasize that history is 
not just a list of events (for instance, that such 
and such happened on a particular date, or that 
the son of such and such a king murdered his 
nephew, as we sometimes read in history books) 
but means using the study of the past to help 
solve the questions of the present. The more we 
press forward with the construction of Europe, 
the more we must ask ourselves who our 
ancestors are, and where many of our impulses 
originate, the more valuable it will be to be 
aware of the thread of reform and counter
reform, of French enlightenment and German 
romanticism, English liberalism and nineteenth
century German culture with its great 
philosophical interpretations; to realize that 
Marx is the spiritual son of Hegel and to 
recognize the thread running through all these 
down to Italian neo-idealism. 

I say this in all humility, because this is a 
political assembly, and it is not for me to pass 
cultural judgements here. We all know, however, 
that, as regards the past, establishing an 
awareness of history means opposing nationalism 
and narrowmindedness, and as regards the 
future it means deriving from the parts of our 
past an awareness of ourselves and our future. 

I should just like to say a few more words, Mr 
President, and then I shall have finished. Once, 
at a congress, I crossed swords in public with a 
great European, Henry Brugmanni, who, in his 
enthusiasm for Europe, said that Europe had 
been ruined the day the heirs of Charlemagne 
had divided it up into the famous three parts
Germany, France and Lorraine, the latter includ
ing Italy. I replied that it was ridiculous to 
regard history in this light. History is what it 
is and we are all sons of our nations which have 
arisen in so many different ways, out so many 
different circumstances. One part of the French 
past is the Marseillaise, complete with all the 
blood with which they wanted to fill the fur
rows, and the history of Italy includes the 
struggle against the Austrians-of whom it was 
said, however, that they should 'leave our coun
try and we can be brothers'. Basically, history 
without a past is ridiculous; building Europe 
means accepting the nations as they are, guiding 
them away from the narrowmindedness of self
seeking nationalism towards an awareness of a 
wider world, and a civilization comprising a 
great variety of aspects. 
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Looking at the problem this way, I do not 
believe in a European language laid down by 
law. Languages, too, are a part of history. When 
Latin became the language of the Christian 
Church, which was the strongest force at that 
time, it was history which made Latin the 
universal language. At a much later date, force 
of arms and of thought produced the same situa
tion for French, which became the universal 
language of culture. As regards the future, let 
us place our trust in history in this matter as 
well. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Brewis. 

Mr Brewis. - It is a privilege to follow that 
eloquent speech by my colleague Mr Cifarelli. 
I should like to comment on some of his remarks 
because our attitudes today are so much rooted 
in history, and a proper appreciation of the 
history of our continent can contribute so much 
to future understanding. I should also like to 
congratulate Commissioner Dahrendorf on all 
he has done since taking on his present job. I 
am sure that this debate will show him how 
much still remains to be done. 

The most important elements in education are the 
teachers themselves. Teaching is materially not 
a very rewarding profession and is becoming less 
so as the remuneration of manual workers is 
raised inexorably by trade union pressure. I was 
told the other day that, if the pre-war dif
ferential between teachers' pay and that of 
manual workers had been maintained, teachers 
today would be earning three times their present 
rate. If we want to gain the hearts and minds of 
the younger generation for Europe, we must 
start with some effort to harmonize the con
ditions of the teachers and improve their material 
circumstances. It is absurd that someone with 
a first-class honours degree who enters teach
ing should get less than a trainee coalminer. 

I am delighted at the emphasis that the Com
mission has given to language studies, but 
languages should not be studies in a vacuum. One 
can learn a language from a book in three 
months, but one can forget it just as quickly. 

We should consider experimenting with systems 
like that used in Bulgaria, where the native 
language has little external value. There, there 
are English, French and German language 
schools and all subjects are taught in a foreign 
language, so the student appreciates the 
relevance of that language and does not consider 
it a dead academic study. Something like this, I 
believe, is being done in European schools. Of 
course, to convert the scientific knowledge 

gained in a foreign language back into the 
language of examination may take a few months. 
There, perhaps, the Commission could help with 
bursaries and grants. 

One would like to see deeper thought given by 
the Commission to the purpose of education. It 
has always been assumed that education was a 
passport to a better job and thus to greater 
material advantages. For this reason, in all 
our countries, we have expanded universities 
and raised the school-leaving age. But there is 
now evidence that, with the exception of certain 
learned professions, excessive education is 
counter-productive. It does not lead to better 
jobs and it certainly does not lead to greater 
happiness. 

Should the Commission not be thinking more of 
education as a contribution to the quality of life 
in Europe? Our European education has led to a 
high standard of living in terms of washing 
machines, motor cars and colour television sets, 
but what use is that if we have to watch 
rubbish and near-pornography on those same 
television sets? 

We must draw a distinction in education between 
the standard of living and the quality of life. 
Of course, this brings us back to the old question 
of Socrates:-Can virtue be taught? At any rate 
let us try do do so in European education. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Dahrendorf to state the 
position of the Commission on the amendments 
adopted by the Parliamentary Committee. 

Mr Dahrendorf, Member of the Commission of 
the European Communities.- (D) Mr President, 
This is an important occasion. This is the second 
time in the history of the European Parliament 
that a detailed discussion on educational policy 
is being held. The first discussion of this kind 
followed a report by Mr Hougardy on 8 February 
1972. At that time, educational questions were 
mostly discussed with regard to the role of youth 
in Europe. Today, educational policy is being 
discussed as an integral part of the policy of 
the European Communities, in its own right, and 
it will be examined at a Council meeting in a 
few days time. For this reason too, I am grateful 
to the rapporteur and all the speakers in the 
debate for the care they have taken in studying 
the Commission's proposals and for the favour
able way they have received them. 

I share the opinion expressed by Mr Klepsch that 
now may be the time to make progress in 
Europe in a number of areas. These areas are 
perhaps not quite as spectacular as the central 
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themes of European integration, but progress in 
them is equally necessary if we are to achieve 
our goal of a united Europe. 

The preliminary work on the proposal the Com
mission is submitting to the Council goes back for 
years. I should like at this point to pay tribute 
to the contribution of my colleague Mr Spinelli, 
thanks to whom the Community, and within 
the Community the Commission has tackled 
the problems of education. I should like to 
pay tribute to the report which Mr J anne 
submitted to the Commission on the possibilities 
of a European educational policy. Mention has 
been made of the existence of an independent 
Directorate-General for Research, Technology 
~nd Education since 1973. I myself submitted a 
working programme in May 1973 which we are 
discussing today. It contains the ideas developed 
by my predecessor in this portfolio, by our. 
adviser and by my colleagues. I consider it 
important, Mr President, to repeat one of the 
Commission's guiding principles. I think this 
important, particularly if we wish to assess the 
relative importance of the proposals under dis
cussion. Allow me to quote from my working 
programme of May 1973. The great problems in 
education-as I discovered at that time-are 
today common to all the industrialized nations; 
to satisfy the citizen's right to education and 
provide equal opportunity for all, to overcome 
problems of new dimensions-the problem of 
overcrowding in secondary and further educa
tion, the relationship between education and job, 
questions of educational programmes and syl
labuses, education geared to certain fields of 
employment, career opportunities, etc., finding 
new technical and organizational means of open
ing up the way for life-long education, changes 
in the quality and organization of education in 
the light of demands for greater democracy and 
of the trend towards critical detachment from 
industry and society. 

As I added, these problems need only be stated 
to see that the European Community's contribu
tion to their solution can only be very limited at 
present. This is partly due to its incomplete 
development, but also partly to the fact that the 
Community is not necessarily the best political 
platform for the solution of such problems. 
However, what little influence the European 
Community could bring to bear would be mis
directed from the start if it were exerted in 
isolation from general developments. 

This means that we should begin to pursue the 
more limited objectives we can set ourselves 
here and now, with the general problems of 
educational policy fully in mind. The fact that 
we are doing this, and should continue to do so, 
in full awareness of these general problems, 

makes it easy for me to vote in favour of the 
amendment regarding our broad ideas on educa
tional policy which Mr Laban has submitted on 
behalf of the Socialist Group. I am sure Mr 
Laban will agree with me that there are many 
other guidelines apart from the one he has 
selected, including the questions Mr Brewis has 
just raised on the quality of life, the purpose 
of education, the relationship and the limits of 
the relationship between education and jobs. I 
am still pleased to express the Commission's 
agreement with this motion. It puts into concrete 
terms something which has certainly been a 
guiding principle for us. 

However, we were also face to face with an 
alternative, and we made our choice. As the 
Commission, we could have decided to include 
the central themes of educational policy in the 
activities of the Community. 

We were also able to concentrate on a few 
central points which are close to the Treaty of 
Rome, if not actually covered by it, by taking a 
few steps to acquire competence in the twofold 
sense of the word, at least twofold in some 
languages, i.e. to acquire expertise, the ability 
to make a meaningful contribution towards solv
ing existing problems and also the right to do 
this. Our decisions should be seen in this light. 
I feel bound to give an immediate answer to a 
number of questions-answers which, incidental
ly, are also contained in the proposal to the 
Council. 

Mr President, I can assure you and the Members 
of the House that I will avoid anything which 
might lead to a senseless overlapping of the 
activities of the European Community with those 
of other organizations in Europe. From the 
outset, I established the closest possible links 
with the Council of Europe, with the OECD and 
with UNESCO which recently held another con
ference of Ministers of Education for Europe as 
a whole. I intend to see that the exchange of 
information is pursued energetically, at civil 
service level as well, that there is never even 
the slightest temptation to duplicate something 
already being done elsewhere. This type of 
cooperation seems to me a basic requirement. I 
think it is in the interest of all of us. It also 
means continually checking the point at which 
decisions are best made. 

Now that .the outline of our proposal is clear, it 
remains for me to comment on the three main 
points and on what has been said about them in 
this debate. 

The first point is the question of mobility and 
what we can do to increase the possibilities for 
exchanges between Member States. 
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Incidentally, Mr President, this is a point which 
already raises the question of cooperation with 
other organizations, where we can learn a great 
deal from what others have done, take over a 
great deal and develop many forms of coopera
tion further. 

I said, in connection with the previous agenda 
item, that the promotion of mobility in the 
entire field of educational training forms the 
other sid~ of our proposals on the right of 
establishment. I think that many more young 
people are interested in this than, as is natural, 
in the right of settlement for independent profes
sions. I hope, therefore, that the Council will 
adopt our ideas on practical ways of increasing 
the possibilities for exchanges, for example by 
a consultation procedure, by scholarships and by 
a number of other measures. I am most grateful 
to this House for its endorsement of our ideas. 

The second point, on which much of importance 
has been said, concerns the children of migrant 
workers. A number of speakers have clarified 
the basic issue which concerns everyone involved 
with the problems of migrant workers and their 
children. This is: should these children be given 
the opportunity to integrate into the society in 
which their parents are working, or should they 
keep open the option of returning to the coun
tries from which their parents came? My answer 
to the question which Mr Hill, I think it was, 
asked, is this: the difficulty is frequently that 
we do not know whether the parents intend to 
return one day, or remain in their country of 
employment. This means that we must find 
educational methods which keep the choice open 
in some way, if this is at all possible. 

And in this connection I also consider-! think 
Mr Cifarelli just mentioned it or Mr Brewis
that the European Schools provide us with 
valuable experience. It may be that these schools 
do just this, that is, they keep open the option 
of integration into the country where one lives, 
or returning to the country of origin. We shall 
have to see how much we can learn from the 
European Schools in this respect. 

One particular question, and a trickly one which 
is often evaded-! am glad that Mr Klepsch has 
asked it directly-a question, Mr President, on 
which we must give our opinion at some point, 
and Parliament as well, is this: should a distinc
tion be made between children of migrant 
workers coming from a Member State, children 
of migrant workers coming from an associated 
State, and those of migrant workers coming a 
third group of States, or not? In my opinion, 
we would be ill-advised to create three 
categories; on the contrary, it is our duty to 
combat the discrimination which can always 
arise in educational matters affecting people 

from various countries by setting an example 
here. I hope that the Community will show this 
kind of generosity-if I may call it such-and 
not concentrate solely on the children of migrant 
workers coming from the Community States. 

The third point is that of the European 
dimension. It would be a great temptation, Mr 
President, to continue the discussion of language 
which a number of speakers have begun. I 
hesitate to do so because I know that every 
statement I make will bring me hundreds of 
letters. This subject interests many people 
throughout Europe, and many people have very 
definite opinions on it which I shall then have 
to study. However, I should still like to make 
one comment. My own feeling comes closest to 
that of Mr Cifarelli. In other words, I did not 
find the ideas of Mr J anne, who advised us and 
has given his opinions on the matter, very 
plausible, when he says that we should start to 
limit the number of languages used in the Euro
pean institutions and elsewhere. I have always 
considered that every citizen in Europe must be 
able to use his own language freely in the same 
Europe. I would therefore much prefer to see a 
clear programme of multilingual instruction and 
have already expressed my preference for the 
use of passive linguistic knowledge in education, 
i.e. the ability to understand other languages and 
then speak in one's own language. But, as I have 
said, this is a subject with many difficulties and 
unfathomable aspects. The same holds true for 
history teaching. The idea we have developed 
is that model teaching programmes must first be 
worked out for languages and for European 
studies. The discussion of these alone leads to 
new ideas and can be of benefit to our schools 
and universities. These can thus prepare the 
ground for a process of development, which will 
certainly take a long time. All this is only pos
sible if we obtain the active cooperation of a 
wide circle of those involved in education in 
good time. 

I fully agree that it is absolutely essential for 
school and university teachers to have a say in 
everything we as the Community set out to do. 
And we will do everything in our power to 
show the groups concerned these are not empty 
words: in the conferences we propose, in our 
development of model teaching programmes, in 
consultations. What I cannot promise, Mr Presi
dent, is that the participation of teachers in the 
education policy of the European Community 
will lead to an increase in their salaries; this is 
certainly outside the Community's sphere of 
action at present, although I am sure that the 
teachers, when they meet at the European level, 
will discuss this subject in a way which will not 
fall on deaf ears. 
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Mr President, all these activities cannot take 
place in a vacuum. We need constant consulta
tion. And in any case I do not like the idea of 
the Commission assuming powers for a field in 
which it still has much to learn. But I think it 
important for this reason to find an institutional 
form which will allow us constant access to the 
experience and expertise acquired by Member 
States. This is why we proposed setting up a 
committee to advise us on cooperation in 
education. 

This proposal takes two matters into account. 
It takes account of the desire for regular, sys
tematic and permanent consultation within the 
Communities and institutions. You can see from 
this-as some of you have seen already-that 
the Commission does not consider it necessary 
to set up a special institution outside the Com
munity institutions. In our opinion the European 
Community is so flexible in its internal and 
institutional structure that a committee of this 
type would cover these requirements. 

On the other hand, the Commission has not 
overlooked the fact ihat current educational 
policy involves questions different from those 
entailed in, say, research policy. Nor does Com
munity thinking on education seek, even in 
theory, to coordinate national policies and intro
duce binding measures, a duty we would claim 
in due course for the education committee. We 
have thus proposed a looser form for a body 
which would have certain responsibilities for 
the exchange of information and experience, 
would constantly advise the Commission and 
thus guide us further along the road towards 
an educational policy for the European Com
munity. 

Your Committee has now proposed a series of 
amendments and I should have liked to say 
simply that the Commission is as grateful for 
these proposals as it is for the many times this 
House has thanked the Commission for its 
activities, and supports them without reserve. 
I would like to support them, but I feel I must 
point out a few problems they raise. 

Firstly Parliament asks for more information on 
the activities of the proposed committee. This 
wish is expressed by the proposal to include in 
Article 3 the statement that reports should be 
sent to the Community institutions. It is also 
expressed to a certain extent in the new Article 
9 which talks of an annual report to be incorpo
rated into the general report and thus auto
matically accessible to Parliament. I am com
pletely convinced by this line of reasoning and 
see no problem in adopting it. 

Then there is a proposed amendment on the 
composition of our advisory committee, and 

more especially, that it should include represen
tatives of the Governing Council of the Euro
pean Schools. Mr President, I am not sure 
whether the originators of this amendment fully 
realized what kind of committee this advisory 
body is. It is supposed to have three represen
tatives from each Member State. We do not 
necessarily assume that these three have to be 
civil servants. But we do assume that they will 
be nominated by their governments, and the 
governments will certainly exercise a certain 
amount of freedom by proposing, for example, 
representatives from existing semi-autonomous 
institutions which they themselves consult. If we 
now started to add representatives from any 
one institution, or even a group of institutions, it 
would be very difficult to see why we should 
confine ourselves to the Governing Council of 
the European Schools. 

There are many other bodies, for example the 
European body of University Chancellors and 
Vice-Chancellors, the European teachers asso
ciations and a number of others. I think this 
would be opening a door unjustifiably and one 
could hardly justify closing it again after the 
representatives of the European Schools had 
passed through. I must thus ask you to believe 
me when I say that the Commission attaches 
great importance to cooperating with the Euro
pean_ Schools and, more than that, making good 
use of the experience gained by the European 
Schools. But we do not think that the advisory 
committee is the right place for this to be done 
most effectively. 

The third point, Mr President-and here the 
House will have to make an important institu
tional decision-is this. The amendment pro
poses that it should be possible for the Commis
sion's advisory committee, consisting of repre
sentatives nominated by the governments, to be 
convened by the European Parliament also, so 
that the European Parliament is directly in
volved in the Commission's working methods 
and those of its advisory bodies. The objections 
to this proposal by the Commission's repre
sentatives in the Committee were said by Mr 
Klepsch-if I noted it correctly-to be of a 
tactical and technical nature. No, these were 
not tactics or technicalities; a decision has to be 
taken by Parliament. Whatever Parliament 
decides, we will have to support. Parliament 
must choose between two alternatives. The first, 
which I have always considered the appropriate 
one, is that the Commission is not only repre
sented on this Committee, but gives it assign
ments, the Committee in turn reporting to the 
Commission; Parliament thus has opportunities 
for surveillance in Committee and in plenary 
sittings, as is true in all areas of the Commis
sion's activity. 
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The other possibility is that Parliament decides 
at this point for the first time to express the 
wish to intervene directly in the Commission's 
administrative and decision drafting activities 
and perhaps to convene a committee of its own 
composed largely, if not entirely, of officials 
from the Member States, and give this commit
tee responsibility for certain questions. 

We could debate the separation of powers for 
hours. It would them turn out that opinions 
vary among the Member States and that they 
have very different experience of the matter. 

On behalf of the Commission, I would ask this 
House to weigh very carefully whether it wishes 
to depart from the system of Parliamentary sur
veillance of the Commission on this point, and 
go over to direct links between Commission and 
Parliament for the Commission's preparatory 
decision-making and in part administrative 
functions. I would just like to say that the 
proposals to include the words 'or the European 
Parliament' in Article 3, and 'or at the request 
of Parliament' in Article 6 have far-reaching 
consequences requiring very careful considera
tion. I thus feel justified in voicing my feeling 
that Parliament would be ill-advised to adopt 
them. 

I am afraid I must close with these remarks, 
but should just like to add the following. We 
should not allow the extreme importance of this 
subject to be overshadowed by a lengthy dis
cussion of institutional questions. We should 
realize that the main thing is to take the first 
important step towards a common educational 
policy. This is more important than the institu
tional details. I am pleased to note that all the 
speakers and the rapporteur share my desire to 
see progress made in this matter. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Klepsch. 

Mr Klepsch, deputy rapporteur. - (D) Mr Pre
sident, let me make just one relevant comment 
and a comment on our amendments to the draft 
decision of the Council. 

Firstly, I should just like to stress the following 
point once again, because several speakers have 
stated what the Commission itself has said in 
its paper on the question of the division of 
tasks: the Committee unanimously supported 
the attitude adopted by the Commission in 
paragraph 67 of its Memorandum, namely that 
the division of tasks, whatever form this might 
take, with bodies and institutions outside the 
Community is not an appropriate solution, no 
:matter how flexible and pragmatic the Com
mission may be in its approach to this question 

-and here I should like to congratulate Mr 
Dahrendorf for establishing all the contacts. For 
the last thing we want is for the Community 
to be prevented from extending its work to 
other fields, as stated here. We would not like 
to see a situation in which the natural devel
opment and dynamism of the Community, as 
set forth in this paper, might be adversely 
affected. We should like to stress our support 
for the Commission's attitude on this point. 

And now for the text of the proposals: firstly 
I should like to express my thanks for all the 
reporting and information available and for the 
preparedness to accept some of the ideas on 
amendments submitted by the Committee. I 
have discussed the other questions with the 
Chairman of the Committee, who unfortunately 
must be absent for half an hour. 

I think, as far as Article 4 is concerned, that 
two points are involved. Firstly we are afraid 
that the specialist knowledge which is available 
in all other areas would not come sufficiently 
into play. The statements you have just made 
go part of the way to dispersing this fear. On 
the other hand, our idea was not that two 
representatives from the Governing Council 
should be included in this body, but that this 
Governing Council should nominate two experts 
as representatives. Mr Broeksz, the Chairman 
of the Committee, agrees with me that this is 
not the main question as far as we ·are con
cerned. We have already tried to achieve a more 
flexible wording of this Article. I find myself 
in a difficult situation because this was a 
unanimous vote by the Committee. I can only 
say that the Chairman of the Committee and 
I are prepared, in view of the statements you 
have just made, to drop the additional point 
about representatives. 

The other point concerns Articles 3 and 6. Valu
able though your statements on the question 
of legislative and executive are, I must say that 
Parliament has no intention of pushing its way 
into a dominating position on this committee 
and sending representatives to it. All we are 
trying to achieve in Article 3-you have accept
ed the one part of it anyway-is that we re.ceive 
information about the Committee's work. But 
we should also like to be able to bring pressure 
to bear ourselves to ensure that this committee 
really works. And this is the point that the 
Committee on Cultural Affairs and Youth con
sidered, and for a good many reasons. In the 
discussion on Mr Hougardy's report we had to 
face the fact that there are a host of Commis
sion proposals which have come to nothing, but 
that there have also been long periods devoid 
of any activity whatsoever. 
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Here Parliament would like to have a definite 
means of access and it was our idea on 3 and 6 
to force this Committee-that is the way I 
should like to put it-to deal with those ques
tions for which it is actually competent. Article 
3 and Article 6 require nothing other than-let 
me quote Article 6-'that the committee shall 
be convened at the request of Parliament'. The 
text thus reads that it can be convened on its 
own initiative or at the request of one third of 
its members or, and that was our proposal, at 
the request of Parliament. So it is not a ques
tion of our pushing our way in, but only of our 
wishing to be in a position to oblige the Com
mittee to deal with questions. 

As far as Article 3 is concerned too, our basic 
aim to not to let the Committee become an 
inactive body. Anyway, those were the motives 
which influenced the Committee. Let me stress 
once again; our main consideration was not that 
Parliament should be represented on this Com
mittee, neither was it simply to listen, but-you 
agreed with us on this yourselves-that we 
receive the opinions and reports drawn up by 
the Committee. We are all agreed on that. What 
we should like to achieve is that such reports 
are certain to be submitted. That is basically 
what the amendments to Article 3 and 6, which 
the Committee unanimously formulated, are all 
about. This matter puts me in rather a difficult 
position, since, despite all the discussions in the 
Committee, we arrived at this opinion unanim
ously and here I have no room to manoeuvre. 
You said that it is a question of precedence. 
That is not, in fact, the way I see it, and per
haps, on the basis of what I have just said, we 
could retain the wording. 

As far as Article 4 is concerned, let me state 
again that I am in rather a difficult situation. 
Here, too, the decision of the Committee was 
unanimous, but we-the Chairman and I as 
deputy rapporteur-are prepared to drop the 
addition. I cannot know if all the committee 
members will follow me on this, but I gather 
from the nods from the Group spokesmen that 
we can come to an agreement on Article 4. 

Let me sun up once more: on Article 3, part 2, 
and Article 9 the Commission shares our opi
nion. On Articles 3 and 6 it has left it to us to 
decide for ourselves, and as rapporteur I must 
adhere to presenting the text here in the form 
on which we unanimously decided. On Article 4 
we are prepared to go along with the Commis
sions's ideas. 
(Applause) 

President. - Does anyone else wish to speak? 

The general debate is closed. 

We shall now consider the draft decision to be 
submitted by the Commission to the Council, 
setting aside consideration of the motion for a 
resolution as such. 

I would point out that the report by Mr Schulz 
only recapitulates the passages of the texts of 
the Commission of the European Communities 
which have been amended by the Parliamentary 
Committee. 

I have an amendment to the preamble to the 
draft decision of which the original version is 
thus not before you. 

On the sixth paragraph of the preamble I have 
Amendment No 1 tabled by Mr Laban on behalf 
of the Socialist Group and worded as follows: 

'The sixth paragraph of the preamble should 
read as follows: 

'Aware of the essential role which education 
and training can fulfil within the framework 
of the policy as a whole in the future develop
ment of the Community, in particular by elimi
nating many forms of social inequality among 
citizens, thereby reducing disparities in know
ledge, income and right of participation; 

We can dispense with a debate on this amend
ment, which has already been moved by its 
author and approved by the rapporteur. 

I put Amendment No 1 to the vote. 

Amendment No 1 is adopted. 

I would point out that, in accordance with 
Mr Dahrendorf's wish, the deputy rapporteur 
agrees to delete the amendment proposed by the 
Committee to Article 4 of the draft decision, 
namely: 

' ... and of two representatives of the European 
Schools appointed by the Governing Council.' 

Consequently I propose that Parliament adopt 
the text proposed by the Commission without 
a formal amendment to this effect. 

Are there any objections? 

That is agreed. 

The text of the Commission of the European 
Communities is retained. 

We shall now consider the motion for a resolu
tion as such, which had been set aside. 

I would point out that, as a result of the adop
tion of Amendment No 1, paragraph 6 of this 
motion for a resolution should read as follows: 

'6. Appeals to the Council of Ministers respon-
sible to adopt, allowing for the following 
amendments, the draft resolution contained 
in the communication submitted by the Euro-
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pean Commission, to enable the Commission 
to work out practical proposals without any 
further delay;' 

I put to the vote the motion for a resolution as 
a whole, incorporating the various amendments 
that have been adopted. 

The resolution as a whole is adopted 1
• 

6. Resolution on the creation of European 
uranium enrichment capacities 

President. - The next item is a debate on the 
second report drawn up by Mr Noe on behalf 
of the Committee on Energy, Research and Tech
nology on the proposal from the Commission of 
the European Communities to the Council for a 
resolution on the creation of European uranium 
enrichment capacities (Doe. No 38/74). 

I call Mr Noe, who has asked to present his 
report. 

Mr Noe. - (I) Mr President, Commissioner 
Dahrendorf, ladies and gentlemen. Almost two 
years have passed since we first discussed the 
enrichment of uranium in this House. Since then, 
the need for a concrete solution has become 
more pressing. Some steps have recently been 
taken, and public opinion in the countries which 
we represent here has become more sensitive to 
the problem as a result of all that has been 
happening lately. 

Before embarking on the subject, let me just 
explain one thing. The importance of uranium 
enrichment derives from the fact that, over the 
last ten years, most of the industrialized coun
tries have come out in favour of reactors fuelled 
with enriched uranium rather than those fuelled 
with natural uranium. I mention this so that I 
can go on to the wider subject of the choice of 
nuclear reactor. Whereas, from 1960 to 1969, all 
the reactors fuelled with enriched uranium had 
extremely high downtimes of the order of 40% 
-this was due to the 'teething troubles' which 
are behind the slowdown in the nuclear pro
grammes of various countries-we have recently 
learnt that the generation of reactors fuelled 
with natural uranium-in other words the Cana
dian-type heavy-water reactors-have had 
downtimes of less than 20°/o, which is equivalent 
to normal working. This difference is due partly 
to the fact that the reactors working with natural 
uranium are fuelled without having to be shut 
down-rather like an aircraft being refuelled 
in mid-flight-whereas the other type must be 
shut down for three weeks. In addition, this 
latter type has also had to be shut down because 
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of what I referred to before as 'teething trou
bles'. These difficulties, however, now appear 
to have been overcome-particularly in the 
United States. 

The United Kingdom-and Mr Normanton will 
be able to give us some more detailed informa
tion on this subject-is at present in the course 
of reaching a decision on what type of reactor 
to choose for the future, and there is extensive 
debate on reactors fuelled with natural and 
enriched uranium. Whatever route is taken in 
the future, however, there can be no doubt that 
the world requires a lot of enriched uranium. 

Having said this, I feel that the European 
Parliament must deplore the fact that, in spite 
of our clear vote two years ago to be given all 
possible information on the two projects of the 
European Community-gaseous diffusion and 
ultracentrifuging-we have been told hardly 
anything up till now. 

I said before that our knowledge had now 
increased. This knowledge, however, has come 
from other sources or has reached us from the 
other side of the Atlantic, where both these 
techniques are being investigated. No effort has 
been made to provide the common knowledge 
which would enable us to reach a decision, and 
this is a state of affairs which must be deplored. 
One decision has, however, been taken-to set 
up a large-scale gaseous diffusion plant (Euro
dif). This was essential, since otherwise the 
situation would have become critical. The fact 
is that new centres decided upon after the end 
of 1975 and becoming operational in 1981 or 
1982 may have no fuel, so that there is a risk 
of being left with plants which cannot operate. 
We must therefore welcome this proposal, even 
if it is not based on the information which would 
have allowed us to feel somewhat easier in our 
minds as regards the decision taken. 

To come to the nub of the problem, Mr Presi
dent, I shall now describe th features of these 
two systems. As was said previously, the gaseous 
diffusion system has two disadvantages; the size 
-the plant needed is extremely large-and the 
fact that it requires ten times more electrical 
power than the ultracentrifuging method to pro
duce the same amount of enriched uranium. 
These disadvantages are aggravated by the fact 
that it is now much more difficult to have large 
amounts of energy available than was the case 
two years ago. To be perfectly frank, in spite 
of this I still favour the construction of a gaseous 
diffusion plant, for the simple reason that we 
can then be sure of the result. Ultracentrifuging 
will probably be the method of the future, as 
is shown by the fact that the United States of 
America-who are in the forefront of the field 
of uranium enrichment and have plants which 
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supply the whole world-are working feverishly 
on this method. In other words, the ultracentri
fuging method will probably outstrip the other 
methods by the 1980's or the 1990's. There is, 
however, one unknown quantity; hundreds of 
thousands of SWU's will be required by the 
beginning of the 1980's. If we are to carry out 
the amount of separation (this is the technical 
term used in this field) planned for 1985, we 
shall require several million SWU's with the 
present dimensions. It is a question of knowing 
how many hours these ultracentrifuging plants 
will really run out of the 8 760 hours laid down 
in the plans for normal working. Nobody can 
known this until 1978, since the ones now 
operational are special prototypes, and we shall 
have to wait and see what happens when 
hundreds of thousands of them have to be ma
nufactured. Only around 1978 will we be able 
to state the capacity utilization of these plants. 

We therefore feel that, although the prospects 
for the ultracentrifuges are good, it is safer to 
construct a gaseous diffusion plant. 

In Europe, special high-resistance steels rich in 
chromium and nickel are used. The United 
States have advanced further and now use car
bon or bromium fibres which have much higher 
mechanical strength and allow much higher 
speeds of rotation. Compared with the 400 
metres per second maximum planned for the 
plants in Europe, the United States are working 
with peripheral speeds of 1 000 metres per 
second. In addition, whereas the turbines at 
present being studied in Europe will perform 
2 kilograms of separation work per annum-or 
4 kilograms at the very most-the corresponding 
figure in the United States is already between 
10 and 20 kilograms. This will result in a reduc
tion in the number of units and a reduction 
in the risk of downtime, since maintenance 
becomes easier with a lower number of units. 
This is an indication of the lead that American 
technology has over Europe. 

So much for the information available to us; 
it is difficult to learn more because of the pre
sent industrial competition. 

I should nevertheless like to express one per
sonal conviction: I am surprised that, to con
struct a gaseous diffusion plant, it should be 
necessary to set up three nuclear reactors of 
600 megawatts each in the Rhone valley, that it 
should be necessary to install so much nuclear 
capacity to operate a plant of this type. From 
what can perhaps be called an aesthetic point 
of view, I should have preferred the plant to 
have been in Canada. I realize that political 
motives are involved here, but we could have 

built ultracentrifuge enrichment plants in Europe 
and in Canada without constructing so much 
nuclear capacity, simply by using electrical 
power. 

I said before that it has been assumed that 
gaseous diffusion plants must always be on a 
grand scale. A month ago, I heard that there is 
an Italian patent for the construction of a gase
ous diffusion plant of small dimensions. The 
solution is ridiculously simple. Uranium is 
enriched in stages, so instead of starting right 
at the beginning and going through the whole 
process, it is first enriched to a certain degree 
and this partially-enriched uranium is then put 
into a tank according to a process which
although it is admittedly slightly more expen
sive-had it been known two years ago, would 
have offered the enormous advantage of a 
parallel project with two plants of moderate 
size, with the precise aim of obtaining accurate 
costing data. We missed this opportunity because 
the procedure was not known to us at the time. 

I am glad that Commissioner Dahrendorf is here, 
since he knows about the problem-on which 
I have often harped-of a documentation centre 
for all that is happening in the research field; 
it is essential to have such a centre, equipped 
with the most modern electronic storage equip
ment, so that data can be known in good time. 
I therefore repeat that, if we had had this 
information two years ago, we would have 
approached the problem differently. 

As a result of the oil crisis and the increased 
impetus towards the use of nuclear energy, the 
countries of Europe will be able to sell their 
products. All problems of surpluses appear to 
have been overcome. 

Another point arises from what Mr Burgbacher 
said yesterday at the meeting of the Working 
Party. The enrichment plants will no doubt be 
built, but will we always have natural uranium 
for them? Will we have it in 15 years' time? 
Canada, which has cheap electricity and also 
has the uranium, will probably prefer to sell 
enriched uranium. In this light, the idea of the 
Community participating in a uranium enrich
ment plant in Canada has the advantage that 
this is a simpler way of ensuring for the Com
munity supplies of a material which may become 
scarce. 

I cannot give any_ judgement on these observ
ations-! only feel that I have to express them 
so that we can decide upon a policy for the 
use of our resources. 

Before concluding, allow me to draw your atten
tion to the fact that, in addition to these two 
methods in which the uranium is enriched in 
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stages (in other words, step-by-step enrichment 
up to the required degree), laboratory experi
ments have already shown that it is scientific
ally possible to use a laser ray to enrich uranium 
in one single step. This system is still only at 
an initial stage, but the fact that, with a laser 
ray, it will be possible to enrich uranium in 
one single process may bring this method to the 
forefront in the future. At present, only four 
laboratories in America have adopted this tech
nique: one is a university laboratory, two belong 
to the Atomic Energy Commission and one 
belongs to the Exxon concern. Some patents 
have recently been applied for in Europe as 
well, and we must therefore bear this possibility 
in mind-a possibility which is incidentally 
typical of the age in which we are living, an 
age in which a new technique can rapidly 
replace the old ones. 

At the present time, however, it is the first two 
of the methods I have just described that we 
must take into consideration and on which our 
decisions must be based. 

I should just like to state formally that there 
is an amendment to paragraph 3 in the proposal 
for a Council resolution and make clear that 
it is the German text which is authoritative, 
otherwise some other colleagues might have 
brought in an amendment. 

I should like to finish by thanking Mr Sprin
gorum for having arranged for a high-level 
international hearing which will be held in the 
Energy Committee on Monday and Tuesday of 
next week. Since we must make every possible 
effort to progress from studies of sectors to 
wider-ranging studies, I feel that a hearing of 
this type will allow us to see the difficult prob
lems in a wider context, which should help us 
to avoid mistakes. · 

May I also point out that, even in this field in 
which there is a plan for Community action, 
this extremely brief expose has shown how 
much we run the risk of falling behind. In my 
humble opinion, therefore, the need for technol
ogical cooperation with the United States cannot 
be stressed too much. Without this, we may 
simply miss the boat. I might point out that 
this is one field in which we have the initiative, 
and that there are others in which this is not 
the case. A European agreement on general 
collaboration with the United States is thus the 
only way to achieve progress. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Burgbacher to speak on 
behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group. 

Mr Burgbacher.- (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, on behalf of the Christian-Demo
cratic Group, I should like first of all to pro
pose that we thank the rapporteur, Mr Noe, 
most sincerely for his very competent, thorough 
and painstaking work. I would further suggest 
that we approve the Report and the Resolution. 

And now let's get down to business. Since the 
oil crisis, all the larger Community countries 
have drawn up new energy programmes. They 
stand or fall according to whether the many 
reactors which it is proposed to build in the 
medium term, i.e. by the 1980's-estimates vary 
between 100 and 300-can be built. But we 
know that planning and construction take some 
ten years, and since we are now in 1974, we 
cannot expect to have reactors in use and pro
ducing electricity in 1984 unless they are begun 
today. If this reactor programme is not carried 
through, there will be a crisis in the electricity 
sector in the 1980's which will make the oil 
crisis look like child's play. One threat to the 
reactor programme is the way in which the 
requirements of environmental protection are 
handled under pressure from public opinion. 

I can only hope that a reasonable compromise 
will be found between the requirements of 
environmental protection and the building of 
reactors. Otherwise I do not see how the Com
munity's power industry can survive. The whole 
reactor building programme depends on enough 
uranium being available. There is enough avail
able, but natural uranium is used so inefficiently 
that its useful life is, of course, much shorter 
than that of enriched uranium, which has an 
effective power many times that of natural ura
nium. 

So the second essential point for our Community 
reactor industry is the provision of enriched 
uranium. The rapporteur discussed the two pos
sible systems. They are very complicated, and 
there are perhaps only 50 men in Europe who 
really understand these systems, or one of them. 
Of the Member Countries of the Community, 
France, and perhaps Italy, are extremely inte
rested in the gaseous diffusion process, and 
three Community countries-the Federal Repub
lic of Germany, the Netherlands and the United 
Kingdom-use the gas ultracentrifuge technique. 
It is true that the diffusion technique is further 
developed than the centrifuge technique, but 
I would like to add that personally I favour the 
centrifuge technique. That does not necessarily 
mean very much, however. As the rapporteur 
indicated quite objectively, the two problems 
which have hampered the diffusion programme 
are that only large-scale plants are possible, 
and these use so much electricity that a special 
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reactor has to be built for each enrichment 
plant, whereas the ultracentrifuge system uses 
only 10°/o of the power for the same output. 

Furthermore, we must consider the size of the 
plants and the fact that we must reckon with an 
increased demand for enriched uranium in 
Europe over 10, 15 or 20 years, and it would be 
extremely difficult from the financial and eco
nomic point of view to set up a giant plant to 
cope with our demands in 20 years' time. The 
advantage of the ultracentrifuge system is that 
it can be built on the modular principle, i.e. 
according to requirements, and that it can be 
adapted to meet increasing demands by the 
addition of centrifuges to an existing plant. 
From the Community point of view, the problem 
of enriched uranium supplies can probably only 
be solved if we in the Community build our own 
uranium enrichment plants to meet our own 
requirements. 

We are, of course, prepared to do this. And 
we do not necessarily have to keep to one 
system only, especially in view of the fact that 
if a crisis were to arise, which we neither anti
cipate nor want, but which we must consider as 
a possibility, the uranium enrichment plant 
would be a highly sensitive and very vulnerable 
point if it were the only plant for the whole 
Community. 

The Community must plan to enrich uranium 
itself, and natural uranium is required for this. 
The uranium supplying countries of the world 
are a relatively small club, smaller than that 
of the oil supplying countries, the main ones 
being Canada, South Africa and Australia. And 
now, as I said on another occasion in this 
Assembly, the uranium supplying countries seem 
to have taken a leaf out of the oil supplying 
countries' book, especially the policies of the 
Shah of Persia, who would prefer not to let 
any more oil leave his country, only the refined 
products which he himself produces. I have it on 
reliable authority that some, at least, of the 
uranium supplying countries are considering 
banning the export of natural uranium, and plan 
to enrich it themselves and deliver only enriched 
uranium. 

If this were to happen, it would be fatal for 
the Community's uranium enrichment plans and 
jeopardize our whole future. For as far as reac
tors for nuclear physics and nuclear electricity 
are concerned, we would be just as dependent 
on the uranium supplying countries as we were 
on the Arab countries for oil--or still are, for 
that matter. This is a very serious danger. 

Now, gentlemen of the Commission, we have a 
Euratom Treaty. It is one of the three legs on 
which you stand, legally speaking. And this 

Euratom Treaty mentions an Agency, and has 
a clause stating that raw materials for nuclear 
physics and reactors should only be obtained 
through the Agency. We have, in fact, an obliga
tion to the Agency. But, according to general 
legal principles, every obligation we have 
implies an obligation on the part of the Agency. 

I should like to take advantage of the debate 
today to appeal to the Commission to ensure 
that the Agency either obtains concessions or 
secures contracts for adequate supplies of ura
nium in the medium or even the long term. 
Then and only then can our reactor construction 
programme be guaranted both as regards tech
nology and raw materials. The provisions of 
our Treaties mean that we cannot sign contracts 
for uranium without the Agency. 

I should like to close with this appeal, without 
over-stepping my allotted time. But this is a 
very important matter. Let us continue to follow 
the development of both systems carefully, and 
allow them to develop freely, but we should 
also remember that two countries of our Com
munity are atomic powers and that the seven 
others have no atomic weapons, a fact which 
is of some consequence as regards the amount 
of uranium we require. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Flamig to speak on 
behalf of the Socialist Group. 

Mr Fliimig. - (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, we too would like to thank Mr Noe 
for his report. The Socialist Group has always 
taken it for granted in its discussions that 
nuclear energy will play an increasingly im
portant part in supplying the European Com
munity with electricity and industrial heating. 
The Socialist Group has always recognized that 
the light water reactor and the high tempe
rature reactor will probably remain the most 
important types of reactor generating nuclear 
energy for peaceful purposes until the end of 
this century, even if it proves possible to develop 
the fast breeder reactor to the stage where it 
becomes economically competitive and thus 
provides the link between the first and second 
generation of reactors used for nuclear fusion 
and a new kind of energy source. As we have 
just heard, both the light water reactor and the 
high temperature reactor use enriched uranium, 
which at the moment is obtained mainly from 
the USA, although some may also be supplied 
by the Soviet Union. 

It is already obvious, however, that in the 1980's 
these two States will need most of their enrich
ment capacity for their own nuclear power 
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stations. The European Community realized that 
it would need to build its own enrichment plants 
years ago, and stressed the fact clearly. The only 
question-and the rapporteur discussed this in 
detail-was which process should be used. The 
obvious and only answer for France, Belgium, 
and also Italy, as we have heard, and for certain 
other states as well, was gaseous diffusion. This 
process has been tested over 30 years, the tech
nology has been perfected and it has also proved 
itself in the military field. These countries have 
accepted its one big disadvantage, namely that 
a single plant, as we have just heard, uses 2 500 
megawatts, or one tenth of the total French 
energy production, so that operating costs are 
very high. 

The choice was just as clear for the other coun
tries-the United Kingdom, the Netherlands and 
the Federal Republic of Germany have been 
mentioned, but I could also add a few others
for them the only answer was the gas ultra
centifuge system. The technology of this process 
has not yet been perfected-it is still being 
developed, but it is very promising because it 
is so flexible. The capital investment costs are 
admittedly high, but it consumes considerably 
less energy. 

Which system, then, should be promoted in the 
European Community? On 16 March 197.3, Mr 
President, this House moved that there should 
be cooperation at Community level among the 
Member States concerned in uranium enrich
ment. This would yield objective data on the 
different isotope separation processes as a basis 
for a decision. As we know, this recommenda
tion was not followed. Neither group of coun
tries would change its mind. So the Commission 
decided, perhaps with a tinge of resignation, to 
recommend both systems. This compromise im
mediately conjured up the ghost of over
production. Then, when alarms were sounded 
from all quarters about an impending uranium 
mountain-similar to the much-quoted butter 
mountain-the Commission decided to put 
forward a proposal for a Council Resolution, on 
which the views we are discussing today are 
based. The catch phrase, one might say, is 'con
certed action'. 

This is the situation as we see it, and we deeply 
regret the European Community's often mani
fest lack of power and influence. The Commis
sion recommends that Eurodif and Urenco 
should coordinate the construction and opera
tion of the two enrichment systems, and, as we 
heard with great interest, should also cooperate 
when it comes to 'downtime'. This would mean 
that at least something was achieved, and we 
are naturally in favour of that. 

Mr President, the Socialist Group is somewhat 
more cautious when it comes to the recommen
dation that competition be maintained whilst 
the two systems are being developed. We are 
all for competition, as long as there is also 
equality of opportunity. So if the passage which 
talks about 'maintaining competition until 
1985' means that the European Parliament is 
opposed to a closed market for enriched ura
nium in the Europe Community, then we agree. 

But we do not want a repetition of the agri
cultural market in the energy sector. We .cannot 
agree to any suggestion that the relatively new 
gas ultracentrifuge technique, which is still 
being developed, should compete on a largely 
private economic basis with the diffusion tech
nique, which is for the most part technologically 
advanced and is also fully controlled by state 
undertakings which can manipulate their prices 
in any way they like. On the contrary! We 
believe it is a basic duty of governments to 
promote new technology, first of all individually 
at the national level but also, after coordination, 
at Community level. This includes not only 
subsidies and guarantees, but also, under certain 
circumstances, tax concessions. These tax con
cessions could also be used to protect the 
European uranium enrichment capacity from 
the ruinous competition which, as Mr Burg
bacher has just said, is now threatening us from 
outside the Community. We must not allow the 
same thing to happen in the uranium market as 
once happened in the coal sector. Only when 
the new technology has progressed to a point 
where we can talk of truly equal opportunities 
will genuine competition between the two 
systems be possible and justifiable. 

We therefore propose-!. add this straightaway, 
Mr President, so we shall not need to ask to 
speak again-that we vote separately on para
graph 5 of the motion for a resolution, which 
should read as follows: 

'5. Considers that, given their respective tech
nical development potential, the two tech
niques for uranium enrichment should be pur
sued, after equal opportunities have been 
created, against a background of free compe
tition as regards plant construction and 
operation;' 

As for the appeal to the electricity suppliers 
-for they, after all, are the consumers!-to 
obtain their supplies of enriched uranium 
primarily from European plants, we hope that 
it will be heard when the time comes. But the 
motion for a resolution still talks about the risk 
of enriched uranium overproduction and we 
rather doubt whether this fear is still realistic 
today. The Arab oil producers, with their 
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boycott, have changed the whole pattern of the 
world energy market. The latest French nuclear 
energy programme shows that in the 1980's 
France alone will need considerably larger sup
plies of enriched uranium. No doubt other 
European countries will also review nuclear 
reactor programmes. 

It looks at the moment as if both Eurodif and 
Urenco will survive or will be able to survive. 
It is unlikely that there will be any 'uranium 
mountain'. Paragraphs 6 and 7 have therefore 
been overtaken by events, and I leave it to the 
rapporteur to decide whether he should keep 
these paragraphs in the text or perhaps delete 
them. 

May I make one final remark, Mr President. We 
should like to add our support to the criticism 
which has been voiced here of the fact that the 
Commission once again did not think fit to 
consult the European Parliament-a fact that 
we take very seriously. We spend hours here 
discussing the sugar market, olive growing, the 
quality of wine and beer, types of trailer coupl
ing and windscreen glass, etc. This is all very 
important, of course, but so is uranium enrich
ment! Guaranteeing energy supplies for the 
last third of this century is an important Euro
pean task. 

It is a project which will cost many thousand 
million units of account, and the question of 
cooperation in uranium enrichment is funda
mental. We want to have our say in it too. Apart 
from the change we have proposed in paragraph 
5, we support the resolution. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Normanton to speak on 
behalf of the European Conservative Group. 

Mr Normanton. - On behalf of the European 
Conservative Group, I should like to welcome 
this paper and also to thank and congratulate 
Mr Noe on the valuable contribution-one of 
many-that he has made to the long list of 
resolutions and papers presented to this Parlia
ment on the subject of energy. 

This report is a sober reflection of the lament
able lack of Community decision-taking on 
energy in general and on uranium enrichment 
in particular. It avoids the pitfall of making 
extravagant and unattainable demands on the 
institutions of the Community and the economy 
of Europe. It reflects the technological com
plexities and the wide range of differences of 
view on how the enrichment of uranium should 
be carried out. 

The report also reflects not only the fear of 
European parliamentarians that Europe may be 
caught with an inadequate uranium enrichment 
capacity, particularly in the 1980s, but also the 
real danger, which has already been voiced 
today, of the possibility of over-production of 
enriched uranium if we do not get our figures 
and forecasts right. 

As a member of the European Conservative 
Group, may I respond to Mr Noe's question 
about the system which we in the UK may be 
proposing to adopt for nuclear reactors? I regret 
that, as circumstances are no longer under our 
control, I cannot disclose the confidences of Her 
Majesty's Government at the moment. But a 
debate is expected to take place in the House 
of Commons on 2 May. It is not unusual for 
such a debate to be prefaced by, or the occasion 
of, a ministerial or governmental decision, and 
that may happen. 

But I would also express the earnest hope that 
the UK Atomic Energy Authority's vast expe
rience with nuclear reactors will not be lost. I 
hope that after the intensive research, in terms 
both of money and of mental involvement which 
has taken place over the years, the advanced 
gas-cooled reactor system finds recognition in 
the policy statement which I hope will be made 
on 2 May. 

The Community as an institution has not yet 
reached the stage of structural development in 
which it could mount a major Community-based, 
Community-operated and Community-financed 
enrichment project. It may one day reach that 
stage, but we have a long way to go. Therefore, 
the Community should concentrate its efforts 
on encouraging active and energetic progress in 
the construction of processing capacity by con
sortia. In this connection, one should mention 
the existence of two such consortia-Urenco 
and Eurodif, each developing a uranium enrich
ment capacity according to its own judgement of 
the technological merits of the systems available. 

In this field, therefore, the rule of the Com
munity should be one of coordination by con
sultation, and not enforcement and standardiza
tion by the process of legislation. 

The second point is that the Community should 
not repeat in the uranium field the mistake that 
was made by Europe during the last 20 or 30 
years on oil. The sourcing of natural uranium 
must be diversified, and the basis of the source 
of supply should be influenced by the political 
reliability of the countries overseas from which 
that natural uranium is to be drawn, until, 
perhaps-if possible--indigenous supplies are 
available inside Europe. But we should not at 
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any time ignore the strategic factors as well as 
the economic factors relating to the sourcing 
of supplies of natural uranium. 

Thirdly, the Community must take the most 
energetic steps to establish considerable buffer 
stocks of natural uranium, and to do this on a 
Community-wide basis but not a Community
financed or Community-owned basis. 

From the point of view of physical bulk, such a 
problem is not excessive, considering the poten
tial energy reserves which should and can be 
held in hand, by comparison with the total 
energy reserves which would be involved were 
oil to be the physical unit of stock. 

Fourthly, we should also impress upon the Mem
ber States the urgency of establishing nuclear 
power-station production programmes not just 
on the scale which appears to be the case today 
but on a vast scale-and the earlier these deci
sions are taken the earlier a realistic assessment 
can be made of the size, nature and distribution of 
the enriched uranium capacity which would be 
needed to fuel them. 

Fifthly, as Conservatives we welcome the 
reference to the adherence to the competition 
rules laid down in the Treaty of Rome, but as 
empirical politicians we recognize that the 
observance of the rules of competition may need 
to be less slavish, if the vast and rapid invest
ment in nuclear power generation and the 
establishment of an adequate enriched uranium 
capacity is to take place. 

We welcome Mr Noe's recognition of this in his 
report and we, as a Community, may have to 
adopt a similar view to encourage and facilitate 
the holding of stocks of natural uranium as well 
as reserve supplies of enriched uranium. 

Lastly, I hope that we shall not allow our 
concern for fuel for the present generation of 
reactors to divert our researches and our invest
ment in research from the intensive efforts 
needed in connection with reactors based upon 
the system of fission or hydrogen. The nearer 
we can move towards the point where we have 
available to. us, in our own geographical and 
political control, the fuel for such reactors, the 
better. 

With these observations, the European Con
servative Group welcomes Mr Noe's report and 
advocates its adoption. We would impress upon 
Mr Noe, with other Members of this Parliament, 
and upon the Commission and the Council of 
Ministers the serious and urgent need for a full 
and comprehensive range of policies in this 
field. 

IN THE CHAIR: MR BURGBACHER 

Vice-President 

President. - I call Mr Bousch to speak on 
behalf of the Group of European Progressive 
Democrats. 

Mr Bousch. - (F) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, over a year ago, our Parliament 
adopted unanimously a resolution on the pro
posal from the Commission to the Council on 
the creation of a Community enriched uranium 
capacity. 

Our Parliament welcomed this proposal, which 
concluded that it was necessary to reach a deci
sion, before the end of 1974, on Community 
strategy for ensuring supplies of enriched ura
nium. 

Subsequently, on 22 May 1973, the Council of 
Ministers adopted a resolution stressing the need 
for the Community to acquire such a capacity 
for a substantial and growing proportion of 
Community requirements to be met from 1980 
onwards. A standing Committee was set up to 
study uranium enrichment. Today, we have a 
new proposal to the Council, based on the report 
presented by this Committee. 

This proposal is based on the fact that, with the 
growing production of electricity from nuclear 
power two problems arise: that of the industries' 
capacity to build power stations and train the 
necessary manpower to operate them, and that 
of the creation of enriched uranium capacities. 

Faced with the necessity of obtaining uranium 
from sources other than the supplier who is at 
the moment virtually the sole supplier, a well
known American company, the Commission has 
attempted to develop isotope separation technol
ogy in order to produce the required enriched 
uranium itself. 

The two possible processes, gaseous diffusion 
and ultracentrifuging, have both been studied 
and develop, and, in particular, two consortia 
have been created, Eurodif and Urenco, each 
including a number of countries in our Com
munity. 

Although the ultracentrifuging process appears 
more modern and more flexible, so that it can 
more easily be adapted to meet requirements, 
it has not yet been developed on any large scale, 
and so the gaseous diffusion process currently 
appears to be the only one that is operational. 
There is still room for further progress in this 
field, so that a greater degree of flexibility will 
probably be achieved to cope with the demand. 
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The Commission has greatly regretted the fact 
that these two techniques, represented by Euro
dif and Urenco, are being developed separately 
without the necessary cooperation which would 
have led to more rapid progress and, in the 
immediate future, to financial savings. 

We must now make sure that the production 
resulting from the development of these two 
techniques is adequate to meet the probable 
demand at the beginning of the next decade. 

Our rapporteur, Mr Noe, whom I too would like 
to thank for his remarkable and very interesting 
report, has given us a very precise analysis of 
the problem. He recalls in paragraph 21 that in a 
resolution adopted in March 1973, this Parlia
ment had expressed the wish that cooperation 
at Community level would be established be
tween the parties interested in the enrichment 
of uranium, so as to enable 'objective data to 
be laid down concerning the different techniques 
of isotopic separation of uranium, bearing in 
mind the fact that such data are necessary for 
decisions to be taken with a full knowledge of 
the facts'. 

It now seems-and Mr Simonet,Vice-President 
of the Commission, reminded us of this during 
the debate held on 17 January last-that the 
fundamental idea of both the Commission and 
the Copenhagen summit was that the two tech
niques would be put into operation jointly, but 
that it was necessary to act in such a way that 
their joint implementation would be backed by 
a joint determination for cooperation and har
monization. 

At the moment, it is obvious that there is a 
refusal to cooperate in the preparatory stages 
of the decision-making process. It is not simply 
a case of organizing cooperation, but also of 
finding out how to alleviate the problems which 
may result from the simultaneous development 
of two different processes and how to avoid at 
the production stage problems arising with 
respect to the sale of the enriched uranium pro
duced. 

This problem, with which we have been con
cerned for a long time, may appear less serious 
at the moment, since it seems that our needs in 
the years 1982 to 1985 will be such that there 
will be no serious consequences from the fact 
that two processes are being put into operation. 
New estimates of our demands make it less and 
less likely that there will be excess production; 
the problem of financing surplus stocks, which 
the Commission had proposed should be the 
Community's responsibility, is therefore of less 
interest now. 

But since the uranium enrichment programme 
was to have led to joint and concrete efforts, 
based on a permanent cooperation arrangement, 
we can only record our failure to cooperate, and 
regret, along with our rapporteur and the com
mittee in its resolution, the situation that has 
thus been created, while hoping that a more 
efficient system of cooperation will be organized 
for future operations. 

Something concrete has, however, emerged from 
this proposal, namely the principle that con
sumers should preferably obtain their supplies 
from the European producers, in order to avoid 
problems with stocks and consequently with the 
financing of them. 

For these reasons, we support the proposal sub
mitted to Parliament today. 

However, like others before us, we regret that 
once again the Commission is simply making 
a statement of fact and is content with proposing 
to consolidate this fact instead of trying to 
introduce a Community proposal. 

The same thing happened in the Economic Com
mittee, where there are, in fact, two groups of 
countries; one favouring the Community snake, 
the other remaining outside it; on the other 
hand, proposals for monetary union only lead 
to the suggestion that the two divergent streams 
should be maintained. 

I will 'not dwell any longer on this topic; I 
think the Commission understands my views. 
I hope, however, that I may be allowed to say 
in conclusion how much we regret that in such 
an important matter, I would even say one of 
the most vital matters for the economic develop
ment of the Community, Parliament has not 
been consulted, and that the Energy Committee 
has had to take the initiative in a debate of this 
kind. I congratulate both it and its Chairman. 

I confirm that we will vote in favour of the 
motion for a resolution which has been tabled. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Dahrendorf to state the 
position of the Commission of the European 
Communities on the amendments adopted by the 
Parliamentary Committee. 

Mr Dahrendorf, member of the Commission of 
the European Communities. - (D) Mr President, 
I hope that you and the members of this Assem
bly will not think I am being cynical if I too 
begin by thanking the rapporteur. No cynicism 
is intended, even though as Mr Flamig and Mr 
Bousch have both reminded us, in this case the 
Commission did not consult Parliament. My col-
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league Mr Simonet, whom I am representing 
here, reminded me that when the Commission 
had to make its decision, it was working to a 
very tight time schedule. This was mainly 
because the delivery conditions for enriched 
uranium from the United States stipulated time 
limits, and thus it was necessary to put forward 
proposals very rapidly, for the guidance of con
sumers. I should like to take this opportunity 
to say that the Commission does not, of course, 
make a habit of acting in this way and that 
in its correspondence with the Council it has 
frequently made it clear that it considers con
sultation with Parliament to be essential. 

The main point of the Commission's proposals, 
on which we have spent a great deal of time, 
emerges quite clearly from all the speakers' 
remarks, and is also clearly stated in the report. 
At the time when we were confronted with this 
problem, we simply did not consider it realistic 
to suggest the creation of a single Community 
enrichment capacity, an enrichment capacity 
deserving of the word 'Community' in the strict 
sense. It seemed to us much more sensible, in 
view of the two parallel developments which 
were being initiated, to concentrate on the desire 
for cooperation, based on definite principles and 
in turn implying definite principles. 

In the first place, cooperation was intended to 
mean that both systems could be developed
and plenty of comments have been made on 
what this means for the interpretation of the 
concept of competition, for example. 

Secondly, it was necessary to ensure that this 
concertation of effort did not mean that, in spite 
of the existence of two systems, the Community 
would cut itself off from the outside world, i.e. 
that it did not invent methods-analogies have 
been used here-which would make cooperation 
with third parties impossible. 

Thirdly, it was intended that this system of 
cooperation should include an understanding 
that there would be full competition after an 
initial period, which was in fact specified. At 
any rate, cooperation should be so organized 
from the outset that it would be possible for 
competition to develop at a later stage. This is 
how the Commission's proposals should be 
understood. The question naturally arises as to 
how such proposals can be put into effect, which 
method is the most suitable. When I read the 
report and its proposals, which could well go 
beyond the views of the Commission and pos
sibly also those of the Council, as they have been 
expressed hitherto, I realize that there are 
certain differences between the Commission's 
and the rapporteur's ideas on the methods to be 
used. The Commission believed, and still belie-

ves, that in creating and developing the two 
systems, care should be taken that economically 
equal conditions are maintained-a view which 
also emerges from the report. I believe that 
further advantages, such as tax preferences, 
should not be granted. The Commission sees no 
reason to charge its mind on this. It does not 
believe that the principles I have just referred 
to will allow tax preferences. It believes that 
tax preferences would make for unequal 
economic conditions. 

On the other hand, I should like to state on 
behalf of the Commission that the suggestion put 
forward by Mr Fliimig as Amendment No 2 is 
in accordance with the Commission's views as I 
have just explained them, namely that further 
development work should be carried out after 
equal opportunities have been created within a 
framework of free competition, and that there 
should be an initial period and a final target 
phase with different competitive conditions. 

The matter of over-capacity is now, of course, 
seen in a different light from a few months ago, 
although, Mr President, you yourself have once 
again stressed that over-capacity can be a struc
tural problem in certain circumstances, i.e., that 
over-capacity is not only a quantitative problem 
but one that also depends on the practical pos
sibilities of constructing within a given time 
limit the reactors which will use the enriched 
uranium. The reference in the Commission's 
proposal to reserve stocks and the allocation of 
a certain sum for emergencies should be under
stood, Mr President, as meaning an upper limit, 
that limit being, moreover, a relatively small 
sum, to give the Community certain powers of 
intervention. It should not be considered the 
start of something which has here, on occasion, 
been compared with the Common Agricultural 
Fund and the special budgetary methods con
nected with this fund, where the upper limit is 
not always easily defined. 

In fact, if I may be frank, some people in the 
Commission were afraid that the Community 
intervention might be too considerable and 
strongly advocated that an upper limit of 200 
million u.a. be set right from the start, in order 
to ensure that the intervention would be limited 
and used only as a last resort to guarantee the 
reserve stocks. The Commission is still convinced 
that these measures are appropriate. It thus 
shares the rapporteur's view that it would be 
advisable to create buffer stocks. Mr Normanton 
also made his views clear on this, but the Com
mission maintains that the possibility of Com• 
munity financing for these stocks must be 
limited. 

It remains for me to say, Mr President, that I 
took your remarks on the supply Agency and 
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natural uranium very seriously. I will report 
them to the Commission. It is a fact that sup
plies ,for the reactors which will come into 
service after 1977 and 1978 are not yet guaran
teed. The Agency, as it is obliged to, is making 
every effort to ensure supplies, but at this 
moment, as you yourself have pointed out, this 
is particularly difficult. That is to say, all coun
tries holding raw materials are quite obviously 
rethinking their policies, which will not make 
it any easier for buyers of raw materials to find 
sources to meet their requirements. 

I should like to state quite clearly-I believe 
Mr Noe mentioned this in his report-that our 
interest in comprehensive documentation on the 
state of nuclear research and development 
remains undiminished. There are points at which 
we may be touching on secret matters, and this 
may sometimes restrict the documentation, but 
I will take up this suggestion, especially as it 
comes under my immediate responsibility as the 
Commissioner for scientific and technical infor
mation. 

I have pointed out where the Commission can 
agree with the proposals and where it cannot. 
Let me in conclusion state quite clearly that we 
shall definitely comply very shortly with the 
wish expressed so forcibly by many speakers 
that we should incorporate these ideas on a 
uranium enrichment capacity into our overall 
ideas on energy policy. At the moment, the main 
topic of Commission discussion is energy policy, 
including energy research. The publication entit
led 'Towards a new energy policy strategy for 
the European Community' will meet these 
requirements. Perhaps it will be somewhat easier 
to discuss particular topics connected with the 
various systems and their possibilities when we 
have this overall framework available. 
(Applause) 

President. - Thank you, Mr Dahrendorf. 

Does anyone else wish to speak? 

We shall now consider the proposal for a Council 
resolution, setting aside consideration of the 
resolution proposed by the Parliamentary Com
mittee. 

On paragraph 3 I had Amendment No 1 tabled 
by Mr Scholten and worded as follows: 

'At the end of this paragraph, delete the words: 
"tax preferences could be granted".' 

After conferring with the rapporteur, the author 
of the Amendment has withdrawn his Amend
ment, which was the result of a linguistic mis
understanding, as Mr Noe has already pointed 
out. 

I call Mr Springorum. 

Mr Springorum, rapporteur. - (D) Mr Presi
dent, I should just like to say the following: a 
linguistic problem has arisen not only in the 
Dutch but also in the German. Mr Dahrendorf 
said that no provision has been made for tax 
preferences. The Committee did not want these 
either. It only wanted the possibility of protect
ing our own energy investments against third 
countries by means of tariff preferences. I can 
also speak for Mr Scholten here, who will with
draw his proposed amendment if Parliament 
agrees that the term 'tariff preferences' should 
be used. We are thinking of a case such as we 
have just had with mineral oil and which the 
Commission, too, put forward as a possibility for 
the new energy policy in its document on energy. 
The Committee intended nothing more than this. 
I therefore ask that the amendment should be 
made to read 'tariff preferences'. 

President. - Does anyone else wish to speak? 

In accordance with the proposal by Mr Springo
rum, the different language versions of para
graph 3 will be harmonized to read as follows: 

'tariff preferences could be granted.' 

We shall now consider the motion for a resolu
tion tabled by the Parliamentary Committee 
and which had been set aside. 

On the preamble and paragraphs 1 to 4, I have 
no amendments or speakers listed. 

Does anyone wish to speak? 

I put these texts to the vote. 

These texts are adopted. 

On paragraph 5, I have Amendment No 2 tabled 
by Mr FHimig and worded as follows: 

'Paragraph 5 should read as follows: 

'5. Considers that, given their respective technical 
development potential, the two techniques for 
uranium enrichment should be further deve
loped after ensuring equal chances for all 
against a background of free competition as 
regards construction and operation;' 

What is the opinion of the rapporteur? 

Mr Noe, rapporteur. -(I) I accept Mr FHimig's 
amendment. 

President.- I put Amendment No 2 to the vote. 

Amendment No 2 is adopted. 

On paragraphs 6 to 10, I have no amendments 
or speakers listed. 
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Does anyone wish to speak? 

I put them to the vote. 

Paragraphs 6 to 10 are adopted. 

I put the motion for a resolution as a whole to 
the vote. 

The resolution as a whole is adopted.1 

7. Commission Memorandum 
on the implementation of energy policy 

President. - The next item is a vote without 
debate on the motion for a resolution contained 
in the report drawn up by Mr Springorum on 
behalf of the Committee on Energy, Research 
and Technology on the Memorandum from the 
Commission of the European Communities to 
the Council on the implementation of the 
'Guidelines and priority measures for· a Com
munity energy policy' (Doe. No 42/74). 

This proposal by the Commission will be dealt 
with by simplified procedure. 

I have no speakers listed. 

Does anyone wish to speak? 

I put the motion for a resolution to the vote. 

The resolution is adopted.1 

8. Regulation establishing a procedure 
of consolidation 

President. - The next item is a debate on the 
report drawn up by Mr Memmel on behalf of 
the Legal Affairs Committee on the proposal 
from the Commission of the European Com
munities to the Council for a regulation estab
lishing a procedure of consolidation (Doe. 
No 46174). 

I call Mr Memmel, who has asked to present his 
report. 

Mr Memmel, rapporteur. - (D) Mr President, 
if you open the Official Journal of the European 
Communities at the end of the year, you will 
see from the numbering that last year the Com
munities churned out 3 613 regulations. And if 
you want to round off this production survey, 
you must add numerous guidelines and other 
decisions. I can tell you that the mountain of 
legal documents grows by about a metre a year. 
Of course it is impossible to predict this moun
tain of legal documents; and if a subscriber to 

1 OJ No C 55, 13. 5. 1974. 

the Official Journal actually decides to collect 
it, it can happen that he is literally forced out 
of his own house as a result of the frantic rate 
at which European legislation is increasing. 

Of course the problem of EEC legislation can 
be belittled by a number of arguments, e.g. by 
pointing to the many 'nine days' wonders', that 
is regulations which apply to current market 
regulation measures, especially in the agri
cultural sector. In the Official Journal you will 
still find, for instance, regulations on the sale 
of the 1967 apricot crop. If someone hits on the 
idea of checking, for example, on the refund 
amounts for albumin exports-they do exist!
in third countries, he goes and fetches the col
lection of legal documents which the Commission 
kindly publishes and which comprises 150 
volumes in all. Then he looks for a regulation 
in the five volumes on agricultural market egg 
products; he then finds amendment No 17. 
There, in Article 7 of amendment No 17 he finds 
a reference to amendment No 13. He then dis
covers to his dismay that this was only a 
prolongation, turns back to amendment No 6 
and finds once again a reference to the source. 
After all this he dejectedly shuts all these 
volumes, mutters to himself that he cannot cope 
with European legislation and lets the whole 
matter drop. These are the practical realities, 
and because this state of affairs, which can only 
be described as deplorable, ought to be changed, 
there was pressure as much as two years ago 
for an overall pruning of European legislation, 
with a view to the publication of an amended 
collection of the Community's legal documents. 

The Commission has now begun to tackle this 
problem, albeit over-cautiously and with parti
cular delicacy. In October 1973 it helpfully
and here I come at last to the main point-issued 
a proposal for a regulation on a so-called pro
cedure of consolidation. This procedure of con
solidation was examined in the Legal Affairs 
Committee; this Committee has already adopted 
the original text with a few votes against. Sub
sequently this subject was once again discussed 
thoroughly in the Legal Affairs Committee, and 
in the sitting of 9 April the proposal for a resolu
tion and the following justification were unani
mously adopted. 

Thus the aim of report No 46/74 before you is 
simply to make Community legal regulations 
clearer and thereby to achieve some certainty 
as to the law. In addition it proposes that legal 
documents that have been supplemented by a 
number of modifications be combined into a 
single text and published in this form in the 
Official Journal of the European Communities. 

My recommendation to my fellow members of 
this Parliament-and here I come to an end-
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please adopt this motion for a resolution. A 
recommendation to the Commission: please pub
lish the consolidated texts in ~he so-called L
series so that it will no longer be necessary to 
look in all sorts of Official Journals. Above all, 
one more recommendation, namely that the 
Commission consider whether it is perhaps pos
sible to introduce an even more customary 
system of consolidation, namely a genuine one 
whereby all out-of-date documents are removed 
so that everything is more neatly arranged and 
easier to use. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Dahrendorf to state the 
position of the Commission of the European 
Communities on the amendments adopted by the 
Parliamentary Committee. 

Mr Dahrendorf, Member of the Commission of 
the European Communities.- (D) Mr President, 
the Commission can neither add to nor refute 
the rapporteur's graphic description of the situa
tion. It is grateful that the rapporteur shares 
its opinion that the consolidation needs to be 
presented more clearly. It can agree to the 
amendments which are being proposed. 

President. - Thank you, Mr Dahrendorf. 

Does anyone else wish to speak? 

The general debate is closed. 

We shall now consider the motion for a resolu
tion. 

I have no amendments or speakers listed. 

Does anyone wish to speak? 

I put the motion for a resolution as a whole to 
the vote. 

The resolution as a whole is adopted.1 

9. Agenda for the next sitting 

President. - The next sitting will be held 
tomorrow, Wednesday, 24 April, with the fol
lowing agenda: 

10.30 a.m. and 3.00 p.m.: 

- Question Time; 

- Combined debate on Oral Questions 

- by the Political Affairs Committee on the 
present state of the Community, 

- by Mr Durieux on the Commission's role 
as guardian of the EEC Treaty, 

- by Mr Durieux on improper procedure in 
deliberations by the Council; 

- Report by Mr John Hill on aid for sea-fishing; 

- Report by Mr Dunne on Norwegian fishing 
products; 

- Report by Mr Martens on the common organ
ization of the market in sugar; 

- Oral Question, with debate, by Mr Gibbons 
and others on the EAGGF; 

- Oral Question, with debate, by Mr Jakobsen 
and others on price increases in agriculture. 

The sitting is closed. 

(The sitting was closed at 7.35 p.m.) 

1 OJ No C 55, 13. 5. 1974. 
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IN THE CHAIR: MR BERKHOUWER 

President 

(The sitting was opened at 10.40 a.m.) 

President. - The sitting is open. 

1. Approval of minutes 

President. - The minutes of proceedings of 
yesterday's sitting have been distributed. 

Are there any comments? 

The minutes of proceedings are approved. 

2. Documents received 

President. - I have received the following docu
ments: 

(a) from the Council of the European Com
munities, a request for an opinion on amend
ments to the proposals from the Commission 
of the European Communities to the Council 
for 

I. Regulations concerning the level of the 
maximum quota applicable to sugar dur
ing the 1974/75 marketing year. 

Il. A regulation supplementing Regulation 
No 1009/67/EEC on the common organ
ization of the market in sugar. 

(Doe. 59/74). 

This document has been referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture as the committee 
responsible and to the Committee on Exter
nal Economic Relations and the Committee 
on Development and Cooperation for their 
opinions; 

(b) report by Mr Thomas Dunne on behalf of 
the Committee on External Economic Rela
tions on the proposal from the Commission 
of the European Communities to the Council 
for a regulation amending Council Regula
tion No 3609/73 of 27 December 1973 on the 
customs arrangements applicable to certain 
fishery products originating in Norway (Doe. 
61/74); ' 

(c) the following oral questions with debate put 
to the Commission of the European Com
munities: 

- by the Committee on Public Health and 
the Environment on the threat to the 
the Dollart nature reserve (Doe. 62/74); 

- by Mr Premoli and Mr Durieux on behalt 
of the Liberal and Allies Group on the 
harmonization of nationality laws (Doe. 
63/74). 

3. Question Time 

President. - The next item is Question Time 
(Doe. 53/74). 

We shall first deal with questions addressed to 
the Council of the European Communities. 

I call Oral Question No 1 by Lord O'Hagan on 
the application of Article 113 of the EEC Treaty: 

'Does article 113 of the Treaty of Rome cover 
all commercial agreements contracted by Mem
ber States?' 

I call Mr Apel to answer the question. 

Mr Apel, President-in-Office of the Council of 
the European Communities.- (D) Mr President, 
Article 113, paragraph 1 of the Treaty of Rome, 
reads, inter alia: 'After the transitional period 
has ended the common commercial policy shall 
be based on uniform principles particularly in 
regard to ... the conclusion of tariff and trade 
agreements ... '. 

In implementation of this principle, paragraph 3 
of this Article, together with Article 114, sets 
out a procedure for negotiation and conclusion 
of trade agreements by the Community with 
third countries. 

In view of the fact that Community trade agree
ments cannot in practice be substituted for bi
lateral agreements in all cases without a transi
tion period, the Council, by its decisions of 
16 December 1969 and 19 December 1972, based 
on Article 113, has authorized the prorogation, 
conclusion or modification of bilateral trade 
agreements within given time limits and accord
ing to certain procedures in order to ensure that 
these agreements do not constitute obstacles to 
the implementation of the common commercial 
policy. 

In the light of the aforesaid, the question of the 
Honourable Member can be answered in the 
affirmative. 

President. - I call Lord O'Hagan to put a 
supplementary question. 

Lord O'Hagan. - Does the President's answer 
confirm that the Community's commercial policy 
works only in so far as individual Member 
States do not wish to undercut it by the device 
of cooperation agreements? 
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President. - I call Mr Apel. 

Mr Apel.- (D) Mr President, at its last meeting, 
the Council of Ministers discussed a Commis
sion proposal on cooperation agreements and 
joint consultation; it has, however, not yet 
arrived at a final opinion. Thus I cannot say 
anything more on behalf of the Council of 
Ministers today. But I will add the following, 
on behalf of the Federal Government: we feel 
that it is obvious that consultation for coopera
tion agreements must take place at Community 
level, indeed, that we must ultimately arrive at 
a situation in which cooperation agreements will 
also come within the competence of the Com
munity, since it would otherwise certainly be 
possible to undercut the Community's commer
cial policy by means of bilateral cooperation 
agreements. I am afraid, Lord O'Hagan, that 
cooperation agreements could even be used to 
undercut more than the Community's commer
cial policy, namely Community policy as a 
whole. And for this reason, on behalf of the 
Government which I also represent here, you 
have my full support in drawing attention in 
your question to the danger of cooperation 
agreements being used as instruments to under
mine the Community. 

President. - I call Oral Question No 2 by Mr 
Brewis on the Caracas Conference on maritime 
law: 

'The Council is asked what will be the Commun
ity's position at the Caracas Conference regard
ing the exploitation of marine resources on the 
continental shelf beyond the limits of territorial 
waters?' 

I call Mr Apel to answer this question. 

Mr Apel. - (D) Mr President, the problem 
referred to by the Honourable Member, which 
is one of the many to be discussed at the next 
meeting of the Third Conference on the Law 
of the Sea, has in fact not yet been examined 
in detail by the Council. Proceedings on this 
item will begin at the end of April within an 
ad hoc Working Party. The Council cannot 
therefore reply to Mr Brewis's question at the 
present stage of its proceedings in the matter. 

President. - I call Mr Brewis to put a supple
mentary question. 

Mr Brewis. - But is it not extraordinary that 
the Council has been so dilatory considering 
the most important issues which will be raised 
at this Conference, particularly as proposals 
have already been made by the Commission? 

Can the President-in-Office tell me when he 
will be in a position to answer questions on 
this subject, and will the matter be discussed 
with the appropriate committee of this Parlia
ment? 

President. - I call Mr Apel. 

Mr Apel. - (D) Mr President, I have just 
pointed out that the Council's work on this 
subject will begin in an ad hoc working party 
at the end of April. That is all that is certain. 
In general, all one can say about the work of 
the Council is 'We know when it will begin. 
When it will be finished is never certain.' 

Mr Fellermaier. - (D) Very true! 

President. - We now proceed to questions put 
to the Commission of the European Commun
ities. 

I call Oral Question No 3 by Sir Tufton Beamish 
on aid to be given to Palestinian refugees: 

'In view of the common Community policy to
wards the Arab/Israel dispute and the under
taking at the Copenhagen summit meeting to 
guarantee a peace settlement, what steps are 
being taken to coordinate and increase the aid 
given in money and kind to Palestinian re
fugees?' 

I call Mr Cheysson to answer the question. 

Mr Cheysson, Member of the Commission of 
the European Communities. - (F) Mr President, 
the Commission is fully aware of the signific
ance of the problem of the Palestinian refugees, 
to which the Honourable Member has called 
the attention of the House. May I permitted to 
say that this is a subject in which I take a great 
personal interest as a result of the travels which 
I have just completed in the Middle East and 
the trip to the Lebanon which I am to make 
this very afternoon. The Commission is thus 
endeavouring, within the limits of its budge
tary resources, to put into effect a programme 
of aid for the Palestinian refugees, pending a 
satisfactory definitive solution. 

Following a proposal submitted by the Com
mission in July 1972, the Council of Ministers 
approved, in December of the same year, the 
methods to be used in a triennial aid programme 
in the form of food to be provided by the Com
munity to Palestinian refugees through UNRWA, 
the United Nations agency set up in 1948 for 
the implementation of relief and aid program
mes for Palestinian refugees. Within the frame
work of these UNRWA programmes the Com
munity provides, from its own budget, free sup-
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plies of cereals, milk powder, butter-oil and 
sugar. For the 1972-73 campaign this aid was 
increased to approximately 7 million u.a.; for 
the 1973-74 campaign the allocation on the Com
munity's budget will be increased to approxi
mately 10 million u.a. It must be stressed that, 
in addition to the deliveries which I have just 
quoted to the House, the actions of Member 
States and of the Community have been coordi
nated. For example, 7 000 tons of cereals were 
provided by Member States in the 1973-74 cam
paign. Besides this, the Community provides, 
out of its budget, aid in kind amounting to 1.6 
million u.a. per year, which is intended to cover 
the working costs of the UNRWA distribution 
centres. 

Thus, Mr President, the total food aid provided 
from the Community's budget represents a not 
inconsiderable proportion of the UNRW A bud
get, namely approximated 8.6 million u.a. in 
1973, or 12 percent of the Agency's budget, and 
1.6 million u.a. in 1974, or 16-17 per cent of 
the Agency's estimated budget for this year. If 
we recall that this percentage was 0.5 per cent 
in 1971, the House will realize that the concerns 
expressed by the Honourable Member are indeed 
shared by the Commission and the Community. 

President. - I call Sir Tufton Beamish to put 
a supplementary question. 

Sir Tufton Beamish. - Mr President, I thank 
Mr Cheysson for that encouraging reply. None 
the less, he will be aware that in spite of the 
bilateral aid given by member countries and by 
the Community as such in 1973, there was a 
shortfall of four million dollars in UNRW A's 
budget last year. This may well mean that there 
will be a cut in the education budget, which 
would be very unfortunate. Is there not a clear 
case for itemizing the aid given in money and 
kind in the Community budget so that every
body can see it clearly? 

President. - I call Mr Cheysson. 

Mr Cheysson. - (F) Mr President, because of 
price rises, the United Nations Agency is at 
present in a very grave financial situation. It 
foresees a deficit in the order of 11 million dol
lars for 1974. Because of these difficulties, it 
even envisages simply cancelling certain parts 
of its programme, for example the preparatory 
stage for secondary and technical education. . 

The Agency thus asked the Commission for ad
ditional assistance. During their discussion in 
December 1972, the Foreign Ministers of the 
Member States expressed themselves in favour 
of a health education programme to complement 

the food aid programme. The departments of 
the Commission subsequently prepared a pro
gramme of aid in this field, additional to that 
represented by the figures which I have just 
quoted to the House. 

However, after the Middle East war in October 
1973, it did not seem desirable, for political 
reasons, to carry out this programme, or at any 
rate to construct medical or educational centres 
which could give the impression that the Com
munity recognized as a status quo a situation 
which was clearly intolerable to the Palesti
nians. 

Nevertheless, as Sir Tufton Beamish quite 
rightly emphasized in his supplementary ques
tion, the Commission cannot remain deaf to the 
appeals of the United Nations Agency, particu
larly as the appeals are arriving in increasing 
numbers from all sides, the most recent coming 
from the Palestinian Liberation Movement, 
which, in a recent communique to the Arab 
League, requested that the United Nation's 
Agency programmes should under no circum
stances be curtailed. This request has, moreover, 
been made to me repeatedly by the various 
governments of the countries in this region 
which I recently visited. 

In the next few days. therefore, the Commission 
intends to examine the possibility of setting 
up an additional emergency programme for aid 
in the education field. 

Discussions with the departments of Sir John 
Rennie, Commissioner General of the UNRW A. 
have indicated that this body would be very 
grateful if the Community would bear part of 
the operating expenses incurred in the educa
tion sector in 1974. We shall submit proposals 
to this end to the Council of Ministers. 

President. - I call Mr Blumenfeld. 

Mr Blumenfeld. - (D) Mr President, I should 
like to ask the Commissioner whether he does 
not feel that the Commission, too, should adopt 
a completely new approach to this problem, in 
view of the political situation which we have 
seen develop in the Middle East in recent 
months. I should like to ask him whether he 
does not in fact consider that the admirable 
UNRW A, which has been in existence for 
25 years and is always on the verge of bank
ruptcy, could not be better financed by a dona
tion from the Arab oil producers and suppliers, 
and that the Commission, and perhaps the 
Council of Ministers too, would be more advised 
to concentrate their efforts for the Palestinian 
refugees-of which we are all aware, even 
though we may assess them differently-in 
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other fields? One possibility is surely to educate 
and train the children of Palestinian refugees 
to become productive members of society 
instead of terrorists, as has been the case 
hitherto. 

I should like to ask the Commissioner whether 
it would not be possible for greater efforts to 
be made in the economic sector. That would 
perhaps be the correct political solution for the 
problem you have mentioned. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Cheysson. 

Mr Cheysson. - (F) Mr President, the remarks 
made by Mr Blumenfeld are in complete accord 
with the Commission's thoughts on this subject. 

The first important point, as I have stressed, is 
that we must not risk interrupting the program
mes which are at present being carried out by 
the United Nations Agency, since these provide 
food aid, without which the refugees would be 
in a dire situation, as well as efforts in educa
tion and health which must be continued. The 
appeal by the Palestine Liberation Movement, 
which I mentioned just now, and the appeals 
by the various Arab governments, which were 
discussed at the last meeting of the Arab 
League, do in fact call for active participation 
of the oil-producing countries of the Middle 
East in financing the UNRW A budget. We have 
every reason to believe that this will indeed 
happen, and that the UNRW A will thus be able 
to meet its expenses as long as the present 
situation lasts. During this period, the priority 
given to education, as recommended by Mr 
Blumenfeld, is indeed of great importance. I 
should like to point out straight away that the 
work which has been done is quite remarkable, 
and that the Palestinian refugees, in spite of 
the very difficult conditions in which they live, 
nevertheless enjoy a very complete system of 
education, more complete for instance in the 
case of girls than that enjoyed by the nationals 
of the countries to which they have fled. In this 
way, fairly large numbers of people with a 
satisfactory general and technical education are 
emerging to play a leading role in their society. 

All this must be seen as part of the shaping 
of the future, which will clearly involve impor
tant economic questions. That is to say, it is 
not impossible that in the future members of 
the international community such as the mem
bers of our Community may have to accept 
economic responsibilities. May I remind those 
present that the Chancellor of the Federal 
Republic of Germany, at the beginning of his 
address to this House, drew attention to this 
possibility. Unfortunately, it is impossible at 

present to know when these long-term respon
sibilities can be undertaken, since this depends 
upon a satisfactory solution to the Palestinian 
problem, which can only be found as part of a 
general peace settlement. 

To sum up, I feel that our Community must 
respond to the appeals which have been made 
to us to prevent the current programmes from 
being interrupted, and if possible-this is what 
we shall propose to the Council-to ensure in 
particular that the educational programmes are 
continued at their present level. 

President. - I would remind the House that in 
accordance with the Rules of Procedure sup
plementary questions must be put briefly. 

I call Mr Normanton. 

Mr Normanton. - Bearing in mind that I am 
somewhat critical of the way in which sums are 
disbursed in aid projects, could Mr Cheysson 
assure us that in the case of Palestinian refugee 
contributions from the Commission, the cash and 
kind are effectively and economically distrib
uted and that they produce the most effective 
results? 

President. - I call Mr Cheysson. 

Mr Cheysson. - (F) Yes. The United Nations 
Agency for Palestinian refugees has not, to my 
knowledge, been the object of any criticism, 
either from the host governments or from the 
most extreme political movements, any more 
than from the countries contributing to the 
Agency's funds. 

President. - I call Oral Question No 4 by Mr 
Noe on the safeguard clause adopted for Italy 
in the beef sector: 

'Does the Commission agree that the safeguard 
clause adopted for Italy in the beef sector has 
not been as effective as was hoped and has
failed to check imports, with the result that 
trade has been distorted and, in particular that 
meat and livestock from outside the EEC are 
arriving in Italy via Member States of the 
Community?' 

I call Mr Lardinois to answer the question. 

Mr Lardinois, Membe1· of the Commission of the 
European Communities. - (NL) I can answer 
this question quite briefly, Mr President. At 
issue is whether I agree with the questioner 
that the measures we took with regard to some 
types of meat on a short-term basis-between 
the end of February and the end of March-
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have not achieved their aims. Unlike the 
questioner, however, I do feel that these 
measures have done what they were meant to 
do. Whether other people expected more from 
them is another question. The Commission only 
intended them to be short-term measures, which 
would more or less keep the situation under 
control between the end of February and the 
end of March. At the end of February the 
Council was not in a position to fix beef prices. 
There was of course some degree of substitution, 
but there was no question whatsoever of 
substitution of live cattle. Live cattle was not 
covered by the measures. 

In other words, I cannot yet say what the con
crete effects of the measures taken have been. 
However, we feel that the measures taken for 
Italy, France, Belgium and Luxembourg have 
more or less fulfilled the purpose which the 
Commission intended them to fulfil. 

President. - I call Mr Noe to put a supple
mentary question. 

Mr Noe. - (I) Mr President, I thank Mr Lar
dinois for his answer, but I should like to ask 
a supplementary question. 

In view of the fact that the situation in Italy 
has unfortunately not improved in the mean
time, I should like to ask Commissioner Lardi
nois what he thinks of the possibility of a 
request from the Italian Government to exempt 
imports of meat and milk for a short period, 
possibly two months, so that the refrigerating 
capacity may be freed, and a different policy 
with regard to internal production developed. 
In other words, a request for an exemption. 

President. - I call Mr Lardinois. 

M:r Lardinois. - (NL) Mr President, I must 
assume that this is a hypothetical question. If 
such a request were to be made, the Commis
sion would. of course, have to consider the 
various advantages and disadvantages. For the 
present, I can only give an off-the-cuff, personal 
reaction. At first sight I would strongly advise 
against taking such a measure. We must not 
forget that there are problems in the beef sector 
which concern not only Italy, but the whole 
Community. If we were to make special provi
sions for Italy, this would, I feel, in all proba
bility only lead to increased problems in the 
other eight countries, which strikes me as any
thing but a Community solution. 

President. - I call Mr Bersani. 

Mr Bersani. - (I) I should first like to ask 
Commissioner Lardinois if he can give us some 
information on the increasingly persistent 
reports of live cattle and beef being imported 
into the Community through irregular channels, 
in such a way as to affect the working of the 
market. 

Secondly, quite apart from Mr Noe's hypotheti
cal question, can he tell us what other measures 
might be envisaged by the Community if the 
common agricultural market should greatly 
affect the Italian market: as a result of foreign 
imports, prices have suddenly dropped by 30 
per cent in little more than two weeks. 

President. - I call Mr Lardinois. 

Mr Lardinois. - (NL) Mr President, I am glad 
that this supplementary question has been asked 
since it gives me an opportunity to say more 
about the situation on the whole Community. 
The problems have been caused by an increase 
in production in recent months, accompanied by 
a drop in consumption throughout the Com
munity. The result of this is that the market is 
under considerable pressure. I do not think that 
a solution to these problems must be sought 
exclusively in a reduction of imports, even 
though imports must of course play an impor
tant role. We must also introduce measures 
aimed at encouraging consumption in the Com
munity and thus restoring equilibrium. 

President. - I call Mr Scott-Hopkins. 

Mr Scott-Hopkins. - In view of the price drop 
throughout Europe that the Commissioner has 
just mentioned, will he say how many thousands 
of tons are in intervention in Italy and the other 
eight countries, and what the cost of this is to 
the Community? 

President. - I call Mr Lardinois. 

Mr Lardinois.- (NL) Mr President, up to now 
the Italian Government has not applied any 
intervention in the beef sector. In the last few 
davs it has begun to do so in half a dozen places 
in Italy. I can assure you that the quantity 
concerned is negligible. In the entire Commu
nity the intervention stocks amount to approxi
mately 60,000 tons. This is 1 per cent of the 
total annual beef costs. Thus the effect on the 
overall situation is minimal. On the other hand, 
I must point out that the intervention system 
in the meat sector-and in particular the beef 
sector-is a very awkward instrument, since 
cold storage warehouses cannot be used for this 
purpose. Moreover, when the intervention stocks 
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are greater than the marginal volume of pro
duction, the system becomes virtually unman
ageable. In other words: intervention as such 
can only play a subsidiary and minor role in 
restoring a healthy market situation. The quan
tities and costs in question are thus relatively 
low-for example in comparison with the mea
sures taken in the dairy produce sector. The 
costs of making the stocks available again would 
be in the order of 20-25 million u.a. 

President. - I call Mr Friih. 

Mr Friih. - (D) I should like to return to the 
point made by Mr Noe, and ask the Commis
sioner whether meat and live cattle from outside 
the EEC have been imported into Italy via Com
munity countries. 

President. - I call Mr Lardinois. 

Mr Lardinois.- (NL) Mr President, during this 
period only frozen meat and live cattle were 
imported into Italy. The measures taken at the 
end of February and March did not apply to 
frozen meat and live cattle. 

President. - I call Mr John Hill. 

Mr John Hill.- Can the Commissioner assure 
us that, if supplies of beef build up in interven
tion, there will be no question of selling the 
surplus off cheaply to Russia or any third coun
try but arrangements will be made to have it 
consumed within the Community? 

President. - I call Mr Lardinois. 

Mr Lardinois.- (NL) Mr President, I can assure 
Parliament that we will not sell off any surplus 
supplies to Russia at special low prices without 
Parliament's knowledge. However, I cannot gua
rantee that we shall not export part of these 
supplies. If this happens, we shall make no 
exceptions for any country. 

President. - I call Mr Pisoni. 

Mr Pisoni. - (I) Mr President, I do not think 
Mr Bersani's question has been answered. It 
appears that there is a certain amount of non
Community meat in circulation which has be
come 'naturalized', and thus enjoys all the bene
fits of Community meat. Does this trade actually 
exist? Is this acceptable? Do we have the neces
sary controls to prevent this happening? 

President. - I call Mr Lardinois. 

Mr Lardinois.- (NL) Mr President, we cannot 
rule out the possibility that this may have 
happened. However, if it has happened it does 
not mean that any rules have been infringed, 
provided that the meat has been handled by 
the Italian customs as if it originated from 
third countries. 

In general, I can say that we have received no 
complaints of any irregularities or infringe
ments of regulations either from the Italian, 
the French, the Belgian or the Luxembourg 
authorities. 

President. - I call Mr Laban. 

Mr Laban. - (NL) Mr President, if I have 
understood Mr Lardinois correctly, a solution to 
the beef problem is to be sought to a great 
extent in encouraging its consumption. 

I should like to ask him what steps the Com
mission has already taken or plans to take in 
order to encourage consumption as much as 
possible. 

President. - I call Mr Lardinois. 

Mr Lardinois. - (NL) Mr President, I cannot 
yet answer this question satisfactorily. We are 
still studying this matter, not only within our 
departments but also in consultation with the 
steering committees. The first discussions were 
held before Easter, and consultation will be 
resumed this week. This point will no doubt 
also be included on the Council's agenda this 
Tuesday when they discuss the beef situation in 
the Common Market. I must point out that it 
is not an easy matter to find effective measures 
in this sector, but the possibilities we have in 
mind include stimulating consumption by means 
of a special price--that is to say, a lower price 
-for deliveries to certain institutions serving a 
social purpose, such as hospitals etc. 

President.- I call Lord O'Hagan. 

Lord O'Hagan. - Can the Commissioner say 
why he committed himself only to informing 
Parliament if it was decided. to sell intervention 
beef outside the Community? Surely he should 
consult Parliament about a matter which affects 
every consumer in the Community? 

President.- I call Mr Fellermaier. 

Mr Fellermaier. - (D) Commissioner, can you 
confirm reports according to which a consider
able proportion of the beef, as meat or on the 
hoof, which has been imported into Italy from 
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third countries, is closely connected with bilate
ral trade agreements which Italy has concluded 
for the sale of industrial products, in return 
for which she would accept agricultural produce 
from these countries? 

President. - I call Mr Lardinois. 

Mr Lardinois. - (NL) Mr President, I cannot 
answer this question in the affirmative. It seems 
very unlikely. I shall make further enquiries 
into this matter. 

In reply to Lord O'Hagan's question, before 
beef is exported to certain Eastern bloc coun
tries at specially reduced prices, I shall consult 
Parliament, as was agreed in the debate which 
we had almost a year ago in connection with 
the export of butter to Russia. 

President. - I call Oral Question No 5 by 
Mr Bousch on the financial effects of the energy 
crisis: 

'Having regard to the energy crisis and its 
foreseeable harmful effects on the balance of 
payments of almost all the Member States, how 
does the Community intend to participate in the 
new finance system at world level?' 

I call Mr Dahrendorf to answer the question. 

Mr Dahrendorf, Member of the Commission of 
the European Communities.- (D) Mr President, 
any attempt to make short and medium-term 
predictions on the deterioration in the balances 
of payments of Community countries as a result 
of the rise in crude oil prices encounters a great 
number of difficulties, particularly owing to 
the uncertainty with regard to the future trend 
of crude oil prices, the time necessary for the 
development of alternative sources at produc
tion and consumption level and our ability to 
increase exports to OPEC countries. Present 
estimates, however, indicate that the swings in 
the current account balances resulting from the 
crisis will cause serious problems, by their extent 
and their differing effects on the individual Com
munity countries. In view of the low consumption 
capacity of the oil-producing countries, Com
munity countries will not be able to make up 
their deficits by boosting exports to them. Simil
arly, competitive devaluations are impossible for 
a number of reasons. Restoring the ba,lance on 
current accounts must thus be effected either 
by direct means, whereby the OPEC countries 
would amass credit in the financial institutions 
of the Member States, or indirectly, by means 
of a process of re-cycling through the inter
national money market or through international 
organizations. 

As for the first possibility, those countries 
hardest hit by the crisis would probably be 
the least capable of attracting capital. Thus 
they would be forced to resort to international 
credit supplies, which have so far not under
gone any overall changes to adjust to the situa
tion I have just described. Those Member States 
which show or foresee a deficit, turn indivi
dually to the international private money mar
ket. 

In the Memorandum submitted to the Council 
on 23 January of this year the Commission 
based its recommendations for immediate mea
sures on the idea of coordination within the 
Communities of the demands made on the inter
national market, which should, among other 
things, lead to stabilization of the interest rate. 

In connection with the creation of new credit 
instruments, plans have been developed in the 
International Monetary Fund with a view to the 
introduction of a new drawing facility, to be 
used exclusively for financing deficits resulting 
from the oil crisis. It is in any case clear that 
evolving a new and easier financing system 
which would be acceptable both to the countries 
showing deficits and the OPEC countries needs 
time, but that in the short term the deficits 
must be financed mainly through the interna
tional money markets. 

President. - I call Mr Bousch to put a supple
mentary question. 

Mr Bousch.- (F) I thank the Commissioner for 
his reply. It deserves to be studied and discussed 
again in committee. 

However, I am somewhat surprised that the 
Commissioner did not make any reference at all 
to one particular current problem, namely that 
of gold. Gold could be surely considered as a 
possible means of payment, in view of its de 
facto revaluations on all the world markets. 

President. - I call Mr Dahrendorf. 

Mr Dahrendorf.- (D) Mr President, the House 
is certainly aware of the fact that the Commis
sion referred to this possibility in its proposals, 
which were recently the subject of informal dis
cussions between the Finance Ministers of the 
Member States. However, it is equally certain 
that this possibility alone cannot cover the sub
stantial fluctuations we are observing in the 
balance of payments. 

President. - I call Mr N oe. 
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Mr Noe. - (I) I should like to ask a question 
relating to the medium and long term. In his 
reply, Commissioner Dahrendorf stated that one 
uncertain aspect was that we had no exact infor
mation on alternative sources. Thus, my ques
tion is as follows: Does Commissioner Dahren
dorf not regard it as vital for our future energy 
supplies to increase cooperation between our 
efforts to find alternative sources and the United 
States five-year plan, which anticipates an 
expenditure of ten thousand million dollars over 
five years, aimed at developing a series of very 
specific activities and keeping abreast of the 
various fields of research ? 

President. - I call Mr Dahrendorf. 

Mr Dahrendorf. - (D) Mr President, the ques
tion which I answered on behalf of my colleague 
Mr Haferkamp concerned the balance of pay
ments, the effects of the rise in oil prices on 
the balance of payments, and the consequent re
cycling of the additional income of the Arab 
States. However, in a completely different 
context, I should like to say that I am in full 
agreement with the questioner as regards 
research. 

President. - I call Mr Burgbacher to put a brief 
question. 

Mr Burgbacher.- (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, Mr Dahrendorf, in the Committee on 
Economic and Monetary Affairs Vice-President 
Haferkamp put the anticipated net deficit on the 
1974 balance of payments of the Community 
countries at 22 thousand million dollars. Quite 
understandably you have not quoted any precise 
figure. Are we to understand your statement 
as implying that the actual figure will be greater 
or smaller than 22 thousand million dollars? 

President. - I call Mr Dahrendorf. 

Mr Dahrendorf.- (D) Mr President, my state
ment may be understood as implying that the 
sum is likely to be somewhat higher than 22 
thousand million dollars. However, one must be 
careful to distinguish between the primary 
effects and the overall effects which emerge 
when additional OPEC imports are also taken 
into account. According to our present calcula
tions the shortfall is unlikely to be much higher 
than the figure quoted by Mr Haferkamp. 

President. - I call Mr Normanton. 

Mr Normanton. - Mr President, although the 
question relates to the financial effects of the 

energy crisis, can the Commissioner assure the 
House that the Commission as such, in a cor
porate sense, is really taking seriously the need 
to produce a Community energy policy? If he 
can assure the House to that effect, will he say 
when he expects the Council of Ministers to 
accept responsibility for it and give instructions 
for its implementation? 

President. - I call Mr Dahrendorf. 

Mr Dahrendorf.- (D) As far as the Commission 
is concerned, I can assure the questioner without 
reservation that this subject has top priority in 
the work of the Commission. As regards the 
Council, it is obviously impossible for me to 
make any statement. 

President. - I call Oral Question No 6 by Mr 
Laban on the sharp rise in energy prices in the 
horticultural and fisheries sectors: 

'What action has the Commission already taken 
or does it intend to take shortly to put an end 
to the situation in which individual Member 
States are introducing uncoordinated subsidy 
measures in the horticultural and fisheries 
sectors to counteract the effects of the sharp rise 
in energy prices, and what action has it already 
taken or does it intend to take shortly to intro
duce a Community bridging arrangement to 
solve this problem?' 

I call Mr Lardinois to answer this question. 

Mr Lardinois, Member of the Commission of the 
European Communities. - (NL) Mr President 
Mr Laban has asked me a question on the conse
quences of the sharp rise in energy prices in the 
horticultural and fisheries sectors, and asks 
what action the Commission has already taken 
to put an end to the situation in which indivi
dual Member States are introducing uncoor
dinated subsidy measures. 

The core of this problem lies in the fact that 
the Commission proposed to the Council 
approximately four months ago that the free 
energy market should be re-established, parti
cularly for oil and oil derivatives. To date, the 
Council has made no decision on this proposal, 
as a result of which horticulture-particularly 
horticulture under glass-and fisheries have run 
into difficulties, since there has been tremendous 
variation in oil prices in the various Member 
States. 

In order to eliminate any risk to the common 
agricultural market in these sectors, we have 
had informal talks with the various Member 
States on the subject of introducing interim 
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measures, until the free market for oil and oil 
derivatives has been restored. 

These national measures are judged in accor
dance with the stipulations of Article 92. I can 
inform the questioner that we have already 
approved a number of requests for aid measures. 

In addition, I can inform him that the Commis
sion has promised to submit a report on the 
energy situation in the entire agricultural sector 
-but particularly in these two sectors-to the 
Council before the end of June, and at the same 
time to make a number of supplementary pro
posals relating in particular to the situation 
which will arise after the free market for oil 
and oil derivatives has been restored. Among 
other things, the need for a number of structural 
measures will be emphasized. The aims of such 
measures would include enabling those in the 
horticultural and fisheries sectors who have got 
into particularly serious difficulties to benefit 
from the opportunities offered by the Com
munity. In addition, measures in the field of 
investment and research might be considered, 
in order to help develop methods of reducing 
the energy used for greenhouse horticulture, 
while maintaining the same level of production. 

President. - I call Mr Laban to put a supple
mentary question. 

Mr Laban. - (NL) Mr President, I am very 
grateful to Mr Lardinois for his answer, but I 
should nevertheless like to ask him another 
question. I should like to know whether he 
agrees that if no action is taken at Community 
level the risk remains that Member States might 
try to outbid each other with regard to the aid 
measures for the horticultural and fisheries 
sectors. Does Mr Lardinois therefore feel that 
he should draw up regulations on the harmon
ization of aid measures as soon as possible--at 
all events before the new season? 

President. - I call Mr Lardinois. 

Mr Lardinois. - (NL) Mr President, I can 
answer this question in the affirmative, and 
would at the same time stress that it is absolu
tely imperative to restore order on the free 
energy market. I feel that the Commission 
cannot wait any longer, and that it bears a 
certain responsibility in this field, too. At the 
present time nearly all the Member States are 
contravening the regulations laid down in the 
Treaty with regard to the free market for 
energy products. The Commission is competent 
to deal with the consequences of this. I shall 
ensure that regulations are introduced to ensure 

the maintenance of the free market for horticul
tural and fisheries products. 

President.- I call Sir Derek Walker-Smith. 

Sir Derek Walker-Smith. - Could Mr Lardinois 
give me two assurances? 

First, pending any Community arrangements, 
can we be assured that there will be no attempt 
to interfere with the individual measures put 
into effect in certain Member States, which 
have been welcome and helpful to the green
house horticultural industries in those States? 
Second, if and when Community measures do 
come into operation, will the Commissioner 
assure this Parliament that they will result in 
a situation at least not less favourable to the 
horticulturalists in those Member States than 
exists now under the individual measures taken? 

President. - I call Mr Lardinois. 

Mr Lardinois.- (NL) Mr President, I regret that 
I must answer both questions in the negative. 
We cannot give the Member States freedom to 
grant unlimited subsidies. Such subsidies must 
take account of the relative competitive situa
tions of the Member States, and we must avoid 
the state of affairs outlined by Mr Laban, where 
the various Member States would be outbidding 
each other. We can, in principle, allow a certain 
degree of subsidizing for this period, in view 
of the fact that the Council has taken no deci
sions with regard to the free energy market. We 
can also accept the principle of tax refunds on 
oil and other sources of energy, but we cannot 
give Member States complete freedom in this. 
We must judge these matters in the light of 
Articles 92, 93 and 94 of the Treaty. 

In the second place, I should like to assure the 
questioner that we want to see these subsidies 
largely abolished as soon as possible--in the 
case of greenhouse horticulture certainly within 
the coming season. We must certainly not follow 
the route indicated by the questioner. 

President. - I should like once again to ask 
Members to put supplementary questions as 
briefly as possible since otherwise there will be 
insufficient time for the remaining questions. 

Question Time will be over in 10 minutes. 

I call Mr Frehsee. 

Mr Frehsee. - (D) I also am grateful for the 
answers which Mr Lardinois has given so far. 
I should like to ask in addition whether the 
Commission is prepared to admit that national 
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compensatory measures in the form of subsidies 
for fuel oil and diesel fuel have become 
desirable, not to say urgent, since there is no 
common energy policy, since the Council has 
hitherto chosen not to introduce any harmoniza
tion of conditions, and since competition has 
been distorted to such an extent that a number 
of firms could well have gone out of business? 

President. - I call Mr Lardinois. 

Mr Lardinois.- (NL) Mr President, my answer 
to this question is yes. I took it upon myself to 
suggest to certain Member States such as the 
Federal Republic of Germany, after they had 
taken the initial measures, that they would do 
well to go further than these measures. 

President.- I call Mr Van der Sanden. 

Mr Van der Sanden. - (NL) Mr President. I 
should like to ask the Commissioner whether 
the remark which he made about Commission 
support of the enquiry into methods of economi
zing on energy, means that these enquiries will 
be carried out by the Commission itself, or that 
the Commission intends to support such 
enquiries in countries where they are already 
under way. 

President. - I call Mr Lardinois. 

Mr Lardinois.- (NL) Mr President, as the Euro
pean Communities we do not have the necessary 
machinery for this. Our aim is primarily to 
stimulate and coordinate. Above all, we want to 
encourage those activities which are possible in 
the individual Member States. 

President. - I call Mr John Hill. 

Mr John Hill. - Since the impact of higher oil 
prices has been very great immediately on agri
culture, and particularly on fishing, would it not 
be desirable to publish quickly what level of 
subsidy is th~ught to come within Article 92, so 
that, immediately, there would be a limit which 
one hopes Member States would observe? I 
would suggest that probably that limit should 
be tapered and faded out, because the problem 
is essentially short-term. 

President. -- I call Mr Lardinois. 

Mr Lardinois. - (NL) Mr President, I can 
assure Mr John Hill that the Standing Com
mittee on Agricultural Structures is in close 
contact with the various Member States on this. 

However, it is difficult at the present moment 
to lay down general rules. 

President. - I call Oral Question No 7 by 
Mr Seefeld on the behaviour of multinational 
concerns in respect of cartel agreements: 'Have 
the Commission's enquiries into the behaviour 
of multinational concerns shown any evidence 
of cartel agreements?' 

I call Mr Borschette to answer this question. 

Mr Borschette, Member of the Commission of 
the European Communities. - (F) Mr President, 
there are several definitions of multinational 
concerns, but I do not need to refer to any 
of them, in view of the fact that the policy 
adopted with regard to competition, and in 
particular Articles 85 and 86 of the Treaty 
of Rome, together with Articles 65 and 66 of 
the Treaty of Paris, apply wholly and uniformly, 
without discrimination, to all companies and 
undertakings within the Community, regardless 
of whether they are national, multinational, 
international or European. 

As far as groups of undertakings are concerned, 
owing to the concept of an economic unit which 
embraces parent companies and their subsi
diaries together, the Commission is able to 
examine, by virtue of the European law on com
petition, the behaviour within the Common 
Market of undertakings established within the 
Community but controlled by companies or 
undertakings whose decision-making centre is 
located outside the Community. Several Com
mission decisions testify to this, particularly 
a recent one concerning an American company, 
and, more particularly, the actions of an Italian 
subsidiary of this company. This Commission 
decision has just been approved by the Court 
of Justice in Luxembourg. Moreover, the Com
mission's consistent attitude to these matters 
has to date always been approved by the Court 
of Justice in Luxembourg. 

Quite apart from multinational considerations, 
the fact of the matter is that the majority of 
proceedings which the Commission is currently 
conducting relate to undertakings active in 
several Community countries and even outside 

·the Community. 

President. - I call Mr Fellermaier. 

Mr Fellermaier.- (D) Mr President, may I state 
on behalf of the Members tabling questions 
8 and 9 that we are in agreement with this 
answer, provided that I may request an imme
diate debate on behalf of the Socialist Group 
in accordance with Rule 47, paragraph 2. I feel 
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that the significance of the behaviour of the oil 
concerns on the European market and in indivi
dual Member States in recent weeks makes a 
debate necessary in order to give the Commis
sion the opportunity of explaining to the Euro
pean public how it intends to collaborate with 
the governments of the Member States and the 
Council in combatting abuses of the market 
and ruthless behaviour of the kind displayed by 
many multinational concerns during the weeks 
and months of the energy crisis. May I ask 
the House, to agree to my Group's request for 
an immediate debate. 

President. - In view of this request, I declare 
Question Time closed. 

I have a request by Mr Fellermaier on behalf 
of the Socialist Group pursuant to Rule 47a, 
paragraph 2 of the Rules of Procedure, which 
provides for an immediate debate on the Com
mission's answer to Oral Question No 7 and on 
the additional Oral Questions Nos 8 and 9. Thi.s 
request is granted. 

4. Debate following Question Time: 
Deflection of profits by multinational concerns 

President. - The next item is a debate follow
ing Question Time on the Commission's answer 
to Question No 7 and on Questions Nos 8 and 
9, which are worded as follows: 

Question No 8 by Mr Fellermaier. 

Subject: Deflec'tion of profits by multinational 
concerns. 

Has the Commission any material evidence that 
multinational concerns are deflecting profits by 
setting excessive prices for the delivery of crude 
and refined oil products, thereby artificially 
reducing the profits of their European sub
sidiaries? 

Question No 9 by Mr Flamig. 

Subject: Taxation of profits deflected by multina
tional concerns. 

Does the Commission intend to submit proposals 
making it possible to tax profits deflected by 
multinational concerns? 

I would ask the House not to prolong the debate 
beyond half-an-hour. 

I call Mr Lange to speak on behalf of the Socia
list Group. 

Mr Lange. - (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, in the debate following Question 
Time we are allowed not only to put sup
plementary questions but also to make a short 
introductory statement in order to clarify the 
discussion. 

We all know that the Committee on Economic 
and Monetary Affairs is dealing with a docu
ment on the multinational companies and Com
munity regulations. Now some multinationals
as our colleague, Mr Fellermaier, has just point
ed out-have, by their particular conduct, creat
ed considerable public anxiety. These multina
tionals are chiefly active in the oil sector and 
in petrochemical processing. It is our common 
conviction-so I believe-that the behaviour of 
some of these undertakings operating inter
nationally has to an extraordinary degree called 
into question what this House has advocated 
unanimously-at any rate up till now with the 
exception of small fringe groups-i.e., a market 
economy. 

The basically irresponsible exploitation of the 
market by the sellers endangers the market eco
nomy, practically excludes competition and 
creates reactions which none of us welcomes. 
To put it like this, if I may: the behaviour of 
some entrepreneurs in the market triggers off 
reactions which are then-and here I quote an 
example from the Federal Republic-seized upon 
by radicals whose aim it is purely and simply 
to abolish the market economy, an aim to which 
we are quite opposed. Therefore the Commission 
must seriously consider-this at any rate is my 
belief-to what extent it will achieve its purpose 
with the document it has presented. It must 
certainly consider how international control can 
be exercised over the multinationals by agree
ment. It must also certainly consider-and this 
would complement the work done by a United 
Nations commission on the behaviour of com
panies operating internationally in the develop
ing countries-how the same aim can be achiev
ed in the rest of the world market. 

So from different angles we have brought up for 
debate this question of an international agree
ment. When we think of the profits which are 
now being declared by some of these oil com
panies, the question really does arise how far 
this can be allowed to go on without control 
and without reference to the interests of the 
countries in which the companies operate. Then 
the question arises whether double taxation 
agreements can remain as they are at present. 
And also whether the transfer of profits can 
continue unchecked. 

The Commission must reply to all these ques
tions which have been brought up today. And 
in due course we shall have occasion to continue 
this debate on the basis of a report on the 
multinationals to be submitted by the Committee 
on Economic and Monetary Affairs. 

This should suffice as an introduction to the 
subject. 
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President. - I call Mr FHimig. I remind him 
that his speaking-time is limited to 5 minutes. 

Mr Fliimig. - (D) Mr President, this very morn
ing the press is again carrying news that at the 
same time as the price of petrol and fuel oil is 
being increased in some member countries of the 
Community, the multinational parent companies 
have made profits well in excess of 100 per cent. 

The previous speaker referred to double taxation 
agreements. I touched on the same subject in 
the question I submitted asking whether the 
profits transferred by these multinational con
cerns could not be made liable to tax. I should 
like to amplify this question and, with reference 
to the double taxation agreement just quoted 
ask the Commission quite pointedly whether it 
is prepared to set down the principle that the 
profits of the subsidiaries or independent operat
ing branches of the multinationals should be 
taxed at source in a recommendation to the 
member countries, who could then be induced' 
to renegotiate their double taxation agreements. 

President. - I call Mr Van der Hek. 

Mr Van der Hek. - (NL) Mr President, this 
matter was the subject of questions and answers 
at one of our previous sittings. On that occasion 
the Commissioner stated that the Commission 
had already begun an enquiry in December into 
the role of the oil companies on the European 
oil market. We noted this fact with interest and 
approval. Since then, a number of urgent cases 
have occurred in the Member States, involving 
competition. Two of them are well known, name
ly, what is happening in Germany and what 
has already occurred in Belgium. In the mean
time the Netherlands Government, basing itself 
on its national laws on competition, has had to 
take certain action against the oil companies to 
compel them to make deliveries to the trade. 

I believe that the trade in the Netherlands has 
addressed complaints to the Commission request
ing an enquiry and appropriate measures against 
the oil companies. This rapidly changing situa
tion raises the following questions: does the 
Commission maintain close contacts with the 
Member States' authorities responsible for the 
competition aspect of the oil companies? Is the 
Commission working in a close and coordinated 
manner with these authorities, making it pos
sible to say that there is a coordinated approach 
to these oil companies? I am afraid that other
wise--and this is the background to my ques
tions-it will not be possible to do enough 
against these companies. 

President. - I call Mr Burgbacher. 

Mr Burgbacher.- (D) Mr President, first of all 
I wish to put the following supplementary ques
tion to the Commission: does the Commission 
believe that the experience of those countries 
which have introduced economic controls on the 
petroleum industry has been more favourable 
as far as the supply of energy is concerned than 
the experience of the countries which operate 
a free market economy? 

In this connection, I wish to state here and now 
that I neither have any shares in any oil com
pany nor am directly or indirectly in the 
employment of any oil company, and that being 
the case I am emboldened to put in a good word 
for the accused in their absence. 

First of all, I would point out that those who 
wish to see a liberal market economy throughout 
the world must clearly realize that multinatio
nals inevitably follow on from this. When Mr 
Fliimig speaks of 100 per cent profits, that is a 
serious matter. How actually do you calculate 
this, how do you make it 100 per cent? 

Mr Fliimig. - (D) I mean increases in profits 
of more than 100 per cent. 

Mr Burgbacher. - (D) Ah well, you mean an 
increase in profits: if the accounts were in the 
red before, the figure is 1 000 per cent when the 
accounts are in the black again. And there are 
years when the undertaking is in the red. If it 
has to carry the figures when they are in the 
red, then it also has the right to enjoy the years 
when they are in the black. Let me go further: 
Members should stop condemning profits in this 
House. 

Mr Fellermaier. - (D) No one is doing that 
here. 

Mr Burgbacher. - (D) But that's what is at 
the back of the argument, Mr Fellermaier. You 
have two bugbears: scale and profit, and you 
exaggerate their importance. Profit is absolute 
when it is frittered away, to put it bluntly. But 
if it is reinvested, it is the solution to the crisis 
we are dealing with here. 

And if in the USA alone the solution of the 
energy crisis requires 200 thousand million dol
lars from the economy-in addition to 300 thou
sand million from public funds-where is all 
this money to come from? According to the 
principles of the market economy, an undertak
ing which is in the red in times of crisis should 
be allowed to go into the black when there is 
a boom. That is why I believe there should be 
an end to condemning scale and an end to 
condemning profit. And we must acknowledge 
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that if for example in the Federal Republic the 
oil crisis has passed off relatively smoothly, more 
smoothly at any rate than in other countries, 
the credit must go to the multinational oil com
panies which you have now been attacking, and 
that is why I am emboldened to speak out on 
behalf of these people although the popular 
thing is to make political speeches against big 
companies and against profits. 
(Applause from various parts of the House) 

President. - I call Mr N0rgaard. 

Mr Nergaard. - (DK) Mr President, since the 
activities of multinational companies are world
wide, and since the Commission can only adopt 
measures for the present Member States and 
recommend legislation to their governments, I 
should like to ask whether the Commission is 
prepared to conclude international agreements 
which could supplement the present or proposed 
decisions on European cartels and monopolies, 
and, if it is possible to conclude such binding 
agreements, whether multinational companies 
could not carry out their activities either at 
national or Community level. 

President. - I call Mr Fellermaier. 

Mr Fellermaier. - (D) Mr President, ladies 
and gentlemen, no one should really be surprised 
that a member of the Economic Council of the 
CDN should here in this House be acting at the 
same time as a lobbyist, for otherwise he would 
not be playing the part demanded by that very 
Economic Council of his Party. But Professor 
Burgbacher has taken up his stand in complete 
opposition to the spokesman on economic affairs 
of his own party, the CDU, for it was the CDU 
Deputy, Mr Mtiller-Herrmann, who declared 
that consumers must be feeling themselves tos
sed in all directions by the behaviour of the oil 
companies on the market. 

So just check for yourself, Mr Burgbacher, 
which voice in your own party is really express
ing the correct opinion. 

It is not true to say that the Socialist Group 
condemns profits. What we condemn are the 
worst excesses of the misuse of power by the 
multinational concerns. The oil crisis has reveal
ed such excesses, and the commission set up by 
the Secretary-General of the United Nations to 
investigate these occurrences has reached similar 
conclusions. What is this topical debate all 
about? It is about the desirability of clear 
balance sheets, that for once everything should 
be openly declared, and that the American com
pany Exxon should not be able to state with 
unparallelled cynicism, as it did before an 

American Senate committee, that it had been 
able to make a profit of 86 per cent, and this 
not, of course, in the United States but in 
Europe. 

That brings me to the question which has been 
put to the Commission. Does it consider that 
Articles 85 and 86 in their present form provide 
sufficient basis for an investigation? Should 
there not now be new international agreements, 
as our colleague, Mr N0rgaard, has said, legally 
binding, worldwide provisions and an interna
tional code of conduct for companies which 
operate internationally? 

Then there is the question whether the Com
mission believes it will obtain a majority in the 
Council for specific draft guidelines, and to what 
extent the Commission believes that, perhaps by 
increasing its own publicity effort, it should give 
the European public some indications as to the 
nature of the conduct it considers desirable. And 
here, in my opinion, the Socialist Group is in 
better company in all our countries than is our 
colleague, Mr Burgbacher. 

Mr Burgbacher.- (D) I wish to make a personal 
statement! 

President. - You shall do so at the end of 
the debate, Mr Burgbacher. 

I call Mr Lange, and ask him to be brief. 

Mr Lange. - (D) Mr President, you may rest 
assured that I shall be as brief as possible. 

It always surprises me when scarecrows are set 
up here. We have gone into the same question 
at great length in the Economic Affairs Com
mittee, Mr Burgbacher, and we were agreed that 
there is neither a witch-hunt nor a condemnation 
of big business, earnings or profits; we are 
simply concerned here-and in my opinion you 
should at least realize this and not bring up such 
arguments-with investigating whether a juri
dical basis should not be created which would 
compel companies operating internationally to 
behave as they ought to behave according to the 
rules of the Treaty and the rules of the Mono
poly and Anti-Trust laws of the United States. 

The problem is therefore that of finding a juri
dical basis which will completely rule out any 
misuse of power in the market. Why is a national 
cartel authority engaged in investigating the 
price-fixing practices of the subsidiary com
panies operating in Germany and possibly also 
of specifically German companies, a majority of 
whose shares are in Federal ownership? This is 
definitely a problem which we cannot simply 
argue away by stilted condemnation of profits 
or scale, which are quite irrelevant. You know 
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that as well as I do, Mr Burgbacher. That is 
why I think our discussion should be about the 
real facts of the matter. The Federal Cartels 
Office, and possibly the Commission as well 
when its enquiry has established the facts, will 
be in a position to give proof of behaviour which 
inhibits competition or is contrary to the Treaty. 
That is our concern. I hope this proof will be 
forthcoming when all the evidence is to hand. 

President. - I call Mr N oe. 

Mr Noe. - (I) Does Commissioner Borschette 
not think that, to be realistic, the judgment on 
the multinational oil companies must be broad
ened from the petroleum sector to take in energy 
as a whole? 

The oil companies no longer deal only with oil; 
they are also energy companies, because they 
play a decisive role in research, for instance 
into oil-bearing shale and sand and into the 
hydrogenation and gasification of coal; in addi
tion, in the sphere of nuclear research, they are 
active in the area of uranium enrichment-as 
we saw yesterday-and in that of fusion; they 
are also working on solar energy cells. Only 
when we have an overall view of all these 
alternative sources of energy, vital to our future, 
shall we be in a position to reach a positive or 
negative verdict, depending on whether this 
research seems likely to safeguard the future of 
our peoples. 

President. - I call Mr Burgbacher. 

Mr Burgbacher.- (D) Thank you, Mr President. 
Mr Fellermaier, you have replied to my sharp, 
factual attack with an unqualified personal 
attack. That is a question of style. To refer to it 
is in itself to pronounce judgment on the style. 
Anyhow, your group has more experience of the 
fact that in large parties different opinions are 
expressed on one matter. 

As for Mr Lange, everything is as he says. But 
I did not address my remarks to the Committee 
on Economic and Monetary Affairs, still less to 
its chairman. What I spoke to here was the 100 
per cent mentioned by Mr Fliimig and the other 
unsubstantiated assertions. We have heard it 
said that the market is being misused. Where 
is the proof? Is it proper to make statements and 
then to assume that the statements represent 
the truth? Surely no. 

President. - I call Mr Fliimig. 

Mr Fliimig.- (D) Mr President, a brief observ
ation because my name has been mentioned. 
Figures showing the multinational oil companies 

to be in the red have been quoted. Who made 
the multinationals trade at a loss? Who made 
them go into the red? 

Mr Burgbacher.- (D) The market. 

Mr Fliimig. - (D) The market? Not at all! An 
effort to squeeze out the competitor! The com
petitor had to be defeated, coal had to be killed, 
and so prices had to be marked artificially low. 
And then we in the European countries were 
handed lists with figures in red, enough to make 
tears come into our eyes and almost to send us 
out cap in hand to beg for the poor multinatio
nals. Now they are doing fine. I don't object, Mr 
Burgbacher. But in that case the burden should 
be shared equally. It is not right for the Euro
peans to pay and the profits to go elsewhere. 

President. - I call Mr Normanton. 

Mr Normanton. - I was obviously not aware 
that it was your intention, Mr President, to call 
this particular debate. However, very clearly, it 
is a matter which concerns all Members of Par
liament regardless of particular political per
suasions. Regrettably I am bound to feel that 
the word 'multinationalism' is used-or rather 
abused-for party political purposes to the 
extent that emotion tends to dominate judge
ment. I earnestly hope Parliament can be big 
enough, sensible enough and balanced enough 
to take a really objective view on the whole 
subject of multinationalism. 

I wish to make two or three brief points, though 
not in the context of the oil companies in parti
cular, because in practice they are no different 
from the other and far more numerous multi
national companies operating throughout the 
world. 

First, I suggest we should be totally irresponsible 
were we to adopt the view that a company by 
virtue of being multinational was of itself bad 
and contrary to the interests of the world as a 
whole and the Community in particular. I am 
not saying that, and I hope that no one in Parlia
ment would be prepared to do that. 

Secondly, we should all recognize and should 
continually demand that all companies which 
operate in the Community and in the national 
States of the Community should come-as I hope 
they do-under the full effect of the national 
laws of, if one can call it such, the host country 
and also of the Community. 

Only where Parliament sees clear evidence that 
there is a flagrant violation of the rule of law 
in the Community do I feel that we should act, 
concentrating our attention on the paricular 
case. 
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Thirdly, I earnestly hope that in pursuing the 
question of multinationalism as if it were-and 
some people certainly see it as such-a bogey, 
we would not lose sight of the objective of the 
Community, namely, our firm and unchanging 
belief in the need to expand trade nationally, 
throughout the Community and throughout the 
world as a whole, and to do so within the frame
work of competition-both objectives accepted 
by the European Parliament. 

So long as those objectives and those declara
tions of faith and belief are adhered to, I hope 
we shall not in any way inhibit any company, 
national, Community or multinational, in its 
efforts to widen trade and expand competition. 

The last point involves the question of time. The 
Community must recognize that we have as yet 
no Community energy policy. There was a 
reference to it during Question Time this morn
ing, and Mr Dahrendorf in effect recognized that 
that is a fact. Along with this Parliament, we 
hope and pray that there will be a Community 
energy policy, and soon. But we should recognize 
that in this particular vacuum the multinational 
oil companies have behaved responsibly; and it 
should also be recognized that in the absence of 
a Community policy, and in the absence of an 
active contribution from the multinationals, Mr 
President, your country, Holland, would be 
freezing now. It is their sense of national and 
international responsibility which this Parlia
ment should recognize. 

However, that does not mean that we should 
leave the control or the operation of interna
tional affairs to a company or corporate entity. 
This is an area in which political institutions 
must move, and I hope that in this Parliament 
we, as members of the legislature of this Com
munity, recognize that there is this great void 
to be filled inside our Community and at the 
same time in the world at large. In that sense, 
in a realistic and unemotional spirit and recog
nizing the role which multinationals play in 
making a constructive contribution in the 
absence of political and international control, I 
earnestly hope that we shall continue to take an 
objective view of the problem and rid ourselves 
of emotion. 

President. - I call Mr Van der Hek. 

Mr Van der Hek. - (NL) Mr President, two 
short remarks. Firstly for the benefit of Mr Nor
manton, who regretted at one point that party 
political arguments had crept into the debate. I 
should like to make it clear to him that this 
was done to begin with by Mr Burgbacher, in 
a manner which is all too familiar to us, by 

first painting a caricature of another Member's 
opinions and then getting excited about them. 
However, this did at least help to make the 
debate more lively. 

As regards the burden of evidence against the 
multinationals, in particular the multinational 
oil companies, Mr Burgbacher ought to be aware 
that in some Member States these oil companies 
are forcing the free trade off the market and 
that in some Member States action has already 
been taken to prevent this. There is no need 
for clearer evidence. 

President. - I call Mr Behrendt. 

Mr Behrendt. - (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, I should like to make one observ
ation to my colleague, Mr Normanton. Mr Nor
manton, I am surprised to hear you say that the 
words 'multinational companies' are being mis
used. You had not yet entered this Parliament 
when my group and all the other groups in this 
House declared their support for transfrontier 
mergers in the European Economic Community 
because we know that undertakings must deve
lop into larger units in order to make the Euro
pean market reasonably strong on the world 
market. That was undeniably the unanimous 
opinion of this House. So there is no quarrel 
about multinational companies: the real issue is 
different. 

We likewise agreed on the need for European 
company law; this law has still to be enacted 
-it will be in the near future- but it embodies 
a rather special principle. 

Whatever a person's political complexion may 
be, we know what economic power can make 
possible. Therefore the rights of workers are also 
covered by this European company law. In our 
opinion such companies must be given a constit
ution just like large communities, a charter to 
prevent any abuse of economic power. I think 
we are all agreed on that. 

We are hearing today (and of course we have all 
kinds of governments in Europe) the argument 
used-Mr Burgbacher, excuse me, here I differ 
from you-that as yet nothing can be proved, 
although one has the feeling to which the beha
viour of the oil companies has given rise, that 
something is wrong. I have spoken with great 
reserve. 

Therefore I believe, Mr Normanton, that no one 
in this House opposes multinational companies, 
for we are well aware that only industrial oper
ations on an optimum scale will help us to 
achieve higher productivity and thereby enable 
us to improve our living standards. 
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Now as to profit, Mr Burgbacher. I know of no 
political school of thought in this world which 
does not really recognize the fact that it can only 
live on what surplus there is. Political views do 
not come into it-but you know whom I have 
in mind. 

Otherwise there would be no fixing of norms 
under which nations suffer. We recognize this of 
course. So here too there can be no questioning 
of profit. But I believe I agree with you on this 
point: if profits cease to have any normal justif
ication, Mr Burgbacher-and that is precisely 
the feeling we are left with now after what 
has been happening with the oil companies-we 
must act to correct this, in every way open to us 
and in the full glare of publicity. That is what 
Mr Lange meant, namely, that we must look 
for ways and means of putting a stop to this 
abuse of a position of superior power in the mar
ket such as the oil companies have in their par
ticular sector. That is exactly what this debate 
is all about. 

President. - I call Mr Borschette. 

Mr Borschette, member of the Commission of 
the European Communities.- (F) Mr President, 
let me say first of all that I shall not use adjec
tives but only nouns. For me, from the point of 
view of competition, there are enterprises which 
respect the Treaty and others that do not respect 
them, whether they are multinational companies, 
international companies or national companies. 
That is the aim and purpose of the enquiry 
which we launched in December last year. 

What facts have emerged? Firstly, there has 
been market sharing; secondly, there have been 
agreements on prices; thirdly, there has been 
abuse of a dominant position either to impose 
prices, or to eliminate certain independent com
panies. 

These are some of the facts which have come 
to light in the course of our enquiry. 

As I have already said, this enquiry will be long 
and difficult and will need sensitive handling. I 
would therefore ask Parliament not to press us 
to produce, at some particular moment, partial 
results. They could only harm the objectivity of 
the investigation. When the time comes, the 
Commission will present a comprehensive report 
on the investigation which it will by then have 
carried out in the nine countries of the Corn- ' 
munity. This investigation is under way and in 
certain of the nine countries it is even in part 
finished. 

But, I repeat that it will be impossible to publish 
partial results on prices and the sharing out of 
markets. They would not be objective. 

In the name of the Commission, I undertake to 
submit, when the time comes, to the Member 
States and to your Parliament, a comprehensive 
report on the investigations which we have car
ried out and the results obtained. On this sub
ject, I should like to recall that this report may 
also contain certain views and findings on the 
price policies applied by the multinational oil. 
companies. Even if Articles 85 and 86 of the 
Treaty do not explicitly provide for this possi
bility, a resolution of the Council on economic 
and monetary union has invited the Commission 
to take action along these lines and has invited 
the Member States to assist it in this matter. 

I have been asked wheher Articles 85 and 86 are 
sufficient to authorize the Commission to carry 
out such an investigation. I will give you a quite 
definite reply: 'Yes, Articles 85 and 86 are suf
ficient'. What conclusions the Commission, the 
Member States and the Council draw from this 
investigation is, of course, another matter. 

I have always defended before the Economic 
Affairs Committee of Parliament the thesis that, 
while certain measures can clearly be taken by 
the Community as such, nevertheless to make 
a genuine attempt to examine the movement 
represented by the multinational companies and 
to solve all the problems to which they give rise, 
it will be necessary to step outside the frame
work of the Community of the Nine and to seek 
a larger framework, whether this be the OECD 
or the United Nations. 

In this connection, I should like to recall that 
a group of experts called 'the Twenty' has been 
set up by the United Nations and that it is 
shortly due to report to the Secretary-General 
of he United Nations, Mr Waldheim. Needless to 
say, I do not know what its conclusions will be 
or what procedure will be adopted in this field. 

In short, measures should be taken by the Com
munity of the Nine--I shall return to this matter 
in a moment-particularly with regard to the 
transfer of profits and to prices. But let us have 
no illusions: the only way of mastering the 
serious problems posed by the multilateral com
panies is to step outside the framework of the 
Community and to draw up a sort of code of 
good conduct applicable not only to the indus
trialized countries-! am thinking of the United 
States, Canada and Japan-but also to the deve
loping countries, even if their problems are dif
ferent. 

Mr FHimig raised the question of the transfer of 
profits. We are here confronted with a type of 
fiscal evasion against which we must react. At 
present a working party, set up by the Corn-
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mission and placed under its authority, is trying 
to see what measures could be taken, but here 
again the problem is beyond the capacity of the 
Community alone. In any case, work in this field 
is already going on in the OECD and the United 
Nations and will no doubt lead to less restrictive 
measures than those which the Community 
might decide on. 

Whatever the outcome, however, I undertake in 
the name of the Commission that formal pro
posals will be made on this subject. But I cannot 
say by what date it will be possible to do this. 

The question is to know whether the invoiced 
prices have been the same for the headquarters 
companies and their branches. You will under
stand that even if the investigation had revealed 
practices of this sort, I should not be able to talk 
about them. I shall merely repeat what I said not 
long ago in this forum, namely, that there is a 
limit beyond which I can certainly not go. If 
the Commission decides to apply sanctions 
against illicit practices, recourse to the Court of 
Justice is likely, and any indiscretion could 
rebound on the Commission. I must therefore 
act with the greatest discretion. 

Finally, I should like to say that there is close 
collaboration with the Member States. While 
saying that, I wish to distinguish between, on 
the one hand, the Commission's daily actions, 
if I may so describe them, against the practices 
of certain enterprises and, on the other hand, 
the more or less global action at present being 
taken by the Commission with regard to the 
behaviour of the oil companies. 

Particularly responsible and competent author
ities on these questions are to be found within 
the national framework. The Commission is 
therefore working in extremely close collabor
ation with them. A more or less permanent 
exchange of information and documentation 
with these national authorities is taking place. 
In any case, each time that we undertake an 
investigation in a Member State, we have to 
inform them of this and afterwards let them 
know the result. This ensures coordination be
tween the different Member States and the Com
mission. 

At the end of the investigation into the oil com
panies, which-! repeat, Mr President-will tak«:> 
a long time, the Commission will submit to Par
liament its comprehensive report. 
(Applause) 

Presid·ent. - I call Mr Spinelli. 

Mr Spinelli, member of the Commission of the 
European Communities. - (I) Mr President, I 

have little to add to Mr Borschette's remarks. 
But I should like to examine further two points 
made by previous speakers. 

The general debate on the problem of multina
tional companies will be held when your com
mittee has had an opportunity to consider our 
report on the subject. For the time being, there
fore, I shall confine myself to the two points I 
mentioned. It has been asked whether the Com
mission was cons~dering the possibility of pro
posing double taxation of parent companies and 
branches operating in different countries. On 
this matter the Commission has already sub
mitted two proposals for directives which have 
been with the Council since 1969 and have 
already been considered by the European Par
liament. 

Mr Fellermaier wanted to know what measures 
the Commission felt the Council would take to 
deal with the multinationals. Let me say that 
we are not prophets and we cannot therefore 
know what the Council will do. Our document 
on the multinational companies, which was 
requested by the Council itself during the 
Danish presidency, will provide an opportunity 
for all of us to see how far the Council-that 
is to say, the Member States of the Commun
ity-is prepared to go in order to deal with 
these companies. 

It is rather difficult to say more at this stage. 
I fully agree with Mr Fellermaier that in any 
case, if the multinationals, or indeed any major 
economic force, are to be effectively controlled, 
an additional effort of publicity is highly desir
able. That basically is the reason for a debate 
such as this. 

Those were the points which my colleague, Mr 
Borschette, had left unanswered. In conclusion 
I should simply like to confirm that no one in 
the Commission, or, I believe, in the Parliament, 
condemns profits as such; but it is evident that 
profits may sometimes be excessive, result from 
a dominant position and escape taxation. It is 
to control these aspects that measures must be 
taken. It is not good enough to wait and see what 
happens and then take appropriate measures; 
the power to take action must exist so that there 
is that minimum of political and administrative 
cohesion which enables abuses to be effectively 
detected. We cannot wait until thefts have 
occurred before enacting laws to prevent them. 

(Applause) 

President. - Does anyone else wish to speak? 

The debate is closed. 
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5. Oral Questions with debate: Present state of 
the Community - The Commission's role as 

guardian of the EEC Treaty - Improper 
procedure in Council deliberations 

President. - The next item on the agenda is a 
joint debate on the following three Oral Ques
tions: 

- Oral Question, with debate, by the Political 
Affairs Committee to the Commission of the 
European Communities on the present state 
of the Community {Doe. 58/74); 

- Oral Question, with debate, by Mr. Durieux 
on behalf of the Liberal and Allies Group 
to the Commission of the European Com
munities on the Commission's role as guard
ian of the EEC Treaty pursuant to Article 
155 {Doe. 8/74); and 

- Oral Question, with debate, by Mr Durieux 
on behalf of the Liberal and Allies Group to 
the Council of the European Communities 
on improper procedure in deliberations {Doe. 
9/74). 

I call Mr Bertrand to speak on a point of 
procedure. 

Mr Bertrand. - (NL) Mr President, do you 
intend to apply the normal rules on speaking
time in this debate? 

President. - At the beginning of the present 
part-session, we decided to limit speaking-time 
while showing flexibility as regards this debate. 

I propose that the authors of the questions be 
each allowed 20 minutes at the most. 

We shall deal first with the Oral Question put 
by the Political Affairs Committee to the Com
mission {Doe. 58/74), which is worded as follows: 

How does the Commission of the European 
Communities view the present state of the Com
munity, and what measures does it envisage 
proposing to the Council of the European Com
munities to overcome the grave difficulties of 
the past few months? 

I call Mr Giraudo to speak to this question. 

Mr Giraudo, chairman of the Political Affairs 
Committee. - (I) Mr President, the question 
which the Political Affairs Committee unanim
ously decided to put to the Commission at this 
second April part-session offers our Parliament 
an opportunity for a wide-ranging, serious and 
responsible debate on the present state of the 
Community. 

The Commission has already had occasion to 
express its view in the well-known statement 
of 31 January, followed by the presentation to 
this Parliament of the general report for 1973 
and the programme for 1974 on 12 February. 

But, Mr President, the events which then fol
lowed in the Council, at its meetings early in 
April in Luxembourg, lend further gravity to 
our observations, and I hope that the Commis
sion will give us the benefit of the judgment 
and information we expect from it. I would 
add that if, for procedural reasons, the question 
is formally addressed to the Commission and 
not also to the Council, it is clear that the 
presence and participation of Mr Apel, who has 
agreed to be with us today {for which I thank 
him), enable us to address our remarks to the 
Council as well. 

After all, the principal partner in this discussion 
must be the Council, and, in the light of the 
deterioration in the community spirit of the 
governments, there is bound to be a confronta
tion between the Parliament and Commission 
on the one side and the Council of Ministers 
on the other-a confrontation, in other words, 
between the Europe of the treaties, which the 
Parliament and Commission are still trying to 
support in so far as it is in their power to do 
so, and the Europe of the governments, which 
are increasingly making application of the 
treaties conditional on their own national inter
ests or on their domestic political situation of 
the moment. 

I do not know why Secretary of State Kissinger 
used the term 'illegitimate' to describe certain 
governments of the European Community which 
he did not clearly identify. In any case, this 
was an unhappily chosen expression, which Kis
singer hastily retracted. But while he certainly 
had no good reason to use an expression which 
was as incautious as it was absurd, we for our 
part do-not to contest the formal legitimacy 
of those same governments, but to denounce the 
substantial and also formal illegitimacy of their 
management of Community policy, in violation 
of certain provisions of the Tveaties, in breach of 
the undertakings they themselves gave at the 
conferences of Heads of State or Government 
and in conflict with the real and vital interests 
of the peoples of Europe. 

As the Commission has pointed out, these 
'retreats and failures' have created perplexity 
and thrown doubt on the resolve of the govern
ments to make progress and on the capacity 
of the institutions to discharge their appointed 
functions. 

The growing anxiety of this Parliament was 
admirably interpreted by you, Mr President, 
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in your declaration to the Assembly on 5 April. 
I believe that your brief but effective references 
to the basic problems of the present situation 
can guide our debate today. 

At this point, Mr President, a preliminary 
question inevitably springs to mind: what impact 
can our debate have on the governments, on the 
national parliaments and on the various political 
forces operating in the national parliaments? 
What echo will it find in public opinion? The 
question is rhetorical and contains its own 
discouraging reply. Here lies the proof, the 
irrefutable evidence of what Europe is not and 
cannot be until this Parliament is given the 
basic powers of participation in decision-making 
and control, without which inter-governmental 
procedures will continue to prevail over Com
munity procedures and the policy of the Europe 
of the Nine increasingly pale into insignificance. 

How can we not agree with President Ortoli 
when he states that Europe is not inevitable 
and will not be built unless we are resolved 
to build it? Long ago Demosthenes warned the 
little states of Greece to be vigilant against 
Macedonian domination. The meaning is clear: 
the inevitability does not lie in the choice but 
in its consequences. Europe may be built or 
it may not, but in either case there will be 
certain effects on the immediate and not-so
immediate future of the Community countries 
and the rest of the world. 

Mr Callaghan is surely also aware of this. His 
tough opposition to too many aspects of the 
Community in fact reflects an attitude rather 
than a policy. 

While this is evidently due to the precarious 
situation of the British government, a quite 
different attitude was shown by Mr Jobert in 
a situation of no less uncertainty on the eve 
of the French presidential elections. The long 
interview which he gave to Le Monde on 
17 April holds out prospects which are all the 
more encouraging as they were unexpected in 
this quarter and at this time. 

We may be justified in thinking that after the 
long, cold Community winter, a breath of spring 
has risen from the Seine and reached Gymnich 
Castle, where, with great courtesy, President 
Scheel was good enough to offer the foreign 
ministers of the Community a springtime polit
ical weekend in the country, which, it is said
and I hope this is so-has been more positive 
than the winter talks around the cold hearth. 

And so, Mr President, a note of optimism may 
not be out of place amid all our disappointments 
in this year of 1974, which, like 1973, will not 
be the year of Europe but rather a year of 

national crises; nevertheless, once they are over
come, Europe may once again begin to move 
ahead. 

If, as Vice-President Scarascia-Mugnozza re
cently said, 'it would be unrealistic to propose 
European solutions when internal crises are the 
centre of attention', it would equally be a serious 
error for the European institutions to 'accept 
passively and with apathy the idea of a lost 
year' instead of acting to prevent the risk of the 
individual crises' being solved in a manner 
which conflicts with the process of European 
unification. 

In order to avoid this, I do not think it is enough 
for the Commission to maintain contacts with 
the governments and representative national 
groups; our Parliament must urge all the polit
ical and social forces of the nine Community 
countries to unite in a resolute will to support 
Community action and influence, where neces
sary, the decisions of their governments. 

With this end in view, we must not only pro
vide more timely and complete information on 
Community activities to the parties concerned, 
but also promote forms of contact that are 
capable of arousing the attention and interest 
of the political and social forces more effectively 
in the problems of Community policy. 

I think the time has come to make real allow
ance for the fact that the gap between the 
national and Community level in many eco
nomic, monetary, social, energy and other mat
ters is bound to narrow progressively to the 
extent that the Community dimension is not 
only the most appropriate but also the only 
one reasonably capable of expressing, in the 
world context, satisfactory solutions in the joint 
interest of the countries of Europe. 

While all this may seem to lessen the role of 
national political forces, in reality it increases it 
substantially both in terms of quantity and 
quality, to extent that these forces not only 
influence the attitudes of their respective 
governments towards the Community but also 
help to form and maintain characteristic polit
ical positions in Europe. 

We must realize that there is no longer a 
difference between national and Community 
facts and phenomena. The actions of the Corn..: 
munity are directly present in the lives of each 
of our countries, just as events which occur in 
the Member States now assume Community
wide importance. Who would deny that elections 
in individual Community countries are now in 
part European elections? Who would deny that 
the nature of individual governments conditions 
the development of the entire Community? 
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These are indisputable facts. Therefore we can
not go no believing that the Member States are 
in the last resort something different from the 
Community and unaffected by the degree of 
political integration it manages to achieve. 

Against this background, action is necessary to 
rally the effective forces at work in the Member 
States around the Community institutions; for 
too long these forces have remained on the 
margin of Community life. It is from public 
opinion in the nine countries, from the political 
parties and social forces in them, that a fresh 
impetus could come at this time of crisis, 
enabling us to overcome through a process of 
osmosis of ideas and vitality our national and 
Community difficulties. 

We know that the Commission shares our views 
and that it is therefore legitimate to ask whether 
it intends to associate itself with an effort to 
break out at long last from the sterile seclusion 
in which the Community institutions have for 
too long been living. 

Mr President, in introducing the debate I shall 
confine myself to this question; I am sure that 
following speakers will be considering other 
aspects of the situation and putting to the Com
mission and Council questions on the urgent 
problems which-through continuous delay or 
failure to find solutions-have brought about the 
present grave stagnation of the Community. 
(Applause) 

President. - We shall now deal with the two 
questions put by Mr Durieux on behalf of the 
Liberal and Allies Group to the Council and 
Commission respectively. These are worded as 
follows: 

- Oral Question to the Commission of the 
Communities (Doe. 8/74): 

In view of the large number of Commission 
proposals which meet with no response from the 
Council of Ministers, does the Commission not 
think that it is its duty-by virtue of Articles 
155 and 175 of the EEC Treaty-to request the 
Council to act and, if it persists in failing to 
take any action, to refer the matter to the Court 
of Justice? 

- Oral Question to the Council of the European 
Communities (Doe. 9/74): 

Does the Council not believe that it is its duty 
to adopt in the form of binding instruments th~ 
proposals submitted to it by the Commission, 
rather than to express in vague resolutions the 
political will to adopt them? 
Does the Council not consider that the reserva
tions entered in the minutes at the request 
of the delegations-when these resolutions are 
adopted-in no way accord with the spirit and 
letter of the Treaties, and represent a return 
to the practices of diplomatic conferences? 

I call Mr Durieux to speak to these two ques
tions. 

Mr Durieux. - (F) Mr President, dear col
leagues, on behalf of the Liberal and Allies 
Group I have put down two questions which I 
will comment on together. One is addressed to 
the Council, the other to the Commission. They 
were inspired by the adoption, on 21 January 
last, of a Council resolution on the social action 
programme of the EEC. It at once seemed clear 
to us that this resolution could be criticized for 
two reasons: firstly, .because it amounted in 
practice to the postponement to a later date 
of all the decisions suggested by the communi
que of the Paris Summit conference of October 
1972; secondly, because the· Minutes contained 
numerous reservations by nearly all the Member 
States. These reservations were naturally not 
mentioned in the Official Journal, but were 
subsequently made public by the whole of the 
press. 

This method of work, my dear colleagues, has 
great dangers for the future of Europe. It points 
to nothing less than a transformation of the 
Council of the Commqnities into a diplomatic 
conference of traditional type or, to repeat the 
phrase recently used by the President of the 
Council himself, to transform the Council into 
a sort of Congress of Vienna. 

Before the debate leads us into more specific 
and detailed questions, it would be as well to 
place it in the larger setting of the Communities' 
work. 

The competence of the Communities' institutions 
to take binding decisions is strictly defined by 
the Treaty. Recommendations, on the other 
hand, have no binding force. A certain amount 
of confusion results from this. The latter type 
of action is becoming more and more frequent 
and diversified at the behest of an unrestrained 
technocracy, without any logical scheme behind 
it. 

Legal experts contrive to distinguish between 
various acts that are non-binding, so soberly 
presented in Article 189 of the EEC Treaty: 
those that have a legislative function and those 
that have not; those that rest on an explicit 
or tacit agreement and those which are applied 
without having been accepted or are not applied; 
those which are addressed to Member States and 
those which are addressed to institutions or to 
individuals-in each case attributing to them 
different effects. 

Even more serious doubts surround the reso
lutions taken by the Council, which, since they 
have never been the subject of a preliminary 
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regulation, become the instrument of flights of 
imagination incompatible with the principle of 
legal guarantees. 

It would be as well if the Commission and the 
Council defined the nature and proper use of 
these measures, particularly with regard to the 
way they are used and to their effects. 

It is undeniable today that resolutions are an 
essential instrument of the Communties' legis
lative work. They make it possible to establish 
general programmes defining the activity of the 
Communities in fields which are too extensive 
to permit instantaneous drafting of comprehen
sive regulations. But owing to the fact that 
they come within the legislative process of the 
Communities, the resolutions ·Should respect the 
essential principles, in particular the one which 
attributes to the Commission a role involving 
conception and initiative. 

In fact, however, one notices all too often that 
these acts, even though they are in conformity 
with a proposal of the Commission, are the fruit 
of an agreement between national delegations, 
the Commission confining itself to making pro
posals before the execution of this agreement. 
I should like to emphasize this fact particularly: 
it seems to be an extremely serious matter. 

This clearly constitutes a defLection of the pro
cedures outlined in the Treaty, a deflection 
aggravated by the fact that the European Par
liament and the Economic and Social Com
mittee are often forgotten during the drawing 
up of the resolution and are only consulted on 
the texts designed to carry it out. 

In order to correct these mistaken procedures, 
Community practice might generalize the applic
ation of Article 54 (1) of the EEC Treaty, which 
offers, for the adoption of general programmes 
in fields which are little regulated by the Treaty, 
a standard procedure in which all the elements 
of legislative power in the Community take 
part. 

Incidentally, whatever their nature, by their 
very generality, resolutions are preparatory acts 
not directly effective for judicial purposes. They 
cannot, unless used simply for delaying pur
poses, exempt the institutions from the duty of 
completing the legislative process, i.e., from 
enacting standards which are sufficiently con
crete to be applicable. 

On the other hand, they should not be so 
general that they become senseless or useless. 

The absence of direct effectiveness in resolu
tions outlining general programmes should not, 
however, lead to their being considered as 
totally ineffective measures. They constitute the 

framework for future legislation in a specific 
field and wil1 long remain, for the whole of 
this field, the reference document. Whatever 
their binding force, because of the importance 
of the project which they describe, they have 
their own logical organization, a 'mass effect' 
which reduces the subsequent enactments to the 
rank of acts of execution. 

It is therefore necessary to restore to such 
resolutions all the guarantees which the Com
munity legislative process provides, particularly 
those drawn from the competence of the Court 
of Justice. 

Furthermore, it is widely recognized that resolu
tions have the effect of a commitment, at least 
with regard to the body which approves them, 
and even for the whole of the institution of 
which the body forms a part. 

Furthermore, the principle of certainty as to 
the law, the convictions to which the resolutions 
give birth, make it essential for the Council to 
respect the commitments which they incorp
orate, particularly with regard to the timetable 
established in the programmes set up for their 
achievement. Without that, the resolutions 
would be useless acts, devoid of sense, whose 
sole effect would be to delay the Community 
legislative procedure, and it would be a matter 
of astonishment to see such an important organ 
as the Council unanimously mobilized for such 
derisory ends. 

It would therefore be advisable to fix these 
procedures in order to establish these principles 
on a sounder basis. Once the Council and the 
Commission had agreed on a programme, one 
could envisage two ways of implementing it; one 
would be the well-established one of bringing 
into force very general provisions by a vote 
of the Council on a proposal from the Commis
sion, whose conceptual role would thus retain all 
its meaning; the other would grant the Commis
sion a greater role in the execution of provisions 
which were more precise or of an urgent nature, 
particularly those including time-limits. Perhaps 
the machanisms of the management or regulat
ing committees would make possible a better 
method of introducing these programmes and 
promote the respect by the Community institu
tions of their commitments. 

Such is the background to our astonishment: 
our astonishment that the Council did not adopt 
the proposals which the Commission transmitted 
to it and which stem from the precise provisions 
of the Treaty in the social field; that at the time 
of the adoption of the social programme, the 
national delegations were able to put forward 
reservations which were written into the min-
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utes; that the Commission, in its role as guardian 
of the Treaty, did not warn the Council of the 
irregularity of these procedures; and that it does 
not intend to bring before the Court of Justice 
the Councils default with regard to the pro
posals which remain pending there. 

It is a reasonable cause for astonishment that 
the Commission, that critical conscience of the 
Community, whose political role and whose role 
of guardian of the Treaties are set out in the 
Treaty itself, does not use the rights to which 
it is thereby entitled. It is urgently necessary 
that this institution, which is collegiate and 
independent and whose members have joint 
responsibility, should become fully conscious of 
the characteristics which distinguish it from the 
Council of Ministers, a body representing the 
governments. 

It will no doubt be said that our initiative is 
very belated since it was the Luxembourg agree
ment of January 1966 which, in actual practice, 
institutionalized the method of taking decisions 
which we are criticizing here. 

If we are only taking the initiative now, it is' 
because the climate seems to us propitious for 
a return to orthodoxy in the deliberations of 
the Council. 

Was it not Mr Waiter Scheel himself who, very 
recently, proposed before the Parliament and the 
Council that the harmful practice of the veto 
should be abolished and that the principle of 
majority decisions should be restored within the 
Council? 

Events of which you are all aware indicate that 
the very existence of our Community is at stake. 
(Applause) 

President. - The proceedings will now be sus
pended until 3 p.m. The House will rise. 

(The sitting was suspended at 12.55 p.m. and 
resumed at 3 p.m.) 

IN THE CHAIR: MR DALSAGER 

Vice-President 

President.- The sitting is resumed. 

I call Mr Ortoli. 

Mr Ortoli, President of the Commission of the 
European Communities. - (F) Mr President, 
ladies and gentlemen, the Commission is pleased 
to have this opportunity to state its position 
on a number of problems which are amongst 
the most important facing the Community at 

present. Apart from what Mr Durieux has said 
about its role as the guardian of the Treaties 
and the administrator of the policies which it 
has established, it is also, or wishes to be-and 
I believe this is the spirit in which the Political 
Affairs Committee has put the question to us
the force behind the construction of Europe 
and to some extent its conscience. 

With Mr Giraudo, I should like to say that the 
question has not taken us off our guard since, 
as he mentioned, the state of the Community 
is undoubtedly the subject on which we have 
made our position most clear during the past 
weeks. 

We did so on 31 January in a statement and on 
12 February before this Parliament when intro
ducing the Commission's General Report on the 
Activities of the Communities, and we did so 
again with the President of the Council, in a 
joint declaration on 1 April in Luxembourg. 

In these various declarations, the Commission 
analysed the causes of the malaise affecting the 
Community and proposed the remedies which 
seemed to us to be appropriate. 

This analysis can be stated in a few words. 
Europe has to face a new situation for which it 
was not prepared and which has graphically 
shown its weaknesses and its dependence on 
others, but which has also demonstrated clearly 
the need for unity, both to us, the Commission, 
and to you, the Parliament. I hope it is also 
clear to those who are assisting in the construc
tion of Europe, and in particular the govern
ments. 

Europe has had to face this test in a state of 
crisis: a crisis of confidence, a crisis of will and 
a crisis of clarity of purpose. 

Apart from the causes already mentioned, there 
are a number of elements which affect the 
political situation: the presidential election in 
France and the major uncertainties resulting 
from the questions which the British govern
ment has put or is to put concerning the terms 
of its participation in the Community. All this 
weighs very heavily on the Community atmo
sphere, and we should not try to hide the fact. 

In this somewhat troubled period we must, I 
believe, remember three things. 

The first is to reject the idea that because of 
these circumstances or these difficulties there 
should be a pause in the Community. We must 
show our clarity of purpose and decide to go 
forward. 

The second point is that our institutions must 
be strengthened; this is necessary from the point 
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of view of democracy and from the point of 
view of efficiency. 

The third point is that we must think actively 
about the development of Europe. This is the 
object of our ambitions, the focal point of our 
hopes, the question of European union. 

There is a temptation at present to mark time, 
for the reasons, both old and new, which I have 
already stated. The idea of marking time is 
convenient, because one can deplore the diffi
culties one is experiencing and formulate hopes 
for the future while taking refuge in the pros
pects of European union. It can even be pre
sented as a means of consolidation on a line 
of resistance, as a means of holding on to what 
has been achieved, as a means of preserving a 
starting-point for renewed activity by the Com
munity. 

It is therefore a convenient position, but one 
which in our view is exceedingly dangerous. 
The period of marking time could and would 
degenerate into stagnation. 

The climate which will develop if we decide to 
do nothing new will generate the idea that 
everything we do in fact is rather useless, and 
that we can very well live without the advance
ment of Europe. This might even affect the 
normal running of the Community, which calls 
for new elections and decisions every day. 

We have said, and I would repeat, that we 
believe that lack of progress constitutes a re
treat, and first of all a retreat in the minds of 
our peoples. It is easy to forget that we are 
accountable not only for a treaty but also for 
the hopes which the European peoples have 
placed in the structure we are creating. If we 
accept the idea that, for a certain time, one can 
call a halt-and ultimately it is, in fact, the case 
-I am convin(!ed that the idea of Europe, which 
has already been affected by our hesitation and 
our inability to take decisions in certain cases, 
will suffer a severe setback. We are not creat
ing Europe for the pleasure of a small number 
of people, either in the Commission, in the 
Council of Ministers or here, where the people 
are represented. We are creating it in the name 
of the nine peoples of Europe who have decided 
to undertake this great adventure. 

We should not by our attitude lose the opportu
nity to give Europe the popular support it needs, 
the peoples' conviction that we can see in which 
direction we should go and can take the neces
sary decisions. We should even be falling back 
from the position we have been able to achieve, 
since those who say that one can hold on to the 
achievements of the Community forget that, 
with the same texts, it is possible to create a 

forward-facing Community, a progressive Com
munity, or, on the other hand, what we would 
call a Community but which, if I may express 
myself thus, would be a flabby organization in 
which nothing happened. To agree to mark 
time would, in fact, mean agreeing to a sort 
of relaxation in this tense situation in which 
we have placed ourselves to make progress in 
Europe. 

In addition-and for me this is the essential 
point-we should at the same time risk ac
cepting a withdrawal of the Community idea, 
that is, settling for a system in which the few 
problems which arise-and they will be impor
tant ones-can be dealt with by chatting among 
ourselves. 

What provides the force behind the construc
tion of Europe is the Community, and it is by 
advancing this Community that we shall pro
vide the means to reply to the questions that 
have been put. To accept the idea that the 
Communiy can remain in its present position is 
to say that no other means are needed to deal 
with the problems with which we are faced. 
The Commission refuses to do this. 

Let us reject this pause! I am convinced that 
decisions are both necessary and possible. We 
have to face economic and international pro
blems in which our interests are the same and 
in which, therefore, we must act together. To 
meet these problems, let us take definite action! 
We have endeavoured, with the President of 
the Council, to put forward such action. We 
have not sinned, I believe, by an excess of ambi
tion, nor have we sinned by an excess of timi
dity. We said to ourselves that if a number of 
decisions were taken in this period, it would 
show that the Community was alive. Even 
though it does not have any great ambitions at 
present, it will achieve progress on significant 
points, which will demonstrate clearly that it 
is an active political entity which knows that 
action is necessary in order to live. In the mat
ter of economic and monetary union, which 
remains the focal point of our activity, we must 
never say die. The effort which has to be made 
to ensure greater convergence in economic 
policy and, to begin with, even in this period 
-especially in this period-to reduce disparities 
and achieve solidarity, is a far-reaching effort 
completely in line with the course we have set 
and in line with the objectives we have laid 
down. 

I believe that such an effort is possible. We 
have adopted the means in the directives on 
stability, the decisions on the convergence of 
policies. We must make this effort while strug
gling against inflation and at a time when, in 
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this fight, we have to pursue identical aims 
taking account of the fundamental social and 
economic problems of the nine countries. 

When I say that we must continue to make 
progress in economic and monetary union, it 
is because I am convinced that, if we do not do 
so, there are many reasons today why divergent 
economic situations and divergent monetary 
situations will separate us to the point where 
we cannot maintain what we have tried to 
create. 

This has to be recognized and it has to be said. 
Then we shall have no excuses for not taking 
definite action-not, perhaps, exactly the ac
tion we envisaged in better times, but one for 
which there is a powerful argument: first to 
bring policies together, and then to ensure that 
monetary solidarity, which has already suffered 
a serious set-back, does not continue to lose 
ground. In the monetary field, we must try 
everything possible in order for progress to be 
made. We shall not achieve a common currency 
tomorrow: that is quite certain. But let us not 
say that, because the 'snake' has experienced 
difficulties, we can no longer take such action 
in monetary matters. Between the currencies 
which form part of the 'snake' and those which 
do not, we must look for links which will enable 
us to solve together the monetary problems 
with which we may be faced. 

Let us make the progress which we seemed to 
have in mind at yesterday's meeting, when we 
have to tackle intelligently together a problem 
such as gold. Let us prepare for the steps to be 
taken later, when we are trying to bring the 
currencies together, but let us also accept that 
at the same time we must consider closer coor
dination of our monetary policies. Even if these 
cannot be identical, they should at least not be 
contradictory, and at those points where they 
can be identical let them be so. As far as possible, 
let us adopt common attitudes on monetary mat
ters with respect to the outside world. One argu
ment which some of you will have heard me 
defend and in which I profoundly believe is as 
follows: at the present time one of the reasons 
why we have the greatest interest in building 
Europe, in advancing together in Europe, is the 
unheaval which the international economic 
and monetary world is experiencing. 

We are in the process of redefining the basic 
features of the international economic and 
monetary system for a long period, and we shall 
be redefining them for some time to come. We 
have common interests, and none of us has 
sufficient weight to influence the decisions 
which will ultimately be taken; but Europe can 
use its unity, its weight and its strength to 

defend wholeheartedly the common interest of 
the European peoples. Let us realize this, let 
us state it clearly and let us do it! 

I have spoken of the convergence of economic 
policies. I do not believe that complete monetary 
union or a common currency can be achieved 
without first achieving genuine convergence in 
our attitudes. However:, if this convergence is 
to take place, we must ensure that the imbalan
ces which sooner or later will weigh very hea
vily on our will to achieve unity are not ac
centuated. Let us therefore create this Commu
nity regional policy which is today in abeyance! 
I am convinced that a clear and joint examina
tion of regional policy, together with a political 
will, would enable us to achieve results within 
this framework of economic and monetary 
union, amongst all this action which has been 
called limited and which I believe today is 
vital-other examples could be added to those 
which I have just quoted. Let us re-examine all 
the problems facing us and try to take a com
mon view of the general future of our econo
mies, so that our policies are based on an under
standing of the future. 

There is one other area in which we could 
make immediate progress-namely, energy 
policy, in which we are confronted with the 
same difficulties and the same problems. Here 
we can really create a common strategy. We 
can aim at organization of the European market. 
We can seek to achieve together less dependence 
on imports. 

That means two things: let us develop our 
resources together and provide ourselves with 
the means of saving energy. By working toge
ther and with others, we can create a research 
policy that will leave room for national policies 
and cooperation with others and will allow us 
to mobilize the means-which I am convinced 
are comparable with those which the United 
States of America has acquired-to carry out 
European research to prepare for its indepen
dence in a few years. 

Only our lack of will can prevent us from seeing 
where our common interests lie and going for
ward. Here again, let us have a common exter
nal energy policy! Let us adopt a common posi
tion on all the problems we are facing! 

This is another question which we should 
debate, one of the points where necessity will 
enable us to make progress. 

In the matter of external relations, there are 
dossiers on the table which do not call for great 
reflection but which do call for decisions: Med
iterranean policy, negotiations with our asso
ciates, but also, it seems to me, the possibilities 
for our Community development policy, our 
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common attitude to all the developing coun
tries. We can make progress in these areas as 
well. 

Finally, we must make some progress in areas 
where matters are perhaps progressing rather 
slowly, but are progressing, and which have 
been called secondary policies, but some of 
which-! am thinking of social policy-go to 
the heart of the Community's problems. 

You will tell me that this is a dream. I would 
ask you, why? You will say, because the situa
tion is not such that you can take any decision 
on these matters. Some will even add that the 
problems raised by the British demand for 
renegotiation compel us to mark time. I say, 
certainly not! Why should they? 

The British are to put questions to us. But 
should we therefore forget the foundations of 
our decision to join together to create Europe? 
Should we forget that many of our interests are 
common ones and that we must advance toge
ther? 

Can it be said that there is no point in discus
sing energy problems together and in seeing 
how Europe, whose solidarity is one of fact and 
not merely political, can meet the challenge of 
being an area which is highly dependent in 
matters of energy? Can it be said that the pro
blems of inflation are not common ones within 
a developing market? I do not think so. 

I am convinced that we should not accept the 
idea that, because of the general situation in the 
Community, we must come to a stop today 
whether we like it or not. It must be said sim
ply but also with very great force. That is why, 
with Mr Scheel, we have put forward these 
few points. We have not written a hundred 
pages about the matter, but we have asked 
if anyone could show us, on these points, any 
real reasons for not going forward. 

Since we have undertaken to construct Europe, 
let us do so and go forward! This means leaving 
aside greater and higher ambitions. There are 
many things which we could do and which we 
shall not do straight away. But let us carry out 
this programme: then we shall have demons
trated that we refuse to call a halt; we shall 
have taken a step to show our political clarity 
of purpose; we shall have shown Europe's capa
city to pass through its difficulties by concen
trating on what is essential and demonstrating 
that this famous political will about which so 
much has been said actually exists. That is the 
first point which I wished to develop. 

My second point is a very simple one and i3 
along the same lines: let us strengthen our ins-

titutions! In my opmwn, this involves two 
things. I see no reason why we should not take 
a decision on the problem of the new powers of 
the European Parliament. For my part, I should 
like the report which we have submitted to the 
Council, and which it is in the process of exa
mining, to be actually dealt with. Whatever 
happens, who can say that there is no desire 
for a little more democracy and more powers 
for your Assembly in the institutions as they 
exist at present? Let us deal with this report, 
which has its limitations but contains possibili
ties for the future, and we shall have given 
a new strength to our institutions. 

Let us also agree to consider the fundamental 
problem of decision-making within the Com
munity. 

With Mr Scheel we have proposed, on the one 
hand, that the working methods of the Council 
be slightly modified. One of our proposals is 
that the Council should become once more a 
Council of Ministers or a cabinet-that is to say, 
that the ministers meet at each of the sittings to 
discuss amongst themselves, with the President 
of the Commission and without experts, the 
topics which are on the table in order to deal 
with the real difficulties and not merely those 
which arise as the experts build up details and 
battle over secondary problems. 

Our exprerience at Gymnich showed me that, as 
soon as one deals with problems frankly, pro
gress is made and at those times policy is discus
sed. This is one of the main roles of the Council 
of Ministers. 

We should also endeavour, and this depends on 
the will of the governments, to make more room 
for the Permanent Representatives' Committee. 
There is no conflict between the Commission 
and the Permanent Representatives' Committee. 

Regarding the well-known problem of arriving 
at decisions, we have proposed, with Mr Scheel, 
that when there is a clear majority the use of 
the abstention procedure will make it easier to 
arrive at collective decisions and prevent this 
sort of hold-up which threatens to become per
manent. 

These are the ideas which we have expressed 
concerning what I have called the strengthen
ing of the institutions. 

In saying that, Mr Durieux, I am answering 
many of your worries. You have made a remark
able legal analysis of the problems which could 
arise. You have spoken of the general program
mes and the risks they may involve if they are 
not followed by action in which the Commis
sion exercises all its responsibilities. 
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We are taking steps to avoid any additional 
hold-up or inertia on the part of the Commis
sion or the experts. Thus, for our important 
proposals, we intend to adopt procedures and 
timetables designed to ensure that our efforts 
are not dissipated and we are not prevented 
from having some control. 

We propose that the Council should stipulate 
that at a certain date we shall do this or that 
to try and arrive at a decision at a given time. 

The proposals we submit are very numerous, 
and if we do take all the proper measures there 
is a risk that we shall lose control over them. 
We must therefore organize ourselves. 

I have also asked that all the proposals still 
pending be gathered together and re-examined, 
and I plan to undertake a general examination 
of each sector with the persons responsible. This 
is to determine which are the most out-of-date 
or inappropriate, and then to put a question 
on the essentials of each topic to the Permanent 
Representatives' Committee and then to the 
Council of Ministers, drawing their attention to 
those problems which have been held up for 
months and even years. 

We must develop a procedure to enable us to 
clear a whole field of Community action com
prising matters which are admittedly not at 
the highest political level and which a national 
government would regulate at the technical 
level. We must achieve at least some progress 
in this area. 

I believe that more action on our part and a 
clearer view of the hold-ups we are facing is one 
of the means of making quiet progress in the 
Community, for in many cases the absence of 
political will is a pretext. The ministers often 
do not know that particular matters are pend
ing. It is the objective situation, the cumber
some procedure, which is responsible, and the 
result is that the battle goes on indefinitely 
among the experts. Let us therefore take deci
sions to settle these problems and bring pro
gress. It is in this spirit that I speak, modestly
as you see--but forcefully of the strengthening 
of the institutions. 

If we turn to Parliament and ask it to respect 
its political function and organize itself to fulfil 
it-this is also the question which we put with 
Mr Scheel-we could make the Community 
more effective and produce progress in Europe. 

This does not mean that there are no other 
problems, as you well know; nor does it mean 
that we shall have the means to go forward. 

However, I am personally confident, since, when
ever the ministers have met and have agreed 

to state their problems freely, the climate has 
improved and the results have shown that the 
Community is a reality. Certainly there is still 
some conflict, since it is not always possible to 
achieve friendly unanimity, but every time I 
sense better understanding and I detect tangible 
results. 

That is the second subject which I wished to 
mention. 

The third, as you well know, is the task of defin
ing what we expect from the Community, the 
future of the Community, that is, the problem 
of European union. 

I do not believe that in the coming weeks we 
shall have defined European union, but I 
believe that at the present time it is necessary
the question was rightly put at the Paris Sum
mit-to ask about the future: 'What do we wish 
to do together? To what extent do we wish 
to see Europe assuming certain powers? Who 
will assume these powers?' 

Several problems then arise: that of efficiency, 
that of the states-how will they be repre
sented, and what role will they play?-that of 
democracy, i.e., Parliament, with the question 
of universal suffrage and legislative powers. 

It is right for us to ask questions. The proce
dures which we shall progressively introduce 
must make this business of Europe more popu
lar. When I say 'more popular' I do not mean 
better understood or more fully accepted, but 
more universally discussed. The questions must 
be put clearly. We are not ashamed of creating 
Europe and we are not ashamed of the aims 
we are setting ourselves. On the contrary, it 
is in our interest to explain what we wish to 
do and, first of all, explain it to ourselves. We 
can only benefit from approaching the people 
and saying: 'These are the interests which we 
are defending.' 

When the value of one or another action is 
today questioned for one or another reason, 
look a little further, look a little higher, see 
what we can put forward and what we need! 

Personally, I believe that in the coming period 
we shall have considerable work to do. Let 
us approach it with modesty, but let us not 
forget that this interest in the future of Europe 
is essenial for us all, and that it underlies many 
debates taking place here. 

Whatever the powers, and whatever the ins
titutions defined as part of European union, we 
shall experience a phase in which we must 
continue on the basis of the present institutions 
and the present communities, adapted slightly 
as we modify our methods. 
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My view is very clear on this point: the Com
munities are the basis of Europe, and I believe 
that in the coming period we must use all the 
opportunities we have to extend our activities 
within the present framework. I shall state this 
quite clearly: when it is said that the Com
munities constitute a foundation, this founda
tion has some meaning if we progressively 
extend our field of action. This does not mean 
that we shall not be doing something very dif
ferent in seven, eight or ten years' time, parti
cularly as regards the institutions. Nor does it 
mean that I wish the Commission to be ever
lasting, to represent indefinitely the proposing 
body, possibly the managing body-and when 
I say 'management', we have asked for wide 
use to be made of the possibilities open to the 
Commission in this respect-or that it should be 
considered as being the agent of the Community. 
This argument has been put forward. Perhaps 
there will be no Commission in ten years' time: 
I do not know! What is certain is that today 
the Community has demonstrated, on the basis 
of the Treaty of Rome, that we have powerful 
means of making progress. Let us continue to 
use them while awaiting the time when we 
have achieved a transformation within the 
Eqropean union. 

That is what I wished to say in reply to the 
question which has been put. 

I shall not deal at length with the state of 
Europe. Everyone is familiar with the situation. 
There are apparently excellent reasons today 
for doing nothing. In fact, there are no such 
reasons. We must not endeavour today or 
tomorrow to produce any great novel ideas; 
we shall not succeed. That is not the problem. 
But there are problems today in which it is 
possible to make progress and give clear proof 
of the European will. 

Let us abandon words and return to deeds! Such 
deeds can be accomplished. However I look at 
things, I do not see anything to prevent such 
progress, provided the will is there. I am com
forted by the idea that all this is self-evident. 
The need for Europe is demonstrated more 
clearly as progress is made in the difficult 
situation we face. 

I should like us to understand and realize that 
time must not be lost. While we have quite 
modest ambitions for the coming period, I am 
asking for them to be achieved and intensified. 
since they are legitimate ambitions. This is the 
type of talk we must use and which the minis
ters must use. It is this attitude which the 
President of the Council and I have adopted, 
and I deeply believe that we are right. We 

must face our historic responsibilities. Ideas 
must be directed at something definite. Any 
stagnation is a retreat. There is nothing which 
can either entitle or persuade the Commission 
to forget that we have decided to create a Com
munity and that today this Community needs 
to move forward. 
(Applause) 

President. - Thank you, Mr Ortoli. 

I call Mr Apel. 

Mr Apel, President-in-Office of the Council of 
the European Communities. - (D) Mr President, 
in this distinguished House there are those who 
are free and those who are only half free. I 
certainly belong to the half free, because in 
reply to a question which has been put to the 
Council I can of course only read out what has 
been written down for me. You will appreciate 
this. 

However, I should like to make three remarks 
before answering Mr Durieux's oral question. 

My first remark: I fully endorse what President 
Ortoli has said about the acute needs of the 
Community. President Scheel and he have sub
mitted an action programme; it must be imple
mented-that is a bare minimum. 

My second remark: in coming months it will be 
important for us to tell each other in quite sober 
and honest terms what kind of Europe we want. 
We have not done so in the past. We have not 
spoken out often enough to make it clear to one 
another whether we want a supranational or 
intergovernmental Europe. This point must be 
clarified in 1974. Everyone who takes part in the 
discussion must be clearly aware of the conse
quences of his reply to this question. Advocates 
of intergovernmental Europe cannot, for example, 
want unlimited monetary support and an effec
tive regional fund. But advocates of a supra
national Europe are always entitled to claim 
the help of all their partners on every issue. 

A third and final introductory remark: I 
strongly believe that we should seriously exa
mine how the workings of the Council of Minis
ters can be improved. But the workings of the 
Council merely reflect the disagreement which 
exists between the nine Member States. In other 
words, the workings of the Council can only 
be effectively improved if a minimum consensus 
is first reached in the nine capitals as to the 
kind of Europe we want. 

Mr Aigner. - (D) Intergovernmental Europe 
will probably come. 
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Mr Apel.- (D) I am afraid, Mr Aigner, that it 
will be one of the variants, but I believe we 
agree it is not the variant which we in the 
Federal Republic want. We stand for supra
national Europe. 
(Applause) 

It is desirable and necessary to speak about 
the workings of the Council of Ministers, but 
we should clearly recognize the fact that in 
the image it offers to you the Council reflects 
the different political views and the political 
immobilism of the nine Member States. 

I have said enough; I am already going far 
beyond my role here. But I shall take the 
liberty of speaking later in the debate on my 
own behalf. 

Now I shall answer Mr Durieux' oral question. 

Mr President, the fact that the Council has 
recently taken refuge time and time again in 
resolutions cannot be overlooked. Nor can it be 
overlooked that it would have been logical and 
better to have adopted legislation. That is the 
real function of the Council of Ministers. On 
the other hand, I consider it reasonable and 
appropriate for the Council, in face of the inex
tricable political problems which repeatedly 
beset it, to adopt the procedure and methods 
which enable it to take progress. In other words, 
it is often better to adopt a resolution express
ing the political resolve of the Council of Minis
ters than to wait until all the technical and 
legal questions have been settled. We are aware 
that we must then still solve technical and legal 
problems, which often have political implica
tions. I am therefore willing to take note of the 
criticism expressed in the question, but would 
ask you to recognize that it is often more rea
sonable, intelligent and indeed better to pass 
a resolution than to founder on technicalities 
which are often highly charged politically. 

As regards the second part of the question con
cerning reservations entered in the minutes and 
asking whether it is desirable for such reserva
tions to be entered in the minutes when the 
Council of Ministers takes decisions, I must say 
that I cannot fully understand the criticism 
voiced in this question. 

It is quite usual at national level, in the national 
cabinet-at least, that is our experience in the 
Federal Republic-for individual ministers-in 
Germany, the finance minister in particular-to 
put down a note in the minutes expressing their 
disagreement with a decision. If you like, this 
is a justification for the minister to which he 
can refer later. 

If that is reasonable at national level, it must 
also be reasonable in the Council of Ministers, 
particularly if individual ministers are enabled 
in this way to set down their own views. Where 
a note is entered in the minutes it is clear that 
reference may be made to it again later, but 
that does not complicate the procedure and I 
cannot therefore understand how the conclu
sion may be drawn from the fact that reserva
tions are often entered in Council Minutes that 
the Council is coming to represent no more 
than a diplomatic conference. 

President. - Thank you, Mr Apel. 

I c;;tll Mr Bertrand to speak on behalf of the 
Christian-Democratic Group. 

Mr Bertrand. - (NL) Mr President, on behalf 
of the Christian-Democratic Group I wish to 
thank the President of the Commission of the 
European Communities, Mr Ortoli, for express
ing the political views of the Commission in such 
a convincing and clear manner in this debate. 

Mr Ortoli said: 'For the time being there seem 
to be many reasons for doing nothing-but we 
will not accept a standstill. We must continue 
and take decisions in various areas! 

The Christian-Democratic Group fully endorses 
this summary of the Commission's political 
views. We share the belief that there is no rea
son at this juncture for interrupting the normal 
working of the Community or the implement
ation of a number of political decisions taken in 
recent years at Summit conferences of Heads of 
Government or State. I am thinking of the Sum
mit meetings at The Hague in 1969, at Paris in 
1972 and at Copenhagen in December 1973. The 
decisions taken then still suggest that solutions 
should be found on the basis of the existing 
Treaties in the framework of the Community 
institutions. I wanted to stress this point at he 
outset. 

Secondly, I wish to emphasize that the Commis
sion's statement of 31 January 1974, drawing 
attention to the crisis in the Community and 
referring to a crisis of confidence, a lack of polit
ical resolve and healthy understanding, was 
issued before the change of government in the 
United Kingdom. The crisis in the Community 
cannot therefore be ascribed solely to the change 
of government in Britain. This is an important 
observation for an analysis of the present situa
tion in the Community. 

When the Commission, on the occasion of the 
presentation of its Seventh General Report, drew 
attention once again on 12 February to the 
serious crisis we are experiencing, we noted that 



Sitting of Wednesday, 24 April 1974 99 

Bertrand 

the President of the Commission twice analysed 
the crisis in the Community but put forward no 
specific proposals for a solution. 

The Commission made good this failure by its 
joint declaration of 1 April, with which it sub
mitted a limited, practical Community pro
gramme to the Council at a time when an impor
tant new element had been added to the crisis 
of the Community namely, the change of 
government in the United Kingdom. 

On 1 April the government situation had chang
ed; this was reflected in the formation of a 
minority government in the United Kingdom, 
leading to an intensification of the crisis through 
the uncertainty whether a number of political 
decisions taken at Summit conferences in the · 
past could now be implemented. 

I believe it is important to examine the reasons 
for the present crisis in the Community. Crisis 
phenomena can be observed in three areas. I am 
thinking first of all of the internal political 
situation of the Member States. The United 
Kingdom has a minority government. From 
tomorrow, Belgium will also have a minority 
government. In Italy, political relations have 
been strained by a referendum on divorce.' 
France is about to ho1d presidential elections, 
which will probably be followed by a new polit- ! 
ical line. There is increasing instability in the 
Federal Republic because of a number of polit- .1 

ical developments. The Grand Duchy of Luxem
bourg is on the eve of a general election. All 
these factors make it difficult to show political 
courage and stability in the Council of Ministers. 

Internal tensions in the Community itself are 
the second cause of the crisis. I am thinking of 
the complete failure of the decision-making 
machinery of the Council, particularly after the 
Copenhagen Summit meeting. It was significant 
that only 48 hours after the conference the Coun
cil was no longer able to implement the decisions 
taken. I am thinking in this connection of the 
Regional Fund and energy policy. In short, we 
have witnessed the failure of the Council's deci
sion-making machinery. The Copenhagen Sum
mit also spelled the end of the regular organiz
ation of such conferences, as had been intended. 
There is a prevailing impression of a complete 
lack of credibility if this path is followed and 
no new political resolve makes its appearance. 

Development towards economic and monetary 
union is stagnating. No decisions have been 
taken on the powers of the European Parliament, 
although a Commission proposal exists which 
takes account of Parliament's wishes. The Coun
cil is just keeping the pot boiling without taking 
any decisions. 

There seems little likelihood of arnvmg at a 
Community energy policy. Monetary solidarity 
has been broken by one of the major countries 
leaving the 'snake' and by the introduction of a 
floating currency-despite the fact that this very 
country had strongly criticized in the Council 
other Member States which had floated their 
currencies. Because of its own internal economic 
interests, this country has left the snake and 
floated its currency, with all the harmful and 
dangerous consequences this entails. 

Because of a change of government in one of the 
Member States, fresh negotiations must begin in 
the Community. I would ask the Commission to 
ascertain from the government concerned exact
ly what it wi:shes to talk about. We must not be 
content with vague and general declarations 
because of internal political difficulties. I would 
draw the British Government's attention to the 
fact that the European Community has been set 
up to solve separate problems of the Member 
States in a Community framework. The Com
munity has not been formed to bring certain 
Member States into difficult circumstances. 

The opposite is true. Whenever a Member State 
is confronted with difficulties in applying a 
treaty, it must explain its difficulties and seek a 
solution within the framework of the treaty. It 
is wrong to ask for the review of a treaty which 
has been solemnly signed and ratified: otherwise, 
international cooperation is impossible. These 
are the internal difficulties facing the Commun
ity at present. 

There are also external difficulties connected 
with the international conduct of our Commun
ity in the new situation now confronting us. 
Europe should speak with a single voice and be 
able to demonstrate its European identity. Here, 
too, we hear of failure and repeated disappoint
ments, criticisms which I readily understand. 
But it remains true that we have been creating 
a situation of tension with important areas of 
the world; we need only think of the USA, of 
our hesitant attitude to the Arab states, our posi
tion on the Eastern-bloc countries, on the Medi
terranean area and on the developing countries. 
We are still fraught with doubts and unable to 
define a common attitude on the basis of a Euro
pean identity, with all the consequences this 
woul:d have for our future. 

The Christian-Democrats believe that Parlia
ment should clearly define the following four 
political principles: 

1. We adhere absolutely to the achievements 
brought about over the years on the basis of 
the existing treaties of Paris and Rome. These 
achievements must not be questioned. 



100 Debates of the European Parliament 

Bertrand 

2. Any effort towards disintegration, from 
whatever quarter it may come, must be pre
vented or checked. 

3. When reactivating our Community activities 
we must be guided by the political decisions 
taken by the Heads of State or Government 
at the Summit conferences of the Hague, 
Paris and Copenhagen. It is not necessary to 
embark on fresh activities until we have 
escaped from the present deadlock. 

4. We hope that the request for renegotiation 
made by the United Kingdom on 1 April this 
year will be clarified as soon as possible. I 
wish to stress on behalf of the Christian
Democrats that the British Government must 
apply the Treaty and honour its obligations. 
This includes sending a complete parliament
ary delegation to our Parliament. Rather 
than discussing in complete ignorance of our 
working methods, it is better to take part in 
our debates with a view to arriving at solu
tions. I have the impression that the British 
Government is refusing to accept the conse
quences of Britain's accession to the EEC and 
that British public opinion is not well inform
ed of the solutions which are possible within 
the Community. 

The British Government should start to apply 
the Treaty by sending a complete parliamentary 
delegation, so that we can open a dialogue with 
these representatives. This is necessary to get to 
know our respective difficulties and find solu
tions to them. 
(Applause) 

On the basis of these four political principles, 
we Christian-Democrats emphatically declare 
our full support for the minimum programme 
submitted by the presidents of the Commission 
and Council to the Council on 1 April. With all 
deference to Mr Ortoli and sympathy for him, I 
would ask him to inform our Parliament of the 
Commission's attitudes in the same clear manner 
as he did four newspapers, The Times, Le Mon
de, La Stampa and Die Welt, a few weeks ago. 
I would ask him to make equally clear state
ments to the Parliament in future. It is not 
always agreeable for us to learn the Commis
sion's views from our newspapers. As members 
of parliament we are entitled to a normal dia
logue with Commission represenatives here. 

Mr President, I note that we are at present in 
a peculiar situation. For the past two years a 
peculiar procedure has been applied, especially 
by the Council. The Council uses two systems 
in its approach to our problems. There are prob
lems which solve themselves and problems 
which remain unsolved. This appears to be the 
present tactic of the Council to keep the Corn-

munity machine ticking over. But we cannot 
accept this, Mr President. We ask now-and I 
am speaking to the President-in-Office of the 
Council-for the minimum programme submit
ted by Mr Ortoli and Mr Scheel to the Council 
on 1 April to be placed on the agenda of the 
next Council meeting so that it can take a num
ber of decisions. In this way the machinery 
which has recently been out of order could be set 
in motion again. 

For greater clarity I wish to add a few further 
points. We believe that at present the most 
serious problem, involving the greatest risk, fac
ing our Community is that of rapid inflation. 
This inflation is undermining the purchasing 
power of millions of persons in the Community, 
threatening employment and endangering mone
tary stability. We urge the Council to prepare 
a common plan for an anti-inflationary policy, 
which the individual Member States are unable 
to implement at present. I believe this decision 
should take first priority at present in order to 
promote our monetary, social and economic sta
bility. I have drawn attention to what seems 
to me the most crucial point. 

Secondly, we would urge the Council-and we 
are not asking a great deal-to take a number 
of decisions in order to consolidate the first 
phase of economic and monetary union. We are 
not asking for the second phase to begin at this 
time. The decisions of the first phase must be 
consolidated before the second phase can be 
initiated. 

Thirdly, we would like the Council to take a 
number of decisions to prevent by all available 
means any further weakening of monetary solid
arity. We must do all in our power to ensure 
that the five countries which have remained 
in the monetary snake and coordinate the pari
ties of their currencies are supported in their 
efforts and that, as the President of the Com
mission has said, contacts are established be
tween these five countries and the four countries 
with floating currencies in order to arrive as 
soon as possible at coordinated monetary deve
lopment in the Community. This is the only 
way to avoid surprises. I have not forgotten that 
President Ortoli just said that Europe was not 
ready to face the new situation created by the 
monetary crisis, the energy crisis and other 
secondary crises. 

Greater unity of the Community is the only 
solution if we are to keep these crises in check 
and guarantee the future of the peoples of the 
Community. 

I have not forgotten this. It is therefore im
portant for us to remember at this juncture 
that a monetary policy which is not geared to 
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economic reality is doomed to failure and can 
only lead to chaos. 

Fourthly, we believe that the Council must give 
evidence of European solidarity by deciding on 
the establishment of a regional fund with the 
necessary resources and with a distribution scale 
for the use of these resources. If such a decision 
is not taken, there can be no talk of a regional 
policy without hypocrisy, which would be doing 
a poor service to the Community. 

If the instrument which alone would make a 
regional policy possible is not in fact created, 
there lS no point in speaking of such a policy 
any more. 

Fifthly, the Christian-Democratic Group insists 
-and we are surely not asking a lot-on the 
need to define at long last a strategy for energy 
policy and to determine how the Community is 
to act as a Community in the area of energy 
policy, energy supplies, price developments and 
the development of new sources of energy when 
shortages occur. This could be done even in the 
present circumstances, and it would represent 
an important step forward. 

Finally, I would stress that decisions must be 
taken on the strengthening of the European 
Parliament's budgetary powers if the Parliament 
is to be enabled from 1975 onwards to exercise 
democratic control over the use of the Com
munity's own resources which will be available 
from 1 January 1975. 

The absence of these decisions would be of such 
far-reaching political importance that it would 
be impossible for the European institutions to 
continue to function. 

If the budgetary powers of the European Par
liament are not increased, the Christian
Democratic Group, with the Socialist Group, 
would have to consider tabling a motion of 
censure in order to compel the Council to take 
at long last a decision enabling us to discharge 
our tasks normally at a time when the national 
parliaments have lost certain powers. 

We agree with the second part of the statement 
by the President of the Commission, in which 
he said that decisions cannot be taken unless the 
institutions are strengthened. We fully endorse 
this view. 

The President of the Commission and the Pre
sident-in-Office of the Council, Mr Scheel, have 
in fact submitted a proposal to change the 
procedure followed in the Council. We are con
vinced that the greatest obstacle to a relaunch
ing of European Community policy at present 
lies in the fact that the Council's decisions must 

be taken unanimously. As long as this procedure 
is not abolished, we cannot emerge from our 
impasse. 

The President of the Commission has tried to 
find the basis for a solution by proposing that 
a system of abstentions could be considered. 

Provisionally, we can support this minimum 
system in order to increase the Council's capa
city to take decisions. I would, however, urge 
the Commission-as a driving force and stimulus 
in the Community-to approach matters diffe
rently than in recent years. The Commission 
should address its proposal directly to the Coun
cil. I am speaking from personal experience, 
for I was a member of the Council of Ministers 
of transport for eleven yars. I always felt my
self to be superfluous in the Council, where I 
sat as a minister with twenty experts behind me. 
who gave me a paper on each occasion indicating 
what I should do and what my attitude should 
be. Instead of being a political Council of 
Ministers, this was a technocratic body whe;e 
no political observations were made. In the 
Council of Ministers of my own country we 
had no experts we discussed political aspects 
and fixed political options, which were then 
implemented by the experts. In the Community 
the pattern has been reversed. The experts sit 
down to work and produce a number of pro
posals, which the ministers have to endorse. 
They do not get the chance to set political 
options. I am convinced that it would be feasible 
for the ministers to fix political options on the 
basis of Commission proposals. They could then 
instruct the experts to follow these political 
options. That would be a great step forward. 
On behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group 
I would ask the Commission to give serious 
consideration to this point. 

As to the crisis now facing us, I wish to stress 
the responsibility of this Parliament. As mem
bers of the European Parliament, we have a 
responsibility for the present crisis. We have not 
managed to establish a link between public 
opinion and European problems. We are going 
about our work without sticking to the basic 
principles. People do not know what we are 
doing here. They do not know our views, and 
as members of a European Parliament we have 
largely failed to achieve our goals. I would ask 
my colleagues, when they have their respective 
elections behind them, to put questions to the 
foreign ministers in their national parliaments 
on their attitude to the limited programme and 
to ask them whether they are willing to adopt 
a positive attitude for their country in order 
to bring about a revival of Europe. If we do 
not do this, we shall be failing shamefully in 
our duty as political members of parliament. 
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A question may not, however, be enough. We 
must not adopt an ambiguous position by 
appearing as Europeans here and as nationalists 
in our own parliaments. We must have the 
courage to act as European parliamentarians and 
avoid all ambiguity. 

The national parties must also act. They are the 
mirror of public opinion. We must urge our own 
national parties to turn their attention to the 
political stagnation in Europe, which is a threat 
to our prosperity, safety, development potential 
and position in the world. 

If these aims are achieved, this political debate 
will to my mind have been a success. We must 
bring pressure to bear on the ministers in order 
to draw the Council out of its impasse. The 
Commission must be given the opportunity to 
bring the whole machine into motion again by 
submitting appropriate proposals. Then we can 
talk about European Union and the great inter
national problems. It would be naive to try to 
take important steps forward while we are still 
in a deadlock. The Christian-Democrats hope 
that the programme prepared by the Commis
sion and Council will once again set European 
activities moving for the benefit of the citizens 
of this Community. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Fellermaier to speak on 
behalf of the Socialist Group. 

Mr Fellermaier.- (D) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, allow me to begin with a comment 
on what Mr Bertrand has just said. He was 
certainly right to point out that it is not merely 
the fact that the elections in the United King
dom have brought a new government to power 
in that country which has sparked off a latent 
crisis in the Community, but that in reality the 
difficulties are deeper and have a longer history. 
Mr Bertrand, I cannot subscribe to your evalua
tion of the present political scene in Europe. 
You have questioned Europe's ability to act by 
pointing out that there are a number of minor
ity governments, including the new minority 
government in your own country. I believe that 
a minority government, if it has the strong sup
port of the opposition, can achieve just as much 
in the area of European unification as a major
ity government. The decisive issue is to deter
mine-Mr Apel, the Council President, put it 
very neatly and aptly today-what kind of 
Europe we want. That, Mr Bertrand, is where 
things begin to get critical, because there are 
political movements in at least two major Com
munity countries which give good reason to 
doubt whether they do in the last resort want 
a supranational Europe. · 

As to your brief remarks on the Federal German 
political scene, Mr Bertrand, I consider that 
political stability in the Federal Republic is 
guaranteed by a strong government and an op
position which has gained somewhat in strength, 
by a healthy and strong play of parliamentary 
forces. As to the economic stability of Germany, 
the OECD itself has confirmed that the Federal 
Republic is far ahead of the other main 
industrial nations. I mention this in passing. 

Ladies and gentlemen, last weekend we had a 
very unusual pleasure-the experience of a 
political weekend at Gymnich Castle. I believe 
it is a positive development that foreign min
isters made an unconventional attempt-without 
that famous swarm of officials to which refer
ence has already been made today-to move 
forward a little in an honest and friendly 
atmosphere. I hope Mr Ortoli, who was present, 
can confirm this. But I hope that the spirit of 
Gymnich will not simply replace the spirit of 
Summit conferences, at which European time
tables are worked out only for it to be found 
out later that they cannot as a rule be followed. 

If the flowers blossomed in that splendid castle, 
that at least was in sharp contrast to the 
withered flowers of European reality. The deci
sive question is whether it will prove possible 
to implement the action programme of which 
two presidents have spoken here and to whose 
achievement those two presidents-the Presi
dent-in-Office of the Council and the President 
of the Commission-have committed themselves, 
or whether we shall find in a debate in this 
House in a few months' time that a timetable 
has once again proved impractical. 

I believe it is idle to argue whether or not we 
are experiencing a crisis. But one observation 
must be made-namely, that the Community is 
beginning to fray at the edges and that the 
treaties are looking more and more tattered. 

There is a customs union. There is also, although 
I say this with strong reservations, an agri
cultural policy. But if we stop to consider the 
Council decisions covering the price elements of 
the common agricultural policy, it is apparent 
that so many exceptions with so many special 
arrangements have been made for almost every 
Member State that this complicated system 
deserves to be regarded as little more than the 
ficticn of a common agricultural market. 

There is no doubt that the Community has come 
to a standstill. The President of the Commission 
says there must not be a standstill; so far, so 
good. But if the standstill were used to ascertain 
what minimum action was possible, that would 
not be negative, Mr Ortoli. A standstill may 
also be used to consolidate existing achieve-
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ments. It may also mean recognition of the fact 
that many objectives were too bold and ahead 
of real developments in Europe. It must, after 
all, be admitted that national sovereignty seems 
all-important now and Community solidarity 
takes a very poor second place. This was 
reflected a few months ago in the attitude of 
the Member States when the Netherlands faced 
the Arab oil boycott. It is also apparent in the 
competition between the Community countries 
to conclude bilateral agreements with the oil
producing countries-bilateral agreements 
which in the last resort are an obstacle to a 
genuine common commercial policy. 

The oil crisis showed convincingly how little 
national sovereignty is worth today-and the 
governments should be made fully aware of this. 
Multinational concerns were able to do as they 
pleased in the common market. They even 
brought national governments to their knees. A 
Europe of dealers, a Europe of capitalists, a 
Europe of thinkers-that is what we have. Of 
course it may be objected that there is also a 
Europe of the workers, who enjoy freedom of 
movement. But does this not ultimately mean 
that the European worker has to follow capital 
to the great conurbations because we have not 
yet found the political instruments in the Com
munity to counteract this trend. What about the 
greater social justice which the citizens of the 
Community were hoping for? 

So far it has fallen by the wayside, because 
neither the social policy nor the regional policy 
was operational. They are both still in a 
embryonic stage, and it seems doubtful whether 
the embryos will ever mature in view of the 
present situation in the Community. 

No one, ladies and gentlemen, should be sur
prised if in a situation such as this European 
workers are disappointed and resigned and if 
they turn their backs on what we call the 
European Community because the Community 
has found no credible answer to the great 
economic problems facing millions of workers. 
(Applause in various parts of the House) 

But stagnation in the Community also means 
national economic crises which can no longer 
be overcome with national resources. And I 
believe that now, while there is still time, the 
Council should be reminded of its responsibility; 
otherwise social explosions may occur which 
will shake or even demolish many other edifices 
in Europe. 

Europe can no longer be helped with words, 
even the words spoken at Gymnich Castle. It 
was certainly refreshing to note press reports 
that Mr Jobert had said-no doubt with an eye 

to the tough and bitter election campaign in his 
own country-that his sights were fixed on 
European Union in 1980, on a confederation of 
European states which would have to be based 
on some loss of sovereignty. Mr Jobert's words 
have not gone unheard. But it is doubtful 
whether anyone will be able to remind Mr 
Jobert of his words as foreign minister when 
the time comes for action, because no one can 
say today how the French electors will decide 
in a few weeks' time. 

A few remarks now to the Council. It is strange 
how the role and imperfections of the Council 
are discussed to satiety in this House. I agree 
with the President-in-Office of the Council that 
formulae from the Treaty are no longer suf
ficient to hide the fact that the Council's inabil
ity to act stems in part from the completely 
different approach adopted by individual Mem
ber States on fundamental issues when the time 
came for some genuine loss of national 
sovereignty. The time spent by the Council on 
its discussions is often inversely proportional to 
the importance of the subject. 

And one further point is clear, Mr President, 
ladies and gentlemen; the Luxembourg com
promise is having bad consequences, because no 
more majority decisions can be taken. Even on 
matters of little importance, the Council is being 
practically paralysed by single Member States. 
We European Social Democrats therefore urge 
a departure from this redundant Luxembourg 
compromise, which encourages stagnation in the 
Community, and a gradual return to majority 
decisions in the Council of Ministers; in future 
more Member States could at least make use 
of their right of abstention in the Council. 

The Council is also blocked in its work by 
trying to conclude package deals on widely
varying problems. The packages then become so 
large that the string cannot hold them together 
and they end up on the scrap-heap. That is the 
situation we are in today. 

This year, however, the Council will have to 
adopt one package consisting of economic and 
monetary union, powers for the European Par
liament and regional policy. The three compo
nents are interrelated. All the Council members 
will have to show a willingness to solve this 
set of problems in the next few months. 
Economic and monetary union is a prerequisite 
for an effective regional policy. Regional policy 
is a prerequisite for a balanced social policy, 
and greater powers for the Parliament are in 
their turn a prerequisite for the elected 
representatives of the people to have greater 
responsibility than in the past in areas of great 
political importance. 
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We European Social Democrats are not asking 
the Council for the impossible, but the minimum 
programme-which is possible-must now at last 
be implemented. The record of achievements 
may not seem good, but I should like to quote 
Mr Lange, who said we should not underrate 
the achievements of the Community, because 
they can still stand comparison, taken as a 
whole, with other states and alliances of states 
throughout the world. 

One thing is clear, however: no aspect of the 
genuine Community policy which has been 
achieved on the basis of the existing treaties 
should be called into question, not even by a 
new Member State, no matter which govern
ment may currently represent that state in the 
Council. The treaties are the constitution of the 
Community; they are its law and, if they are 
interpreted progressively, they are also a pro
gramme, not a static but a flexible programme 
for future development. If the political resolve 
exists, the threshold of European union can also 
be reached on this basis. And if this Parliament 
has a task to perform in this connection it is 
surely that of urging this year that the col
loquy with representatives of the national 
parliaments should become a forum at which 
leading politicians from the major political 
parties in Europe state here in this House and 
on behalf of their parties just what they really 
want for Europe. This colloquy might be a 
touchstone for further development. 

And now a further observation on the Labour 
Party on behalf of the Socialist Group: we 
sympathize with several proposals of the British 
Government, especially as the economic and 
social problems of the United Kingdom cannot 
be attributed to the present government but 
rather to its predecessor. 

But I still say that there should be negotiations 
conducted within the framework of the treaties, 
not new negotiations, and the interests of both 
sides as well as all our achievements must be 
taken into account. The British foreign minister 
has announced that his government will be sub
mitting specific proposals to him by June. I 
believe we are ready for these proposals. We 
should also be ready-! say this as a Social 
Democrat-to open a dialogue on these pro
posals with our friends from the Labour Party 
in this House, so that it does not degenerate 
into mere shadow-boxing with the Conservat
ives. However great my respect for our Con
servative colleagues, I must say that it is 
unacceptable for the Labour viewpoint to be 
represented by them in this discussion; they 
have in any case tended to say less recently. 
The Siiddeutsche Zeitung wrote as follows on 
23 April: 'The further decline in British support 

for the European Community is attributable to 
the fact that British membership is no longer 
defended in public. Callaghan's two major 
speeches in the Commons and in Luxembourg, 
publicly outlining for the first time the policy 
of renegotiation, have not been answered by an 
equally authoritative statement from a British 
politician of comparable status.' 

I have no comment on that. 

Ladies and gentlemen, let me sum up the 
demands of the European Social Democrats: 

First, democratization of the Community. That 
is a prerequisite for the functioning of the 
institutions and for the further development of 
our Community. The Council must no longer 
take its decisions in secret without any pos
sibility of legislative control. 

Secondly, the Council must at the very least 
put forward this year a phased programme for 
a return to the machinery of majority decisions 
laid down in the treaties. 

Thirdly, the European Commission must once 
again play a more active role as the driving 
force towards integration. It must not-some
times there are signs of this-be a mere execu
tive secretariat of the Council, and it must not 
take account of voting positions in the Council 
when it submits its proposals; on the contrary, 
it must be willing, in accordance with the spirit 
and content of the treaties, to seek a confronta
tion with the Council when this is in the 
interests of European progress. 

Your best ally, Mr Ortoli, was always the 
European Parliament. If there is now annoyance 
and misgivings in this House, that is mainly 
due to the inadequate proposals submitted by 
the Commission for an increase in the Parlia
ment's budgetary powers. 
(Applause in various parts of the House) 

Mr Ortoli, it should not have been possible for 
Member States' governments to go beyond the 
Commission's proposals. The Commission, not 
the member governments, should have made the 
optimum proposals. 
(Applause in various parts of the House) 

That is the real criticism I wanted to make here 
today. 

Mr Aigner. - Why did you then fall short of 
proposals in Bonn? 

Mr Fellermaier.- Mr Aigner, you will have an 
opportunity whenever you choose to continue 
the European debate in the German Bundestag 
in Bonn, where representatives as varied as 
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Strauss and Barzel simply put forward the same 
well-worn ideas without offering genuine 
alternatives to the governmental initiatives of 
Brandt and Scheel. 

I believe, Mr President, that what Mr Bertrand 
said at the end of his speech should also be 
repeated by the spokesman of the Socialist 
Group. The patience of my group, in view of 
the way in which the Council is dealing with 
the question of greater budgetary and legislative 
powers for this Parliament, is slowly running 
out. The situation may arise where the Council 
will have to bear public responsibility for our 
falling back on the only weapon given to us 
by the Treaty-namely, a vote of no confidence 
in the European Commission. 

Fourthly, the European Social Democrats call 
for the phased, implementation of economic and 
monetary union; I stress the word 'phased' 
because we are realists enough to recognize that 
the unsolved monetary problems throughout the 
world are in themselves sufficient obstacle to an 
effective economic and monetary union. But the 
uncontrolled price inflation in the Member 
States would also in itself be sufficient reason 
for beginning work on this union at long last. 
All national efforts to check inflation have 
generally failed. 

The belief in national sovereignty which is still 
so strong in a number of member governments 
has led to self-deception, if we consider the 
developments of recent months and attitudes to 
the multinational concerns. A Community 
instrument is needed to introduce effective 
controls. 

The Socialist Group therefore welcomes the 
announcement by the Commissioner responsible 
in our debate today. We hope that the Com
mission will very soon submit to the Council 
and Parliament specific proposals for measures 
to combat the misuse of power by multinational 
concerns in Europe. 

And now for my conclusion! The European 
Community has great prospects. It can be an 
exemplary embodiment of political and social 
progress. It can be a model of peaceful unity 
in this world if the political forces-not the 
governments-in Europe really want it to be 
all this. There is no alternative to European 
integration. 

If this great work of European unification fails, 
the European countries will be no more than 
the plaything of the two great powers. Then 
final proof will be given to the world at large 
of the complete failure of our historical task to 
build a genuine, socially just Europe 

This task combines great opportunities with 
great risks. We Social Democrats are aware of 
this. I would therefore add on behalf of my 
group: we accept the risk. We accept it because 
we owe this debt to the older generation, which 
experienced war and suffering in Europe, but 
above all to the younger generation, which 
carries with it the future of Europe. 

President. - I call Lord Gladwyn to speak on 
behalf of the Liberal and Allies Group. 

Lord Gladwyn. - Mr President, my dear col
leagues, our present mood, as is evident from 
this debate, is one of acute, though I think rather 
exaggerated, depression. We read in the papers, 
for instance, that Mr Jobert's recent diplomatic 
performances have so outraged Dr Kissinger -
I repeat, this is what we read in the papers
that he has dismissed all possibility of progress 
towards any European political entity except 
on the unacceptable basis of a hostile and anti
American bloc under French domination, and is 
now demanding that the European members of 
the North Atlantic Alliance should-! quote the 
report-'choose between Paris and Washington'. 
Well, we must all hope that this report is un
founded, but at least it is pretty typical of the 
present malaise. 

Even at the present nadir of our European 
fortunes, it is not, however, true that we can 
only choose between a Europe under French 
hegemony and a break-up of the whole Com
munity idea. 

Granted that a sort of French-dominated and 
rather anti-American 'Europe of nations' has 
been, and even may still be, the objective of 
some Gaullists, it remains to be seen whether it 
can continue to be their objective after 19 May. 
Even if it is, it will remain unattainable. The 
pla.in fact is that Europe cannot be formed on 
the basis of any national hegemony but only on 
that of a gradual acceptance of certain supra
national disciplines. We must all believe that in 
this Assembly, even if we believe nothing else. 
Even the abolition of all Community institutions 
and their replacement by an industrial free
trade area, as recommended in certain circles in 
London, would not work, if only because of the 
fear of some members of economic domination 
by the strongest partner in that free-trade area. 
.It is probable that this plain fact will become 
plainer and plainer as time goes on. 

It follows, I think, that Dr Kissinger should not 
despair. If he is patient-and this is rather dif
ficult for somebody of his temperament-! for 
one firmly believe that the famous 'grand 
design' of President Kennedy will still be 
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accomplished over the years; but it is certainly 
true that, shall we say, in a month's time a great 
collective effort will have to be made to get 
Europe back onto the rails again. 

There are four major directions in which this 
effort might be pursued successfully, and there 
is no reason why this Parliament should not 
bring them to the attention of the Council of 
Ministers. First, the right formula on energy 
should be found. This should not be difficult. 
We must only indicate at what point in the 
elaboration of a common European energy policy 
it would be necessary to consult our American 
ally and how this should be done-whether by 
the Commission, by the President or by the 
Council of Ministers or whatever. 

The only question of principle involved is that 
of admitting that the Americans, on whom our 
security after all depends, should at least be 
able to express their view before any final 
decision is taken by the Europeans. Surely this 
is only common sense. Happily, if what I read 
in the papers is correct, it now looks as though 
a glimmering of such common sense was begin
ning to penetrate even the Council of Foreign 
Ministers. 

I do not know whether this will meet with 
general agreement, but I believe that the second 
direction should consist in offering the UK 
Labour Government certain concessions-not 
involving, I hasten to say to Mr Fellermaier, 
any amendment of the Treaties. In all justice, 
there might, for instance, be some modification 
of the present method of computing national 
contributions to the central agricultural fund, so 
as to make them conform more to the several 
rates of gross national product in the Member 
States, and an agreement on a substantial re
gional fund as well. 

But this is always provided that the Labour 
Government accept the broad objectives laid 
down at the Paris Summit meeting, and on the 
understanding, of course, that the timetable is 
not sacroscant and that every major step towards 
the attainment of those objectives should be 
approved by national parliaments. If even that 
is unacceptable, then-! hate to say it-the only 
conclusion that we can draw is that the Labour 
Government, and possibly the unfortunate Bri
tish people, will simply have to go to Hell in 
their own way. Perhaps we shall all go to Hell 
if they do, but that is scarcely a consolation. 

Third, a serious attempt should be made to 
mitigate the effects of the unanimity rule in the 
Council. Several sensible suggestions have been 
made to this end. Mr Ortoli mentioned one or 
two, and there are others. In a new climate of 

cooperation, there is no reason why they should 
not be accepted. 

My colleague, Mr Durieux, has already enlarged 
excellently on this issue from the juridical point 
of view, and Mr Apel has rightly said that 
progress will be possible only if the political 
climate changes. But I have already made it 
clear that I base my supposition on the fact that 
there will be a change in the political climate. 

Incidentally, Mr Durieux, who has had to leave, 
has asked me to make some comments on Mr 
Apel's presentation. He says that he, Mr Du
rieux, never criticized the principle of resolu
tions but only the procedures under which they 
were adopted. Again, as regards rectifications of 
the proces-verbal, he simply suggested that pro
cedures in national parliaments did not neces
sarily apply to the Community sphere, which is 
after all governed by treaty obligations, and in 
any case, he thinks, such rectifications are not 
made by Ministers, as such, but by national dele
gations, which are not part of the Community 
institutions. 

I think he has ~point there. I shall be interested 
to hear the views of Mr Apel. 

Next, the direction in which I suggest a great 
effort should be made is a serious study, no 
doubt under the so-called Davignon procedure, 
of the best ways and means of arriving at a 
common European defence policy within the 
framework of the North Atlantic Alliance. If 
Parliament, as I should hope, could fairly shortly 
put forward reasonable proposals to this end, 
so much the better. They need not involve any 
supranational techniques at all. They need not 
terrify anyone. They need not even cost any 
more money. An intelligent harmonization of 
arms production in all our countries and even 
possibly a complete reversal of the old-fashioned 
and Second World War defence concepts which 
have largely been applied up to now could, 
indeed, result, in the long run, in an economy. 

Finally, I need hardly say-and everyone who 
has so far spoken has more or less echoed this 
sentiment-that Parliament should insist, in 
season and out of season, on the grant to it of 
certain powers not only of control over the 
common budget, but also in the general direc
tion indicated some time ago by Professor Vedel. 
If Parliament could also advance interim 
proposals for its own direct election on a national 
basis, that should also be of considerable help 
to the Ministers. 

Given, as I say-and I repeat this-a rather 
different political climate, I see no reason why 
all these limited objectives, which are not in 
themselves likely to provoke popular passions 
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in any national parliament, should not be 
achieved by the end of the present year. Why 
do I say this? Well, it is commonly believed that 
major steps towards European unity are usually 
the result of fear, and we Europeans, unless 
we have taken leave of our senses, should now 
be really frightened for three very good rea
sons. 

In the first place, if inflation and the general 
slowing down of industrial activity which will 
probably accompany it following on our phy
sical inability to pay for oil and other raw 
materials results in widespread unemployment 
and general misery, so-called 'directed', that is to 
say, undemocratic, or even totalitarian govern
ments, whether of the Right or of the Left, will 
be unavoidable. Mr Fellermaier, who I think 
is now present, is entirely right in what he said 
on that point. The best, if not the only, way to 
avoid such horrors is for us in Europe to agree 
on a common liberal economic policy and to 
agree on it as soon as we possibly can. 

Secondly, it is obvious that the Middle East 
problem has not been solved, as yet, and that 
war, unhappily, may break out again at any 
moment. If it does, it is all too likely, I am 
afraid, that yet another embargo on oil exports 
from Middle East countries will accompany it. In 
such circumstances, it is no good thinking that 
we, as Europeans, will be able to avoid the 
application of such an embargo to us by for
mally declaring our neutrality and thus dis
sociating ourselves from the Americans, on 
whose continuing support our whole safety still 
depends. For if-which God forbid-there is 
a real super-power 'confrontation', it cannot 
possibly be limited to one area of the world. 
There cannot, for example, be such a confron
tation in the Eastern Mediterranean and not on 
the Elbe. In other words, we Europeans can, 
and should, influence American policy, but it 
is useless to think that we-and when I say 'we' 
I mean 'we' jointly or severally-can enjoy 
a completely independent policy for such time 
as we have no 'credible' system of defence. 

Quite apart from the possibility of becoming 
involved in a super-power confrontation, there 
is another fear, namely, that of simply being 
abandoned by the Americans and left to face 
alone the vast and daily increasing armed might 
of the Soviet Union. No doubt this is unlikely, 
but again, for such time as the Nine members 
of the EEC do little or nothing to harmonize 
their several defensive efforts, it is, to say the 
least, a possibility. 

So the short moral, my dear friends, is this. 
Only by recovering ourselves and by accepting 

certain supranational disciplines can we dissi
pate our three major fears. Without such action 
on our part all three, in one way or another, are 
likely to be justified. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Kirk to speak on behalf 
of the European Conservative Group. 

Mr Kirk.- Mr President I do not suppose that 
anything could have more fully illustrated the 
nature of the debate that we are undertaking 
today than the speeches of the President of the 
Commission on the one hand, and of the 
acting President of the Council on the other. 
On the one hand we had-as we always have
from the President of the Commission a tour 
d'horizon of great force-sentiments which 
command almost universal support in this 
House-and a determination not to allow the 
Community to come to a dead halt. In this the 
President of the Commission is quite right. Run
ning the Community is like riding a bicycle; 
if you stop, you fall off. 

On the other hand, we had the President of the 
Council, who, clearly, as President of the Coun
cil-and I mean no disrespect to him in any 
other capacity-came to a dead stop some time 
ago, along with the Council itself. 

This is the dilemma in which we find ourselves 
at the moment-a dilemma underlined by Mr 
Fellermaier when he pointed out that the only 
way in which we could underline to the Council 
our dissatisfaction, particularly in the matter of 
budgetary affairs, is to attack the Commission, 
which we know is on our side. Such a Gilbertian 
state of affairs cannot be allowed to last for very 
long. 

The most striking thing about this debate has 
been the degree of unanimity which we have 
heard expressed. Quite a lot of what I wanted to 
say has been said far better, particularly b} 
Mr Bertrand, so I do not intend to say it. I 
shall concentrate most of what I have to say 
on the British position, which has figured fairly 
largely in this debate. I see that in The Times 
of this morning I am expected to reassure 
Members of this House what the British position 
is and to explain precisely what the Foreign 
Secretary's position is. It seems that I am 
expected almost to defend the policies of the 
present British Government. I should make it 
plain that I am even less in a position to defend 
the policies of the present British Government 
than I was to defend the policies of the last 
one. In any case, they have Mr Fellermaier to do 
that for them. There is no reason why I should. 
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One point has come across so far which is a 
matter of considerable importance. There has 
been growing in the Community over the last 
month or six weeks a tendency to use the Bri
tish request for renegotiation as an excuse for 
the Commission's misfortunes. I am glad that 
both Mr Bertrand and Mr Fellermaier under
lined the fact that the crisis in the Community 
began long before the British general election. 
As long ago as last autumn I remember debates 
in this Chamber and in the Chamber at Luxem
bourg in which we underlined the malaise that 
affected us then. 

Whatever charges I have against the Members 
of the present British Government, I should not 
put against them the charge of having brought 
the Community to a dead stop; it was stopped 
before they came to office. 

The only danger is that they may try to make 
it go backwards, which would be a grave error. 
If we look at the situation as it was before 28 
~ebruary we see that we had made no progress 
on any of the major proposals emerging from 
the Paris Summit meeting within the time-limits 
set for them. By 1 January 1974 we were sup
posed to have moved into the second phase of 
Economic and Monetary Union. Even with the 
best will in the world it cannot be said that we 
had even reached the first phase. The ·~nake 
in the tunnel' was becoming a much smaller 
snake, and the tunnel a little more difficult to 
find. We had made no progress on a regional 
fund. By my calculations it is now 145 December 
1973, the clock having been stopped at midnight 
on 31 December. It is unlikely that any progress 
will be made on the regional fund until about 
765 December 1973. 

With the end of next year a large number of 
other deadlines will fail to be met, including 
progress towards European Union, on which the 
Council, the Commission and this Parliamen, 
are jointly supposed to have produced a report 
by the end of this year. Nothing is transpiring 
about that. 

No progress has been made on a common energy 
policy; indeed, the events of the Yom Kippur 
war were such that progress on a common 
energy policy seems less likely than it was 
before that war happened. 

None of this can be attributed to the present 
British Government. It can, as Mr Fellermaier 
pointed out, be attributed to the last British 
Government, just as it can to the present Ger~ 
man Government-if I may say so without 
causing offence to Mr Fellermaier. We can no 
longer accept the idea put around in certain 
circles that on 28 February or 3 March, when 

the change of government took place, somehow 
the entire Community was transformed from 
sweetly running order into a state of darkness 
and chaos. That is not so. It was in darkness 
and chaos before, and it is slightly more chaotic 
now. 

The second point is that, contrary to what seems 
to be a popular impression in my country and 
in the rest of the Community, we are still 
Members. The fact that I am standing here 
today is reasonable proof of that. The fact that 
British Ministers attend meetings of the Council 
of Ministers and that the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer, over the last two days, has been 
discussing financial questions at The Hague anrl 
the fact that Mr Callaghan was at Gymnich at 
the weekend discussing problems of common 
foreign policy, is proof that we are still here. 

I think it was Mr Mitterrand who spoke sadly 
of the fact that Britain is clearly on the way 
out of the Community. I do not think that 
anyone at this stage can talk with absolute con
viction about tbat. There is no reason for anyone 
in the Socialist Group to be alarmed. I do not 
intend to interfere in the French elections as 
they tried to interfere in ours. I am keeping 
away from it. 

The British Government have said that they are 
renegotiating in good faith. If so, another con
sequence follows which has, surprisingly, been 
overlooked. If the Government are negotiating 
in good faith and wish to achieve a solution 
within the framework of the Treaty of Rome and 
the Treaty of Accession, they are not using the 
argument that is most popularly used against 
British membership in my country-the argu
ment of sovereignty. Because, if they are rene
gotiating in good faith and ·accepting the Treaty 
of Rome and the Treaty of Accession, they 
must accept the loss of sovereignty that inevi
tably goes with them. Not much stress is being 
laid on this by British Ministers, but it is an 
important point to be brought out. The question 
of sovereignty does not enter into the British 
argument at all. 

Other questions are being raised: questions of 
the contribution of Britain to the general bud
get-a matter of considerable importance and a 
matter raised on more than one occasion by 
British Members in this Parliament since we 
joined fourteen months ago-and questions 
about the general framework of the Common 
Agricultural Policy. There is no question, how
ever, of sovereignty, which, if it were raised, 
would make it virtually impossible for Britain 
to remain a member of the European Economic 
Community. 
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There is a third point which we must also 
underline. The policy of the present British 
Government is in principle in favour of British 
membership of the European Economic Com
munity and has been ever since, in 1967, by the 
largest majority ever recorded in the House of 
Commons, the British Parliament voted in 
favour in principle. That has never been with
drawn by any member of the present British 
Government. 

If we can look with something of surprise at 
the curious negotiating procedures adopted by 
Mr Callaghan, and his odd diplomatic habits, 
we must also bear in mind the fact that among 
the most prominent members of the British • 
Government is one of three British holders of 
the Charlemagne Prize. Therefore, one can 
safely say that the position of the present 
British Government is to remain members of 
the European Economic Community, even 
though one can also quite safely say that a 
number of members of the present British 
Government did not want to join in the first 
place and would like to leave now. How they 
resolve that dilemma is their problem, not mine. 
They will have to do that when the renegotia
tion is complete. It is important to bear this 
in mind. This is a renegotiation within the 
framework of the Treaty; in other words, they 
are adopting in every sense except one the 
advice that the Conservative Party gave them 
after the election; they are renegotiating from 
within. The only place where they are not 
represented is here, and here we must hope 
eventually to see them. It is their absence from 
this Parliament, perhaps, which accounts for 
some of the fundamental ignorance they appear 
to have about the Community and the way in 
which it works-their touching belief that there 
is still cheap food somewhere in the world 
which they can import in order to get over the 
problems of the Common Agricultural Policy, 
even though their own Ministers, when answer
ing questions in the House of Commons, have 
admitted that the cost of the Community, in 
food terms, was somewhere between 0.5 per 
cent and 1 per cent during the last 12 months. 

If they were here they would be able to see that 
the deficit on visible trade, of about £1,000 
million, between Britain and the other eight 
countries of the Community last year is much 
less than it should have been in relation to 
Britain's trade deficit as a whole. We had a 
total deficit of about £3 000 million last year on 
visible trade, yet 40 per cent of our trade is 
Community trade-a deficit of one-third on 
Community trade, instead of 40 per cent. It is 
quite clear that Community trade, far from 
being the drag suggested by those who keep on 
bringing out this figure of £1 000 million, is 

advantageous at a time when the economic posi
tion, whichever Government is in power, is going 
to be extremely difficult. I think it is clear that 
were they here they would see the advantages of 
the procedures which we have developed in this 
Parliament both before the arrival of the new 
members and indeed to a certain extent since. 
They would see the advantage of the type of 
frank discussion that we can have here. They 
would see the advantage, I hope, of increasing 
the powers of this place, particularly in the 
budgetary, economic and accounting fields. They 
would see, too, that the challenges which every 
developed country is called upon to face, chal
lenges which arise in the defence field, as my 
friend Lord Gladwyn said, challenges which 
arise from the new posture, the new demands 
of the developing world, challenges which arise 
from the curse of worldwide inflation and the 
social unrest which is bound to result from it, 
are very much better met in common than on a 
national basis. 

They would see as well-and this is a point 
which cannot be too strongly stressed-that 
there is no alternative for Britain except isola
tion of the most total kind, because it is quite 
clear that if we withdrew we should withdraw 
to our great disadvantage and that no other 
country would withdraw with us. We should 
be even more isolated than we were before we 
joined. What the effect of that would be on the 
British economy it is almost impossible to 
contemplate. Therefore, I for one remain, as I 
always have been, reasonably optimistic so far 
as the British Government are concerned. 

Mr Fellermaier read a quotation from a German 
newspaper. He has surely been in politics long 
enough not to believe what he reads in the 
newspapers. It referred to the fact that the 
European cause is not defended in Britain any 
more. It overlooks the speech made by the 
Leader of the Opposition last Friday, and other 
humbler efforts by myself, to make sure that 
the British people, if they are called to a 
referendum, as we understand may happen 
early next year, shall have placed clearly before 
them not only the advantages and disadvantages 
of membership but the advantages and dis
advantages of any alternative-should such an 
alternative be available, which I gravely doubt. 

That, however, cannot alter the fact that the 
present state of the Community itself is not 
the strongest argument that we can use when 
trying to convince the British people or the 
present British Government of the advantages 
of membership. It devolves upon us-those of 
us who are actively engaged within the Com
munity-to make sure that we contribute our 
part to getting this Community back on the 
rails once again. 



110 Debates of the European Parliament 

Kirk 

I have never made any secret of my conviction 
that the main problem lies in the Council. As 
Mr Fellermaier rightly said, it has become 
almost haunting, the way in which we keep on 
discussing the failure of the Council to take 
any decision on virtually anything. People say 
that we must do away with the Luxembourg 
compromise. If we could only just get back to 
the Luxembourg compromise we should be 
improving on the present situation, because the 
Luxembourg compromise said that members 
should reach decisions unanimously in the case 
where one member claimed that his highest 
national interest was threatened. That is now 
taken to mean that all members must reach all 
decisions unanimously unless they are prepared 
to abstain. As Mr Fellermaier said, the odious 
system of packaging has remained, where 
endless horse-trading takes place-something 
which reflects no credit on the Community 
and is miles away from what was intended in 
the Treaty. Are we so certain that better cannot 
be done by the other institutions of the Com
munity as well? There are times when I wish 
that the Commission had become as streamLined 
as its President has become over the last few 
months. It still seems to me to be too cum
bersome a body for the purpose of producing 
proposals readily understandable to the public 
of this Community, who are the people we have 
to convince. In the sense of producing proposals 
which really reflect the necessities of today, 
where is the Community's counter-inflation 
policy? This surely is the problem which, more 
than any other, affects us. What has come from 
the Commission which is specifically a counter
inflation policy rather than simply a continua
tion of more general policies-though I admit 
these can, and will, have some effect on the 
inflationary situation? 

Yet such a policy is what one expects from an 
administration, particularly a political admin
istration like the Commission. 

We, the Members of this Parliament, bear 
perhaps the greatest responsibility of all, in a 
curious way. As Mr Bertrand and Mr Feller
maier said, if we cannot make it plain to the 
peoples of the Community what it is all about, 
no one else can. We represent them. We are in 
daily touch and in correspondence with them 
in our constituencies. 

To this extent at least, the newspaper quotation 
which Mr Fellermaier read was true, in that, 
since 1 January 1973 in my country, there 
has been virtually no attempt to explain to 
people what the Community is about and why 
it behaves as it does. But I should be very 
surprised if Britain were unique in that. 
Certainly, my reading of the newspapers of 

the other eight countries does not suggest that 
the flow of information is much greater or the 
explanation of Community policies much more 
detailed or convincing than they are in the 
British Press. We have, then, a responsibility 
too. 

This is a debate without a resolution, which I 
welcome. There are times when we should 
discuss in more general terms than we often 
do the way in which our Community is going. 
We are faced with a whole series of crises. As 
Mr Bertrand said, we are faced with nine 
national illnesses combined to create one Euro
pean illness. The Community has been through 
worse crises before. Anyone who remembers the 
crisis which ended with the Luxembourg com
promise will have some idea of what I mean. 

The Community can get through this crisis too, 
and I believe it will. But it will do so only if 
the Council is prepared to act, to do something 
-anything-which will help us to get a move 
on, if the Commission will remain the dynamic 
motor that its President showed us today it was 
prepared to be and if we in this Parliament are 
prepared to go out as salesmen for the European 
idea to convince the people of the Community 
once again what it was that, 25 years ago, 
brought the peoples of Europe together. 

(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Marras to speak on behalf 
of the Communist and Allies Group. 

Mr Marras. - (I) Mr President, although this 
debate has become something of a ritual in our 
Assembly, it still has its value in that it serves 
to express that perplexity to which Mr Giraudo 
referred and, I would add, the impotence of an 
organization such as ours which is a voice crying 
in the wilderness. On other occasions, some of 
them recent, speakers on behalf of our groutr
several of them more qualified than I-have 
expressed our views on this problem. I shall 
simply stress once again that we do not altoge
ther agree with the comments and questions of 
our different colleagues or with the statements 
made by the Presidents of the Commission and 
Council of Ministers. 

Of course, problems such as that of greater 
powers for the European Parliament, of the cor
rect working of the Council or again of the 
representation of the Labour Party in our midst 
are real problems: they exist and. we do not wish 
to underestimate them; some of them touch on 
one of the basic limits of European unification, 
namely, its lack of democracy and overall re
presentation. It is a strange phenomenon, not 
only in appearance but also in reality, that in 
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this Europe, which has invented modern forms 
of government and modern institutions, we have 
arrived at a reversal of powers, with Parliament 
as a consultative body while what should be the 
executive, the Council of Ministers, is in fact 
the legislative authority. It is therefore not sur
prising that there should be still so much re
sistance in the individual countries to the· 
transfer of powers to the Community institu
tions; for example, in the case of our group, the 
Italian Communists, who certainly cannot be 
accused of indifference or a lukewarm approach 
to these questions, there is obvious resistance to 
the transfer of powers in any area, say that of 
the budgets or common agricultural policy, from 
a democratically elected parliament to a council 
of nine ministers. We do not, however, consider 
that a solution to these problems, however im
portant they may be, will be the answer to all 
our difficulties, or that the pragmatic approach 
advocated by Mr Ortoli in his speech to us 
earlier this afternoon can be the answer. 

We believe our difficulties must be analysed in 
greater detail: what is needed is a process of 
self-criticism, starting out from the structures of 
the Community and able to express a new line 
and pattern of conduct, thereby helping us to 
overcome our present impression of powerles
sness, in which we must set our hopes in events 
over which we have no control, such as the 
election of one candidate or another to the office 
of president of a republic, or the stability of a 
government in a particular country. In reality 
we have reached a particular stage in the 
construction of the Community-that of the 
customs union, of the removal of frontiers and 
of the free movement of goods-and having 
reached this point, which is often described, not 
without reason, by the general public as a Eu
rope of merchants, we lack further impetus and 
ideals to move ahead, and the social classes 
which wanted this Europe and built it to suit 
their sectoral ends no longer have any drive. 

But we who have been sitting in this Parliament 
for a long time or have come here only recently 
-remembering our work and the sacrifices it 
entails for many of us, we feel a kind of affec
tion for it-sometimes wonder why European 
public opinion ignores us. Why do the news
papers and television stations not speak about 
our activities?-So much so that questions have 
even been put to the Commission and Council en
quiring into the reasons for this silence. Well, 
there is one reason for this. There is no Euro
pean public opinion capable of reacting today to 
the centrifugal forces which are exerted from 
so many quarters, to the subtle play of balances 
on which construction of the Community is 
based-although the reason I have quoted will 
certainly not be shared by everyone. The reality 

of Community Europe--let us be frank about it 
-has little fascination for the various social 
categories and not for democrats (I refer to the 
federalists who seem to want to fight with such 
determination and in complete good faith for a 
European ideal). A Europe in which the distor
tions of institutional power to which I have 
referred exist and in which there is no body 
elected by direct universal suffrage cannot 
exert fascination. A Europe without ideals and 
exalted aims can have no fascination for young 
people, especially if they are experiencing dif
ficulty in finding employment: after sixteen 
years, if I am not mistaken, we were still discus
sing the mutual recognition of diplomas this 
morning, although the free movement of persons 
should by now have been introduced. The 
workers, the great masses of working people in 
this part of our continent, cannot feel a real 
interest in social policy, to which a whole 
chapter of the Treaty is devoted but which only 
a few months ago began to be implemented
not, of course, in binding regulations but, as Mr 
Durieux reminded us, in a kind of resolution 
which exists merely for guidance. And yet we 
believe it is in this very sector that the Com
munity could have played its part, for in our 
Europe the levels of industrialization, popular 
tradition, union membership and social achieve
ment are so very varied. 

I am convinced that we in Italy have more ad
vanced social policies in some sectors than in 
Germany; Germany and Belgium in turn are 
more advanced in other sectors. An attempt at 
upward harmonization of these achievements, 
an attempt to improve the general living condi
tions of the working masses-within the frame
work of European ideals in general-is com
pletely lacking, and after sixteen years present 
legislation is still such that we shall be discus
sing tomorrow the harmonization of working 
hours in European factories and equal pay for 
men and women, although clear proviswn is 
made for this in an article of the Treaty. 

A Europe of this kind obviously cannot enjoy 
popular support. Mr Kissinger's comment on the 
validity and legitimacy of national European 
governments is in itself dubious and unfortunate; 
but it would have had a measure of validity if 
it had been applied to Europe as a whole. In 
our debate this morning and in the speeches this 
afternoon, how many of our colleagues stressed 
the inability of this Community to act vis-a-vis 
the dealings of the multinational oil companies? 
Somebody spoke out strongly in defence of pro
fits in this House today; and, however strange 
it may seem, a Communist is of the opinion that 
there must be profits in industrial activity. But 
when we find that the profits of the oil com
panies have risen by such an enormous per-
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centage and the great mass of consumers pay 
two to three times as much as before for petro
leum products, what can be the validity of a 
Community which does nothing to counter the 
effects of this economic distortion on the great 
mass of Europeans, the workers, the middle 
classes, the employed? 

In our view, this, then, is the main limit of Com
munity construction: its inability to protect and 
defend the citizen in this and other areas. I 
shall not dwell on the particularly painful sub
ject of inflation, as many of my colleagues have 
already referred to it. 

At the present stage, when we are faced with 
this basic reality, to force through Europeaniza
tion of the institutions with formulae such as 
'federation' and 'confederation', 'intergovern
mental' or 'supranational' as used by the Presi
dent of the Council is not a necessary choice 
today. These are still utopian concepts, bereft of 
real meaning. The need is not to set about har
monization at the top; the basic problem is still 
to overcome the differences between these nine 
countries and others which may later join the 
Community. 

So long as wealth is still concentrated in a few 
centres in these countries while millions of 
workers elsewhere in the same Community are 
forced to move to the richer areas; so long as 
a regional policy approved by the presidents 
and heads of government cannot get off the 
ground, even on a limited scale; so long as we 
are faced with a reality of this kind, we shall 
not make progress by setting objectives and 
commitments of the kind reflected in the terms 
'supranational' or 'intergovernmental'. Mr Ortoli 
asked us this afternoon to reflect on the future 
of Europe. We believe this reflection must be 
comprehensive and deep, without emphasis on 
any one aspect. What will be the nature of an 
independent Europe and how will it be com
patible with the independence of the individual 
countries? These are the questions we must ask, 
because if Europe remains as it is (even if some 
of its aspects are brought up to date) it will 
carry no conviction with our peoples. 

European ideals can be based only on the vision 
of supranational unity held by the working 
classes, which we Communists in every country 
intend to interpret and express in the broadest 
possible manner-this working class which ex
presses its personality in the great union move
ments of the nine countries and is the only class 
to have succeeded in reconciling legitimate na
tional demands with an objective international 
calling. 

We must set out from a position of credibility 
towards these great masses of the population. 
Either our Europe will be a Europe of the wor-

kers or there will be no Europe at all, at least 
not of the kind which the most sincerely con
vinced Europeans are looking for today. 

IN THE CHAIR: MR ARIOSTO 

Vice-President 

President. - I call Lord O'Hagan. 

Lord O'Hagan. - It may be that the European 
Communities are already suffering from ter
minal cancer and that we in one of the Com
munity's less important extremities are flut
tering and twittering in reflex action while the 
European heart has come to a standstill. I do 
not believe that. It may be that we are at the 
beginning of a period of European hibernation, 
and that all the aspirations that my predeces
sors in this debate have talked about much more 
knowledgeably .and eloquently than I shall be 
able to, all these aims may have to remain in the 
freezer for a while. 

However, I suspect and hope that the Com
munity is going through a chrysalis phase and 
that in a few years' time it will be possible for 
commentators to say that, in spite of the first 
signs, the effect of a British Labour Govern
ment on the crisis that the Community was 
already suffering when they came to power was 
not destructive but, with the brusque British 
bonhomie that Mr Callaghan has already 
demonstrated to- his new partners, after a 
realignment of some of the more superficial 
characteristics of the Community, the chrysalis 
was split and the new Community could go 
forward strengthened. 

I certainly did not come here today to criticize 
my own government. I do that at home. I assure 
the Presidents of the Council and the Commis
sion that I ask my own government as many 
questions as I ask our institutions. 

I wish to say here that if one stage in the 
chrysalis of the new Europe will be a referen
dum in my own country, I hope that people in 
Britain will be given a fair chance to choose 
with knowledge from the ways the future offers. 

I am already beginning to doubt the will of the 
present British Government to explain fully 
the advantages of Community membership to 
the British people from their resistance when 
answering questions of mine at home about the 
effect of our membership of the Common Market 
on food prices, which are a burning concern to 
every family in every country. 

When we have a referendum in my country, if 
we have one, there may be some people who will 
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suggest that somehow we can 'up anchor' in 
Britain, sail off to some distant island in a sunny 
clime, with lots of cheap and good food and 
presided over by the ghost of William Morris, 
and that everything will be all right. If such 
myths are not to be spread, they must be 
countered. 

Part of the trouble in Britain is the inadequacy 
of the information spread about the effects of 
the Community. One of the worst offenders in 
this respect is the Commission. 

We have talked today about tinkering around 
with the institutions, improving their working 
methods, and so on. All these things are im
portant: certainly the Commission could do a 
better job in my own country when explaining 
what it has to offer to the people in Britain. 

But we can never show what the Community 
could be or should be until the Community 
makes itself worth explaining. It is not the 
details of the administrative set-up inside the 
Commission that are wrong. It is the lack of 
political will and commitment in the Council 
that is the real cause of the Community's 
continuing blockage, and until the blockage is 
released we can never expect to show any 
honesty to people in the Member States who 
have doubts about their future inside the Com
munity; we shall never be able to be convincing 
when looking hopefully ahead until the Council 
can show that it has the political will and po
litical commitment to make the dreams of so 
many supporters of the Community come true. 
If they fail to do that-and they are well on 
the way to failing now-the prophets of iso
lationism, of backward-looking ideologies ob
sessed by national history, will win the day not 
only in my own country but gradually through
out the Community, so that it will become less 
and less a Community and more and more like 
a cesspit of selfish nationalism-a state towards 
which it is already moving far too quickly. 

Mr President, if I came to your country to 
negotiate, I hope that one of the first things I 
did would be to examine every public statement 
and perhaps even, with luck, some private state
ments you had made, on the subjects about 
which I had come to negotiate, so that even if 
I did not sympathize with your point of view I 
should at least understand the workings of your 
mind and respect your sincerity even if I ques
tioned your wisdom. To many of us who believe 
in the Community ideal it is sad that our Foreign 
Secretary, who has spoken movingly and re
peatedly of how' he felt the first time that 
French and German delegates to the Council of 
Europe sat down together after the war-he 
spoke about this recently in Parliament and said 
how much importance he attached to that event 

-should have tried to combine that approach 
with a tone of dismissing mockery-or so it 
seems to anybody who believes in European 
union or some of the other concepts to which 
so many people on the Continent attach so much 
importance. It strikes me as a curious way to 
negotiate, to seem to impugn the sincerity of 
one's opponents. 

I ask people here to accept that the manifesto 
readings and some of these apparently un
sympathetic attitudes of the British Government 
are really a reflection of a very difficult internal 
situation rather than an expression of what most 
of the people now in the British Government 
actually feel. 

There is something else that I can say from this 
isolated position, having no constituents. I do not 
feel that I am any less British because I believe 
in Britain's future in the Community. Somehow 
there is a feeling in my country that to believe 
in a supranational Community implies a lack of 
respect for or belief in the future of Britain. This 
derives from the· association of membership of 
the Community with the previous Conservative 
Government, who were far too keen not to 
explain their policies to the electorate-perhaps 
one of the reasons why they lost the last elec
tion; but, of course, I know nothing about elec
tions. 

If we are to show people in Europe as a whole, 
and my own country in particular, that there is 
not something deeply opposed to the interests of 
our own countries in belonging to the Com
munity, we must present a constructive picture 
of what the Community is striving for. I do not 
believe that the Community wants to flatten us 
down to some homogeneous uniformity. I do not 
believe the Community wants to interfere in our 
private lives, to make us identical, to make us 
eat the same, look the same, dress the same and 
even talk the same. Yet, by some quirks and 
lunacies of harmonization policies, by the im
pression which the Community somehow puts 
about, there are many people who suspect that 
there is too much in the Community which tends 
in this direction. 

It does not help those of us who are deeply in 
favour of the Community and of Britain's staying 
in if we have to combat the image of a Com
munity that wants to level down rather than 
offer strength through variety. We need support 
in this nirection. 

I cannot offer the wide variety of cures and the 
deep analysis of some other speakers. I support 
what others have said about the essential need 
for strengthening the budgetary powers of 
this Parliament, and I hope that my country's 
representation will also be strengthened soon 
from the ranks of the Labour Party. 
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Much more important, however, is that we need 
direct elections if this Parliament is ever to 
become real. If that means I go-good! Until 
this Parliament is a democratic institution in the 
European context filled by people whose first 
job is to come here and speak on Commission 
proposals on behalf of those whom they re
present, we shall never close the gap to which 
Mr Marras referred between the peoples of the 
Member States and the institutions of the Com
munity. 

Bigness is not better. The Community is not 
better for being large; indeed, it can be made 
smaller in effective terms by the direct election 
of people who will use the powers that this 
Parliament already has and those that are on 
the way to settle the worries that so many in 
the Member States have about the way the Com
munity is going. 

I appeal to my own government to reconsider 
their plan to postpone sending people here until 
renegotiation is completed. If Europe is good and 
we are going to stay in it, it must be made more 
democratic. If Europe is bad, representation here 
will help renegotiation. I hope that there will 
soon be more variety in the British delegation 
and that the British Government will thus con
tribute to democratizing the Community. If they 
require me to go, I will do so gladly, so long as 
I am given a job in the Council of Ministers 
answering my own questions. 
(Smiles) 

President.- I call Mr Nergaard. 

Mr Norgaard. - (DK) Mr President, I should 
like to thank Mr Ortoli and the President of the 
Council for the answers they have given to the 
questions before us. 

Even if it cannot be claimed that the answers 
were detailed, both Presidents clearly indicated 
that they are aware of the present critical state 
of the Community. 

Mr Apel has described himself as being only 
half independent in his capacity as President-in
Office of the Council. During the past six months 
I was in the same situation and know how un
satisfactory it is to be in the position Mr Apel 
is now in, since one cannot express one's own 
feelings and views but must cover the views 
of all the Nine, and since they are rather 
divergent one cannot say very much. To be quite 
frank, Mr Apel did not say very much. 

One of the shortcomings-and now that I am 
completely independent and can express my 
views without having to consider those of other 
countries, let alone of other governments, I 

should like to mention it-one of the short
comings of the present Community is, to my 
mind, the enormous gap between the actions of 
the Community and the fine words about its 
duties. 

I don't think I am divulging too much when I 
say that when I was President of the Council 
not a single country at any time lived up to the 
ideals of supranationality or complete respect 
for the Community. All ministers, including 
ministers of countries whose heads of govern
ment talk a lot about supranationality, acted in 
an extremely nationalistic fashion. 

I believe that the best that can be said of the 
Community is that egoistic national actions are 
taken with a bad conscience, because they are in 
conflict with the clear objectives set in the 
Treaty of Rome. I therefore feel that it is no 
solution to dissolve the Community since one 
can then act nationalistically with a good cons
cience. I would warn you against the rumours 
that are spreading about dissolving the Com
munity because of its ineffectiveness, since I 
believe there is still a hope that we can act with 
greater solidarity, and it is our duty under the 
Treaty to act with solidarity. 

Unfortunately, we are not yet living up to the 
present Treaty of Rome. There is still a tendency 
to act nationalistically, even in those areas for 
which there are contractual obligations in the 
Treaty of Rome. The very heart of the Treaty of 
Rome, the common market for agricultural and 
industrial products, is involved. The common 
market for agricultural and industrial products 
is on the point of being dissolved, to be split 
up into separate markets. 

This is shown in the agricultural sector by the 
innumerable measures towards monetary har
monization because Member States have been 
unable to maintain common rates of exchange, 
and the fact that some countries have let their 
exchange rates float makes the situation even 
more complicated. Even maintenance of fixed 
exchange rates is not at present obligatory under 
the Treaty of Rome. A common market for 
agricultural products is obligatory, but there 
isn't one. 

The bilateral agreements several of the Member 
States have concluded with Arab countries is 
also proof that the common market is being 
dissolved. Some of those agreements involve 
fixed amounts for fixed prices against deliveries 
of oil, and this means that t~ market in com
mon industrial products and prices is being dis
solved in the Community. 

It therefore seems to me that we should con
centrate on restoring the advantages and inno-
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vations of the Treaty of Rome itself, on putting 
new life into them, to use a term used by several 
speakers, and on consolidating what has already 
been agreed before we set ourselves too many 
grand 6bjectives. It seems to me to be particul
arly dangerous to make empty promises, as 
some statesmen are wont to do on festive occa
sions or before national elections, for these fine 
words on the brotherhood of Europe are in sharp 
contrast to the agreements reached at daily 
meetings. 

Another thing I think we should be able to agree 
upon in the Parliament, in the Council and in 
the Commission is to change the procedure so 
that we stop getting bogged down in details. One 
of the greatest failings of the Community is 
without doubt the enormous amount of time 
wasted on details by adults. I also think that 
that is why Parliament's members are not so 
interested as they should be. We in this Chamber 
are so used to discussing a mass of trivial details, 
and when important subjects come up for dis
cussion we are so used to absenting ourselves, 
that today for example no more than one-fifth 
of the Members are present. 

I know that there is a particular reason why 
some are in their own country today, but it 
seems to me that we bother with far too many 
details in the Commission and Council as well 
as in Parliament and therefore hold far too 
many meetings which call for lengthy atten
dance by too many people, and this means that 
at best they are present in body only-but it 
seems that Members of Parliament are not even 
present in body. 

The British Labour Party's call for renegotiation 
should therefore be used by the Nine as a chance 
to give a new direction to the Community. I 
believe that the Labour Government's request 
for renegotiation gives the other eight countries 
an excellent opportunity for seriously discussing 
the future of the Community. 

I agree completely with my colleague, Mr Fel
lermaier, that discussions with the British 
Government should take place within the frame
work of the Treaty, and it is also in that frame
work that we should work out a new approach 
by the present member countries. Once that 
is done, it will be much easier to achieve pro
gress in areas for which the Commission has 
already put forward proposals. I, like so many 
other speakers, believe that it will become 
increasingly clear that there are many prob
lems-such as multinational companies and the 
whole question of pollution control in indus
trialized countries-which can best be dealt with 
in collaboration with other countries and which 
the country concerned cannot solve alone. In 

other words, there is no need to create large 
elegant supranational models to realize that the 
Community must continue to expand to cope 
with the requirements of development. 

I therefore think it would be appropriate to take 
a more pragmatic look at these problems and 
their solution. I have noticed that Mr Ortoli also 
thinks that the Commission should prepare the 
programmes and find more practical solutions 
to the problems the individual states cannot 
cope with. 

If we disregard the more dramatic coverage given 
to his statement, and if we disregard the fact 
that he referred to it as renegotiation. I cannot 
see that what I have said is very different from 
what the British Minister of Foreign Affairs 
said about the Labour Government's attitude to 
the EEC. His speech can in fact be interpreted 
as an invitation and a desire to make a thorough 
study of the subjects I have just mentioned. 
Such a study would have a good effect on the 
positive approach of the other eight Member 
countries to the future development of the Com
munity. 

In contrast to several speakers, I believe that 
it is precisely such practical, Community 
measures that will meet with the approval of 
young people and the working classes, rather 
than fine ideals. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Blumenfeld. 

Mr Blumenfeld.- (D) As I was listening to this 
interesting debate, I wondered, Mr President, 
what there remained for a convinced European 
to say. Because it seems to me that the situation 
in which our Europe now finds itself has been 
adequately analysed. The ruins of our shattered 
hopes, expectations and incomplete decisions are 
endless. 

That is the background to this important debate. 
But I am glad to be speaking, as chance would 
have it, immediately after my colleague, Mr 
Nergaard. 

Mr Nergaard, who also has experience as a 
minister in his national government, highlighted, 
with typically Danish pragmatism, in a difficult 
or even hopeless situation, a few points which I 
feel deserve further amplification from my own 
angle. Even if we are not official spokesmen for 
our groups, I should like to add a few ~ords to 
what Mr Bertrand said on behalf of the Chris
tian-Democratic Group. 

It seems to me that the almost masochistic 
pleasure which was taken in recent years in an 
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attempt to see just how far Europe could be 
strained must now be a thing of the past. A few 
years ago, a German Socialist said that we must 
try to find out what strain the economy could 
take. He and his friends probably regret having 
said that. But I believe the load placed on 
Europe has become ungovernable. The indivi..: 
dual European governments are becoming 
increasingly aware of this. 

Mr Kirk was surely right when he pointed out 
that the chaotic conditions in Europe, the lack 
of interest and understanding on the part of the 
European public which we are encountering 
more and more with each passing day already 
existed before the change of government in the 
United Kingdom and that the demand by the 
present British minority government to work 
out new possibilities within-as we hope-the 
framework of the treaties did not bring about 
the chaos. 

But I should also like to say to my friend Mr 
Kirk that this decision by the present British 
Government, which is reportedly shared under 
certain circumstances by a majority of the 
British public-in other words, the negative 
attitude to a European community and in parti
cular to a European political community-has 
added a quite new aspect and a new set of prob
lems to the European situation. 

Now I agree with Mr N0rgaard that something 
new may just possibly arise out of such a 
development. 

There is likewise no doubt that the develop
ments in France- the presidential elections 
which will be concluded in a few weeks' time
may change the political landscape and under 
certain circumstances the political leadership in 
France to a radical degree. In view of these two 
very important events, the subject raised by Mr 
Ortoli as the third point in his passionate and 
bold speech-for which I too would like to 
thank him- is of fundamental importance. It 
is the same subject which the President-in
Office of the Council of Ministers, Mr Apel, 
conveyed in his question: what Europe do we 
really want in Europe, in the Community, in 
the Member States of the Community? Mr Pre
sident, this for me is the most important ques
tion of political principle confronting us at 
present in view of the developments I have 
outlined and the statements made by other 
colleagues. Until this question is fully debated 
in leading political circles in the Member States 
and a decision of principle taken, all other ques
tions-! would almost go so far as to assert 
this-are of only secondary importance. And 
although it is sometimes difficult for me not 
only to agree in a public sitting that Mr Apel is 

right but e¥en to share his views, I must state 
quite openly on this occasion that he is right 
when he raises the question of an intergovern
mental or supranational Europe. There are, of 
course, a number of possible variants, Mr Apel. 
We cannot want an intergovernmental system 
while at the same time demanding unlimited 
monetary support and a well-endowed regional 
fund. I said recently that we cannot have a 
European federal bank without a federation. 
Basically, this is the same problem. I believe 
the Member States realize that it is some of the 
countries which pay most to the Community 
which will and must raise this question. I 
assume that the Federal German Government 
will do so. It will be supported then by the 
opposition in the Bundestag. This question of 
principle must be solved. I wanted this to be 
said clearly here because Mr N0rgaard, if I 
understood him correctly, wanted this matter 
to be left on one side and felt it was a political 
question which would arise much later. Some 
other speakers in this debate said the same 
thing. 

Having said that, Mr President, allow me to 
mention briefly three points which I believe can 
and must be worked on and which action must 
be taken this year quite apart from-or, better, 
in parallel with-the decision of principle to 
which I just referred. The first need-! stress 
Mr Ortoli's demands-is to strengthen the insti
tutions and to utilize fully the instruments we 
have in the Community in the matters on which 
decisions have been pending for a long time 
and have recently become more pressing. But 
I would also add- and I am glad that one of 
our new young colleagues, Lord O'Hagan, has 
said this with such conviction-that Europe 
cannot develop further without an elected 
European Parliament. 

That I believe is one of the essential observa
tions we have made in our debate today and 
which must be put in the shape of strong 
demands to our governments and brought to 
the attention of the public at large. Democratic · 
control of this gigantic machine in Brussels 
which is constantly growing-Parkinson is a 
mere apprentice in comparison-is an essential 
demand, a key to gaining or regaining the 
understanding, the hopes and aspirations of 
European youth as manifested twenty years ago 
when the Rome treaties were signed. Mr Ber
trand also made this demand for an elected par
liament with vastly increased powers and possi
bilities of control. 

It may sound critical in face of the demands 
made by Mr Ortoli for the Commission as poli
tical demands, but I believe, Mr Ortoli, it might 
perhaps be better to place some limitations on 
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what we and you and the Council are to under
take. 

There are two points on which I am in complete 
agreement with Mr Bertrand and my other 
colleagues, namely, that the regional fund must 
now be brought into being and that a common 
energy policy must be worked out. For many 
years I have maintained in other European 
bodies, and still maintain today, that Europe 
cannot become a reality without a workable and 
well-endowed regional fund; neither economic 
and monetary union nor any other organization 
can function unless this fund is set up now. The 
European public wishes to participate in the 
development of Europe,' and does not wish to 
have decrees handed down from a central 
bureaucracy. That is the political background 
to the regional fund and its significance for 
Community policy. I can only hope that the Ger
man Government, which is particularly closely 
involved in this matter, will force its views 
through and play the card it has in its hand. 

The last point I wish to mention, Mr President, 
is the following. The scourge of inflation, to 
which previous speakers have referred, under 
which all our countries have suffered to varying 
degrees in recent years and which is driving 
many millions of workers in our country almost 
to despair, is- like the economic and conjunc
tural policy on which we cannot reach agree
ment-a problem to which a common solution 
can only be found if we are clear about the 
political road Europe is to take. 

Let me now just raise one further matter which 
has not been referred to in this debate exoept 
by Lord Gladwyn: the question of European 
security and defence policy, and hence our rela
tionship with the United States of America. I 
do not wish to examine the external relations 
of the Community now, Mr President; I shall 
simply say that we have here the fundamental 
issue of whether this Europe is to be built with 
or without the United States. This question must 
already stand high on the list of priorities for 
political decisions by the governments of the 
Member States. 

These few but singularly important and funda
mental decisions now seem to me to be of pres
sing importance for our governments, for the 
Council of Ministers and for the Commission. If 
this debate has made clear to the public and 
hence to the governments where we see the 
important issues to lie which might bring us 
back to the path towards a Community Europe, 
we in this Parliament have reason to congra
tulate ourselves, Mr President. 

Thank you. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Patijn to speak on behalf 
of the Socialist Group. 

Mr Patijn.- (NL) Mr President, after the obser
vations made by my friends Mr Fellermaier and 
Mr N0rgaard, it remains for me only to look at 
one point in some detail. This is the British 
Government's request to open negotiations in 
the Council on a number of matters. 

I shall state immediately that I agree with Mr 
Kirk's remarks. The British Labour Government 
has not caused the crisis in Europe. It certainly 
cannot be accused of being responsible for the 
fact that the Council takes its decisions unani
mously. The Council has done so since 1958, and 
this procedure was confirmed once more in 
Luxembourg in 1966. If Mr Wilson wishes to 
negotiate, a number of matters will be raised on 
which we agree with the British Government. 

What is at issue now? Since the creation of the 
Community a number of tasks have been com
pleted, such as the establishment of the customs 
union and the definition of a common agricul
tural policy. But this was merely the easiest part 
of our work. Now that we are on the eve of 
making provision for the necessary social policy, 
industrial policy, control of economic power and 
genuine democratic control in many different 
sectors, we are embarking on our really difficult 
tasks. Parliament should take note of this. We 
should note that the matters I have just men
tioned are not subjects on which we all have 
the same views as Europeans. We must decide 
what kind of Europe we want and will try to 
bring about from our own national viewpoints. 
We are sitting in this House not because we are 
all federalists but because we are also socialists, 
or liberals, and so on, and because we wish to 
achieve something which accords with our poli
tical vision. The policy lines we now lay down 
must bear the stamp of our political vision. The 
achievements based on the treaties and the 
direction chosen must not be accepted as immu
table. European policy is constantly changing; 
here we can make a contribution by showing 
the direction it should take-according to our 
political preferences. 

I should like to quote the following example. I 
read an interview with Helmut Schmidt in the 
New York Herald Tribune of 10 March, and if 
I had not known that the words were spoken 
by Helmut Schmidt I could equally well have 
attributed them to Jim Callaghan. It is always 
the same criticism that is levelled at the Com
munity because of the changes it must now 
undergo. Mr Schmidt points out that the agricul
tural policy is not immutable. He hopes it will 
be cast in a different mould during the negotia
tions with the British. 
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In our efforts to achieve the aims which we as 
Socialists have for Europe, the Labour Govern
ment is our ally. This means that during the 
difficult months which lie ahead of the Com
munity we must try to solve the British Govern
ment's problems. It is apparent to everyone that 
the British economy is not the strongest in the 
Community. This economic fact had to be faced 
by the British Government when it came to 
power at the end of February. 

The treaty signed in 1958 contains a great many 
safeguard clauses. We have not needed to invoke 
them because the economic situation was such 
that economic development went ahead without 
using these clauses. 

Now the term 'renegotiation' is being used. I 
find the expression inapt. If we are being asked 
to make a number of changes to the treaties
which we Socialists would also like-! do not 
find that strange, and I fail to understand why 
so much fuss is being made. Of course we should 
also like to put certain questions to the Labour 
Government, and we await with keen interest 
the proposals it will be putting to the Council 
in June. There are, of course, some aspects 
which we find very difficult to understand. One 
of these is the fact that at present there is no 
Labour delegation to the European Parliament. 

It is strange to note that while ministers and 
officials at all levels are still taking part in the 
circus at Brussels and Luxembourg, the House 
of Europe in Strasbourg should be ostracized. 
We are not suffering from the plague or some 
other terrible sickness, that this building should 
be thus avoided. 

We would ask the Labour Government to 
remedy this state of affairs at the earliest pos
sible opportunity. 

Now for my conclusion. 

The Labour Government is asking for a number 
of things in a situation which is in any case 
fluid. The Community's policy has not developed 
far enough as yet. We are still in the early 
stages, although it is true that there are a 
number of basic principles and points of 
departure. 

In the light of this further development we shall 
have to look at the points which Labour have 
raised. We must try with them to overcome our 
difficulties in an effort to solve the general crisis 
looming over our Community. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Sir John Peel. 

Sir John Peel. - It is very right and proper 
that we should be having this debate at this 
time, because, in the present state of disarray 
not only in Western Europe but in the Western 
world as a whole, I think it is more essential 
than it has possibly ever been to try to look at 
our situation as clearly, honestly and fearlessly 
as we can. 

In view of what has happened in the past year, 
I do not see how any of us in this House can 
honestly deny the utter political feebleness and 
ineffectiveness of our Community or of our 
defence weakness without massive American 
help. 

There seem to be a good many people in the 
Community who do not want effective political 
unity, or at least not in the foreseeable future, 
though I do not believe that one can even have 
real economic unity without political unity. 
However, what seems to be absolutely certain 
is that the Community can have very little 
influence on critical and major world events 
without that unity. 

Some may argue that we may eventually achieve 
it, but when, and how long have we got? 
Certainly the present scene is hardly reassuring. 
Communist Russia must be very satisfied at the 
moment with the position that she has done a 
good deal to create. Personally I have never felt 
it necessary to apologize for raising political 
and related defence matters in this House and 
I do not now, since in both those spheres, as well 
as the economic one, our relations with America 
are interconnected and vitally important. 

These relations at the moment leave a great 
deal to be desired, to put it mildly. If we do not 
soon take both an effective step towards real 
political union and more united security meas
ures, we may well find that our American allies 
in their utter frustration and annoyance will 
deal more and more over our heads with the 
other superpowers and leave us to stew in our 
own diluted economic juice. Those who think 
that the Americans dare not do this are blinded 
by their own logic and overlook ordinary human 
reactions-and the Americans are just as human 
as we are. 

In my view, sooner rather than later, the Com
munity must embrace both political unity and 
defence unity on a supra-national and not an 
-inter-governmental basis. 

Those who seem to think this unnecessary sug
gest other ways of dealing with our problems. 
Our French colleagues, for example, seem to 
think that Western European Union after 20 
years of a life which has not by any means 
fulfilled the high hopes of its originators could 
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now become the instrument of European 
defence and foreign relations, though they make 
no specific proposals as to how this might be 
effectively done. It no doubt could be done. 

The modified Treaty of Brussels is a very good 
treaty, better and stronger in some respects 
than the North Atlantic Alliance, provided, of 
course, that it was properly geared to the 
machinery of the North Atlantic Alliance. How
ever, once again it would require adequate 
political machinery to accomplish the process 
successfully and there has been no sign of this 
in its 20 years of life. 

Moreover, since the enlargement of our Com
munity and the creation of the Davignon mach
inery-and nobody pretends that Davignon is 
being particularly successful-the Council of 
Ministers of Western European Union have met 
even more infrequently than ever before. There
fore, that one looks like a non-starter. 

We also have the Council of Europe. It still has 
a useful part to play though, perhaps, rather less 
than before the Community was enlarged. The 
Assembly of the Council of Europe is a useful 
forum for the exchange of views and debates 
between the members of our Community and 
those in Europe outside it. 

I warmly support the words of the President 
of the Commission when he said that it was 
action and not words that we now required. We 
have had more than enough of excellent reports, 
and many millions of words have flowed from 
these other organizations. If they had enabled 

•us to obtain a more satisfactory position today, 
I have no doubt we should never have had to 
create the Community. But the fact of the matter 
is that they were of very restricted utility, which 
is why ,we have had to create the Community. 

Most of us know quite well what we ought to 
do, but we are held back by so many who 
bleat so pathetically about each one of us 
retaining our own petty little sovereignties. 
What many of our people seem to be failing to 
ask themselves is how effective that individual 
sovereignty is in the harsh super-power world of 
today in preserving their freedom, their stan
dards of living and their way of life. I think we 
must come out with the answer: 'Increasingly 
less.' 

Finally, it is this heart and centre of Christen
dom and European culture that has precipitated 
one of the most tumultuous and cataclysmic 
centuries in human history, if not the most. It 
is our divisions that have ripped the world apart 
twice in half a century. It will indeed be a ter
rible criticism by our successors and our heirs, 

if we cannot find the answers to our self-created 
problems because we have not the courage to 
be bold. 

President. - I call Mr Maigaard. 

Mr Maigaard. - (DK) Mr President, I should 
like to thank Mr Ortoli, President of the Com
mission and Mr Apel, President-in-Office of the 
Council, and to say a few words. 

I agree with the views expressed by Mr Marras, 
the spokesman for my group, when he stressed 
the inability of the Community to come into 
contact with the general public, but I should 
like to give the views of Denmark and the 
Socialist People's Party. 

I think it is reasonable to choose the present 
Community crisis as the starting point. The 
crisis has been felt in many areas. The exchange 
situation has been critical for almost a year. The 
energy situation is another example. A crisis 
has arisen in relations with the USA. The Com
munity's inability to take decisions has ag
gravated the crisis, and the attitude of the Bri
tish Government as presented by the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs, Mr Callaghan, has helped to 
create the impression that there is a crisis. 

If I can agree with Mr Kirk on nothing else, I 
must agree with him that it is not the British 
request for renegotiation which has brought 
about the crisis. The request for renegotiation 
has aggravated the situation, but it did not 
cause the crisis. 

In this situation, I think it is only right to focus 
attention on three aspects of the work of the 
Community, and so I should like to make a few 
comments: firstly, on the so-called main ob
jectives the Community has set itself; secondly, 
on supranational collaboration as opposed to in
tergovernmental collaboration; and thirdly, on 
harmonization in the Community. 

The debate today has to a large extent been 
concerned with the British request for renegotia
tion, and I should like to digress somewhat and 
leave some comments to colleagues who have 
given some consideration to the problem. 

First of all, some remarks on the Community's 
so-called main objectives. It has been difficult
for public opinion in Denmark too-to under
stand these so-called main objectives, which, to 
many people, are neither desirable nor realistic. 
I should like to emphasize both aspects. They 
may be desirable, they may be undesirable, but 
they are certainly not realistic. There is a place 
for realism. As regards these so-called main 
objectives, I should like to draw attention to 
the plans for economic and monetary union in 



120 Debates of the European Parliament 

Maigaard 

1980 and for a European Union in 1980. I think 
that the British Minister of Foreign . Affairs 
described them exactly in his speech . in the 
Council of Ministers on 1 April, when he talked 
of the plans for economic and monetary union
and J ames Callaghan made express reference 
to the March 1971 decisions-when he said, and 
I quote, that they were 'dangerously over
ambitious'. I think that is an excellent descrip
tion, and I am in complete agreement: they are 
dangerously over-ambitious. 

On the subject of the integration of the coun
tries of Europe into a European Union in 1980, 
he used the phrase 'it is quite unrealistic'. I am 
quoting Callaghan. I think that is quite true, 
and I believe that we should bear in mind that 
if the Communities are to overcome the present 
crisis, we should give up the idea of economic 
and monetary union in 1980 and European 
Union in the same year. 

I have mentioned Mr Callaghan, and now I 
should like to digress somewhat. Many people, 
including Mr Fellermaier and Mr Kirk, have 
dwelt on the current situation. 

First, a few words to Mr Fellermaier. 

Mr Fellermaier said that he was in favour of 
negotiations under the Treaty, but that he was 
not in favour of renegotiating. It was just as if 
the only alternatives were: yes to negotiations 
under the Treaty, but no to renegotiation. 

It seems to me that Mr Fellermaier's point of 
view is very formalistic and unsuitable as a 
realistic basis for any political discussion of the 
present situation. I think it is formalistic because 
Denmark's accession to the Communities was 
based on both the Treaty of Rome and the 
Luxembourg agreement. The Luxembourg agree
ment was without doubt an incentive to Den
mark's accession, but it must be said that that 
point of view is not formally correct, since the 
two treaties, the Treaty of Rome and the Luxem
bourg agreement, are not entirely similar. But it 
is nevertheless a reality, and so I think Mr Fel
Iermaier should be told that his point of view is 
very formalistic and that it would be better to 
be realistic and accept the example of realism 
shown by Denmark's accession, which will be 
shown in connection with the United Kingdom. 
That is my feeling, especially as James Callag
han, when speaking in the Council of Ministers 
on 1 April, expressly reserved the right to call 
for amendments to the Treaty of Rome. I think 
it is important to bear that in mind. 

Mr Kirk has tried to explain Labour's point of 
view. I think we should stick to what the Labour 
party itself said if we want to understand it. 
We must not accept the Conservative interpreta
ion. Here, as in other situations in life, we should 

stick to the genuine article, in this case J ames 
Callaghan. In point 15 of his speech he said
and here I quote: 

'I must also reserve the right to propose 
changes in the Treaties, if we find that in 
practice the existing rules, as they are inter
preted, interfere with the powers over the 
British economy which we need to pursue ef
fective regional, industrial and fiscal policies.' 

I stress that the British Government does not 
say that it contests the validity of the Treaties. 
It expressly reserves the right to request rene
gotiation of the Treaties. 

For this very reason I think we should adopt 
a sympathetic attitude to the Labour Party and 
its request for renegotiation. 

Bu to get back to the main objectives the Com
munities have set. I conclude that there can be 
agreement on the desirability of both economic 
and monetary union and a European Union in 
1980. There is, however, still a large degree of 
disagreement on the subject and many points of 
view. But I do not think there can or should 
be any doubt that a European Union and eco
nomic and monetary union, as laid down in the 
resolutions of September 1971 and the resolution 
of the 1972 Summit Conference, are unrealistic. 
They may be desirable to some. But not to me. 
It is in any case unrealistic to think that they 
can be achieved. In my opinion, we must be 
realistic before we can cooperate effectively at 
the international level. 

My next point is the form of collaboration, in
tergovernmental or supranational, as mentioned 
by Mr Apel in his speech. Since the war, there 
have been lengthy discussions on the type of 
collaboration we should opt for, supranational 
or intergovernmental. The fathers of the Treaty 
of Rome chose supranational collaboration, be
cause it was effective and would produce results. 
That was their impression. They thought that 
intergovernmental collaboration was too restrict
ive and produced too few practical results. It is 
for that reason that the Treaty of Rome was 
drawn up is it was and that the Community was 
created as it was. Experience now shows that 
supranational collaboration is not the best way 
of achieving practical results. Today, we have 
practical experience and we are in a position 
to arrive at a conclusion after 20 years' dis
cussion of international collaboration. We can 
now say: we have tried supranational collabora
tion and it does not give practical results. That 
must be the conclusion we arrive at in our 
present situation. 

I noted Mr Apel's words on supranational col
laboration. He said-and it was interesting to 
hear it from a member of the German Govern-



Sitting of Wednesday, 24 April 1974 121 

Maigaard 

ment-that those who will not collaborate at 
supranational level cannot depend on regional 
aid or financial aid. That was the remark made 
by the President-in-Office of the Council, a re
presentative of the Federal Government. The 
answer to that is that we must manage without 
aid. We should also point out, as Mr Norgaard 
did-and it gave me food for thought- that 
during his, Mr Norgaard's, Presidency there wasi 
no government, Mr Apel, which was in practice 
willing to live up to all that supranational talk. 

Finally, I should like to make a few remarks , 
on harmonization. 

We in the Communities have experienced and 
are still experiencing exaggerated attempts to 
achieve harmonization and to lay down the con
ditions for political life and social conditions in 
great detail-and here I repeat Mr Norgaard's 
-in my opinion-excellent comment, that we\ 
are drowning in details. The argument is well 
known. It has already been stated. In my ·, 
opinion, it would be wise to abandon the idea 
that you can't blow your nose unless the pro
cedure has been harmonized. 

In conclusion, if we try to assess the state of 
the Communities today, we get a picture of a 
community which is in the process of developing 
-in brief, an EEC with a sort of EFTA status. 

I think it would be useful for a realistic dis
cussion of the forms of collaboration between the 
countries of Europe to be based on that fact. 

IN THE CHAIR: MR BERKHOUWER 

President 

President. - Lord Reay, you have the floor. 

Lord Reay. - During all last year in the Com
munity there was a gap, at the level of national 
governments, between statement and action. 
Ministers and heads of State continued to make 
declarations ever more firm and ever more loyal 
to the idea of European political integration, 
while their actions failed to correspond to the· 
determination which they announced in these 1 

declarations. 

For three-quarters of the year this simply looked 
like postponement. At that time, perhaps, we 
could be a little impatient, but we were reas
sured that the deadlines for action on this matter 
were set for the end of the year, that we should 
wait, and that all would be done on time. Then, 
in October and November of last year, external 
events for the first time made a serious demand 
on Community solidarity, and Europe began to. 

pay the price for its lack of achievement. Since 
then, lack of achievement has no longer looked 
simply like postponement; it has begun to 
acquire a dynamic negative force of its own. 

Today, the pressure of events seems more likely 
to divide the Community than to unite it. Re
cently there has been a tendency in some quar
ters to bring declarations down closer to the 
level of action-or inaction-instead of raising 
the level of achievement to fit the resonant ob
jectives of the Paris summit, which were so 
often repeated afterwards. 

That is also dangerously divisive. It is a tragedy 
that in a time when nothing has occurred to 
disprove, and everything has occurred to prove, 
the need for European unity, when everywhere 
else new patterns of international co-operation 
are being created and are changing the world, 
when everyone has come to recognize the new 
interdependence of the different parts of the 
world and the corresponding need to build up 
a new structure of world co-operation, Europe, 
which has produced one of the most creative 
civilizations in history, should appear so par
alysed by its history and traditional ways of 
thought that it risks becoming one of the least 
creative continents in the world. It is a tragedy 
that it should appear capable of contributing so 
little, because of its own divisions, to the vast 
work of construction that is necessary at the 
international level if our civilizations are to 
survive. 

Where else in the world would we tolerate the 
sight of a continent-not to say a continent so 
capable of making a positive contribution in the 
world as our own-in such a static condition, 
so fragmented by conflicts of national interest 
and feeling, so devoid of a real intention to unite, 
as we see Europe to be today? Why should we 
permit, and why should some of us even wel
come-not many in this place, but certainly 
some outside-a situation among ourselves which 
we should deplore if we observed it anywhere 
else? 

With no other group of countries is the danger 
of standing alone and the common interest in 
solidarity in present world conditions more 
obvious than it is with the Member States of 
this Community. Their relatively high level of 
prosperity, and the sophisticated manufacturing 
capacity on which this prosperity is founded, is 
entirely dependent on the strength of foreign 
markets, on continuity in the supply of raw 
materials which they substantially do not pos
sess themselves, and on a stable aQ.d controlled 
international monetary system. To secure these 
conditions a new system of world co-operation 
is required. But that system will not grow 
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spontaneously or thanks to the efforts of others 
alone. To achieve such a system our co-operation 
is necessary, and to provide that co-operation 
we need to unite. 

Similarly, it is impossible for any individual 
European country to act on the assumption that 
it has enough of this or that asset or natural 
resource for it to survive on its own. Even the 
United States, which is better provided than the 
whole of Europe with natural resources, no 
longer acts on this assumption. Yesterday's 
crisis may have affected one country less severe
ly than another; but what of tomorrow's? How 
can any country be sure, just because it survived 
the last crisis the best, that it will not be the 
one to be most seriously affected by the next? 
Surely, again, it is by combining our resources, 
the financial or the manufacturing strength of 
one country, the food-growing capacity of ano
ther and the energy supplies of another, that 
we can achieve greater security. What ad
vantages can there possibly be for any Member 
State in leaving the Community, or preferring 
a community which was not developed beyond 
a point of minimal co-operation? I have not 
heard of one single advantage, and I am still 
waiting to hear what they are. 

We in the Conservative Group are proud to be 
members of the Community and of this Parlia
ment, the development of whose powers provides 
the only possibility of establishing democracy as 
a European principle. We should also be proud 
of the treaty which we negotiated with the Com
munity of the Six. For my country that treaty 
represented final success after 10 laborious and 
often disappointing years of national effort, and 
we would repudiate the views of any who 
seemed prepared to despise it and to treat in a 
light and casual manner the principle of respect 
for treaties contracted by the nation. The acces
sion of the United Kingdom to the Community 
gave Britain once again a role in the world, and 
Britain has always wanted a role in the world. 
There is a distinction between being a member 
of the Community tout court and being a mem
ber of the Community with the intention of 
advancing that Community into a fully inte
grated political union. There is nothing to be 
won, I suggest, and there is everything to be 
lost, by refusing to recognize the political goal 
of the Community, or by failing to perceive the 
urgency of reaching this goal as quickly as it 
can be done. Each month, each week, this pro
duces new factors which will contribute re
morselessly to the disintegration of the Com
munity unless the will for unity is revived. That 
will must be strengthened. It has been weakened. 
I fail to see how future generations will be able 
to understand, still less to forgive, the statesmen 
of our age if these statesmen are not able now 

to perceive that their principal and most urgent 
responsibility is to build up the unity of Europe 
as the first step towards a new structure of 
international co-operation. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Apel. 

Mr Apel, President-in-Office of the Council of 
the European Communities.- (D) Mr President, 
I had been taking notes betweenwhiles on how 
many of the speakers in the debate were still 
present, and had already begun to look forward 
to the pleasure of being able to tell this House 
that out of fifteen speakers only two were still 
present. In the meantime, this joke has un
fortunately been entirely spoilt for me. I have 
to testify to you that they are all present now 
and to that extent it is reasonable briefly to 
state my attitude on six points. 

Firstly, I believe we should be grateful to Mr 
Bertrand for his highly dynamic and energetic 
speech. Unfortunately, his effort was rather like 
that of a vicar in church on Sunday: He spent 
most of his time cursing people who were not 
there. But we are in broad agreement with him; 
although we are all sinners together, I am con
vinced that we, the little sinners, can only be 
sinners at all because others set us the example 
of their great sins. If the European spirit were 
present everywhere we should make a break
through on all fronts. 

Secondly, Mr Fellermaier and others have com
plained that there are too many officials involved 
in the Council of Ministers and too many partial 
debates. I am not sure that this criticism is 
appropriate. The officials do not prevent us from 
making progress; the politicians are at fault. We 
politicians are our own worst enemy. That 
brings me back to my earlier argument that the 
lack of political resolve is the decisive factor
not the form of organization of the Council. 

Thirdly, it was said that the Commission must 
be ready to adopt a policy of confrontation if 
the need arose and not be content with com
promises designed to make decisions possible in 
the Council of Ministers. I consider this a funda
mental misinterpretation of our common aims. 
The Commission's task is not to seek confronta
tion. That is all too easy to achieve. It may be 
amusing but it also spells the end of Europe. 
The Commission's role is to make the Council 
ponder on compromise proposals so that the 
Council can never escape its responsibility. If a 
compliment may be paid to this Commission it 
is surely that it has always made it very dif
ficult for the Council to wriggle out. If the 
Council has still managed to do so the reasons 
lie elsewhere. 
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Fourthly, Mr Kirk-and I must congratulate him · 
on his speech, which was very good and a model 
of how national partners should be treated in 
this Parliament-objected to package deals. I am 
not sure that I can agree with you, Mr Kirk. Mr 
Blumenfeld gave an example of the form a 
package deal might take. I maintain that pro
gress can only be made through package deals. 
If the regional fund is discussed in isolation 
there will be no regional fund. That is my fore
cast, not because I do not want a regional fund 
but because that is how things are. Europe must 
move ahead as a whole. 

Mr N0rgaard spoke of the gap between words. 
and deeds. I believe that phase lies behind us. 
We no longer speak in fine phrases; we are all I 

deeply disturbed and deeply worried, and we 
are afraid for Europe's future. In this situation 
a new prospect may open for Europe. I do not 
agree with you that supranationality has pFoved 
inadequate. That is, of course, how you would 
like it to be. But I am convinced that only 
supranationality can lead us out of our dif- . 
ficulties. 

Without supranationality we should have had no 
binding commitments, ladies and gentlemen. The · 
common agricultural policy, the customs union, 
the freedom of movement of workers and many 
other things besides would all long since be dead. 
Let us not pretend: if all these things could just 
be abandoned by the Member States when faced 
with a difficult situation, they would surely do 
that. Only by transferring certain powers from 
the individual states to Europe can we free them 
from the temptation to take short-sighted na- · 
tional action which might meet with the tem
porary approval of the electorate. Only supra
nationality removes this possibility from us-,· 
and we are all still national politicians. 

I find this debate pleasing. The striking feature 
has been its directness. That is the only way to 
make progress. I believe a great majority of the 
members of this House will agree with the 
speaker who said that we all have no alternative 
to an integrated Europe. And if that is so we 
shall surely still have sufficient understanding 
to build this Europe in the interests of our ci
tizens--in other words, also in the interests of 
the representatives assembled here. 

Thank you very much. 

President. - I call Mr Ortoli. 

Mr Ortoli, President of the Commission of the 
European Communities. - (F) Mr President I 
too, have little to add, and less still after havi~g 
heard Mr Apel reviewing the reasons which 
enable both of us to agree with most of the 

preceding speakers. I shall therefore confine 
myself to a few words on a very small number 
of points. 

The Commission has been discussed. Demands 
have been made that it should be less complex 
in its proposals. It has been asked to make itself 
clear. 

I shall be very frank. It is my feeling that 
we have fulfilled our task and that we have 
never failed to be clear, or courageous. I would 
ask you to read once again our proposals over 
the last year. 

We have not looked for compromise, and if we 
had, let me tell you that we have not found it. 

At the time of the monetary crisis we proposed 
an immense effort of solidarity; we were not 
heeded. We suggested that we try to obtain 
greater solidarity in monetary matters by 
pooling our reserves; we did not manage that. 
We put forward a proposal for a regional fund, 
which, it must be admitted, was not a great 
success. But surely we do not deserve criticism 
for having tried to reach minor solutions at all 
costs in order to achieve a compromise. 

Perhaps, if anything, we were a little too am
bitious. Personally, I do not regret this, because 
I believe that one of our functions is to be 
explicit and-let me say-to be bold. This, I 
think, we have been in these recent inonths 
when we said plainly what we thought of the 
situation. 

I would ask you to read again what we wrote 
on 31 January. That had to be said! If you will 
forgive me for saying so, we have not spared 
anyone of those who have a responsibility 
towards Europe. We never ceased to point to 
where the heart of the crisis lay. 

My second point: we d~d not wait for the 
Government in Great Britain to change before 
saying that there was a crisis. The change of 
the British Government is no alibi for us. Po
tentially the crisis was there before, and there 
came a point when it became real. But I would 
ask our British friends now, I would ask the 
British Government, to realize, as we all realize, 
that in a situation such as we are now facing 
their own heartsearchings should not impede 
the Community's progress. 

I believe it is my duty to say this. Much has 
been said here about British problems, and often 
said well. But what we cannot accept is that the 
problems posed by the British questioning should 
become--not an excuse for past history, for 
which we take joint responsibility-but a pretext 
for doing nothing in the immediate future. 
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This is one of the reasons why, together with 
Mr Scheel, we have tried to formulate a simple 
programme which, if it can be accomplished, 
will enable us to show that the Community is 
going forward. 

My third comment concerns the point raised by 
several speakers. We have been told: you of the 
Commission should make a better job of infor
mation! Well, my friends, I can tell you that we 
are trying to give better information and that 
in this very Parliament you and we have been 
saying a number of things month after month 
which ought to be taken up and explained more 
fully to public opinion. We have both stated, 
over and over again and as clearly as one can, 
what I call the European necessity. You cannot 
tell me that we have not proclaimed things 
which everyone in our own countries ought to 
understand. 

First, we are engaged in a bargaining process 
in which our worth will be only that of Europe 
as a whole and not of the individual states. This 
we have tried to explain in clear language. But 
we need support in this task, and it is important 
that the governments should say it too. I refuse 
to be told that the Commission, or others here, 
have not done their part and have not stated the 
obvious fact that one of Europe's strengths is 
its value as an entity. 

Secondly, it is important to say how much 
Europe needs the kind of solidarity which will 
enable it to solve the great problems it is facing, 
such as those of the regions and the monetary 
problem. Europe has its common problems, 
which can be solved through European solida
rity. If the states disagree among themselves, 
that Europe will cease to exist. 

I think that on that point we have made our 
position perfectly clear. And I would ask that 
this, too, is explained to all, to the givers and 
the recipients, that since we need Europe we 
have to accept the notion that Europe transcends 
state frontiers. 

Thirdly, another idea we are trying to explain 
is the strength we derive from Europe to attain 
our great social goals. We r~present a particular 
civilization which today has to try and under
stand the great changes with which it is faced, 
changes common to us all. And we are lucky 
in being able to focus on this social aspect
which is the only important aspect-of our com
mon aim. In pursuing these goals together we 
achieve a common strength that none of our 
countries could separately attain. 

A number of things have been thus said here 
in a general way. As for details, let us repeat 
once again that we need, and you-the British 

-need, this great market which is based on 
progress and growth, which is outward-looking 
and thanks to which both you and we shall be 
able to go forward the way we both need to 
go, that is, in the direction of growth which 
will enable us to attain our basic social 
objectives. But this way-and we have always 
said so-is by no means incompatible with being 
open to the outside world. 

The true characteristic of this Europe which 
people try, wrongly, to present as a closed world, 
lies, on the contrary, in the fact that it is 
moved by a dynamic will that inevitably turns 
it towards the outside world. 

Because it must also be made clear that we, 
the old Six, are not six countries which have 
tried to remain inward-looking and fear the 
open sea. On the contrary, what membership of 
the Gommunity has given a number of us- and, 
if I may say so, particularly given my country 
-is a much greater degree of access to the 
external world. 

Let us, then, try to see what are the great goals 
of Europe and let us proclaim them! 

But how can we do this if the entire business 
of explaining what Europe is about is to boil 
down to saying: 'These are our problems and 
these are the interests we must defend' instead 
of saying: 'This is what we have to do together 
and this is why we have to do it together'. 

It is my belief that the need for Europe and 
Europe's interests must be explained before we 
go on to explain the interests of each of its 
constituent countries. We are not bargaining 
with each other, we are building together a 
Community structure. 

This is what I wanted to say very simply in 
answer to those of you who have spoken of the 
need for information. 

It is true that we are not doing the job very 
well, but we might as well admit that in the 
Community we often prefer the things that are 
going badly to those that are going well! We 
often prefer to agree on the difficulties facing 
us than to spell out our own obligations. Well, 
it is as much your duty as ours to state what 
these basic obligations are. I do not believe 
there is a single voice, whether it be of the Com
mission or of the Council, but I d~ think that 
there can be millions of voices rising to state 
clearly where it is that the interest of our people 
lies. And this is a demonstration that we ought 
to perform. 

It is time to pass on to action. I, too, would hke 
us to give up the great debates. Together with 
Mr Scheel we have proposed a simple pro-
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gramme. Mr Blumenfeld has suggested that we 
have been somewhat too ambitious in certain 
respects. I do not think so, because we have, in 
fact, chosen only three or four fundamental 
points: first, the economic and monetary union 
which we dare not abandon if we are not to 
find ourselves at loggerheads; next, energy 
policy and regional policy; and finally, the 
strengthening of our institutions. 

We have not been over-ambitious in our pro
posals. I think we have been realistic; I hope 
we shall be effective. But, at any rate, I believe 
we have managed to avoid the trap of 'retreating 
forward', that is to say, of grandiose words and 
no action, which is what I sometimes most fear 
for our Europe. This is what I wanted to 
emphasize for my part. 

As far as we are concerned, we shall go on being 
explicit and, I trust, bold when it comes to 
defending what seems to us to be of paramount 
importance. 

The duty we owe to ourselves is to explain that 
Europe is needed. When that is understood, 
then we shall be able to achieve things which 
today seem to us to be overwhelming and which. 
I can tell you, if the power of decision rested 
with me, would in many cases be settled in a 
few minutes and without great agonizing, 
because very often the common interests seems 
to me so clear that the opposition of individual 
states appears to be based on derisory or base
less arguments. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Giraudo. 

Mr Giraudo, Chairman of the Political Affairs 
Committee. - (I) Mr President, as the author 
of the question. I think I should express my 
appreciation, at the close of this debate, to 
President Apel and President Ortoli for their 
valuable contributions to our discussion. I should 
also like to extend this expression of gratitude 
to all my colleagues in the various political 
groups. 

The Political Affairs Committee reserves the 
right to take account of all the indications which 
have emerged during our discussion for the 
preparation of a document, which would, of 
course, be drawn up in consultation with all 
the political groups and then submitted to Par
liament when it is felt appropriate for this 
debate to be resumed. 

President. - Does any one else wish to speak? 

The debate on Oral Questions Doe. Nos 58/74, 
8/74 and 9/74 is closed. 

6. Tabling and adoption of a motion 
for a resolution 

President. - I have received a motion for a 
resolution on the strengthening of relations 
between the European Parliament and the 
Canadian Federal Parliament (Doe. 60/74) sub
mitted by Mr Liicker, chairman of the Christ
ian-Democratic Group, Mr Fellermaier, vice
chairman of the Socialist Group, Mr Durieux, 
chairman of the Liberal and Allies Group, Mr 
Kirk, chairman of the European Conservative 
Group, Mr Bourges, chairman of the Group of 
European Progressive Democrats, Mr Amendola, 
chairman of the Communist and Allies Group, 
Mr Behrendt, Mr Giraudo, Mr de la Malene and 
Mr Sandri, with request that it be dealt with by 
urgent procedure pursuant to Rule 14 of the 
Rules of Procedure. I therefore consult Parlia
ment on the adoption of urgent procedure. 

Are there any objections? 

The adoption of urgent procedure is agreed. 

We may proceed immediately to the consider
ation of this motion for a resolution. 

Does anyone wish to speak? 

I put the motion for a resolution to the vote. 

The resolution is adopted. 1 

7. Tabling of a motion for a resolution and 
reference to committee 

President. - I have received a motion for a 
resolution on the animal production situation 
(Doe. 65174) submitted by Mr Vetrone, Mr Ligios, 
Mr Houdet, Mr Vernaschi, Mr Rosati, Mr Du
rieux, Mr Durand, Mr Pisoni, Mr Bersani, Mr 
Girardin, Mr Brugger, Mr Noe, Mr Galli and 
Mr Giraudo, with request that it be dealt with 
by urgent procedure pursuant to Rule 14 of 
the Rules of Procedure. 

I consult Parliament on the adoption of urgent 
procedure. 

I call Mr Vetrone. 

Mr Vetrone. - (I) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, I request the adoption of urgent 
procedure because the present situation of thP 
market for meat in all the Community countries 
requires urgent measures on the part of the 
Commission. 

The main aim of the motion for a resolution 
is to invite the Commission, which we know 

1 OJ No C 55, 13. 5. 1974. 
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is already looking into this situation, to acceler
ate its decisions, which are awaited not only 
in Italy but also in other Community countries. 
I say 'not only in Italy' because in our country 
there have recently been uncontrollable protest 
demonstrations which may further aggravate 
and embitter the atmosphere in the Community. 

President. - I call Mr Scott-Hopkins. 

Mr Scott-Hopkins. - I can understand Mr 
Vetrone's anxiety, but we covered a fair 
amount of this ground at Question Time and 
he and other Members will be able to raise 
whatever points are still outstanding during the 
two debates which will follow the sugar debate 
this evening. There is no need for an urgent 
debate when, within two or three hours, we can 
be discussing the very matters which are caus
ing such anxiety. So I beg to oppose this motion. 

President. - I note that Mr Scott-Hopkins is 
opposed to the adoption of urgent procedure. 

Under these circumstances and unless the House 
votes to the contrary, the motion for a resolu
tion will be referred to the Committee on Agri
culture. 

I put to the vote the request for adoption of 
urgent procedure. 

The adoption of urgent procedure is rejected. 

Pursuant to Rule 25 of the Rules of Procedure, 
the motion for a resolution is referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

8. Order of Business 

President. - Mr de la Malene has requested on 
behalf of the Group of European Progressive 
Democrats that the report by Mr Laudrin on the 
40-hour working week be placed as the first 
item on the agenda for tomorrow. 

Since the beginning of this part-session, I have 
received protests from several quarters-more 
particularly, from the news media-concerning 
modifications of the agenda. 

I understand Mr Laudrin's reasons, but I think\ 
we must observe the decisions laid down at the 
beginning of the part-session. 

I put Mr de la Malene's proposal to the vote. 

The proposal is rejected. 

The proceedings of this sitting have taken a 
little longer than expected, and it might be ad
visable to suspend the proceedings now and 
resume them at 9 p.m. 

I call Mr Scott-Hopkins to speak on this pro
posal. 

Mr Scott-Hopkins. - I propose to the House 
that we adjourn now and come back at nine 
o'clock to resume our agenda, and finish it this 
evening. I think there are four items. There 
are the two questions of fisheries, sugar, and a 
general short agricultural debate. I should have 
thought it would last two or three hours. It 
would be better for us to take these items 
tomorrow morning, but that is impracticable. I 
therefore propose that we adjourn now and 
return at nine o'clock. 

President. - Mr Scott-Hopkins is in favour of 
suspending the proceedings until 9 ·p.m. 

I call Mr Vetrone. 

Mr Vetrone.- (I) I oppose the suspension. 

President. - I put to the vote the pr~posal to 
suspend the proceedings until 9 p.m. 

The proposal is adopted. 

The proceedings are therefore suspended until 
9 p.m. 

The House will rise. 

(The sitting was suspended at 7.35 p.m. and 
resumed at 9 p.m.) 

IN THE CHAIR: MR DALSAGER 

Vice-President 

President. - The sitting is resumed. 

9. Regulation on aid for sea fishing 

President. - The next item on the agenda is 
debate on the report drawn up Mr John Hill 
on behalf of the Committee on Agriculture on 
the proposal from the Commission of the Euro
pean Communities to the Council for a regula
tion laying down conditions for granting national 
aid under the common structural policy for sea 
fishing (Doe. 33/74). 

I call Mr John Hill, who has asked to present 
his report. 

Mr John Hill, rapporteur. - At long last we 1 

come to the fishery part of today's proceedings. ' 
The Commission's proposals in Doe. 242/73 have 
the limited aim of establishing ceilings on natio
nal aid and the subsidies that may be given 
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for specified purposes to help the sea fishing 
industry. They implement paragraph 2 of 
Article 9 of the Common Market fishing regula
tion passed as long ago as 20 October 1970. 
However, there has been a delay of nearly three 
years in bringing them forward, to enable the 
three new Member States to share in the policy 
discussions leading to the proposed regulations. 

The proposals are not to make any grants from 
Community funds. There are therefore no 
budgetary implications. They are concerned to 
restrain national support measures so that these, 
while safeguarding the living standards of the 
fishing population and ensuring a supply of 
fish for human and industrial animal con
sumption, do not distort competition. 

It is not quite the same thing as saying that 
we are harmonizing the aids, because there 
is no obligation on any Member State to provide 
any, much less maximum, support within the 
limits proposed. The proposals come forward 
against a background in which several important 
considerations figure. The first is the increasing 
consumption of, and demand for, fish as a high 
protein food at a time when a shortage of 
animal protein has been made apparent by the 
sharp rise in world food prices. Then there is 
the diminished self-sufficiency of the Com
munity itself, stemming from rising standards 
of living and increasing numbers, the danger of 
overfishing in the world and a great need for 
effective measures to conserve fish stocks. 
Finally, there is the widely-expressed desire for 
more progress towards a true common structural 
policy for the Community fishing industry as a 
whole. 

The fulfilment of that desire is, of course, in 
turn largely dependent on the outcome of the 
forthcoming Conference on the Law of the Sea. 
I have only to mention the vexed question of 
fishing limits to show at a glance how difficult 
it is in the absence of international agreement 
to formulate the Community longer-term policy 
that we should like. 

Lastly, in the foreground, there is the effect 
of the oil crisis, the sudden unprecedented 
increase in the fuel element of operating costs, 
which, certainly in the United Kingdom, are 
said to have gone up to 20 per cent of the total 
-about three times the proportion of 1972-73. 

We heard this morning from the Commissioner 
of the serious distortions in competition that are 
likely to be caused by the uncoordinated 
national oil subsidies at present being made to 
the fishery industry in some member countries. 
Clearly there is an urgent need to harmonize 
these, since a free-for-all, in spite of Article 92 

of the Treaty, would undermine, if it continued, 
the effect of these proposals. 

The draft regulations are very detailed. At this 
late hour I think I should avoid the details 
and say merely that they specify those opera
tions which will qualify for aid, the form of 
aid permitted and the amount. 

The operations listed are the obvious ones of 
building and modernizing vessels, with the 
emphasis placed on grants for equipment for 
processing, storing and marketing both on board 
ship and also for shore installations. 

There is a grant introduced for fish-farming 
in salt or brackish waters, which demonstrates 
the over-riding need for greater fish supplies. 

The grant system may take a variety of forms 
-capital grants, loans and subsidized interest 
rates. As to the amount, the range with many 
variations runs from 18 to 10 per cent of actual 
costs. I am glad to say there is no limit on 
vocational training for those engaged in the 
fishing industry or on research into new 
methods of fishing or processing or, indeed, on 
the search for new fishing grounds, although my 
committee thought that some ceiling might be 
desirable there, as the resolution suggests, to 
avoid the permanent subsidization of what 
might be uneconomic fishing. 

There are two important derogations-first, for 
those regions which are especially handicapped 
in their conditions for the fishing industry; an 
increase in the maximum is permitted by up to 
7 per cent for up to five years. This is welcome, 
but it raises the inevitable question: by what 
criteria are these regions of difficulty to be 
defined and who shall decide which exact areas 
qualify? I know that there is bureaucratic 
machinery for examining this, but it seems that 
ultimately a political decision will have to be 
made and we would welcome the Commis
sioner's thoughts on how that might come to 
be decided. 

The second derogation is encouragement for 
producers' organizations, which would be given 
an extra 5 per cent. Again, my committee 
approved this, but we expressed some doubt 
whether the definition of a qualifying produ
cer's organization, which is set out in the expla
natory memorandum quoting the relevant pas
sages in the earlier regulations, may not be a 
little too loosely drafted. At any rate we should 
like it to be reconsidered. We have doubts also 
whether some limit may not be desirable on the 
size of the project, particularly in relation to 
shore processing and storage factories, and the 
total amount of grants which might be given to 
any one project. 
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Taking the proposals as a whole, one can make 
certain obvious criticisms of several proposals, 
on a legalistic plane, in that some may be said 
to be ambiguous in their drafting and perhaps 
so imprecise in their borderlines that difficulties 
in their application may arise. 

One example is that the rate given for decom
missioning a vessel is doubled if it is judged to 
be an inshore vessel as against a deep-water 
vessel, so that at the borderline there might 
well be administrative difficulties. I think that 
a broader criticism is that the experts at the 
moment appear to disagree on what are the 
best methods-the size of vessel and so on
which will prove most economical and efficient 
in future. 

Therefore, one perhaps questions slightly whe
ther it is wise for the Commission to indicate a 
preference for one kind of vessel-say, the 
multi-purpose deep-sea vessel as against the 
rest-and whether it would not be better to 
leave the balance of grant a little more open, 
so that in effect owners and people risking their 
capital decide, grants being equal, which method 
is likely to be economically, efficiently and com
mercially the best. Otherwise, there is always 
a chance that the regulations breed some minor 
sub-distortions merely because of the pattern 
of the grants. 

I think, however, that the third broad criticism 
is that one hopes that these proposals as they 
come into action will result in modernizing and 
increasing the efficiency of the Community 
national fleets rather than expanding their ca
pacity, because, as I said at the beginning, it 
seems that fishing capacity is, if anything, some
what excessive. 

Taking the proposals as a whole, we have to 
judge whether they are pitched at the right 
level between the two extremes. Either they 
could be so high as to be meaningless or so 
low as to jeopardize the Community's overrid
ing need for a strong fishing sector. 

Despite what I said about the danger of exces
sive capacity, I feel at the end of our contem
plation of those proposals that the Commission 
needs to bear in mind the possibility that, 
although the level may be pitched right, in the 
light of fair competition within the Commun
ity, it is necessary to consider the pressure of 
competition from third-country fleets-that is 
to say, from outside the Community-which 
may receive greater but unmeasurable help. 1 

The statistics show that there is a great deal 
of fishing in waters that Community fleets 
cover ~by, for example, ships from Russia and 

J'apan. I ask the Commission to watch this 
carefully. 

'I1he future for the Community fishing industry 
is liable to be abruptly affected by a variety 
of contingencies which are all at the moment 
uncertain. What is certain, come what may, 
is that the Community will continue to need 
a strong, efficient .and prosperous fishing 
industry in the interests of producers and 
consumers alike. In that, I believe, the Com
mission's present proposals are an important 
stage towards a fully comprehensive Com
munity fishing regime, but only a stage. As 
a committee, we await the next instalment. We 
agree on these proposals and hope that the 
House will ·accept our motion for a resolution. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr De Koning to speak on 
behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group. 

Mr De Koning. - (NL) Mr President, I con
gratulate the rapporteur on the excellence of 
his report and on the clear explanatory state
ment be has given. My group agrees with the 
rapporteur's approach. We too recognize the 
importance of a healthy development of the 
fishing industry in the Community and of 
harmonizing the support measures taken by the 
Member States in the fisheries sector. We wish 
to prevent-and this proposal is one way of 
doing so-unhealthy competition developing 
between the Member States which may then 
try to outbid each other in their support for 
structural changes in the sea-fishing industry. 
The figures provided by each Member State 
show a number of very considerable differences 
in this respect. 

The development of fishing is also important 
to the consumer in the Community, as Mr Hill 
has said. This scarcely needs emphasizing. In 
many parts of the Community, fish is a staple 
foodstuff. It is very important from the point of 
view of public health for this food to be avail
able at reasonable prices. This is, of course, also 
important if the cost of living is to be kept 
down. Modernization of sea-fishing structures 
must therefore be aimed at making adequate 
supplies of fish available at reasonable prices. 
This modernization is, however, no less impor
tant to the producers. The Community has 
countless small self-employed fishermen who 
often pursue their profession under socially very 
difficult conditions and in return for meagre 
earnings. 

The position of employed persons in this indus
try is often not much better, especially workers 
in small concerns or on small fishing vessels. 
A structural improvement of sea-fishing is 
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therefore a necessary condition for improving 
the social and economic position of the people 
engaged in this branch. 

In this connection, I should like to ask what social 
measures are now being taken to accompany 
these structural measures in the sea-fishing 
industry. The Commission's programme certainly 
contains measures to withdraw fishing vessels 
from service, but it does not appear to make 
any provision for the retirement of employees 
in a socially acceptable manner. 

Structural improvement should mean, in sea
fishing as in other sectors, higher productivity 
per man and greater total outputs-in other 
words, more work for fewer people. Can the 
Commission say what measures are being taken 
to provide for persons leaving the sea-fishing 
industry? I am thinking mainly of small self
employed fishermen, for whom social provisions 
ar either totally lacking or unsatisfactory. 

The nature am~ extent of the financial support 
appear to be fairly close to the average for the 
Member States. In this connection, I wonder 
whether Mr Lardinois can say what reactions 
he expects from countries such as the United 
Kingdom and Ireland, where the support level, 
according to the figures in Mr Hill's report, is 
essentially higher than average. Will there be 
any inclination in these countries to reduce 
support to the maximum level indicated by the 
Community? What reactions does he expect 
from countries such as Belgium and Denmark, 
where the support level is much lower than 
the average? Will the regulation proposed by 
the Commission encourage upward harmoniza
tion there? These questions point to the weak 
aspect of the regulation, as the rapporteur him
self has pointed out-namely, that it only con
tains measures designed to harmonize national 
policy. 

There is no real Community policy based on 
common financial responsibility, but rather 
harmonization of measures which may or may 
not be taken by Member States as they think 
fit. 

The rapporteur has directed a number of critical 
comments at the derogations from the regula
tions allowed for the benefit of certain regions 
and members of producers' organizations. He 
also feels that a clearer policy would be desir
able with more precise criteria. We consider that 
those criteria should be defined very soon if the 
harmonization policy proposed by the Commis
sion is to be successful. 

Mr President, I gladly endorse the rapporteur's 
remarks on the problems which exist in com
petition between the fishing industry in the 

Community and the fishing industry in third 
countries. I consider that Mr Hill has made a 
number of pertinent remarks on this mat.ter in 
his report. I also believe that this problem can
not be solved in the short term. The third con
ference on the Law of the Sea will probably 
not overcome all these differences between 
countries. If that rather pessimistic expectation 
turns out to be true, should we then support 
the suggestion made by the rapporteur on page 
18 of his report that harmonization of actual 
support. policy should be viewed as a longer 
term objective? I believe it is dangerous to 
follow this suggestion. In my opinion, even if 
we cannot now expect the third conference on 
the Law of the Sea to achieve practical results 
and bridge differences, it is still necessary to 
make a start on harmonization support for the 
fishing industry as the first stage-and here I 
gladly endorse Mr Hill's remarks-towards a 
genuine Community fisheries policy. 

Taking the proposals as a whole, the Christian
Democratic Group is able to support them. 

President. - I call Mr Laban to speak on behalf 
of the Socialist Group. 

Mr Laban. - (NL) Mr President, my comments 
on this proposal will be quite short, because the 
rapporteur has submitted a very detailed report 
to us. He has also explained his report in a 
most competent manner to us in this House. I 
wish to thank Mr John Hill for doing so. I also 
largely support the remarks made by Mr De 
Koning. 

It is in itself a good thing that this regulation 
will spell the end of a certain distortion of com
petition brought about by the great differences 
between the level of support given by individual 
Member States. My group is pleased that higher 
maxima can be set for the producers' organiza
tions. I hope that it will thus be possible for 
these organizations to continue production, pro
cessing and marketing. The rapporteur rightly 
drew attention to the fact that the necessary 
adjustments are high. Small self-employed fish
ermen cannot meet the expenditure entailed, 
with the result that multinational undertakings 
now dominate much of the market. This is in 
the interests neither of small producers nor of 
the consumer. 

The Kriedemann report of 1968 already asked 
for measures to enhance competition. Now we 
have a proposal, but does Mr Lardinois expect 
that an increase in the maximum support of at 
most five points will suffice to place the pro
ducers' organizations in a better competitive 
position vis-a-vis Unilever and Findus? 



130 :Debates of the European Parliament 

La ban 

I am also curious to hear his answer to the 
question how he will make sure that this extra 
support is well spent by the producers' organi
zations, since cooperative sales are not compul
sory. How can abuses be prevented? I am also 
interested in the answer to the question which 
has already been put as to why no ceiling has 
been set in order to guarantee that only genuine 
cooperatives benefit and not big undertakings. 

The Committee on Agriculture calls for a num
ber of better guarantees in its motion for a 
resolution. My group agrees with this request. 

The introduction of the regulation on harmon
ization is not so terribly important at present, 
when we consider the matter objectively. The 
maxima are more or less arbitrary; Mr John 
Hill has already drawn attention to this fact. 
I find this understandable, because no decision 
has yet been taken on a number of important 
points. The Commission's proposal makes no 
reference to this. I refer here to the invasion 
of one of the main Community fishing-grounds, 
in the north-east part of the Atlantic Ocean, by 
modern Japanese and Russian fishing fleets. It 
is difficult to compete against these fleets, with 
their heavy financial support: to do so, a great 
deal of money would be required from the 
Community. My group views the threat of over
fishing as still more serious. This might well 
deal a fatal blow at protein supplies and the 
production of fertilizers based on fish-meal
and that at a time when fish consumption is 
rising. Between 1960 and 1971 the Community's 
self-sufficiency fell from 95 to 75 per cent, while 
world catches rose by 30 per cent. 

But in the North Atlantic the catch has remai
ned stationary at between 10 and 10.5 per cent 
of the world catch. Since 85 per cent of the EEC 
catch came from that ocean in 1971, there is 
reason for serious concern. The herring catch 
in the north-east Atlantic Ocean fell from 3.7 
to 1.4 million tons between 1965 and 1971. 

This points to the risk of over-fishing. There 
is therefore a danger to all those EEC countries 
which take virtually 100 per cent of their 
catches there. The figures are only slightly 
lower for France and Germany, with 80 and 
70 per cent respectively, while Italy does not 
fish at all in this area. 

These matters must be placed on the agenda 
of the conference on the Law of the Sea at 
Caracas in June. In reply to Mr Brewis's ques
tion regarding the Community's position at this 
conference on the exploitation of natural resour
ces of the sea bed, Mr Lardinois said this morn
ing that he could give no information. He 
probably cannot give information on the fishery 
question either. I understand his position, but 

I would ask him as the immediately responsible 
member of the Commission to stress firmly the 
interests of the sea-fishing sector and the risk 
of over-fishing the North Atlantic, when the 
Community's position is formulated for the 
Caracas conference. 

On this point it must surely be possible for the 
Community to speak with one voice. The results 
of this conference are much more important to 
the sea-fishing sector than this regulation, 
which will probably have to be adapted again 
after the conference. 

Nevertheless, this regulation on harmoniza
tion is still an improvement, and my group 
will therefore not withhold its support for 
the motion for a resolution. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Liogier to speak on 
behalf of the Group of European Progressive 
Democrats. 

Mr Liogier.- (F) Mr President, dear colleagues, 
EEC. Regulation No 2141/70, of 10 October 1970, 
laying down a common structural policy for 
the fishing industry, provides under Article 9(2) 
that common rules must be laid down fixing 
the conditions in which aid may be granted 
by the Member States for restructuring the 
fishing industry. 

The proposed regulation concerns the following 
types of fishing, which are defined under Article 
2(1) of EEC Regulation No 1939/72: local inshore 
fishing, offshore fishing, high-sea fishing, deep
sea fishing and specialized fishing. 

Pursuant to EEC Regulation No 2141/70, ap
propriate action aimed at promoting the rational 
development of the fishing industry should 
contribute to an increase in productivity 
through the restructuring of fleets, the adjust
ment of the conditions of production and mar
keting to market requirements, the search for 
new fishing-grounds and an improvement in 
the living standards and quality of life of those 
who earn their living from fishing. 

The aim, therefore, is to coordinate national 
aid so as to avoid any distortion in competition 
within the Community. Now the regulation 
simply lists authorized categories of aid and 
fixes a ceiling, notably for production aid, in 
the form of capital grants. To this must be 
added derogations concerning, on the one hand, 
certain regional situations and, on the other 
hand, certain statutory positions, notably of 
producer's organizations. Such aid is necessary 
because fishing is not always a profitable acti
vity. It is therefore a sort of public service. 
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In view of the very keen international com
petition, harmonization, rather than a vague 
coordination of national aid, must be achieved. 
Such aid must be defined at Community level 
and granted in a dynamic context, through the 
Commission. The obvious and just solution there
fore was to fix a level of aid-or various levels 
according to the different types of intervention 
-common to all the Member States and binding 
on them. In this way the true conditions would 
have been created for a harmonization of struc
tures which are, indeed, quite different from 
one country to another. 

The British fleet is, perhaps, a little on the old 
side, but very strong nevertheless; the German 
fleet has diminished by 50 per cent during the 
last few years, but the German Federal Republic 
has a programme for restructuring it. In France, 
the industry is less concentrated, although the 
fleet is the oldest in the Community. 

No doubt, where one has to confine oneself to 
a definition of possible but not obligatory 
objectives, the least unsatisfactory solution is, 
when fixing the maximum and minimum level 
of aid, to adopt a relatively narrow bracket so 
as to reduce any disparities of treatment bet
ween recipients of aid. 

But here again, perhaps, in the present state 
of the EEC, it is very difficult, if not impossible, 
to oblige Member States to eliminate or even 
to reduce distortions in competition resulting 
from differences in the level of aid. But the 
fact remains that the substitution for the aim 
of harmonization of a limited percentage which 
must not be exceeded, is a worse solution. Or 
one could fix this limitation at a sufficiently 
low level so that the difference between the 
earnings of professionals who receive no aid 
and of those who receive the maximum amount 
does not create an intolerable distortion in com
petition. 

In this case, it is very possible that the limita
tion may be fixed too low, for its level will not 
take account of the probable findings of an 
objective study for each sector, which would 
allow for the restructuring of the fleet or 
adjustments to the market. Or the limitation 
may be fixed high enough to avoid hampering 
the effectiveness of the necessary measures in 
which case the level of discrimination betw~en 
the various interests concerned, according to 
the different political and financial policies of 
each national legislation, might create the risk 
of a generalized distortion in competition. 

The decision to establish a Community fishing 
policy ought to create, between professionals 
exercising the same activity, on the same mar-

ket, access to identical economic and financial 
conditions. 

Now, we are on the way towards wage dif
ferentials limited as far as possible through the 
fixing of a ceiling low enough to reduce the 
margin of distortion. 

In the presence of fierce international competi
tion, the obvious solution is to ensure, as quickly 
as possible, that the bulk of aid comes from 
the Community, national contributions dimi
nishing as Community aid approaches the level 
needed to achieve the targets set. 

Until this goal can be achieved, it is vitally 
important that each of the partners should make 
known, in as complete and objective a manner 
as possible, the volume and form of the various 
types of aid that can be granted. 

To this end, the Commission should be able to 
require the Member States to send it, each 
year, a list of, and the technical arrangements 
for, the different types of national aid granted 
to the fishing industry, not only within the 
framework of this specific regulation but also 
by virtue of Articles 92-94 of the Treaty. Indeed, 
while such aid may be well known in France 
there is little known about it in Germany, n~ 
doubt because it is distributed through the 
Liinder, which justifies once again the principle 
of the Commission's intervening in this area. 

In short, the inadequacy of this text, which is 
brought out in part by the criticisms of the 
rapporteur, prompts us to stress the need for 
an overall structural fishing policy, with well
defined Community objectives, in the face of 
world competition. 

Furthermore, is not this regulation untimely? 
One may well ask. For we are awaiting the 
results of the Conference on the Law of the 
Sea, now being prepared, results which will 
have a decisive effect on future fishing activites. 

It will be recalled that the Commission has 
published a recommendation to the Council 
summarizing the common positions of the Nine 
with a view to the conference, which will be 
organized under the auspices of the United 
Nations from the end of June to the beginning 
of August in Caracas and then, next year, in 
Vienna. 

As we all know, the last Convention on the 
Law of the Sea, which took place ln 1958 is 
quite out of date. ' 

The developing countries want their territorial 
waters to be extended from 12 to 200 miles and 
protected by exclusive fishing rights. 
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'Fhe Commission's position does not go so far: 
it recognizes the extension of territorial waters 
from 12 to only 100 miles and designates them 
simply as 'economic zones with preferential but 
not exclusive rights'. This means that, if a 
littoral state did not exploit them, these zones 
would be open to other states. 

It is easy to understand, therefore, the interest 
attached by the Nine to the results of this con
ference. 

In conclusion, I should like to congratulate the 
rapporteur very sincerely on his conscientious 
and illuminating work, which will help the 
Community to progress towards solving the 
important problem of restructuring the fishing 
industry. 

This is the light in which our group will ap
prove the report submitted. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Kavanagh. 

Mr Kavanagh. - I also want to JOin in the 
congratulations to Mr Hill for his excellent 
document on the sea-fishing industry and, in 
general, the proposals to modernize and increase 
the efficiency of the sea-fishing industry by 
way of a common structural policy. In doing so, 
I point out immediately that I cannot agree 
with the general approval ·given to the docu
ment, simply because it will have a very serious 
effect on the very weak industry in my country. 
I rise to point out the problems that this regula
tion will cause Irish fishermen in the future. 

While obviqusly agreeing with the principles 
included in it, I want to bring to the notice of 
the House the problems that it will confront us 
with in the coming years. Perhaps I may remind 
Members that if they look at Annex 1 to the 
document they will see that Ireland is by far the 
weakest nation in this sector of the industry, 
accounting for only 1.6 per cent of fish landings 
in 1971. Over the years, this small industry has 
been thriving and expanding. 

One of the bottlenecks to this further expansion 
in the last year or two has been the difficulty of 
providing an adequate number of trained fisher
men. I therefore rise, as I said, to point out the 
difficulties which the document produces for 
Ireland. 

The regulation proposes to fix the maximum 
rates of national aid-expressed in terms of 
capital subsidies-for fishing vessels, equipment 
and the like. The regulation applies to Ireland, 
and the terms available under the document and 
the regulation would account for a subsidy of 

about 30 per cent. The present position in Ireland 
is that the terms available under the MaJ,"ine 
Credit Plan, to a purchaser of new fishing 
vessels under the Irish Sea Fishing Board, are a 
25 per cent capital grant, a 70 per cent loan at 
the subsidized rate of 4 per cent, repayable over 
15 years, and an incentive grant of up to 10 per 
cent if the fisherman clears his loan before 
expiry of the ll>-year period. These terms are 
much more favourable than the maxima 
proposed in the regulation. Broadly, they are 
equivalent to a 50 per cent capital subvention. 
Loans at the subsidized interest rate of 4 per 
cent are also available for the purchase of 
second-hand boats, but this facility is not inclu
ded in the draft regulation. 

In so far as shore-based fish-processing equipment 
is concerned, this is eligible for grants from the 
IDA or Gaeltarra Eireann, which deals with the 
specific problems of the West of Ireland. Mem
bers are well aware, from listening to the Irish 
voice in this House, that this is one of the most 
deprived areas in the Community. 

These grants for processing equipment range 
from 25 per cent to 66 and two-thirds per cent 
of the cost involved, depending on the area, 
as they do for the manufacturing industry 
generally. It may be noted that the processing 
activities covered by the draft regulation-sort
ing, preparing, freezing, processing and storing
are those capable of being performed only on 
board factory ships; other activities, such as can
ning or smoking, are not affected by the pro
posed 15 per cent ceiling. 

The Irish position has received a sympathetic 
hearing from both the Commission and the other 
Member States, and the Commission represent
atives have promised to include a provision in 
the regulation giving special concessions to Ire
land. My country would have to resist any 
reduction under the regulation on our present 
rates of grants for fish-processing, on the ground 
that Protocol 30 of the Treaty of Accession pro
mised special consideration of the Irish Govern
ment's policy of industrialization and economic 
development designed to align the standards of 
living in Ireland with those of other European 
nations. The need for continued expansion 
of the fish-processing industry in Ireland, side 
by side with an increase in catching power, 
must be stressed during this debate. 

President. - I call Mr Lardinois. 

Mr Lardinois, Member of the Commission of the 
European Communities. - (NL) Mr President, 
I wish to add my voice to the various speakers 
who have congratulated the rapporteur on his 
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excellent report. Mr John Hill has shown his 
ability to compile a fine report on fishing des
pite the fact that he has little direct contact 
with the industry in his own constituency. He 
has mastered the subject and produced a com
prehensive report which has given many people 
including members of the Commission-a 
clearer picture of what is involved. I wish to 
congratulate him once again on having done 
so. 

I am pleased that the rapporteur reached the 
conclusion in his motion for a resolution that 
the proposal deserves support. Critical com
ments have, of course, been made on a number 
of points. In particular, it has been asked wheth
er more should not be done for the smaller 
producers' organizations and less for the bigger 
ones. I wonder whether he has not to some 
extent underestimated the significance of the 
term 'producers' organization'. This concept, as 
it has developed and been described over the 
years in the Community, contains far more 
obligations than the rapporteur probably con
siders. 

I also do not agree with the rapporteur's com
ment that he sees some risk that large produ
cers' organizations may enjoy almost the same 
benefits as the smaller ones. I believe that for 
many reasons, having regard to the obligations 
and requirements which must be placed on the 
administrations and so forth, we should not 
follow the path which appears at first sight 
plausible by saying that we must give advan
tages mainly to the smaller producers' organiza
tions, especially as we should then incur the 
risk that large organizations might escape pro
visions of this kind by splitting up into smaller 
units. I would ask the rapporteur to take a 
closer look at his objection and above all to 
take into account the fact that as far as the 
concept of producers' organizations is concerned 
we place very stringent requirements on these 
organizations and heavy obligations on their 
members. 

The next point to which the rapporteur refers 
concerns the support ceiling and, in particular, 
compensation for losses resulting from the 
search for new fishing-grounds. He asks for 
the definition to be made more specific. I am 
prepared to meet the rapporteur's wishes to the 
extent of stating that compensation for loss 
must only be given for survey programmes 
formally recognized by the Member States. I 
am most grateful to the rapporteur for drawing 
attention to this. 

Mr President, Mr De Koning wanted to know 
what measures we could take to assist fishermen 
who leave their employment. He said that we 
have all kinds of regulations for ships but noth-

ing for fishermen. I would draw his attention 
to the fact that it would be very difficult to 
arrive at regulations very similar to those which 
apply in agriculture. But I can meet his request 
by stating that we can make preferential arran
gements for fishermen within the framework 
of the measures and possibilities of the Social 
Fund and especially in the area of retraining. 
Facilities and preferential treatment can be 
given under the Social Fund to fishermen who 
have to change over to a different activity, 
through retraining and readaptation. 

We shall encourage this in all cases where it 
is necessary. 

Mr De Koning drew attention to the fact that 
regulations at present differ from our proposals. 
He said that Great Britain and Ireland would 
have to lower their level. Mr. Kavanagh stres
sed how difficult this would be. I can assure 
him that under the regional policy there are 
additional possibilities for certain investments, 
e.g., in the fish-processing sector. 

I would also draw the attention of Mr De 
Koning and Mr Kavanagh to the fact that the 
harmonization which we advocate here natural
ly does not take account of the fact that there 
is at present a great difference in value of the 
unit of account from one Member State to ano
ther. In other words, if other arrangenments 
are made in regard to this unit of account, as 
is being done in agriculture, these differences 
-calculated on an ojective basis or in any 
currency, be it pounds sterling, German marks 
or any other-will be much lower than appear 
at present from our figures. I am not particu
larly worried about this point. I am confident 
that the proposals we have made will be the 
subject of a responsible compromise in the Coun
cil. 

Mr Laban has pointed out how important it is 
for the producers' organizations to be given 
the opportunity of exploiting further possibi
lities in their entire working environment, 
sometimes entailing indirect competition with 
large undertakings. He asks whether the offer 
we are making to the producers' organizations 
is sufficient. We cannot pursue a policy that 
draws a distinction between citizens and between 
undertakings. We cannot take up a stand against 
particular undertakings. As a public authority, 
we must abide by the principle of maximum 
neutrality. There is, however, no objection to 
laying down rules which in principle are iden
tical for everyone while in practice being direc
ted more at the little man and the forms of 
cooperation which can strengthen his activities. 
The principle of equality before the law is not 
to my mind eroded in this way. May I also draw 
Mr Laban's attention to the fact that I did not 
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speak about the conference on the Law of the 
Sea? It was Mr Apel, who spoke on behalf of 
the Council. In any case, I do not agree with 
what he said about the value of the conference 
and the need for the Community to adopt a 
single line and speak with one voice on certain 
points. 

I have already answered Mr Kavanagh. 

Mr Liogier made an important contribution and 
drew attention to differences in the basic posi
tions of the individual Member States. 

In answer to Mr Liogier and Mr De Koning, I 
would say that this harmonization is not an 
end to the structural policy in the fishing sector. 
It is merely a beginning. This kind of harmon
ization policy must be slowly replaced by a 
genuine Community structural policy. We have 
already made a start through our regulations 
on the structural review of the cod-fishing 
industry. In the future we shall certainly arrive 
at Community action programmes in many 
individual sectors which are characterized by 
Community measures and which will then 
eventually take the place of this initial harmon
ization policy. 
(Applause) 

President. - Thank you, Mr Lardinois. 

Does anyone else wish to speak? 

I put the motion for a resolution to the vote. 

The resolution is adopted'. 

10. Regulation on customs arrangements for 
fishery products from Norway 

President. - The next item on the agenda is a 
vote without debate drawn up by Mr Thomas 
Dunne on behalf of the Committee on External 
Economic Relations on the proposal from the 
Commission of the European Communities to 
the Council for a regulation amending Council 
Regulation (EEC) No 3609/73 of 27 December 
1973 on customs arrangements to be applied to 
certain fishery products originating in Norway 
(Doe. 61/74). 

I have no speakers listed. 

Does anyone wish to speak? 

I put the motion for a resolution to the vote. 

The resolution is adopted.1 

1 OJ No C 55, 13. 5. 1974. 

11. Regulation on the common organization 
of the market in sugar 

President. - The next item on the agenda is 
a debate on the report drawn up by Mr Martens 
on behalf of the Committee on Agriculture on 
an amendment to the proposal from the Com
mission of the European Communities to the 
Council concerning a regulation supplementing 
Regulation No 1009/67/EEC on the common 
organization of the market in sugar (Doe. 55/74). 

I call Mr Martens, who has asked to present 
his report. 

Mr Martens, rapporteur. - (NL) Mr President. 
I shall begin by thanking the Commission of 
the European Communities for the extensive 
documentation which was made available to the 
Committee on Agriculture on the development 
of production, consumption, imports, exports 
and stocks of sugar. 

These figures show that between 1968-69 and 
1973-74 production in the Community of the 
Six rose from 6 823 000 tons to 8 274 000 tons and 
that human consumption increased from 
5 931 000 tons to 6 570 000 tons. 

In the same period, exports increased from 
703 000 to 970 000 tons, including 660 000 
tons of C sugar, i.e., sugar produced above the 
maximum quota entirely at the risk of the 
sugar-beet growers and sugar manufacturers 
which must be sold on the world market. 

These figures also show that in 1973-74 con
sumption in the Community of Nine will prob
ably reach 10 million tons, or 400 000 tons more 
than anticipated, while imports from the Com
monwealth countries will not be 1 760 000 tons 
but only 1 400 000 tons, or 360 0000 less than 
anticipated. 

This means that 760 000 tons less will be avail
able. Stocks, which stood at 900 000 tons on 1 
October 1973, will fall to 700 000 tons by 1 Oc
tober 1974. This is the lowest figure we have 
seen for many years. No increase in consump
tion or production is expected in 1974-75, but 
there will probably be a further decline of 
400 000 tons in imports from the Commonwealth 
countries, which are likely to amount to only 
1 million tons. 

In the light of these developments, the Com
mission feels it necessary to take measures to 
safeguard domestic sugar supplies by taking 
over the sugar intended for export. 

A few weeks ago, at Mr Cheysson's request, 
the Parliament rejected two amendments to the 
resolution on the sugar memorandum. One of 
the amendments read as follows: 
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'the European Parliament 

considers that, if the Community is to achieve 
the highest possible degree of stability in its 
supplies and the prices paid for them, it is 
at this moment both wrong and undesirable 
to base the balancing of the Community's 
sugar situation on an absolutely fixed import 
of 1.4 million tons from the Associated deve
loping countries.' 

The question now arises whether the developing 
countries are both prepared and able to supply 
the sugar. 

The second amendment was as follows: 

'the European Parliament 

maintains the standpoint previously expressed 
by Parliament that the Community ought to 
take part in a new International Sugar Agree
ment, although wishing at this stage to reserve 
its position on whether (and if so, to what 
extent) the Community should eventually be a 
net importer or a net exporter vis-a-vis the 
world market.' 

The proposals now submitted to us for our opi
nion show that the authors of those amendments 
were justified. The Commission has in fact 
worked out two measures designed to safeguard 
Community supplies, in particular by the use of 
internal sugar production. 

The first measure-COM (74) 382 fin.-provides 
for an increase in the maximum quantities 
showing in the 1974-75 marketing year from 
135 per cent to 145, for the countries which use 
the mixed price system-the Netherlands and 
Belgium-the maximum quantity for the mar
keting years 1973-74 and 1974-75 is increased 
from 230 per cent to 235 per cent. This agrees 
with the content of the agricultural memoran
dum, in which the desirability of increasing 
sugar supplies was indicated. 

The second measure, in the shape of an amend
ment to Article 25 (1) of Regulation No 1009/ 
67 /EEC, embodies the principle of applying an 
export levy to C sugar although the possibility 
of suspending this levy where the market situa
tion does not warrant its application is left open. 
The European Parliament is only being consul
ted on the second proposed amendment to the 
basic regulation. It is expected that Parliament 
will also be consulted on the other. 

In order to clarify the precise implications of 
the second measure, I would remind you that 
the Common Market regime in the sugar sector 
is contained in Regulation No 1109/67/EEC, 
which lays down three provisions for sugar 
production: 

(a) There is a guaranteed mm1mum price for 
a basic quantity of A sugar. The quantity 
and price are fixed annually. 

(b) For a maximum quantity of B sugar fixed 
at 135 per cent of the basic quantity A, 
the producers receive a price which is lower 
than for A sugar because of the applica
tion of a production levy and the lower 
price index for certain products. The price 
and levy are set annually. 

(c) Finally, there is a quantity of C sugar, in 
respect of which growers may produce more 
than in quotas A and B together if they 
so wish but at their own risk, i.e., without 
any support and with the obligation of 
exporting this sugar from the Community. 
No export levies or refunds will be applied 
to this C sugar. 

The Commission is now proposing an amend
ment to the basic regulation to prohibit exports 
of C sugar or to apply an export levy to this 
sugar such that exports will cease to be possible. 
The Committee on Agriculture has two objec
tions to this change. 

For several years, the sugar was sold on the 
world market at a loss. In view of the present 
world market prices this sugar (more than 
600 000 tons) could be sold at prices which are 
30 to 40 per cent higher than the guaranteed 
price for A sugar. The proposed measure there
fore threatens to reduce the income of pro
ducers 

A second objection is that markets run with 
cons.iderable difficulty outside the Community 
would be threatened. I would ask Mr Lardinois 
what the reactions of our normal customers in 
North Africa and the Middle East would be if 
an embargo were to be placed on sugar exports. 

The Committee on Agriculture feels almost una
nimously that it would not be proper for the 
Commission to implement this change while 
granting producers equivalent compensation for 
the risks which they bore earlier in respect of 
C Sugar. With two abstentions, the Committee 
on Agriculture unanimously felt that measures 
must be taken to safeguard the Community's 
sugar supplies but without harming the interests 
of producers. It considers that the proposed 
amendment to the basic regulation is not parti
cularly apt and that it would be more appro
priate to raise the maximum quota substantially 
and to impose no production levy on Quota B. 
This view is unfortunately not very clearly 
formulated in paragraph 3 of the motion for a 
resolution. I shall be glad to explain how it 
should be understood. The Committee on Agri
culture feels it desirable for the maximum quota 
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to be increased and the production levies abolis
hed in order (1) to safeguard reasonable supplies 
for the Community and (2) to stabilize the 
incomes of growers and manufacturers at a 
level which they are entitled to expect in the 
present state of the world market. 

The Committee feels that the only appropriate 
way to escape from the sugar shortage and high 
sugar prices is to stimulate production by grant
ing reasonable prices, World stocks have shrunk 
to such an extent and consumption has risen 
so steeply that there is no reason whatever to 
fear a sugar mountain in the next two to three 
years. 

The Commission would irrevocably forfeit its 
credibility and confidence among the producers 
if it enforced its proposals without making suf
ficient allowance for their justified interests. 

I hope that Parliament will unanimously adopt 
the Committee on Agriculture's resolution. I 
thank my colleagues in advance. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Thomsen, draftsman of 
the opinion of the Committee on External 
Economic Relations. 

Mr Thomsen, draftsman of an opinion. - (DK) 
Mr President, the Committee on External 
Economic Relations has also discussed the pre
sent proposal from the Commission. 

I regret to have to tell you that this discussion 
only took place yesterday evening after the sit
ting of the Parliament. As you will appreciate, 
this was not a good time for a committee meet
ing. But we did discuss the matter and I should 
explain that there were no difficulties for the 
Committee on External Economic Relations in 
respect of A and B sugar; the only question was 
whether we could agree with the Commission's 
proposal to establish a countervailing charge for 
C suger. 

Generally speaking, the problem here is 
whether the producers who have taken risks 
should not now be allowed to enjoy the full 
yield from that risk and benefit from higher 
world market prices, or whether, in the interests 
of consumers, they should not be made to sup
ply, the common market at a lower price than 
world market prices, but with the certainty that 
they will obtain that price. 

This was discussed in the committee, where both 
points of view were represented, but a vote 
showed that a small majority was in favour of 
support for the Commission's proposal, a result 
which I hereby have the honour to submit as 

draftsman of the opinion for the Committee on 
External Econom.lc Relations. 

President. - I call Sir Douglas Dodds-Parker, 
draftsman of the opinion of the Committee on 
Development and Cooperation. 

Sir Douglas Dodds-Parker. - I too was called 
upon at very sl:tort notice last night at a meeting 
of the Committee on Development and Coopera
tion to draft an Opinion on the Commission's 
proposal for a regulation contained in Doe. 30/ 
74, not, of course, for the motion for a resolution 
of the Committee on Agriculture to which Mr 
Martens referred but for the Committee on 
Development and Cooperation. I am afraid we 
were rather behind in doing that. 

The only point I proposed at last night's meeting 
was to support the Commission's regulations for 
an export levy on quota exports. This I now 
repeat. 

Any other points made in the letter from the 
acting Chairman of the Committee, Doe. 55/74 of 
today's date, were not cleared with me as drafts
man of the Opinion; nor did I see the letter 
before it was dispatched, when I could have 
resisted it. 

I regret any misunderstanding which may have 
been my fault. This document implies views 
which are in no way the responsibility of myself 
or my colleagues. It therefore has no validity as 
an Opinion either in character or in content. 
It is not sufficient to put the record straight by 
speaking thus. I have written to the President 
of the Parliament asking-and I must still 
ask-that this so-called Opinion be withdrawn 
formally, since it must not be left on the 
record as in any way representing the views of 
my colleagues and myself on the Committee on 
Development and Cooperation. 

Very briefly, we had no notice of the very 
interesting points which Mr Martens raised. I 
would not like to agree, although I admit I have 
had no chance of checking his figures, that there 
is any reason to accept figures suggesting that the 
Commonwealth producers will fall short before 
the end of 1974. In 22 years, Commonwealth 
producers have always produced the sugar from 
one source or another. They have produced their 
quota: if a hurricane has hit one part of the 
world, another has provided it. I still believe 
they will honour their contracts, since they 
realize that otherwise they might lose their 
further quotas, which could be filled, as they 
understand, from the Community, including the 
United Kingdom, .vhere my former constituency 
has been restrained for many years by both 
political parties from increasing beet production. 
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President. - I call Mr De Koning to speak on 
behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group. 

Mr De Koning. - (NL) Mr President, I should 
like to begin by associating myself with the 
compliments paid by the rapporteur to the Com
mission on the information which it has pro
vided on this rather complex proposal. I should 
also like to compliment the rapporteur, who has 
incorporated this information in his report in 
such a competent manner. 

The rapporteur has clearly outlined the problem 
facing the Commission. Imports into the Com
munity are inadequate, and consumption is 
increasing. These two factors, together with a 
low level of supplies, give reason to fear a 
future shortage of sugar in the Community. 
The inadequate level of imports is strange in 
itself. I was rather surprised at some of the 
remarks which Sir Douglas Dodds-Parker made 
concerning the proposal. He clearly doubts 
whether the imports promised under the Com
monwealth Sugar Agreements are being put 
fully into practice. I should be interested to 
hear the Member of the Commission speak on 
this point. It is always important to know 
whether some countries are in fact not observ
ing their agreements with the Community. It 
is especially important before the forthcoming 
negotiations on the renewal of the Common
wealth Sugar Agreement. The renewal will only 
make sense if the Community's trading-partners 
also see the importance of a guaranteed market 
for their products at a guaranteed price, what
ever the ups and downs of the world market, 
and whatever marketing opportunities arise in 
connection therewith. It is certainly important 
to know to what extent the agreements were 
observed during the past year, when the situa
tion on the world market changed completely. 
We can learn from this before concluding new 
agreements in the years to come. 

All this, however, does not affect the present 
problem, that of sugar supplies in the Com
munity. Mr Martens has already explained 
how the Commission intends to solve the prob
lem, by imposing an export duty on C sugar, 
the so-called 'free sugar'. It is indeed possible 
to make a formal distinction between A and B 
quota sugar, for which there is a wholly or 
par.tly ~uaranteed price, and C quota sugar, 
wh1ch 1s sold at the price prevalent on the 
world market and which can be compared to 
free agricultural products such as potatoes and 
onions. For these products, the market price at 
the time is the price paid. I see that Mr Lardi
nois is shaking his head, but I still believe 
that there is no guarantee for C sugar under 
the agricultural policy and that this sugar can 

clearly be compared to other products for which 
no guarantee is given. In his present and in his 
former capacity, Mr Lardinois always argued 
powerfully and persuasively that in the case of 
potatoes and onions, the government should 
avoid the price risks brought about by trends 
on the sugar-beet market. He has argued equally 
strongly during the past few years for a policy 
of this kind for C sugar. The Community, 
rightly in my view, took no action. Mr Laban 
says that all potatoes and all onions are 
involved. That is correct, and only some sugar 
is involved. However, I shall first of all go 
through the formal progression of ideas. The 
sugar quota is divided into three categories, 
and free sugar is in category C. On the basis 
of this reasoning, one should say, 'If there is 
a shortage of sugar in the Community, the 
Community must buy sugar at the world price. 
It can do that by buying C sugar at the world 
price inside the Community, the free market 
price, or by buying sugar outside the Com
munity.' 

This argument is more or less sound. C sugar 
has been sold at exceptionally low prices in the 
past. It is wrong to argue that C sugar most 
suffer the disadvantages but not enjoy the 
advantages resulting from variations in supply 
and demand and in the price-level on the world 
market. 

It is clear that there are political objections to 
such a policy. It would mean a substantial 
increase in sugar prices, with all that would 
imply for the consumer and the cost of living. 

Although I do not altogether defend this-and 
here I come to the arguments put forward by 
Mr Laban-the production of C sugar at 
extremely low prices was only possible in the 
past and will only be possible on a continuing 
basis because of profits on A and B sugar. The 
Community's guaranteed price was a decisive 
factor in those profits. 

I also believe that there are arguments against 
a variable levy on C sugar. If the Community 
wishes to reserve C sugar for its own supply 
by imposing a levy covering approximately the 
difference between the world price and the price 
paid for sugar within the Community-that is, 
a variable levy-that means that all the risks 
are in fact taken by the producers of C sugar 
and that the producers do not profit by the 
existence of a high price on the world market, 
and if there is a low world price-for which 
of us can anticipate what will happen to world 
prices?-the risks facing producers will be felt 
keenly, as in the past. 

I believe that a variable levy on C sugar does 
not offer sufficient security for a satisfactory 
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producers' price for this kind of sugar, even in 
the long term. 

In principle, therefore, I am in favour of the 
preference of the Committee on Agriculture that 
the maximum limits of the A and B quotas be 
raised. This would lead to a more stable pro
ducers' price for sugar. If we raise the prices 
of quotas A and B, taking our starting-point 
as the Community's sugar supply, careful atten
tion should be paid to import agreements which 
the Community has concluded or is to conclude 
with third countries. 

But I will not be too dogmatic when putting 
forward this point of view. If the Commission is 
able to give an assurance that a long-term price 
guarantee can be brought into effect, so that C 
sugar does not end up in an unfavourable posi
tion when compared with A and B sugar, not 
only in terms of present prices, but also in 
terms of future prices, if the Commission can 
give an assurance that C sugar will be at a 
satisfactory price level for a whole season when 
compared with A and B sugar, there need be 
no difference between the Commission's original 
proposal and the amendment proposed by the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

Before adopting a final position, I should like to 
hear Mr Lardinois' answer on possible assur
ances by the Commission as regards stable 
prices for C sugar. 

In other words, is the levy on C sugar a variable 
levy which alters from day to day according 
to the world price level and which can fall so 
that the price is lower than the price of A sugar 
if there should be a change in the world market. 
or is the Community policy on C sugar aimed 
at fixing a long-term price, that is, for one 
season at least, at a level which might be con
sidered satisfactoty for the producers of C sugar, 
even when compared with the past price? 

If I receive a satisfactory answer from Mr 
Lardinois, I shall once more adopt a position 
favourable to the original Commission proposal. 

President. - I call Mr Scott-Hopkins to speak 
on behalf of the European Conservative Group. 

Mr Scott-Hopkins. - There is no doubt that 
this sugar regime within the Community is an 
extremely complicated one. I congratulate Mr 
Martens not only on the way in which he 
presented his document this evening but on his 
total grasp of the situation of the sugar regime 
within the Community. If anybody understands 
it, he does. He has presented the facts very 
clearly to us this evening. 

There are one or two matters to which I wish to 
allude. The first-here I make no comment 
except to draw your attention to it, Mr Presi
dent-is that the document from the Commis
sion that we are discussing this evening is 
without doubt the worst English translation of 
any document that I have ever had in this 
House. It is virtually incomprehensible in 
English. Had it not been for the comments of 
Mr Martens and the Committee on Agriculture 
I should not have had the faintest idea of what 
the document was about. I shall not weary the 
House by reading passages from it; it would 
bore the Commission and the House. I hope that 
they will take my word for it that it is almost 
complete gibberish. I hope that no document 
will ever again come to us so badly translated 
as this. 

The second point-it has not been answered by 
you, Mr President-was referred to by Sir 
Douglas Dodds-Parker, speaking on behalf of 
the Committee on Development and Cooperation 
concerning the opinion of that committee. He 
asked not only that it should not go into the 
record but that it should be withdrawn, as it 
was not an expression of the correct views of 
the committee of which he was draftsman for 
the opinion, and that you should agree that the 
opinion circulated be withdrawn as it did not 
represent either his views or the views of the 
committee. 

If you look at that document you will see that 
there was not a quorum, so the committee had 
no right to submit an opinion. 

Thirdly, I should like to know who drew up 
and distributed the document in the form in 
which it was distributed. Was it the Secretariat 
of the President, or the committee? How did 
it happen? As far as I can see, it is completely 
out of order on three counts. I shall say no more 
about it. 

I now turn to the important part of the debate. 
Various questions have been raised. The Com
mission is proposing that there should be a 
levy on the sugar from Quota C in order to 
make up the shortfall within the Community. 
as consumption has risen and stocks available 
within the Community are not sufficient as they 
stand. 

The sugar year. ends at the end of September 
and the beginning of October, so the sugar year 
1973-74 runs from the beginning of October 
1973 to the end of September 1974. In the 
current year there has been a much lower 
yield within the Community-a point neither 
Mr Martens nor Mr De Koning referred to. It 
was a much lower yield than was expected. 
The Commission expected the reverse. It sub-
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sidized 300 000 tons of exports of Category B 
sugar at about Christmas-time, 1973. At that 
time it thought that there would be a surplus 
of sugar in the Community. That fact and the 
low yield within the Community are the main 
causes of what has happened. 

The third cause-I should be the last to dis
guise this-is the fact that up to now there has 
been a shortfall in the arrivals from Common
wealth countries-a point made by Mr De 
Koning-of just over 200 000 tons into my coun
try. 

The reason for this is the vast increase in the 
prices of other commodities in these countries 
of the Caribbean. They needed the money 
desperately and my country may have been 
slow in negotiating with them. So they sold, 
this year, 300 000 tons which should have come 
to the United Kingdom from Jamaica and 
Guyana. 

A long strike in Trinidad exacerbated the posi
tion. Those two unfortunate situations have 
been rectified, as Sir Douglas Dodds-Parker 
said. The sugar year does not finish until the 
end of September, and there is still time for 
the shortfall of 200 000 tons-plus to be made 
up from Commonwealth producers. I do not 
say that they will, but they have never failed 
us in the past and it is possible that they will 
be able to do this before the end of this year. 

The point made by Mr Martens-not the same 
as Mr De Koning's point-was that for the 
1974-75 year-that is, from October 1974 to 
October 1975-there would be a shortfall of 
about 400 000 tons. He did not expect more 
than 1 million tons to come from the Common
wealth. I dispute that with him. I hope that 
the Commissioner will be able to say that he 
has no evidence that in the sugar year 1974-75 
there is any likelihood of a shortage of 1.4 mil
lion tons on the amounts in Protocol 23 and 
the contract agreed between the Commonwealth, 
the United Kingdom and the EEC. 

I hope that that is so. I :f)irmly believe that it 
is. We therefore have to decide whether or not 
we should accept what the Commissioner is 
saying. There are three factors, two of our own 
making; exports of 200 000 tons, low yield, and 
lack of imports. The latter was certainly of our 
own making because we were not moving 
quickly enough. 

I am sure the Commissioner was right in saying 
that charity begins at home. We must see that 
our consumers within the Community do not 
suffer from the mistakes which we have made 
as well as from the mistakes of Nature. This 
means that what is being proposed, that there 

should be a levy to discourage forward 
contracting of sugar and to discourage the 
export of sugar when we have a shortfall within 
the Community, must be the right thing to do. 

There have been queries from Mr Martens and 
Mr De Koning as to what will happen to buyers 
of Category C sugar from the Mediterranean 
area. I am sure they will find that sugar on 
the world market. If there is a continuing 
shortage, there will be no lack of buyers of 
whatever surplus we may have in the future, 
should the Community's sugar production 
increase. 

The main force of what the Committee on 
Agriculture has been saying is that this is unfair 
on Category C producers, and to a certain extent 
it is. In what I might call the bad old days, 
from the sugar producer's point of view, when 
the export of Category C sugar was at the world 
price, which was right down, he had no help 
from the Community funds. Now that the world 
prices are up-in the £200-a-ton range, if the 
Commissioner's proposal is accepted-he will 
not be able to get the full benefit. Nevertheless, 
he will get a fair return on his money for his 
beet. He will get the Category A price for it. 
If, as Mr Martens says, there is a continuing 
shortage, he will continue to receive the Cate
gory A price for whatever sugar is required 
to make up the shortfall. 

I have not heard anybody say yet that the 
guaranteed price of Category A and B sugar, 
which was decided at the annual price review, 
was insufficient to give a fair return to the 
producer. Therefore, we say that, while we do 
not think that the Category C sugar should be 
sold overseas when it is required in the Com
munity, the return that the producers will get 
for the sugar beet sold within the Community 
at Category A prices constitutes a fair return 
for the extra sugar which is falling into 
Category C. 

I take heart from the fact that the regulation 
which will be discussed at a later part-session 
concerning the increase of quota A and B will 
also ease the situation. 

I recommend my friends to support the Com
missioner's recommendation that this levy be 
put on the export of Category C-type sugar. 

President.- Mr Scott-Hopkins, you have put a 
number of questions to me, the principal one 
being the question of English translation. This 
problem will now be submitted to the admin
istrative services of the Commission, which is, 
of course, responsible for the translations it 
produces. 
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The second question concerns the quorum 
required for valid deliberations in committee, 
and I fully agree with you that there are quite 
specific rules governing this matter. I should 
add that it is the committees themselves which 
are responsible for seeing that decisions are 
made in a completely satisfactory way and in 
accordance with the Rules of Procedure. 

The document we have before us was deposited 
by the Directorate-General for Committees and 
thus considered by the House under the rules 
which we usually follow. If it does not conform 
to the rules, it would in fact have been reason
able to ask at an earlier point in the sitting 
that the item be removed from the agenda. 

I call Mr Liogier to speak on behalf of the 
Group of European Progressive Democrats. 

Mr Liogier.- (F) For once, Mr President, I can 
assure you that I shall not use all the time 
allotted to me, for two reasons. First, because 
I expressed our group's viewpoint at some con
siderable length during the last plenary sitting 
in Luxembourg, when debating the Com
munity's sugar policy in the light-now faded, 
I might add-of the 1973 memorandum, in spite 
of the unavoidable absence of all but four 
members of the French delegation and at a time 
when the debate was not urgent.-That is put
ting it mildly. It was even less urgent because 
the memorandum was already very much out 
of date, particularly as far as sugar was con
cerned. The Commission member who replied 
agreed that this was so. 

Second, because the excellent report of our col
league, Mr Martens, contains the gist-in a 
synthesis both fascinating and objective-of all 
I could have said today and what I actually 
did say during the Luxembourg session. Indeed, 
I need not withdraw a single sentence of my 
last speech, which ties in perfectly with our 
present discussion, thus proving that the two 
reports, the Luxembourg one and today's, ought 
to have been linked so as to make the debates 
more logical and lucid. 

I should like to ~tress that, as far as the Com
mittee on Agriculture is concerned and follow
ing an extensive discussion of the issues 
involved, Mr Martens' report was adopted 
unanimously, with two abstentions, as regards 
both the proposed resolution and the explana
tory statement, which you have before you. 

This being so, the group I represent, following 
the example of o:ur committee, will approve 
Mr Martens' report because it represents the 
very least that can be accepted without 
seriously injuring the legitimate interests of the 
Community producers, and because it conforms 

to the proper interest of the Community's con
sumers as well as third countries. 

As this report emphasizes, the basic regulation, 
No 1009/67/EEC, on the common organization of 
the sugar markets was drawn up during a 
period of surpluses and low world prices. Its 
main aims, therefore, were to limit marketing 
prices, maintain a specific and limited volume 
of production and develop production only in 
those regions most suited for cultivation, so as 
to avoid excessive output and a corresponding 
collapse in prices. 

But the trend changed very quickly, and world 
production, which, by 1970, was already less 
than current consumption, is increasingly unable 
to satisfy demand, which is growing constantly, 
thus reversing the ratio between Community 
prices and world rates. 

It must be noted here that the Commission, 
having based its sugar policy on continuous 
surpluses, was surprised by the speed at which 
the trend changed direction-so much so that 
its relatively recent memorandum has shown us 
that it still cannot believe-which is regret
table-the present continuing situation of 
shortage, in spite of the arguments to the con
trary which I have already had occasion to 
advance several times. 

Thus, in the face of present necessity, which 
clearly seems to give the lie to these calcula
tions, it has to admit that the Community is 
well and truly faced with a very serious prob
lem of shortage, with the risk of a complete 
drain on its stocks. 

But the Commission still seems to believe that 
this is a short-term phenomenon, not a struc
tural one. On this we have already expressed 
our opinion, which is far removed from its own 
and far removed also from that of the speaker 
before me. 

That is why, having, in spite of everything, to 
take emergency measures, being confronted 
with the event, the Commission presents us 
chiefly with what I call-with scarcely any 
evaggeration-palliatives, which, in our opinion, 
not only cannot solve the basic problem but 
also risk, if they remain as they are, discourag
ing Community producers of sugar-beet. 
Whether one likes it or not, the well-nigh 
general shortage of raw materials, including 
basic agriculture production, must lead, and is 
leading-it is the law of the market-to higher 
prices, aggravated by rising production costs. 

How can prices be kept within reasonable limits, 
if not by increasing competition, which means 
increasing production? How is increasing pro
duction, the only way to keep prices stable, to 
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be assured, if not by encouraging Community 
production as much as possible? For Community 
consumers must not be made dependent for 
their supplies on third countries, which are now 
threatening to turn very soon to other crops 
than sugar-cane. These crops have already 
become more profitable, with the result that, 
for example, the promises made by the Com
monwealth countries are not being-and will 
not be-fully kept, to say the least. 

During the Committee on Agriculture's discus
sion, the representative of the Commission told 
us, with great conviction, that our primary 
object should be a policy of development aid 
for the least-favoured countries and that one 
must not neglect what amounted for the Com
munity to an imperative social duty. We quite 
agree with this and have exactly the same aim. 
I thought I had expressed myself clearly on this 
subject less than a month ago. 

But we would not wish the Malthusianism 
which here seems to be being imposed on the 
Community to be quite incompatible with the 
object desired and to benefit primarily those 
countries which cannot be called under
developed. 

We cannot forget that most of the developing 
countries do not export but import sugar, which 
is why both they and we have an interest in 
increasing Community production to its maxi
mum capacity and thus ensuring, firstly, our 
own consumption and, secondly, increasing the 
amounts put on the world market. This is the 
only way, by the law of supply and demand, 
which we cannot ignore, for the developing 
countries to obtain supplies at reasonable prices 
--which is not the case at present, as you well 
know-let alone creating for their benefit a 
form of cooperation in which everyone must 
play their part, and I stress this, rather than 
simply leaving it to the suger-beet producers 
to do so. 

As for the consumers, a policy of increasing 
production will necessarily comply with their 
desires and interests, by virtue of what I have 
just said. 

Naturally, the Community sugar supply must 
also be guaranteed, which is why, as Mr Mar
tens said, surplus amounts in respect of the 
maximum quota must be sold on the Community 
market if necessary, which implies a very 
substantial increase in this quota. In fact, it 
does not seem sufficient to vary it between only 
135 and 145 percent. It would appear neces
sary to suppress the quota system entirely as 
regards the production of B sugar and to allow 
the possible surplus, i.e., C sugar, to be sold 
on the world market without imposing a heavy 

export levy by the refund system proposed by 
the Commission; we do not consider this the 
best method of lowering world sugar prices 
and encouraging producers to work together to 
produce an overall equilibrium between con
sumption and production at profitable but also 
reasonable pri<:es. 

We shall therefore vote in favour of the report 
submitted to us, which follows exactly the lines 
we always advocated; and once again we con
gratulate Mr Martens on his excellent work and 
the conclusions he has drawn. 

President. - I call Mr Vetrone. 

Mr Vetrone. - (I) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, I should also like to congratulate 
the rapporteur, Mr Martens, for so clearly 
explaining some elements of the present sugar 
shortage in the Community. Though the rap
porteur did not say so, I should like to point 
out that the Commission's representative told 
the Committee on Agriculture that the Com
munity, which really needs a sugar reserve of 
10 per cent of its consumption, today only has 
a reserve of 2 per cent. Some countries, mine 
for example, at present have no reserves 
whatsoever. So we are clearly going through a 
period of shortage, and it seems very strange 
that Mr Scott-Hopkins should dismiss this 
shortage as a momentary phenomenon just 
because last year's crop was smaller or because 
some Commonwealth countries (and this is 
really the point) decided to sell their sugar on 
the United States market rather than respect 
the commitment which they had made to sell it 
to the Community. 

We can also deduce the existence of a chronic 
shortage from the fact that, though production 
may increase, it will never do so at the same 
rate as consumption, which is growing by 
20 per cent per annum. 

Community Regulation No 1009/67 was con
ceived and adopted in a period of surplus. This 
regulation established three regimes for sugar 
production: Quota A, with a guaranteed mini
mum price; Quota B, which could be up to 
135 per cent of the basic quota but was penal
ized by a production levy, and Quota C, which 
Mr Martens, or it may have been Mr De Koning 
-I do not quite remember-rightly called the 
'free quota'. It was free in the sense that it was 
destined for export at a time when prices on 
the world market were lower than those in the 
Community. 

The Commission suggests that an export levy 
should be applied to Quota C for the obvious 
purpose of discouraging exports in the present 
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state of shortage in the Community. But I feel, 
Mr Lardinois, that the moment an export levy 
is applied to Quota C it must cease to be called 
as such. It can be called whatever else you like 
but not Quota C, because the moment it is no 
longer free it is no longer Quota C. The rap
porteur has suggested that, since Quota C no 
longer exists the moment it cannot be freely 
exported and is subject to an export levy, it 
should be amalgamated with Quota B. Someone 
in the committee even suggested amalgamating 
it with Quota A. Taking into consideration the 
fact that the Committee on Agriculture sug
gested that the production levy on Quota B be 
eliminated, it becomes impractical to talk of 
quotas and we just have one quota to talk about, 
which is anyway not large enough to satisfy the 
Community's needs. 

Mr Scott-Hopkins evidently does not share the 
committee's opinion (which had substantial 
majority support) and, when defending the 
consumer, said in effect that some Caribbean 
countries had not upheld their commitment to 
sell sugar to the Community because we were 
not prepared to offer them higher prices. He 
then said that the Commission's proposals 
satisfied consumer interests because the con
sumers ought to be able to have sugar at a 
lower price. I do not understand what type 
of consumer exists in Great Britain-they seem 
not to mind about higher prices when the pro
ducts come from the Commonwealth and only 
protest when higher prices are the result of 
Community policy. There is a blatant contra
diction here somewhere. The argument seems to 
be that we should be very careful about increas
ing production prices and therefore make the 
consumers of the other Community countries 
suffer the consequences in order to maintain 
the prices which face the English consumer. 
This argument is held to apply simply because 
we are talking about Community sugar; if we 
had been talking about Commonwealth sugar 
this price or any other price would have been 
accepted. This is altogether absurd and unac
ceptable. We must put a stop to this state of 
affairs-at the moment we only seem to be 
discussing the interests of the British Con
servatives here. This evening, despite the fact 
that, as you know, Mr Lardinois, the United 
Kingdom meat producers are protesting about 
low costs, Mr Scott-Hopkins suggested refusing 
to use urgent procedure for the Commission's 
invitation to make provisions in favour of 
producers in my country, France, Ireland and 
his own country. He opposed the acceptance of 
this urgent procedure. I do not know if he will 
ever talk to the English producers, because I 
do not believe that he could tell them what he 
has told us in explanation of his refusal to 

accept urgent procedure. This problem is, 
however, very important, because it is intoler
able that any prices should fall below the 
guaranteed minimum price. 

President. - I call Mr Kavanagh. 

Mr Kavanagh. - Mr President, I speak on behalf 
of the Socialist Group. I do not believe that you 
were told that at the beginning of the debate. 

The report by Mr Martens is excellent and he is 
to be complimented on his presentation of it. 
Because of the extent of the information which 
he has given us, my task has been made parti
cularly easy and I hope to be brief. 

It is interesting at the outset to compare the 
world situation and the Community situation 
in the last few years. From the year 1970-71 
till 1972-73 the world sugar balance was regu
larly in deficit. Needs could be satisfied only by 
repeatedly falling back on stocks. From 1973 to 
1974, according to the first estimates, production 
will once again catch up with consumption but 
will not permit the reconstitution of stocks at 
the end of August 1974. These represent only 
20 per cent of world consumption, a level con
sidered by all the specialists to be dangerously 
low. 

It is estimated that normal stocks, to ensure 
guaranteed supplies to consumers and to avoid 
excessive pressure on the market, should be in 
the region of 23 to 24 per cent of consumption. 
The increase in production necessary for recon
stituting stocks is thus between approximately 
2.4 and 3.2 million tons. In addition, the quantity 
necessary to meet the increase in demand is 
between 3 and 3.5 per cent of present con
sumption. 

The world increase in prices started about 
1970 and has continued for four years. I 
should like to indicate how this trend has 
escalated in recent years. It is interesting to note 
that the white-sugar rates at the Bourse in 
Paris, in French francs per metric tonne, since 
1968, have gone, on the "spot" annual average, 
like this: 1968, 242 French francs; 1969, FF 380; 
1970, FF 485; 1971, FF 694; 1972, FF 1021; 1973, 
FF 1121; and on 13 February this year the 
figure was FF 2570. That is what has happened 
in the world since 1968. 

When Mr Scott-Hopkins refers to problems 
of the weather, tornadoes and so on, which 
affect the production of sugar in the Common
wealth countries, I think that figures like this, 
if they continue, may put more pressure on 
those producers to look away from the Corn-
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munity and consider their interests on the basis 
of world sugar prices. Even since November 
1973 these prices have been above the internal 
Community prices. At present, they represent 
more than double this figure. In order to halt 
Community exports a deduction at the moment 
of export was introduced in November 1973. At 
the present time it amounts to 26.50 units of 
account, the Community intervention price 
being 23.57. A real shortage has appeared on 
the market of which everybody is aware, the 
supply has been insufficient to meet the demand, 
and the low level of stocks has incited those 
with sugar to hold on to it. 

The Community, as we are aware, is basically 
self-sufficient in its production, to the general 
extent of between 100 and 105 per cent, and the 
importation to Great Britain of the missing 1.4 
millions tons has had the effect of producing a 
large export rate from the Community. But the 
basic fact to be derived from the statement 
from the Commission is that sugar consumption 
in the EEC in 1974 will be 10 million tonnes 
and not 9.6 million, as originally expected. 

In addition, we have the problem of the short
fall in British Commonwealth trade. I believe 
it is about 300 000 tonnes. This leads to a Com
munity shortage of about 700 000 tonnes. This 
is especially marked in parts of Great Britain. 
To cover this shortage, sugar has had to be 
imported from other EEC countries at consider
ably more than the intervention price. This is 
basically the dilemma in which the Commis
sioner finds himself. Should he expand home 
production or depend upon exports from third 
countries? 

I suggest that the first responsibility of the 
Commission is to the consumer, and that must 
be to maintain adequate supplies to the con
sumer. We have heard from Mr Scott-Hopkins 
that it is likely that the Commonwealth supply 
will be up to normal expectations this year and 
that it is intended to maintain that supply in 
the next year. The point is: With the figures 
which I have quoted, can anybody expect Com
monwealth suppliers or others to export to the 
Community when there are prices available 
which are almost double those in the Com
munity? 

Another fact which I should like to mention is 
that there are developing countries which 
import sugar, and we should not leave them out 
of a debate like this. The great majority of 
populations of the third world import sugar. 
These countries can supply their sugar require
ments only if they have liquid funds and if 
world sugar prices are relatively low. In the 
present situation they must buy their sugar at a 

price which is twice that paid by the British 
consumer. At the same time developed countries 
in the EEC are exporting sugar. As long as that 
situation continues I think there are large areas 
of the third world which can look to the Com
munity for aid from this fund and see that there 
is a certain unethical imbalance in the sugar 
situation here in the Community. 

At the same time we must remember that the 
largest part of EEC sugar exports is destined 
for developing importer countries. Far from 
being a disturbing element in world markets, 
these exports constitute an indispensable con
tribution to world supplies. 

In conclusion, I wish to point out that the 
interests of the producers have been mentioned 
by previous speakers. In my view the resolution 
explicitly states that the incomes of the pro
ducers must be stabilized. This is in line with 
Article 39 (1) (b) of the Treaty. We also believe 
that the maximum quota will be raised, but at 
the recent meeting of the Committee on Agri
culture a Commission official stated that the 
quota might be raised as high as 180 per cent. 
There are members in my group· who might 
feel this would not be realistic, but would create 
surpluses that would bear heavily on the 
EAGGF. 

Nevertheless, in view of the prices existing in 
the world and the fact that there is hardly 
likely to be a great reduction in world prices 
because of the high increase in input cost, is 
this figure as unrealistic as all that? The pro
duction levy, we believe, would be abolished, 
but in the original proposal the Commission 
had a production export levy on C-sugar. 

Once again, my group would certainly favour 
this being maintained because it would once 
again ensure supplies to the Community. The 
interest of the consumers, as I have said, lie 
in a constant supply of sugar over the coming 
years. The higher maximum quota should 
ensure Community supplies and at the same 
time prevent excessive price rises. 

Although a higher maximum quota is recom
mended, the Committee's motion for a resolution 
seems to offer a good compromise in the inter
ests of the consumers and those of the producers. 
However, I will certainly listen to what the 
Commissioner has to say, although at this time 
I feel I must support the document on behalf 
of the Committee on Agriculture. 

President. - I call Mr Lardinois. 

Mr Lardinois, Member of the Commission of the 
European Communities. - (NL) Mr President, 
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at this late hour I shall endeavour to answer 
the rapporteur and the various speakers as 
briefly and succinctly as possible. This is an 
important matter, which is also very delicate 
from the political point of view. 

I should like to start by mentioning a number 
of facts, since some speakers have disputed or 
cast doubts upon the contents of the report. 

My first observation is that I greatly appreciate 
the rapporteur's work, the information with 
which he has provided us and the fact that he 
has shown, as Mr Scott-Hopkins rightly 
observed, that he fully understands his subject, 
which is anything but a simple one. 

We have a basic quota, distributed so far among 
the Member States, the so-called A quota, with 
a guaranteed minimum price. Then there is the 
B quota, which may, so far constitute up to 
35 per cent of the A quota in the various 
Member States. Finally, we have the C quota, 
over and above the other quotas, to which no 
guarantees apply. The guarantee applying to the 
B quota is much lower than the guarantee for 
the A quota. 

In most Member States the B quota is not fully 
consumed. It is consumed in Member States 
where it is possible to produce sugar most 
economically. The most important states in this 
respect are France and the Benelux countries. 

Mr President, we are faced with a problem 
which could not be foreseen. We assumed that 
we had enough sugar when we stopped normal 
exports without levies or export refunds after 
the harvest. We can no longer depend on this 
in view of the events of recent months. The 
most important of these is that the British 
Government has reported that the Common
wealth countries will be supplying 20 per cent 
less under the Commonwealth Sugar Agreement 
than their quota. This quota is approximately 
1.7 million tons, making the amount involved 
340 000 tons. 

100 000 tons of this can be met from British 
stocks, but the rest will have to come from the 
Community. Despite the fact that the Com
munity sugar prices are favourable, there are 
small outlets here and there which result in the 
consumption of sugar in the Community being 
somewhat higher than normal. The result of 
all this is that our reserves at the end of the 
year, which normally amount to a million tons 
-sufficient provision for normal supplies-will 
in all probability be limited to 500 000 tons. This 
is not enough. We therefore have to take 
measures to ensure normal supplies at normal 
prices. I particularly regret that we shall there
fore have to avail ourselves of the possibility 

of using up a portion of the C sugar, which 
producers are normally free to dispose of as 
they wish. I hope that it will not be necessary 
to take in the whole of the C quota. If we take 
in part of it and prohibit its export, then I 
agree basically with the rapporteur's view that 
we shall have to provide an absolute guarantee 
for that portion of the sugar for the present 
year. This guarantee must remain in effect even 
if the world market situation changes for any 
reason during the course of this year. In this 
case, we should provide a guarantee for that 
portion of the sugar at the same level, in my 
opinion, as for A sugar. 

At all events, a certain proportion of the C 
sugar should also be disposed of freely on the 
world market. I do not yet know what quantities 
will be involved, but a small proportion must 
remain available for this purpose, so that the 
sugar markets in London and Paris, whose 
normal existence depends on a certain quantity 
of free trade in sugar, can continue to operate. 
This economic activity is of great importance, 
and these markets must therefore be kept 
operative. I am aware that it is important for 
producers that they should know as soon as 
possible precisely what proportion of the C 
sugar has to remain within the Community and 
what proportion can be exported. I promise 
Parliament that we shall clarify the situation 
as quickly as possible. 

With respect to B sugar, I do not expect that 
we shall have to fix production levies next 
year. The rapporteur can take it for granted 
that this will not be necessary. It is only normal 
that this should not be so, given the present 
world market price conditions. If we are forced 
to decide on such a radical measure as the 
blocking of C sugar, it is consequently very 
improbable that 'such levies will have to be 
imposed on B sugar. 

I agree with Sir Douglas Dodds-Parker that it 
is particularly regrettable that, of the more than 
20 years of the British Commenwealth Sugar 
Agreement, an agreement which has operated 
successfully for decades and whereby Great 
Britain has paid more than the world market 
price for sugar in virtually 19 of the 20 years, 
the last year should be marked by a failure of 
the Commonwealth countries to fulfil their 
obligations and that at the crucial moment the 
obligations-which are basically contained in 
the British Commonwealth Sugar Agreement
should have to be taken over by the Com
munity. This is tragic. There is no other word 
to describe it. Perhaps it is most tragic of all 
for the Commonwealth countries themselves, for 
it is clear that we cannot let our European con
sumers depend on whether a few hundred 
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thousand tons are supplied or not. A few 
hundred thousand tons less on a market such as 
the present one may result in the price for 
10 million tons of sugar being forced up 
enormously. 

Fortunately, with the C sugar, we are still able 
to control the situation; but, as you know, the 
intention is to abolish the C sugar scheme. It 
is therefore my opinion that, in view of Great 
Britain's tragic experience in the last year, when 
the Community finally concludes contracts with 
these countries with regard to the 1.4 million 
tons much stricter commitments must be 
required from these countries than is the case 
at present under the British sugar agreement. 

We do not wish to give those countries only 
rights; in view of our experience we shall have 
to require commitments which go much further 
than those which Great Britain has so far 
required, since the risk of inflation for our con
sumers would otherwise be too great. This is 
my opinion. 

I remain convinced that, learning from past 
experience, while we should continue to main
tain the offer of 1.4 million tons as proposed 
by the Commission, nevertheless, if this offer 
is accepted we must ask those countries to 
accept commitments which are binding enough 
to ·ensure that we can depend on the supply 
of this quantity. If this quantity is not supplied, 
then this must immediately effect supply pos
sibilities for the years to come. We shall then 
have to build up reserves and the like in order 
to safeguard our position. 

I should also like to say to Mr Scott-Hopkins 
that I particularly :regret that the English 
translation was not very good. The original 
Dutch text was excellent; the Danish translation 
was, I have been told, excellent. In any case 
I do not read all the translations forwarded to 
the Parliament. I am quite satisfied if the pro
posals are formulated as correctly as . possible 
in the original langua;ge, i.e., Dutch. 

Mr De Koning compared C sugar to potatoes 
and onions. Mr Laban intervened to give the 
right answer. I would be particularly sad if 
we had to impose obligations on C sugar pro
ducers. In the long term, sugar producers would 
be better advised to do as we have proposed 
rather than that we should be seen to be incap
able of providing suga.r regularly and at reason
able prices for our P'l:!rmanent customers-our 
own European consumers. It is also in the 
interests of European sugar-beet producers to 
have a reserve stock to provide for a difficult 
situation when we cannot depend on other 
suppliers. In the long run, this must have cer
tain advantages for them in economic terms. 

With reference to the motion for a resolution, 
I should like to state that we shall stand by 
our proposal on C sugar. In my opinion, it is 
dangerous suddenly to impose on producers a 
quota of the order of 165, 170 or 180. If this 
happened, any future international arrangement 
would be an illusion. On the other hand, it was 
my opinion that Parliament must give an as
surance that the proportion of C sugar which 
we are 'appropriating' should receive the full 
A price. Any changes in the market position 
in the course of the year would not incur any 
risks for producers. I have already stated that 
no production levy is to be expected for B 
sugar. Is the rapporteur satisfied with these 
assurances? In my opinion, there is less dif
ference of opinion between the rapporteur and 
the Committee on Agriculture and myself than 
there is on paper. I believe that, basically, our 
positions are especially close. 
(Applause) 

President. - Thank you, Mr Lardinois. 

I call Mr Martens. 

Mr Martens, rapporteur. - (NL) Mr President I 
believe that this exchange of views has been 
extremely useful. I have only a few observations 
to make. 

I should like to say to Mr Scott-Hopkins that 
the figures contained in the report were for
warded to us by the Commission and I am 
therefore not in a position to show whether 
they are correct or not. 

Most of all I wish to thank Mr Lardinois for 
his speech. If he had attended the meeting of 
the Committee on Agriculture we should, in 
my opinion, have had no problem in formulating 
an opinion which completely agreed with what 
he has said. I would point out that the first 
draft of the resolution was in fact more along 
these lines. We were mainly concerned with 
protecting supplies for the Community-on this 
we agreed-whilst in respect of prices for pro
ducers we believe that if the Commission needed 
the quota it would grant us the A price without 
further ado. If the Commission's representative 
had said the same as Mr Lardinois this evening, 
the present resolution would presumably not 
have been necessary. Our resolution is excep
tionally clear. It calls for protection of sugar 
supplies without detriment to farmers' incomes. 
In order to achieve that object, I have proposed 
that Quota B be increased instead of providing 
price guarantees for Quota C. 

Mr Lardinois has made four important points 
which I have noted as follows. 



146 Debates of the European Parliament 

Martens 

The first of these is that should he have to 
call on supplies from the C quota he will do 
this at the A price. This is what we asked for 
and therefore our request has been granted. 

Secondly, he said that a portion should be 
reserved for the world market, a point which we 
find important, since we shall have to export 
sugar in future and we wish to retain our 
present customers. This point also gave us satis
faction. 

Thirdly, he said that producers would be 
informed at an earlv date of the quantity of 
C sugar which he co~siders necessary for Com
munity supplies. This is important, since it 
enables producers to conclude contracts cover
ing the sugar which they are free to dispose of 
as they wish. The fourth point is that he does 
not believe that levies need be imposed on B 
sugar. 

In fact we had asked no more than that. This 
is already, in spirit, the desired response to 
our resolution. Above all, the resolution is in 
accordance with what Mr Lardinois has in mind. 
I would therefore request him to agree to our 
resolution in the light of the interpretation 
which I have given to it. I believe that in the 
long term our objectives are identical. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Lardinois. 

Mr Lardinois, Member of the Commission of the 
European Communities. - (NL) Mr President, 
it is not difficult for me to accept the points 
just made by the rapporteur. If the resolution 
is interpreted in this way it is not necessary 
for me to object to its adoption. I would like 
to add that we hope to clarify the C-sugar pro
blem as rapidly as possible. I must, however, 
make the reservation that for a proportion
perhaps one-third-such clarity will only be 
possible in the autumn. We should be able to 
take a decision and notify you of it before the 
summer on the quantities which we wish to 
remain free. 

President. - I call Mr Laban. 

Mr Laban. - (NL) Mr President, we have now 
discussed the Commission's proposal and the 
resolution by the Committee on Agriculture. 
There is no point in having a debate unless 
people are prepared to be flexible in their 
attitudes and listen to other people's arguments 
and allow themselves to be convinced by these 
arguments. Otherwise it would be better for us 
to vote without debating. 

Mr Lardinois has convinced me that the Com
mission's proposal, in his interpretation, repre
sents the best policy for ensuring Community 
sugar supplies. I should like to explain here 
that I do not believe the colourful story about 
the great risk incurred by producers of C sugar 
in the past. They are said to have produced at 
a loss and now that world market prices are 
so high they are going to be punished by an 
embargo on exports. 

Mr President, I should like to say that in all 
this no account at all is taken of the use of 
mixed prices for A, B and C sugar. C-sugar 
production has continued, and not at a loss. Of 
course, no one produces exclusively C sugar. By 
processing as much sugar-beet as possible, the 
factories could keep the price to a minimum. 
Furthermore, the land devoted to sugar cultiva
tion in the EEC-except in Italy, where maize 
cultivation is more profitable-is extensive. 
There should, in my opinion, only be a further 
increase in the maximum quota when consulta
tion has been held with the cane-sugar pro
ducing countries. If they are not ready to gua
rantee the supply of 1.4 million tons, the matter 
is, as far as I am concerned, once again wide 
open. The Commissioner also promised guaran
tees of good prices for C sugar which cannot be 
exported. 

The result of all this should be the rejection 
of the motion for a resolution contained in the 
Martens report. However, Mr Martens agrees 
with the Commissioner's speech made today. I 
would certainly not like to run the risk of no 
opinion being forthcoming from the Parliament. 
Therefore I shall abstain from voting. 

President. - I call Mr Vetrone. 

Mr Vetrone. -(I) I am really surprised by the 
conclusion that Mr Laban has reached. He 
adheres to the interpretation of the document 
explaine9- by the Commissioner and, though he 
is the vice-chairman of the Committee on 
Agriculture, suggests voting against the resolu
tion. This seems absurd to' me. Mr La ban, I do 
not understand how you could have adopted 
such a position. 

President. - Does anyone else wish to speak? 

I put the motion for a resolution to the vote. 

The resolution is adopted. 1 

I call Mr Scott-Hopkins on a point of procedure. 

Mr Scott-Hopkins. - It would be for the 
House's convenience if the Oral Question put 

1 OJ No C 55, 13. 5. 1974. 
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down by Mr Gibbons were combined with my 
Oral Question. Perhap:> we could have a short 
debate on the agricultural issues included in· 
both questions at the same time. They could 
be combined quite easily as questions were com
bined this morning. I suggest this be done now. 

President. - Any suggestion which might sim
plify and speed up the proceedings is welcome. 

I call Mr Houdet. 

Mr Houdet, Chairman of the. Committee on 
Agriculture. - (F) Mr President, I do not want 
to take issue either with the texts or with the 
intentions of those who drafted the two oral 
questions. Since it is late, it would clearly be 
preferable to keep the discussion as short as 
possible. 

But if I understand these two questions cor
rectly, they are very different. 

The question by Mr Scott-Hopkins and members 
of the Conservative Group aims at reopening 
afresh the discussion we had before the Coun
cil of Ministers' decision on agricultural prices 
and, incidentally, concerns the 'Guarantee' sec
tion of the EAGGF. The question by Mr Gibbons 
and his friends, on the other hand, concerns 
the 'Guidance' section of the EAGGF. These are 
two quite different matters from the financial 
point of view, and I think it is difficult to link 
them. If however, Mr Gibbons and Mr Scott
Hopkins agree that they are asking the same 
question, I agree that they can be dealt with 
together. But Mr Scott-Hopkins clearly said that 
this was basically a new agricultural debate 
which was being opened. This afternoon, when 
the Chamber rejected the request for considera
tion by urgent procedure of the meat problem, 
submitted by Mr Vetror1e and myself, Mr Scott
Hopkins said there would be an agricultural 
debate this evening and that the question of 
meat could be taken up again then. 

If we begin an agricul1.ural debate at this hour 
of the day, I think we nhall be up all night. 

I had thought, in fact, that Mr Scott-Hopkins' 
question simply concerned the agricultural 
prices laid down by the Council on 21 March. 
I was pleased to note this, for in March-when 
I could not attend for reasons you well know
there was a long debate here on the Commis
sion's proposals on agricultural prices. Subse
quently, however, the Council of Ministers 
amended these proposals and laid down new 
prices, as you are aware. 

Immediately after this Council decision, Mr 
Lardinois, whom I should here like to thank 
for his regular attendance at the Committee on 

Agriculture's meetings, explained these prices 
before the committee and answered our ques
tions. However, Mr Scott-Hopkins had rightly 
said at the time that the question was being 
discussed before a select audience and that it 
would be preferable for Mr Lardinois to deal 
with it in plenary sitting. 

I quite agree, but there are fourteen of us here, 
i.e., we are an even more select audience than 
the Committee on Agriculture. Also, I wonder 
whether it is worth reopening this question 
tonight, before a small audience, when in fact 
it is a very pertinent matter, of interest to 
all Members of this Parliament, particularly 
those who do not belong to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

President. - I must point out that anyone 
asking to speak on a point of procedure should 
not use the opportunity to launch a major 
debate on the matter. 

I should like to ask whether Mr Gibbons has 
any observations on the proposal that the two 
questions be taken together ... 

Mr Scott-Hopkins. - I was merely trying to 
help the House. 

President. - I call Mr Gibbons. 

Mr Gibbons. - I do not want to hold up the 
House either, but I do not understand the pro
cedure of imposing one question upon another, 
especially when they are unrelated. According 
to the procedure to which I am accustomed, the 
questioner and the person who replies stick 
strictly to the subject in the question. What 
procedure might be adopted by the House when 
dealing with two unrelated questions taken 
simultaneously I cannot say. I do not wish to 
be difficult. If this suits the convenience of the 
House I accept its opinion, but it seems to me 
to be a strange practice. 

President. - It is not a question of introducing 
a practice at all. A suggestion has been made by 
one Member, and it is a matter of courtesy to 
ask another Member who has put a correspond
ing question. 

12. Oral Question, with debate: Guidance Section 
of the EAGGF 

President. - The next item on the agenda is 
the Oral Question, with debate, put by Mr 
Gibbons, Mr Herbert, Mr Lenihan, Mr Liogier 
and Mr Rivierez to the Commission of the Euro-
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pean Communities on the Guidance Section of 
the EAGGF (Doe. 56/74) and worded as follows: 

Considering that the purpose of the Guidance . 
Section of the EAGGF is to develop the pro
duction potential of agriculture within the Com
munity in a manner that best meets the Com
munity's requirements, especially with regard 
to red meat, could the Commission state what 
the criteria are by which the Guidance Section 
of the EAGGF is divided among applicants 
from Member States? 

I remind the House that, according to the 
decision adopted last Monday, speaking-time is 
limited to 10 minutes for the speaker on behalf 
of the authors of the question and to 5 minutes 
for other speakers. For the rest, the provisions 
of Rule 47(3) of the Rules of Procedure apply. 

I call Mr Gibbons to speak to the question. 

Mr Gibbons. - My question seeks to establish 
the methods by which the Guidance Section of 
EAGGF is allocated and the criteria that are 
observed by the Commission in this allocation. 
I was moved to put down this question because 
of persistent Press reports to the effect that 
the administrative wing of the Commission had 
already determined certain allocations to be 
made and that these figures, on the face of 
them, appeared to be reasonably equitable, but 
that at some stage thereafter they were drasti
cally adjusted. That is what the reports say. 
Everything that I say on this question must be 
understood in the light of these press reports. 
I shall presently ask the Commissioner to tell us 
whether the reports are true. I speak on the 
assumption that they are. 

I did not lightly make the decision to speak, but 
I recognize that some of the journals in which 
these reports appeared are very influential. The 
story was subsequently taken up by other news
papers from that source or possibly from the 
original source. 

A remarkable feature of these reported changes 
in the allocations of the EAGGF Guidance Fund 
is that there has been a dramatic increase in 
the allocations made to Holland and Germany 
and, just as remarkably, there has been a strik
ing reduction in the allocations made to the 
Republic of Ireland, France and Denmark. It 
is remarkable because these three countries are 
notably big meat producers within the Com
munity. As the House knows, the Community 
suffers from a deficiency in red meat. 

Mr Lardinois, Member of the Commission of the 
European Communities. - Since when? 

Mr Gibbons. - If the Commissioner wants to 
heckle me I am ready. I am one of the roughest 

men you want to take on. I can play it according 
to the rules. I find it difficult to understand 

·the Commissioner's interjection when it is 
remembered that almost 1 million tons of third
country frozen meat were imported by the Com
munity. A.t the same time, the Commissioner, 
by way of an interjection-almost by way of 
heckling-inquires since when we have suffered 
from a deficiency. 

I was imploring the Commissioner, even before 
I came into the House, to take notice of the 
fact that we have the capacity to produce a 
great deal more of our requirements without 
importations from cheap-labour countries like 
the South American countries or state-con
trolled economies like the Republic of China, if 
we cared to be serious and sincere about the 
provisions of the Treaty of Rome regarding 
Community preference. 

I wish to assure the Commissioner and Parlia
ment that the confidence with which the people 
of my country by referendum recommended that 
we should enter the Community has been very 
sadly shaken. 

We have just been talking about sugar. We 
have seen the pressure of the cheap-food lobby 
on such sugar producers. We have seen the lists 
of the big manufacturers of the United Kingdom. 
In this regard also, the small producers of the 
Community are being put in a dubious position. 
I wish to tell Parliament with some regret that 
the confidence with which we entered Europe 
is beginning to get a little frayed round the 
edges. 

We want an assurance from the Commissioner 
that the interests of the producers of the Com
munity will be at least equal to those of their 
competitors from outside. 

It is all very fine for the Socialists to talk about 
providing cheap food for the industrial workers 
from the manufacturing areas of the Commu
nity. They should remember the source of this 
cheap food. They should remember the source 
of Caribbean sugar and think of the conditions 
of the workers of the Caribbean who produce 
that sugar. Similarly they should think of the 
conditions of the workers who produce cattle 
in the South American countries before they 
proclaim themselves the protectors of the poor 
and down-trodden of the Community and the 
world. Their sincerity is pretty transparent. 

Again I refer to the strange alterations that 
were made in the allocations to the different 
countries of the Community. I find that after 
the revision Denmark is being allocated 4 million 
units of account whereas the Netherlands is 
being allocated 11 million u.a. It is quite notice-
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able and remarkable that the agricultures of the 
two countries are very similar. They are similar 
to a very high degree in their efficiency; they 
are similar in volume- of production; and they 
are similar in the numbers of people employed 
in agriculture. Yet we find this extraordinary 
imbalance. We find the most efficient agricul
tural country in the world, Holland, having an 
allocation of 11 million u.a. whilst my own 
country has the greatest potential for develop
ment, especially of red beef, to which I have 
referred. Holland receives almost double the 
allocation that Ireland gets. I simply do not 
understand it. I suspect it is unjust. 

I remind the Commissioner again that all my 
remarks are based on the assumption that the 
stories about which I am talking are true. 

Is it not true that the Commission has no statu
tory power to intervene in the administration of 
the Fund and that the Agricultural Director
General is responsible for the division of the 
Fund? Therefore, in the end the final decision 
rests with him because it is physically impossible 
for the other members of the Commission to 
examine this at all. 

I have heard it contended that there are no 
such things as 'quotas'. We have had long and, 
I am afraid, futile discussions in Parliament 
about the allocation of the Regional Fund. They 
have been abortive. The very notion that there 
were quotas was vigorously and vehemently 
denied, but it must be obvious that there have· 
to be quotas. It is th<~ criteria by which these 
quotas are arrived at that I am attempting 
to ascertain, because they are not readily recog
nizable from the revised figures about which I 
have been talking. 

I have said that there is considerable malaise 
among producers, especially beet producers, 
arising out of these reports. This is a reality, 
whether the reports are true or not. Producers' 
incomes-meat producers and others, including 
sugar producers-have been eroded by policies 
which effectively deprive them of their standard 
of living, which actually depress their incomes, 
and at the same time they are always confronted 
by massive importations from abroad. 

If there is no substan<~e in these reports, I hope 
that the Commissioner will accept that I put 
down this question in good faith, and I will at 
least have afforded him the opportunity to put 
the record straight. 

One last point. I believe that the thinking behind 
the Commission's method of allocation is gravely 
wrong, that it seems to treat the old Six and 
the new Three as separate entities. In allocating 
30 million u.a. to the new Three and 140 mil-

lion u.a. to the old Six, you are effectively 
creating two agricultural communities. We do 
not want that. We reject that approach. We 
should think of ourselves not as a Six and a 
Three but as an entity of Nine. I want the 
Commissioner to tell the House what decisions 
have been made and to assure us that the 
allocation will be made on the basis of needs 
and of justice. 

President. - I call Mr Lardinois. 

Mr Lardinois. member of the Commission of the 
European Communities. - (NL) Mr President, 
I should like first to say how pleased I am that 
we do not have to hold our debates on the 
basis of press reports. 

When dealing with such matters as financial 
allocations to the different countries, which has 
been such a central issue since the enlargement 
of the Community, there is nothing I loathe 
more than debates on the basis of such reports. 
And I think that I ea~ deal with this question 
and provide a reasonable answer without going 
into too much detail. 

I should first like to say that the amount avail
able to us in the agricultural guidance fund 
is some 350 million units of account, of which 
160 million was spent in 1973 on individual 
projects. The remainder was set aside for the 
Community structural policy in form of Com
munity projects. Most specific allocations were 
made to individual countries for these projects, 
which were launched for the first time in 1973. 

Everyone who satisfies these necessary criteria 
is taken into consideration for grants from the 
funds intended for Community projects. These 
include the special measures taken to encourage 
the production of beef. There is no ceiling in 
this sector and no specific allocations to 
individual Member States. At the moment, about 
half of 170 million units of account is still 
subject to allocation, but I hope not for long. 
This amount consists of 150 million units of 
account intended for the old Six-this was 
already agreed to some time ago-and 20 million 
units of account for the three new Member 
States. During the negotiations on accession, 
the amount of the structural fund was increased 
by 14 per cent. The three new Member States 
together contributed this 14 per cent. If no 
changes are made, the 170 million units of ac
count for general projects will be divided into 
150 million units of account for the new Member 
States. 

I have asked my staff to find a solution, in 
the event of more applications' being submitted 
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for these individual projects than there is 
money available. My staff have come up with a 
number of alternative solutions, on the basis 
of which certain programmes are at the moment 
being elaborated. At the moment no decisiions 
have yet been taken, but once all the proposals 
are ready the Commission in its entirety will 
decide. My staff obviously have to work on the 
basis of hypotheses, of which I can perhaps 
reveal a few details. The working hypothesis 
adopted was that the amount of 20 million units 
of account, which is the key amount quoted in 
the Treaty of Accession, is insufficient. This 
means that the amounts set aside for the old 
Six Member States must be reduced. How much 
they are to be reduced by depends on the qua
lity of the projects put forward for the various 
Member States. This is an important factor. I 
think it would be unwise to deprive one of the 
Six more than another, as this would endanger 
the equilibrium established over a period of 
10 years between the original Member States. 
This in turn would give rise to difficulties at 
a time when these projects are still in operation, 
and are likely to be so for the next few years. 
In my opinion, these problems are so critical and 
politically so explosive that the last thing we 
need is to dread further difficulties in this 
,particular sector. 

President. - I call Mr Gibbons. 

Mr Gibbons. - I thank the Commissioner for 
his reply. As he recalled, this strange dichotomy 
to which I referred earlier still exists-the 
tendency to treat the Six and Three as different 
entities. The Commissioner spoke of the key 
which was always satisfactory in the original Six 
for over 10 years. I wonder whether it can 
seriously be contended that this key will open 
the new door. The Community of Nine is a dif
ferent thing from the Community of Six. 

I tell the Commissioner again that in putting 
down this question and in saying what I have 
said, I had no intention of seeking for my own 
country an allocation that was not right and 
just. I ask the Commissioner for an assurance 
that when the allocations are made they will 
be right and just. 

I was pleased to hear the Commissioner say 
that no decision has yet been made. I understood 
him to say that the assurances which have ap
peared in newspaper reports are inaccurate. 
The Commissioner did not say so in so many 
words, but since he said that no decision had 
yet been made, I regard that as tantamount to 
the same thing. If I am wrong, no doubt he will 
correct me. Again I thank him for his reply. 

President. - I call Mr Broeksz. 

Mr Broeksz. - (NL) Mr President, I asked 
for the floor because I have serious objections 
to holding this type of debate in our Parliament. 
People read press reports which they do not 
take the trouble to check, although this would 
be easy, and at the end of the debate the Com
mission is asked to take the right and just deci
sions. There is no reason for Mr Gibbons to 
harbour any doubts in this respect. 

In my opinion, we cannot continue to debate in 
this way in our Parliament. I therefore put it to 
Mr Gibbons that in future, before putting ques
tions on the basis of press reports and then 
making what I consider somewhat insinuating 
remarks, he should verify his facts first. At the 
moment we have been debating for 45 minutes, 
only to reach the conclusion that Mr Gibbons 
has made a mistake. He might try to camouflage 
this by saying: 'I hope that the Commission 
will make the right and just decisions', but 
there is no reason to doubt this. 

President. - I call Mr Gibbons. 

Mr Gibbons. - Mr President, I apologize for 
intervening again, but you will understand that 
I am constrained to do so because of this extra
ordinary outburst from our Socialist friend. I 
tell my Socialist friends this: as I understand 
parliamentary democracy, Members are entitled 
to inquire about things about which they are 
anxious. Whatever our Socialist friends think, I 
am going to exercise that right. 

Our friend who has just spoken suggested that 
I made certain rather nasty insinuations. I deny 
that. I was seeking information. I assert my 
right to seek information. I was speaking to 
the question. I was careful to preface my 
remark by saying that if these reports, which 
have undoubtedly caused real anxiety, were 
untrue, then everything was all right. I was 
affording the Commissioner a means by which 
these anxieties caused by the reports could be 
eased and removed. If my Socialist friends do 
not like that, I suggest they should lump it. 

President. - I call Mr Lardinois. 

Mr Lardinois, member of the Commission of the 
European Communities. - (NL) Mr President, 
it is a fact that the Commission still has to 
decide on all these projects on the basis of my 
final proposals. The difference for 1973 between 
the Six and the Three stems from the fact that 
the basic key used on accession of the Three was 
12.5 per cent. At the time, the funds of the 
EAGGF guidance section were increased from 
295 million to 325 million units of account, to 
include the share of the Three. I have already 
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mentioned that half this amount-the half which 
is in fact being used for these projects-will be 
insufficient for the first year, partly in view 
of the quality of thE' projects put forward by 
the three new Member States. This situation 
can only be remedied at the expense of the 
original six Member States, and I feel that the 
best way of doing this is to reduce proportion
ally the allocations made to the old Six. 

Of course, the measures taken by us can be 
criticized. If Members of Parliament wish to ask 
questions on these matters, they may do so. 
However, we are dealing here with a decision 
of the Commission and not of a director-general 
or a department. The Commission is responsible, 
and if questions are asked I shall answer on 
behalf of the Commission. 

Obviously, the matter is a rather tricky one, 
since it involves the funds of individual under
takings. I agree with Mr Broeksz that we must 
be especially careful and not pay too much atten
tion to the insinuations of which some press 
publications are so fond. Perhaps I can reassure 
Mr Gibbons to some extent with the following 
statement. If I were to apply the same alloca
tion criteria as those tlsed for the last ten years 
in the old Community, Ireland's allocation would 
then be between 1 and 1.5 million units of 
account. This must under no circumstances be 
allowed to happen. 

President. - Thank you, Mr Lardinois. 

Does anyone else wish to speak? 

The debate is closed. 

13. Oral Question, with debate: 
Price increases in agriculture 

President. - The next item on the agenda is 
the Oral Question, with debate, put by Mr 
J akobsen, Mr Brewis, Mr John Hill, Lord St 
Oswald and Mr Scott-Hopkins to the Commis
sion of the European Communities (Doe. 57/74) 
and worded as follows: 

Subject: Price increase in agriculture. 

The Commission is asked if they are satisfied 
that the farm price increases announced on 
Saturday 23 March 1974 are sufficient on the· 
one hand to increase the levels of efficient pro-' 
duction within the EE:C and on the other hand 
to restrain the increase in consumer prices · 
without distorting the market by use of EAGGF 1 

Guidance Section funds and national subsidies. 

I remind the House that the same conditions 
apply here as to the question we have just 
debated. 

I call Mr Scott-Hopkins to speak to the question 
for not more than 10 minutes. 

Mr Seott-Hopkins. - I have no objection to 
having the debate at this time. I hope that the 
Commissioner has not. It is a pity that we have 
to have this debate so late, and that it could 
not take place on Friday. 

My purpose in asking the question has nothing 
to do with the Commission's proposal which they 
put to the Council. It is to ask the Commissioner 
for his views on the results that came from 
the Council meeting on 23 March, when decisions 
were taken concerning the forward year 1974-75 
-in terms of the levels of production and the 
price of consumption. The Commissioner is as 
responsible for the level of the prices to the 
consumer as he is for the return to the farmer. 
It has been the avowed intention of the Com
mission-indeed, the intention of all of us-to 
see that there is the maximum efficiency of pro
duction from the farms in the Community. One 
has more experience and knowledge of the level 
of production and the return of farms within 
one's own country-myself in the United King
dom and yourself, Mr President, in Denmark. It 
is on this that one has to base one's views. 

I am asking the Commissioner whether he thinks 
that the result that the Council arrived at will 
achieve the object of raising efficient produc
tion to the level of demand within .the Com
munity, so that the balance of payments of the 
Community does not suffer; indeed, so that it 
improves through our efforts. I have grave 
doubts whether that will be the case. 

The second part of the question asks whether 
the consumer will get any benefit at all from 
what happened on 23 March. I hope he will, and 
that the Commissioner can assure us that that 
is so. 

I am not worried about what is happening today, 
but I am worried about what will happen this 
autumn. Taking the meat section, which Mr 
Gibbons mentioned briefly in connection with 
his question, in my country the level of return to 
the farmer is sliding right down. He is getting 
a diminishing return, but at the same time 
I find that a certain amount of meat is going 
into intervention in some countries-not in mine 
-and at the same time animals are being killed 
which should be used for the basic breeding 
stock in the coming years. This worries me 
enormously, if we are indeed destroying the 
breeding stock for the future, because in that 
case it will not be long before the Community 
and individual member countries experience 
extraordinarily great difficulties while consu
mers in those countries find prices rocketing 
because of the scarcity of the product. 
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In this respect I refer to beef stock. I am worried 
about what is happening in my country. I ask 
what the Commissioner's view is about the 
future prospect for the beef farmer. It is too 
late for me to go into details, but the Commis
sioner knows as well as I do that the bottom 
has been taken out of the United Kingdom 
market and prices have been plunging down, 
although costs remain high. There is a possibility 
that they may go higher because of increased 
food cost prices and other factors. 

Shall we have heifers in calf or out of calf being 
put to slaughter, so that the breeding herd falls 
in numbers? I believe that the same thing is 
happening elsewhere. 

Another thing worries me about the pig cycle, 
which is a very rapid one. One can switch from 
surplus to scarcity with remarkable rapidity. It 
seems that the whole of the Community is 
moving into a position of scarcity because of 
the numbers of gilts and sows in pig which are 
being slaughtered at the moment. The result is 
that within 6 or 8 months there will be a 
shortage of this type of meat, particularly in my 
country. Is this the Commissioner's view? I have 
an awful feeling that it is. 

There is a strange aspect of the Council's deci
sions of 23 March, as a result of which my coun
try is being allowed to subsidize the pig market, 
as are our Irish friends, but, whereas we are 
paying for it out of our national funds, the Irish 
are allowed to draw on EAGGF funds. I cannot 
understand that strange dichotomy. This was 
announced in the United Kingdom House of 
Commons by my Minister. I should like to hear 
why that has happened. 

Looking at the results of the meeting of 23 March, 
it seems to me that in cereals there is an average 
increase of 5 per cent in prices. One cannot help 
asking whether the Commission believes that 
sufficient resources have been devoted to this 
section or that even too many have been devoted 
to it. We hear talk about distortion all the time. 
The greatest distortion of all relates to the 
increased money compensation and the compen
satory amount. For the United Kingdom the 
rise was 3.6 per cent in the price of beef. This 
has led to an increased compensatory amount 
for that product coming into the United King
dom together with the monetary compensatory 
amount, which gives a vast advantage to pro
ducers from the other seven countries who wish 
to export to the United Kingdom. This has acce
lerated the decrease in the size of the herds 
throughout my country. I am worried about this. 
I hope that the Commissioner can relieve my 
anxieties that the result of the Council decision 
on 23 March will be, on the one hand, that we 

shall run into scarcity of many products which 
are important to our consumers and farmers, 
and, on the other, that our farmers will get a 
diminishing return in the autumn of this year. 
That will be a grave consequence not only for 
their incomes but in terms of the level of supplies 
which should be available to our consumers, 
because those shortages will have to be met by 
our buying from the world market, though 
there is no cheap food to be had anywhere. 

It seems that the consumer's interest has not 
been taken into account and that he will have 
to suffer from a shortage in home production so 
that he has to pay a high world price. 

It seems to me that the Council were not taking 
the wisest decisions on 23 March. That is the 
burden of my question to the Commissioner. 

President. - I call Mr Lardinois. 

Mr Lardinois, member of the Commission of the 
European Communities. - (NL) Mr President, 
my answer to the question proper will be brief 
and to the point: Yes! 

I would point out, however, that this applies 
only in so far as the fixing of prices has a direct 
bearing on all these things. In our system there 
is no direct relation between the price increases 
which we grant for products in the form of 
guarantee prices, intervention prices and so
on and the increase in the farmer's income. In 
the beef sector, the increase in our intervention 
prices by 12 per cent will probably affect the 
market price by only a few percent-and not 
even that all at once, but only over a certain 
period of time, i.e., once protection at the exter
nal frontiers for this product has been accord
ingly adjusted and also on condition that the 
intervention system can operate everywhere. 
We were, of course obliged to make a number 
of concessions at the express request of the 
British Government during the last price talks. 
From the point of view of achieving a balanced 
development of agricultural markets and equit
able guarantees for producers in the future, we 
felt these concessions to be advisable excep
tions. As a result of the express request made 
by one of the new Member States which is still 
in the initial stage and still operating under 
the terms of our accession protocol, we are 
moved by political considerations to permit this. 

Every agreement we reach has aspects on which 
people's opinions differ. I always deplore excep
tions, but in the past we have made certain 
exceptions for certain countries under certain 
conditions, and we shall continue to do so pro
vided it is compatible with the Treaties. In my 
experience, technical solutions can be found 
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more readily if we are prepared to help one 
another. 

As far as the monetary compensatory amounts 
are concerned, Mr Scott-Hopkins is speaking to 
someone who has followed these problems right 
from the very start. In August 1969, I argued 
in the Council from 1 0 in the evening till 6 in 
the morning with the :Ministers for Finance that 
the introduction of such a system might well 
one day lead to the collapse of the common 
agricultural market. But enough said on this 
point: we discussed it at length last year. At the 
time, Mr Scott-Hopkins wasn't entirely familiar 
with the problem, and I hope I was able to 
persuade him that there was no room for such 
arrangements in our system. The greater the 
instability of monetary developments, resulting 
on the agricultural market in levies and charges 
imposed at frontiers, the greater the pressure 
our entire system has to bear. This is certainly 
true of products such as beef, which cannot 
tolerate or absorb large-scale intervention. I can 
only say 'I told you', but in my present capacity 
this is insufficient. ][ can assure Mr Scott
Hopkins that in the coming weeks we shall 
do everything possible to relax the system 
somewhat, particularly as far as beef is con
cerned. To act at the moment would only be 
detrimental to the bee·f industry. 

President. - Thank you, Mr Lardinois. 

The debate is closed. 

14. Agenda for the next sitting 

President.- The next sitting will be held today, 
Thursday, 25 April 1974, with the following 
agenda: 

10.30 a.m. and 3.00 p.m. 

- Report by Lady Elles on the social situation 
in the Community in 1973; 

- Report by Mr Harzschel on the principle of 
equal pay for men and women; 

- Report by Miss Lulling on activities of the 
European Social Fund in the financial year 
1972; 

- Report by Mr Laudrin on application of the 
principle of the 40-hour week; 

- Interim report by Mr Aigner on the annual 
accounts of the European Parliament for 
1973; 

- Report by Mr Della Briotta on medicinal pro
ducts (simplified consultation procedure). 

The sitting is closed. 

(The sitting was closed at 12.30 a.m.) 
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of the European Communities to the Council 
for a preliminary programme of the Euro
pean Community on consumer information 
and protection (Doe. 64/74); 

- Interim report by Mr Heinrich Aigner on 
behalf of the Committee on Budgets on the 
draft annual accounts of the European Par
liament for the financial year 1973 (1 Janu
ary- 31 December)- (Doe. 66/74); 

- Supplementary report by Mr Peter Brugger 
on behalf of the Legal Affairs Committee on 
the proposal from the Commission of the 
European Communities to the Council for a 
regulation on the statute for a European 
company (Doe. 67174); 

- Report by Mr Lothar Krall on behalf of the 
Committee on Economic and Monetary 
Affairs on 

I. the proposal from the Commission of the 
European Communities to the Council 
for a directive on aid to the shipbuilding 
industry, and 

II. the Memorandum from the Commission 
of the European Communities on pro
cedures for action in the shipbuilding 
industry (Doe. 68/74). 

3. Social situation in the Community in 1973 

President. - The next item is a debate on the 
report drawn up by I.Jady Elles on !behalf of 
the Committee on Social Affuirs and Employ
ment on the .repom from rthe COlllJilri.ssion of 
the European Communities on 1fue development 
of the social situation in the Community in 
1973 (Doe. 51/74). 

I call Lady Elles, who thas asked to present her 
report. 

Lady Elles, rapporteur.- Thank you, Mx Presi
dent. Yesterday in this Assembly there was 
a lot of criticism oonoerning the f:ai•lure of the 
institutions of the Community to implement, 
elaborate or, indeed, formulate any policies 
at 1Jhe European level for ·the benefit of 
the peoples of 1the Community. Today it is 
all the more important <that we should have 
the opportunity in this Assembly to refer 
and draw attention to this modest and unassum
ing-looking document entitled 'Report on the 
development of the social situation in the Com
munity in 1973'. It is no exaggeration to say 
that it is one of the most significant documents 
in the social history of Europe. This may sound 
an exaggeration, but in particular the first 25 
pages of this document set out for the first time 

a social policy designed to meet the needs of the 
day in Western Europe, a policy drawn up as 
a result of the Paris Summit conference in 
October 1972. 

For the first time it is not only the identifica
tion of priorities that has been effected, which 
are mentioned in the motion for a resolution 
before this Assembly, but also a clear statement 
of the social objects of the policy which are com
mon and acceptable to all the nine Member 
States of the Community. I repeat what they are 
for the benefit of those Members who have not 
had an opportunity to read the report: full and 
better employment, an improvement of working 
and living conditions, and greater participation 
of the social partners in the economic and social 
decisions of the Community. 

Further significance is added by the fact that 
this policy has been accepted by the Council of 
Ministers for implementation-and this point 
must be emphasized-in particular in relation 
to the future application of the various stages 
of the policy as they are produced by the Com
mission. 

I refer in particular to page 18 of the report and 
I quote: 

'The Council of Ministers has undertaken to 
act on each Commission proposal necessary 
to implement each part of the programme 
within five months of the normal consultation 
procedures with the European Parliament and 
the Economic and Social Committee, or, if 
such consultations have not taken place, at 
the latest nine months from the date of trans
mission of the proposals to the Council.' 

I have taken the opportunity to read that para
graph so that in the future these proposals 
from the Commission cannot stay in cold storage 
for any greater length of time than either the 
five months in the one case or nine months in 
the other. 

These proposals from the Commission must be 
implemented. These factors alone give me much 
pleasure, on behalf of the Committee on Social 
Affairs and Employment, to congratulate Dr 
Hillery and his staff on producing a social action 
programme which we shall hope to see imple
mented over the next three years. 

The social situation as we know it has generally 
reflected the success or the failure, or a mixture 
of both, of these elements in the eco
nomic, financial and industrial policy of the 
Community. The very image created by the 
economic and financial situation in the European 
Communities has been dealt with only at the 
national level by Member States in piecemeal 
fashion. Common problems arising from the 
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rapid economic, scientific and technological de
velopments have confronted all Member States. 
It is equally clear from the report before us 
that the measures taken in the Member States 
have not been completely effective in dealing 
with the many problems created by these de
velopments. The social situation reflects not only 
the difficulties within each Member State but 
also a failure at Community level to ratify the 
recommendations of Parliament on the size of 
the Regional Development Fund, which, while 
not being a total solution to the many problems, 
could at least contribute to removing the im
balance throughout the Community in the em
ployment and social fields. This point is men
tioned in our resolution. 

The reforms of social policy envisaged are 
divided into three stages and give priority to 
problems which face all the Member States of 
the Community. In particular, I should like to 
refer to one which faces all of us on a vast 
scale, far greater than I think is imagined by 
the majority of the Members of this Assembly: 
I refer to the question of the disabled and 
handicapped, physically and mentally. The num
bers are believed to be somewhere in the region 
of 12 million to 15 million people in this cate
gory who need help of some kind or another. 
Indeed, the true figures cannot be revealed 
by the available statistics. Take, for instance, 
employment and insurance figures. These do not 
cover the many thousands of people who are 
at home and cannot be assessed by any present 
statistical means. My Committee therefore part
icularly welcomed the extension of the European 
Socia:l Fund under Article 4 1to provide for the 
needs of these disabled people. 

In this connection I wish to mention the first 
item in the first stage of the Social Action 
Programme, which is a modest but practical and 
realizable step which will contribute to the 
social and economic value and, in particular, 
to the moral value of those disabled individuals 
who have not been able to go to work so far 
or have had to stop work because of their 
disability and will now have the possibility 
of being trained or retrained to take up work 
in normal working conditions and lead a normal 
day-to-day life in the community in which they 
live. 

On this aspect I think again that the Commission 
are to be congratulated and their policy is to 
be welcomed. 

The implementation of the stated objective of 
fuller and better employment involves major 
considerations connected with the relationship 
between the various sides of industry, whether 
nationalized or private. I refer in particular to 

the protection of employees from economic 
policies, the better ordering of methods of work 
within factories, the problems of job satisfaction, 
better provisions for the welfare of employees 
and their dependants, greater participation in 
the decision-making process of the organizations 
in which they work and a greater share in the 
benefits and profits of their work. 

However, all these factors will be irrelevant 
if employment is not available on the one hand 
or if the employee is inadequately trained or 
has no opportunity to be appropriately trained 
to fill the vacancies available. Hence the im
mense importance of vocational training. 

The report reveals throughout the lack of 
skilled and trained workers at the same time 
as the lack of unskilled or manual workers. 
As a result of these two lacks, there is an 
increasing need for and consequent flow of 
migrant workers from third countries to fill 
the gaps created by the development of an 
industrial society. This policy is creating a drain 
on the manpower which is required in the less 
developed countries if they are to reach a stage 
of industrial development as we know it in the 
West. 

It is in the light of employment needs that 
I draw attention to the figures in the social 
indicators, assuming them to be correct, of the 
result of the decline in the birth rate in all 
West European countries since about 1964. The 
proportion of the work force to the total popula
tion :in 1958 wa:as 65.1 per cent. By 1972 it had 
declined to 63.3 per cent. The birth ·rate is going 
down, so that live births per 1,000 in 1958 
were 17.5 per cent and in 1972, 14.9 per 
cent. Indeed, if the present decline continues 
and we have the same kind of social and family 
policies throughout the Member States of the 
Community, it can roughly be said that we 
are contributing to a form of European geno
cide. 

Briefly, the social situation presents many prob
lems, but none is insoluble provided the political 
will is there, not only within the institutions 
of the European Community but among the 
Europeans themselves, and, indeed, ourselves. 

We therefore include in the resolution consider
•ations which can help to 'achiev·e the objectives 
of the Communi<ty's sochill policy ·and so contri
bute to the implementation of Article 2 of the 
T•reaty, whidh envisages ibetter living, working 
and ·socia!l •COIIlditions for an members of the 
population within ·our Member States. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Van der Gun OIIl b~half 
of the Christiam.-Democmtic Gvoup. 
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Mr Van der Gun.- (NL) Mr Pres~dent, I ·should 
first 1ilke to thank Lady Elles for tJhe report 
she has drawn up. Also I must add at once 
that my views on ·tJhe matter are rather 
different. Lady E]les has just described the 
social 'report ,as one of the most important 
in the history of the Community. I agree in 
part wi!tJh her insofar as it concerns the 
implementation of a social action prDgramme. 
'Ilhat is indeed a matter of fundamental import
ance as ·are the priorities set and rtJhe schedule 
for implementation on w!hich the Commission 
and Council have reached agreement. For ·that 
we are partkularly rgrateful to 1the Commission. 

But I do not altogether agree with Lady Elles's 
approadh. I have ·the impression that, in 
examinmg ·the social report, we should speak 
rather of a report on the develDpment of the 
sociall situation in the individual Member Sta·tes 
rather than of a genuine European policy at 
this point in time. This is in itself not a 
criti·cism of the Commi·sson but mther a con
sequence of the fact thiat thie Commission does 
not yet have sufficient powers to pursue a 
general! social and economic policy. 

We must start from the assumption that the 
powers ~are not rin existence and that it is, 
therefore, in practice difficult for rtJhis report 
to be anything other than a genera:] description 
of the social developments in the nine Member 
States. 

One of the points to which I intend to give 
special-if ibrief-attention is the ~problem of 
employment, with reference to which Lady 
E1les vightly says in her report that develop
ments in this area have been noted with some 
disappointment. 

It would be too easy to say ·that the proMems 
have been carused solely or ·greatly heightened 
by the ener.gy crisis. Of course tJhis crisis has 
had a definite influence on unempi1oyrrnent 
firgures, especially in the last month of the 
year to which the report 'refers, but I rbelieve 
that we are mainly ·confronted wrth structural 
changes, not only in regard to technical 
developments and •the relationShip between 
techni·cal progress and the energy ·crisis, but 
a[so ·as a consequence of the--in itself 
satis.J)actory-constant ·increase in the periods 
of schooling and increasingly rbetter rand longer 
occupa tiona!l traindng. 

Combining all ·these :Jlactors, it is Clear that 
we are facing a structural rcha:nge in employ
ment. The numJber of longterm unemployed 
is increasing sharply. This points to a process 
of adaptation and ·Change whi·ch has already 
begun. Older workevs are another important 
ca:tegory. In EuDope it is really difficu:lt to 

find appropri•ate and 'lasting employment 
opportunities for them. Special attention should 
be given to these matters and also to the 
development possibilities of the European Social 
Frund which, in view of its new tasks, could 
do very important work here. I would ask the 
Commission to undertake the necessary inform
ation activities. It can still fvequently be noted 
that Governments and national parliaments are 
insuJifi:diently in:fiormed of the possibiilities 
offered by the European Social Fund at present. 

I shou!ld like to make just one observation 
on the dr·ama of the regional fund. This 
~nstrument ~could play an ~mportant part in 
the development and fa!irer di!stdbution of 
employment. After discussions lasting for a 
year, the Council! has sti:H not ·taken a final 
deci·sion. There is an uvgent need for •a well
equipped European regional! fund. 

We are also :l1iving in ra time of galloping 
iniilation. In her good rreport, Lady Elles urges 
the Member States' gov•eJmments to convince 
the social partners of the need to harmonize 
wo.rking conditions. I do not Hke the reference 
to mflatioo, for I beli:eve that, harmonious 
w:orking conditions are always of fundamental 
importance. W•e are doing no good by creating 
tJhe impression that a satisf,actory social policy 
and satisfactory ·labour relations between 
employers and employed only !become urgent 
when inflation is rapid. I know that Lady 
Elles does not mean it lik'e this-as was clear 
during the discussion in the Commdttee on 
Social Affairs and Employrrnent---,but the 
wording does create this impression. An appeal 
to 1Jhe gov·ernments 1and social partners to 
combat :inflation as far as possible can only 
be made against the backgll'ound of the 
important problems which P1ay a part here, 
such as the distribution of incomes, economic 
powem relatiooships and so on. These matters 
cannot be made suborddnate to the :liight 
against inflation; in my opinioo, that is not 
even necessary. We agvee that, in the 'COntext 
of incomes policy, speoi•al attention must be 
giv.en to ·the lowest paid workers. We agree 
with Lady Elles's request to the Commission 
to examine this problem in greater detail. 

F1inaHy, I wish to put two specific questions 
to tJhe Commission. The first relates to the 
development of the joint committees. These are 
of great importance with an eye to future 
developments. I :hJave the impression that the 
numJber ,of joint committees in Europe is still 
very !limited. But many new commdttees are 
being set up. We should lilke information on 
tJhe pTio'blem of social p1anning 0'11 which work 
has now been in progress for several years. 
It woUild be desirable :lior the Parli!ament to 
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be given an idea of the actual situation in 
this ar.ea at present. 

(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Wieldraaijer on behalf 
of the SociaUst Group. 

Mr Wieldraaijer. - (NL) Mr P11esident, follow
ing on from what my co]league, Mr Van der 
Gun, !has said, I 1Should ~tke to begin by 
expressilng my ·appreciation of the work done 
by the European Commission and in particular 
by Mr Hi:llery in the social area. I endorse 
hi:s remark that, however ,gr,eat our appreciation 
of social poHcy, we must inevitably note that 
the European Commission 'has too few powers 
in the sphere of sodo~economic policy. I do not 
wish to dwell on thts point; Mr Van der Gun 
has already made it. 

Un:liortunately, I cannot support the content 
of Lady Elles's report, not heca1l!se it contains 
no observ·at~ons with which I •agree, but because 
there is a number of points i:n it which !lead 
us to bave sel'lious reservations ·about the report 
and resolution. I sha1I:l 11eturn to this in a 
moment. 

On behalf of the Socialist Group, I wish to 
make four poi:nts relating to the •report con
cerning employment opportunities and labour 
market policy, the development of worker 
partidpation, ~he fight against infl.ation, and 
in connecion with the latter aspect, para. 7 of 
the 11esolut~on 'and the, to my mind, extremely 
dulbious contents of para. 9 of the I'esollution. 

On the first point, ·~he Comm~ttee, in its 
report, asserts that the problem of employment 
is increasingly ·Coming to assume a Oommrmity 
dimens~on. Developments of commercial policy, 
international monetary developments, prospects 
of monetary integration and the Community 
reg~ona'l policy which we all want, are !factors 
with ~mmediate bearing on emp!].oyment. This 
is stated •in the report, and I agree. In ·addition, 
developments in 1!he last few months of 1973 
and in ·early 1974 have once again clearlly 
shown the inf.luence of enez;gy supPlies on 
employment in the Member States. Moreover 
-and I think this too is a matter "'onfronting 
us as a Community-the rise in raw material 
prli•ces alild the slow-down in world tPade which 
both threaten 'employment in the Member 
States, must al,so be •Considered. If it is true 
that these are Community problems-as we 
believe ·they ,ar·e-a Oommunity polky and 
appropriate instruments are necessary. Well, 
here we are bound to observe that the Com
munity has not done enough. Let me giv·e a 
few examples: 

a. A regional development fund has not yet 
been set up, so that an 1important instrument 
for a Community employment policy is 
[acking; 

b. There is sttH no activ·e Commuilli.ty labour 
market polky, coordinated by a Eruropean 
labour oMice; 

c. The reaction of the Community institutions 
to the threat to empLoyment by the energy 
crises and the increase in raw material 
prices is quite disappointing; 

d. Because of its limited resoULrces, the Euro
pean Social FUIIld cannot r·eact adequately 
and qutoklly enough to threats to employ
ment. 

As ifa·r as I know, the Standd.ng Committee 
on emp1oymen•t and !labour market questions 
has not met. A tripartite conference on the 
consequences of the energy crisis which was 
to hav•e been held 'm May wfll p.roihab[y not 
be ·convened before the Summer recess. There 
is no si1gn of efforts •on the part of the Euro
pean Commission-or if ,it has made •any efforts 
there ,are no signs of success-in order to 
harmonize 10r coordinate the measures ·taken 
by ·the Member States in the :area ·of employ
ment. I do not lay aB. the blame for the Iack 
of coordination and indeed of any approach 
to thi:s matter .at 'the door of ·the European 
Commission. The Council ·also :bears a great 
responsi'bility. I would however stress that the 
Community does not :react quickly and ade
quately in .the area of emp!oyment. In this 
connection I would ask the .Commissioner what 
he <intends to do to adopt a dilftferent .approach 
-if he ,agrees with me. 

My second poin1t concems the dev.e!J.opment of 
participat~on. In 1973, 1Jhe Community made 
no progress here. l'arl±ament itself lis to blame 
iln part. For a 1Long time various p110posais have 
been awaiting consider:aJtion such as the third 
and fifth directives on companies and the pro
posals on ·the Euwpean limited company. I 
woulld strongly urge today that steps should 
be taken to ensure that these proposals are 
dealt wilth by the EULropean Parliament before 
the Summer recess. Talk ·about a socia[ pOilicy 
and a social Euvope is onlly meaningful if 
Parliament makes sure that something is done 
about participation ·and actually considers the 
proposails on tJhis matter. 

'I1h1rdly, a ,comment on ·ind:Lation and, in this 
connection, ·on the ·contents ,of parag.raph 7 of 
Dady EHes's motion for !'esolution. I shall not 
dwell on the unpleasant consequences of 
inflation which are sufficiently well known. Nor 
shall I speak ·about the need to fight inflation 
on which we all agree. 
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It seems to me i!nappropri.ate that we in the 
Parliament should 1be asking the European 
Commission 1io convince employers and 
emploY'ees of the need fur hra•rmonious 1a!bour 
relations as a means of overcoming iniflation. 
Fd.rstly, there is no single cause of infilation. 
There is a number of different causes. Some 
experts say :that itt lis the investment drirft of 
multi-national undertakings which fans the 
flames of imlf1ation. Others :refer to wage 
increases wlhloh outstrip productivity as a 
cause. StiJll others say that the various cate
gories of expenditure, such as investment, 
private consumption and public spendling, 
demands more than the national pr·oduct can 
supply so thatt this too encourages inf·lation. 
There aTe other causes, but to say that 
hiarmon~ous labour 'relations ·are so necessary 
in this connection is going too far, to my 
mind. 

We feel that, if inflation is to be encountered 
effectively, what is needed both in the short 
and long term is control of industrial invest
ment, of private consumption and of public 
spending. If the authorities want private con
sumption to be moderated, the on:ly answer 
is an inoomes policy which !begins by curtailing 
hlgh incomes 'and raises the lowest incomes. 
If the public autfuorities want an incomes policy 
of that klind, they must now do something 
about it. Arguments may then arise and 
ha<rmonious relations between socia•l partners 
will be di£ficult to achieve. Let me put another 
questlion. When we call for harmonious rela
tions, does this mean that we wJ:sh to maintain 
the present distdbution of pDwer in ·the eoo
nomlic process, under which a •great many 
decisions are taken 'by very few people? Have 
we the il:lusion 1Jhan changes in this distribution 
will be brought about Writhout argument? I 
have so mallly doulbts about Pa11a. 7 that I have 
tabled an amendment ,to :i!t. I am glad that 
Mr Van der Gun pointed owt again that, in his 
vi:ew, the fight against inflation should be 
viewed mainly against ·the background of a 
change in economic power 'rela·tions and a just 
incomes pdlicy. 

I believe this is highllighted lin 1lhe proposed 
amendments I :have tabled to Para. 7. 

To avoid any misunderstanding, I should also 
Like to say that I am not interested in a fight 
ror its own sake. I merely say that changes 
in the presen!t distribution olf. incomes and 
power cannot be 'brought about without a 
struggle 1and that i<t is too easy to speak of 
countering ·inflation through harmonious !l'ela
tions ·between <the social partners. Thialt ·seems 
to me more an argument of mOI'ial re-armament 
than genuine socialist policy. 

Finail.ly, I should !like to 'look .clooely at Para. 9 
of the resolution. It :is a very strange paragraph, 
whidh is supported by a •comment in Lady 
Elles's report. Para. 9 ·says thiat 1the cfa/l.l in the 
birth rate is di•stunbi·ng. While many people in 
this world are expressin1g their extreme 'anxiety 
at the il1atpid exponential growth of the world 
popu:lation, ·the European Pacr'liament is being 
asked to describe the faiJJl in the birth l'laJte as 
disturbing. It may seem foolish to dwell on 
this and, ii,f it were on!ly a questi·on of a state
ment •by Lady E1les, I would ,give the matter 
no further attention, but since a narrow major
i•ty in 1Jhe Committee on Social Affairs and 
Employrrnen t ,rejected a proposal to delete Para. 
9, we must consider ·the matter. I would not 
like this Parliament to malke itself a ~aJUghing 
stook !before the publlic. A reading of the 
expilanatory statement to <this paragraph of 
·the motion ·for a resolution rreaves us speecMess. 

What does it say? 

'Moreover, your committee considers the faH 
in the birth rate (.Live :births per thousand 
inlhaib1tants) extremely ·alarming, as this is 
bound to lead to :a ·greater dependence of 
the host countries on the employment of 
mi•grant w011kers.' 

I have never come aoeross such an original 
solution ·to the problem. If we have another 
ten mHHon ,g.enuine EEC citizens, we shaU not 
need migrant workers! Let us then all be 
delighted because the Conservatives solved this 
probllem. The fall in the number of births 
must be stopped and, indeed, -reversed; contra
ceptives must :be for!bidden and so on in order 
to increase the number of births in Europe. 

1lhe United Nations birth control programmes 
are only illltended. ior India and Pakistan, Euro
peans have no responsibility for the increase in 
the world :population. 

I find it very diJlficult to see how a position 
Hke this ·can be reached. What do the Con
servatives actually want of the EEC? And do 
they want to do something about the number of 
births ·as a matter of policy? 

Do they want to reverse the decline as a 
matter of policy? I hope tha<t the European 
Parliament wi!l:l throw out thls non-sense as 
well as the imaginary world on which it is 
aH !based. 

It would ·be illl'teresting to hear the views of 
the European Commission on this paragraph. 
Especially in the light of the answer given 
by the Oommisskm on 12 February 1974 to the 
question put by my political colleague, Mr 
Eisma, on 29 November 1973 as fohlows: 
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Subject: Popu~ation trends in Europe. 

1. Does the Commission share my view that 
rthe constant growth of the population in 
Europe will have a detrimental influence 
on 'liVIirng ·cond[tions, ·and if not, why not? 

2. Would the Commission describe an annual 
1population g.rowth of the twenty-nine coun
t:r.ies concerned which was 0.9°/o in the 
period 1950/1960, •and rose to 1°/o in the 
next decade as 1a (very slight) change? 

3. Would the Commission describe the faH in 
the growth figures in Poland from 1.9% 
to 1.5% as abrupt but st~]l sati•sfactory? 

4. Does tthe Commission not think that, if ·an 
increase in population growth in Austria 
from 0.2°/o to 0.40/o is qua'lri:fied •as 'defeated 
stagnation' 1and fertility i:in France as 'satis
factory', th1s reflects an irncorrect inter
pretation of the popUJ}ation growth? 

The Commission's reply Wlals as follows: 

The Commission agrees with the represent
atives' views that the woros used in the text 
referred to simplify the probtlem eX'Cessively 
by systematicaHy ·equating population growth 
with progress.' 

I feel tihlat this reply was qui>te dear and I 
hope to hear the Comm~ssion's opinion on this 
Para. 9 of the resolution. 

We have <babied an amendment seeki'll!g to 
de~ete Para 9. I hope that a majority in this 
ParLiament will agree with us. If this paragraph 
remains m the motion ·for a resolution, the 
SodaHst Group will be unaMe to approve a 
motion. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Premoli on behalf of the 
Liberal and A:llies Group. 

Mr Premoli. - (I) Mr President, Ladies ·and 
Gentlemen, I must admit that I am dis
appointed to discover that Lady EJl!les's report 
has been su'bmitted for consideration and is 
being discussed in this House before I have 
had time to d11aw UJP an opinion pursuant to 
the in•structions of the Committee oo Public 
Hea1lth and the Environment. 

Requiring the report on the social situation 
to have 1Jhis opinion is not jus·t an empty 
formality. Some promi!Illent chapters of this 
report, m particular chapters 10 and 11, are 
devoted to sand.tary protection and protection 
of the environment. I should like to point out 
that this treatment of our opinion on the report 
in question as superilluous simply iJlustrates the 

general lack of ·appreciation of the work of 
the Committee an Public Health and the 
IDnv:ironment whose responsiibi[ities are being 
continually eroded. I do not want to list indi
vidUJal instances here but I should like to draw 
your attention to the most important example
the refusal to recognise oUJr responsibility for 
the report on consumer protection. 

I have a duty, on behalf of our chairman, 
Mr DeUa Briotta •and the Committee on Public 
Hea•lrth and the Environment as a whole. to 
ask why our committee was revived two years 
or so ago, if the sequel was simply to be 
continual encroachment on its responsibilities? 

I must also point out that it seems aM the 
more puzzling that we ·should be discussing 
Lady Elles's report today with urgency given 
that, when w'e discussed it in committee (as I 
am sure Lady Elles herself remembers), many 
members were absent. In view of the import
ance of the matter we are ·considering today, 
it might therefore have seemed -advi·sable to 
go over the whole problem again, subjecting 
it to a more thorough airing of opinion. 

This said, toda·y I sha!H simply make a few 
remarks which I cannot leave unsaid and explain 
the amendments which I have just tabled on 
behalf of the Liberals and Allies Group and 
the Committee on Public Health and the 
En Vlironmen t. 

I was somewhat amazed by the observation 
made in paragraph 6 of Lady Elles's resolution, 
viz: 'the European Pavli:ament welcomes the 
proposal so far made towards improvements 
in 'hea:lth and safety reguiJ.ations in !industry 
and emphasises the need for severe pena<lties 
in cases of negligence on the part of the 
employer'. 

Thits favourable assessment of the steps taken 
to improve ·safety in industry lis not shared by 
the committee which I represent. It seems to 
me that Lady El'les is being over-optimistic. 
Unfortunately, the number of •accidents at work 
has not declined in either absolwte or relative 
terms, as we might have been entitled to hope 
in a per.iod ·fUI·ch as ours, characterized by 
scientifuc ferment and intensive research. In 
any case, we are very far from the goails 
which, I have pleasure in pointing out, have 
been reached in the coal .and steel sector under 
the encouragment of the ECSC high authority. 

I therefore feel that my disappointment, embo
died in an explicit amendment, at the lack of 
development in this essential sector is justified. 

I understand that a r-ecent article in the Times 
has made Lady Elles think ag·ain and prdbably 
conwnced her of the need for greater strictness. 
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I therefore .sincerely hope that the rapporteur 
will be able to support this amendment given 
that she seems herself ·convinced tha:t the pro
visions referred to in her report are not 
suffidently severe. On the other hand, I give 
my unconditional approval to Lady Elles's sug
gestion that more d11astic and severe penaiJ.ties 
are needed for industries who are negligent in 
this field. 

The Commission of the Commund.ties should 
therefore increase its efforts and leave no stone 
unturned in the field of accident prevention 
even if this requires radical change in the 
genera:! SY1Stem of safety rules at present in 
force. 

Another chapter wh]ch I ·Should have !liked to 
recons~der is 1Jhe one dea!ling with ionizing 
mdila ti!ons. 

I cannot say often enough that, in this field, 
we must leave no stone unturned and waste 
no time since as the high ·cost of liquid fuel 
makes nuclear stations more 1and more com
petitive, our security measures are getting 
seriously left hehind. Without wi:shing to be 
alarmist and ta~k a!bout ·catastrophes, the Com
mittee on Public Health and the Environment 
woulld like to draw your attention to the 
precautiOTlJS required by the development of 
this expanding sector. 

In talking of this matter, I shou!1d l]ke to 
once more point out, as I did when discUJSsing 
Mr Wa!lz'1s report, that it is imposs~ble to 1\orce 
an unwil:ling worker to work when the alert 
~evel of such radiation has been surpassed. On 
this previous occasion, the Commission seemed 
to be somewhat reti:cent and suffering from 
uncertainties on the matter. I hope that in in 
the meantime every doubt has been dispeJ.,J.ed. 

I have most doubts about the implementation 
of the environmental pvogramme. The eco
logical time taiiJle approved by the Commis
sion in an offkial document {Official Journal 
CE/112) has been i1gnored from 1Jhe very start 
and this ~ack of observance in practice is a 
souvce of concern to the members of the Com
mittee on Public Health and the Environment. 
I shaH ·confine myself to one example to make 
it clear what I mean. We regard the Rhine 
basin as a test case of the nine countries' wiU 
to restore our environment to health. The dead
Hne laid down in the above document for intro
ducing measures to effect this change, i.e. 31 
March, has come and gone without any sign 
of the promi.sed proposals. 

Recently Commissioner •Scarascia Mugnozza 
reaffirmed the Commi:ssion'•s commitment on 
this matter, I hope this means that it will soon 

be possible to announce another immediate 
deadline for achieving this goal. 

Our anxi•ety about these delays makes us 
scepti·cal· about the symposiums organized by 
the Commission (in Kadsruhe, Paris) dealing 
with radio-active ·contamination of f·ood-stuffs, 
pesttcides etc. I do not wish to deny that they 
are both important ·and interesting but they 
shouLd lead to practica:l conclusions. 

At this point, I wonder ii the Oommffision 1s 
able to reply in advance to Mr Jahn's written 
question on the results of the ·colloquy dealing 
with radio-active contamination of food-stuffs. 
There is a vaUd need for these symposiums 
and it is certairrly a good idea to organize 
them but, if they are to be effective and 
convincing, the Commission of the Communities 
must not act only as the driving force behind 
original ideas but also, and more important, 
behind putting them into pr·actice. 

This explains my second amendment trans
lating the proposa·ls whi·ch have blossomed 
duving these colloquys into 'Practical acti:on. 

On my own behallf, I shoulld like to express 
disagreement, and in thi\S case it is the most 
profound disagreement, with Lady Elles's con
cern at the :llal'l in the birth rate shown by the 
soctal indicators. In a wor.ld suffering from 
over-<popUJlation and once more haunted by 
the sped11e of Maltus, I f·eel this is the wrong 
appvoa·ch and think it would be more to the 
point to encourage the campaign against infant 
mortality which, for example, is very high in 
Italy. I therefore think that paragmph 9 of 
the resolution should be deleted. 

As rapporteur on ,surface waters-incwentally 
I hope that this report will be discussed in the 
very near future-! urge the Community inst'i
tuti:ons to talke immediate steps to strengthen 
control over the level of pollution of drinking 
water, to promote and increase the number of 
anti-<pollution programmes, provliding Commun
ity finance whenever necessary. Let us not 
forget 1Jhat drinJking water which is not 
altogether pure or, even, infected with bacilli 
may cause serious infections. 

I am sure that Lady Elles wi'll not take my 
remarks person•allly and, indeed, this is not 
my intention. I fully aJppreciate her report 
but present these points as a necessary additi.:>n 
to the resolution and suspect that they would 
automatically hav-e been included, rather than 
taking the form of amendments, if the Com
mittee on Public He,alth and the Environment 
had been able to e~ress its opinion in the 
usual way and using the tradiHonal instruments 
of our house. 
(Applause) 
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President. - I call Mr J ames Hill on behalf 
of th:e European Conservati\ne Group. 

Mr James Hill.- Mr President, we must thank 
Lady Elles for this excellent motion for a reso
lution. 

There are points at issue, of course, in any 
document coming before this Parliament. I rise 
to speak first of all on paragraph 4. In the 
Social Fund the emphasis has been on retrain
ing, and the views of the committee were that 
there should also be emphasis on the Regional 
Policy Fund and on a regional policy pro
gramme on retraining. So there is a great link
age between the two funds. I would object 
to only one word in paragraph 4-'compre
hensive'. As is well known, when the Commis
sion first put forward the Regional Policy Fund 
it was to be applied in a fairly concentrated 
manner, and slowly but surely the maps were 
enilarged and 'it became the beginning of a 
comprehensive regional fund policy. Since then 
there has been, certainly in the Council of 
Ministers, a rethink on this and it has become 
very concentrated in its outlook. 

I think it is worth pointing out, however, that 
the current Commission proposals, which in 
a loose way can be said to arise from the 1972 
Paris Summit, do not now represent a compre
hensive regional policy. Basically the present 
proposed scheme of aid under the Regional 
Development Fund is complementary to regional 
aid programmes already promoted in the Mem
ber States. Thus, if in the future the United 
Kingdom wished to take advantage of the Fund, 
it would have to satisfy criteria which are not 
too onerous. 

There are three criteria: heavy dependence on 
agricultural employment, heavy dependence on 
employment in dechning industrial activities, 
and ·a per·siiSterrtly high nate of unemployment 
coupled with a high rate of net outward 
migration. So the United Kingdom wouid be 
able to receive what I would term a back-up 
aid from the Regiolllal Development Fund if it 
could meet these three critenia. 

I am afraid that the Commission now refers 
to a Community Regional Policy Fund which 
will only deal with sectional or regional imbal
ances within fairly harsh guidelines ·as laid 
down by the Council of Ministers in January 
and December last. My own Government would, 
indeed, welcome the Regional Policy Fund, for 
obvious reasons, but the wording of the motion 
for a resolution, I would have thought, could 
be 1altered by substituting another wo~d for 
'comprehensive' in paragraph 4. Perhaps 'the 
continuing absence of a regional development 
fund' would be more accurate. 

Poor government within a Member State will 
obviously increase the aid to be received under 
a regional policy fund, because this will fall 
within the third criterion. A poor government, 
with no counter-inflation policies, will naturally 
have a persistently high rate of unemployment, 
and I think that in the professional and salaried 
classes this will result in a high rate of net 
outward migration. Consequently, no matter 
what is the size of any fund, whether it be 
in respect of social or regional policy, it is the 
quality of the governments within the nine 
Member States which will determine how effec
tive such funds will be. 

It is fairly obvious that although paragraph 7 
talks of 'harmonious industrial relations at a time 
when inflation threatens the economic well
being of the Community' this is a time of great 
peril, because at times of inflation we seldom 
have harmonious industrial relations; indeed, 
the major unions of the various Member States 
will be trying to get the biggest slice of the 
available fiscal economy products that are avail
able. Consequently, inflation is the greatest 
danger to the social and regional policy funds 
and any other fund that will emanate from the 
Community. 

Yesterday Mr Kirk made the point that the 
Commission has done very little study-at any 
rate, so far it has not reached the European 
Parliament-of a counter-inflation policy within 
the Community. To uphold the purchasing 
power of the various funds is a first priority. 

With regard to the effectiveness of the funds, 
this needs a great deal of research. Certainly 
with regional policies it needs research in the 
Member States concerned, and this the European 
Parliament is carrying out. Paragraph 8 says 
that 'shortages of raw materials should not be 
used by industries as a means of making exces
sive profits.' 

We are all aware that in a period of inflation 
and spiralling industrial costs there are two 
sectors which make-in some peoples' view, per
haps, quite rightly-high profits-namely, the 
banks and the oil industry. There will be a 
great deal of pressure within the Member States 
to take action against these excessive profits. 
If we are all to be subject to a tightening of 
belts it is right that within the Member States 
it must be seen that this has taken place. 

Paragraph 9 refers to the rather emotive issue 
of birth rates. The United Kingdom has had an 
Abortion Act since 1967. In their wisdom, the 
government have just introduced free contra
ception for all who wish to apply. This has put 
an enormous strain on the health services and 
the doctors concerned. But it is emphasized that 
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in the United Kingdom we are not worried 
about the decline in the birth rate at the mo
ment. Perhaps paragraph 9 could be suitably 
amended to take in that point. 

The amendment put down to paragraph 9 is 
rather crude. It simply seeks to delete the 
paragraph. It is obvious that if it is deleted we 
must have something to replace it. We cannot 
leave a vacuum. The birth rate, whether 
increasing or decreasing, is a matter of great 
moment, and statistics must be based on the 
figures coming from the Commission. 

On the point concerning the unemployed, unem
ployment is created by runaway inflation. There 
must be further studies of this within the Com
munity. 

I have kept my remarks on paragraph 7 to the 
last because I am surprised at it. Any economist 
will say that a more appropriate distribution 
of income and wealth will not combat inflation; 
in fact, quite the reverse. The idea that we can 
combat inflation by the egalitarianizing of 
wealth, through a wealth tax, further death 
duties, individual earnings tied to a certain level, 
and companies not being allowed to retain 
profits to put into further expansion, is wrong. 
Quite the reverse is true. It would start spiralling 
unemployment, and that would be horrifying 
throughout the Community. It is one of those 
outdated Socialist ideas which time and again 
have been proved to have no relevance to the 
problem of running a modern economy. 

We should give our thanks to Lady Elles. We 
shall certainly be able to vote against the 
amendment to paragraph 7, and I leave it to 
my colleagues to decide whether they wish to 
vote against the amendment to paragraph 9. 

President. - I call Mr Laudriin on behalf of 
the Group of European Progressive Democrats. 

Mr Laudrin. - (F) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, may I, on behalf of the Group of 
European Progressive Democrats, 00111gratu1late 
Lady Elles on her ex;ceHent report ·concerning 
the development of the social situation in the 
Community in 1973. W:ith your permission, Mr 
President, I shall add 'a f,ew re:lllecHons of my 
own. 

During the debate whkh took place in this 
HoUISe yesterday we hearo a good many 
lamentations over the fact that the European 
Union is made 'and unmade at the whim m 
the events which shake our wor:ld. But this 
morning pevh:aps we al"e enjoying the unac
customed treat of finding ·grounds ttor somewhat 
more optimism as regards the social problem. 

This may well be a turning-poli:nt on the path 
of progress trodden in 1973. 

Although the pmposa·l for a >resolution sub
mitted to us includes a number of correctives 
and resolutions, it does indeed leave us with 
an optimistic flavour. Allow me, then, to ·give 
e:x~pression to some reflections which will lend 
stllpport to thos·e which have been put forward 
in a variety of ways by preceding speakers. 

ThiJS is a time when full employment, as a 
pl"iority goal of both national and Community 
policy, must form the real basiJS of a ~common 
strategy for tackling the problems the situation 
raises in our respective ooUJntries. 

The problem of employment is always a live 
issue for one or other of the social categories 
concerned. However, it acquires a new 
dimel11Sion as a result m the energy erisis we 
have had. It is a fact that •certain countries 
are dependent on oil for as much as 70°/o of 
tJheir economic needs, and this, of course, has 
its >repereussions for the working population, 
to such a degree .as to I"aise henceforth the 
question of improving professional training so 
as to faci'litate the mobility of manpower as 
between one sector and another. For this reason 
I should Bke to see the European Social Fund 
providing more financial aid to promote voca
tional training for adults, ·and >reserving priority 
attention for countries-Ireland is the first of 
these to come to mind-whi!ch are haro hit by 
the economi,c repercussions of the energy crisis. 

'I1he Commission has pointed out that its 
departments were investig·ating the ef.fects of 
this oil crisis on the probllem of employment, 
with a view also to establishing lin how fa·r 
it affects necessa'ry changes in the job sphere. 

I trust Parliament will manage to look into this 
report and give us its opinion on the problem. 

With reference to paragraph 7 of the proposal 
for >a resolution in Lady E1les' report, which 
stresses the need to estalblish harmonious 
relations with the social partners, we have no 
hesitation in giving this our baoking. 

It is however quite necessary for the Com
mission to take the initiative by inviting the 
parties to study a programme of division of 
labour, and to seek, with the >concurrence of 
Parliament, the best way that can be found 
of sharing the burden of an activity which is 
at h!azaro. We realize that on thds point the 
attempts we have made have not been crowned 
with success, and that we must now try again 
as soon as we can. 

I am not a'ltog•ether happy about the fact that 
Lady Elles' proposal omits any reference to 
mi!grant workers. 
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It will have been noted that when the oil 
crisis was sprung upon us, ,the Federa~ RepubHc 
of Germany as well as Denma>rk announced 
measures ailmed at cheolcing the influx of 
m1grant workers, to the point of barring entry 
to some, though they be Europeans. I feel that 
no effort should be spared in an endeavour 
to prevent migrant workers, whai!Jeve[" their 
origin, from b-ecoming victims of the crisis 
we are living tnrough at the moment; it is 
no solution to export unemPloyment to other 
countries, especi:arly to developling countries. 

I have examined with keen interest the Com
miss~on's proposals on handicapped workers. 
With regard to this problem, I ,shou'1d like to 
str·ess the need, once aga~n, to undertake more 
thoroughgoing research in the ·spheres of 
g·enettcs, psychiatry and surgery, so as to 
enable our medical men to cut down i:n large 
measure the numlber of these sad cases. Here 
we are, of course, overlapping onto the problem 
of hea>lth, but we have to vecognize 'that in 
certain countries, France i:ncluded, this problem 
has not been ~adequately studied. Too many 
are hand~capped from birth in ways which 
couiJ.d lbe corrected. Tqere are lessons to be 
learned from our handicapped p>a.rtners and 
from other Org>anizations, if we >are to launch 
a programme properly adjusted to the real 
needs in thiis sphere. 

I feel that as far as this field is concerned, 
the Commission's programme should be 
eX!panded; it ils not ambitious enough. The 
Socia!l Fund should make enough money 
avaiillable to help such people in their search 
for a pvoper place on the l,abour market. As 
has just been pointed out, the albsence of a 
Regional Fund and of a ;regional poHcy greatly 

, hinders the proper functioning Olf the social 
policy. This policy cannot, of course, take the 
place of a regional poltcy; it can on'ly have 
a ipaJrth;rl impact on ·exi~ting ,economic dis
parities, but it does a job that needs to be 
done. 

Just one word on paragraph 9, concerning the 
bi11th rate, an 'issue whkh has been Taised by 
a few speakers in this :florum. With the best 
wrll in the world to Mr Wieldraaijer, the con
cern we are voicing here is unlikely to cut 
any ice as far as the behaviour of families 
is concerned. I Shou!ld however be <graJteful to 
him if, while keeping to his reservations, ,a~ong 
w~th others perhaps, on th~s article, he agreed 
to >giv·e his vote to the repo11t as a whole, since, 
in my view, we can scarcely do less than give 
a certain 'satisfecit' for the House to ihe series 
of measures stressed by Lady Elles. 

A!llow me, in concluding, to voi,ce a concern 
which >has often been eXlpressed in this House, 

to the effect that the Social Acti.on programme 
will remain a dead ·letter and only arouse false 
hopes among the more underpriv~leg·ed cate
gories, tf the Socia'l Fund is not backed by 
the r,esources needed to put the proposed 
schemes into eMect. We must however rejoice 
if after an overlong sleep European actton is 
now showing signs of life. We must put our 
shoulders >to rt:he wheel on the Commission's 
beha1f, i:n the 'hope >that it wiJ:l 'achieve meetings 
of Ministers of Labour who have remained 
separate for too 1long and get them to reach 
their decisions in common. 

And 'tlhere is this, prompted by information 
heard ,over the radio this morning, thalt perhaps 
we should attempt 'to graJpple in a more 
deci:siv·e way with the problem of accidenlts at 
work. 'I1h:ese a're too ilr·equent, too costly to 
the countries concerned, as well as to the 
careers, heaiJ.th and life~styles of wage--earners. 
On this point also, it >seems to me, our efforts 
are less than adequate. 

Let me conclude these o'bservations by telling 
Lady Elles 1lhat we read1ly a>gl1ee to vote for 
the document she has submitted and which we 
have discussed in committee. Let me express 
the fi.rm hope that ,this wiU be but a start 
£or ·our social adion throughout the Europe of 
the Nine, and that this action will gather 
impetus in the interest of workers everywhere. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr MaNas on ,behalf of the 
Communist and Allies Group. 

Mr Marras. - (I) Mr President, I ~am not satis
fied with Lady Elle's report. Personally, I 
hold her in very high esteem but her remarks 
and reports are often permeated with the ideo
logy of the political party to which she belongs 
and this report is no e~ception. Speakers from 
other political parties have 1also pointed out 
that this report is dominated by an optimism 
which has nothilng to do with the 11'1eal situation. 

1913 was one of the most difficult yeal"S for 
the workers and peoples of Europe. In that year 
living conditions generally deteriomted, stran
gely in contrast with the Commission's !proclai
med intent to adopt a social action programme 
an!d give this our Europe a social face. 

In ,particular, two phenomena emerged and be
came more serious during 1973 and it would 
not be correct to attribute them exclusively to 
the oil crisis. I think that Vice~President Hillery, 
speaking in this Chamber a few months ,ago, 
rightly said that this ·crisis began 1some time 
before the oil cris~s and that signs of difficulty, 
as far ,as employment is concerned, were alveady 
evident in 1972. 
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Jin the past year, therefore, both working condi
tions and opportunities in our Community h.3.ve 
deteriorated. The rate of employment decreased 
and here I must say-1 believe that my collea
gue Mr Laudrin .also stressed this point-that I 
am surprised that our rapporteur, though 
!le:lierring to the point in the ·explanatory state
ment, di:d not include in the resolution the ques
tion of migrant worker:s who, in questions of 
employment, tend to be the hardest hit. 

I thintk that our gvoup will put ·a question to 
the Commission asking for statistics on the 
return of emigrants-! mean those originating 
in Oommunity countries, Italy in particular
to their home countries, includiing those who 
have not been dismissed. We find thousands of 
them returning to our cotliiltries. Subject to 
pressure by the employens, they .prefer .at times 
to leave of their own free will. This tends to 
create a •shifting anxi·ous climate •so that many 
emignant workers are losing their jobs .and 
returning to their region of origin. 

Then inflation has inc!1eased much more than 
anyone expected particularly as concerns the 
price of goods which are included in wo·rkers' 
basic consumption. Eighteen months ago, in 
Luxembourg, we were told that inflation had 
been blocked at 4-5 per cent par ·annum which 
would have been an acceptable rate. Now, 
however, every, or .anyway most, Community 
countries .are 1suf£ering from i:nfl.ation of around 
12-15 per cent and I suspect that in my country 
during 1974 the rate will surpa•ss 20 per cent. 

The effect of thi•s phenomenon on the life-style 
of workers is easy to imagine and wage •earners 
are .al!'eady to some extent succeeding in mak
ing good th1s loss of income by means of torugh 
trade union struggles. But we should also con
sider the millions of pension·em and workers 
with fiXied incomes who live in our countries 
and can do nothing to defend themselves 
against inflation. Feople often deplore the 
inc!lease in trade union •COIIlflict in the Com
munity countri-es, but what alternative· to 
conflict is open to the proletariat, work•ers .and 
wage earnern to defend themselves when they 
lack any of the necessary instruments? The 
Community institutions, i:ncluding the Com
mission, have ·certain responsibilities in this 
field .and they must fully accept them if they 
are to make the necessary cor11ections. 

What is more, no-one can pretend that this 
deterioration and crisis afflicting the Western 
economy weighs equally heavily on ·all social 
lev·e1s. It wou}d simply be untrue. Of course 
there are some economic secto!ls e.g. the car 
industry, which a.re having difficulties and 
probably distributing smaller pi10fits than in 

previous years but this does not apply for other 
economic undertakings. I •shall not now dwell on 
the subject of the multinational oil companies, 
which we have talked so much about in these 
days, but I shouLd like to 'point out, a's an 
example (I imagine there are other such facts 
i:n other Community countries), thiat the l·a~gest 
chemical complex in our country, which in eco
nomic terms is probably even larger than Fiat 
though less wellknown abroaa, i.e. Montedison, 
which dominates the market for chemical pro
ducts in Italy, ·enjoyed .a huge increase in 
profits, in 1973. 

The crisis does not therefore weigh equally on 
workers and on ·employers. As I sa·id, the Com
munity institutions have responsibilities in this 
field but I 1shall not dwell on thi·s point since 
others of my colleagues have alr.eady spoken of 
many of the institutions. The Community has 
hitherto failed to 'adopt or use iilJStruments, such 
as the Regional fund, which might be eff·ective 
in the fields of employment and inflation. 

Though the Communities' Social Fund is 
extending its field of ·action to 1a'!l ever larg& 
number of ·sectors, it is not increasing its funds 
to the same extent. 

The Community lacks or is not able to freely 
use some of the instruments which could be 
useful under these circumstances. In order to 
assess a social 8ituation in our Community 
correctly, I believe that we should first consider 
the behaviour of the onganizational forces which 
express the general opinion of the workers ·as a 
whole. I do not believe that Commissioner Hill
ery can say that he found many grounds for 
satis£adion or encour·agement in his dealings 
with the t~ade uni·ans, in particula;r the most 
representati\nes ones. The members of the Com
mission were ·asked to call 1a ·social •oonf&ence, 
not like the i)ailed •attempt to dtscuss the social 
action programme, but one in which the present 
quality of life of the workers ·and the influence 
of the energy crisis on employment .and income 
could be conside!1ed. 

What •use hav,e you made in these last months 
of 'a body at your disposal such as the Standing 
Committee on Employment in which you may 
sit ,round a table with both social partruers? 
How often has the Council of Ministers for 
Labour of the Oommtliility met since the social 
action pvogramme was .adopted? 

I gather that for some time some countries have 
been calling for a meeting of the Council 
whereas the Council of Mini:sters has not met 
for months. The major trade union forc€8 •are 
acco,rdingly anxious about the Community and 
the problems which the Community seems 
unable to 1solve. 
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In our opinion, the Institutions have both 
specific and more general :responsibilities .and 
the latter do not divectly affect Mr Hillery's 
sphere of .responsibility as Commissioner respon
sible for social af:fiaivs. Well, we have always 
said, and you, Mr Hillery, h1ave concurred in 
this opinion, that all Community policies, 
medium term monetary policy most of all, 
have a most important ·sodal inlfluence. With 
great satisfaction I quote your own recent 
words: 'We cannot :veadh a .satisfa>etory solution 
to the pvesent employment 'situation by using 
deflationary mea1sures'. A majority of Com
munity countries are, on the contrary, following 
just this line of policy using a range •O[ mone
tary provisions, :adopted by the Central Banks, 
which are leading to a deteriomtion in the 
employment situation. 

Of ·course, the p~cture ils :not entir·ely bl.a•ck-in 
particular I should like to stress the strengthen
ing of the trade union movement on a European 
level. You are therefore faced by a great partner 
who can speak on behalf of tens of millions of 
worke11s. Social involvement, presented a's one 
of the principal objectives of the soci.al action 
progvamme, must be pursued iln practice on the 
day to day level with this partner. 

I should like to conclude, Mr President, by 
rapidly 1sketching the proposals •advanced by 
our political party ·:fiar some essential, though 
clearly not definitive, measures to ef:fle'Ctively 
tackle the problems of employment .and infla
tion which we cons~der to be the two main 
challenges facing us today. 

When we discussed the sodal action program
me in th~s Chamber, there was some conflict 
about our proposal on the possibility of intro
ducing a sliding scale for salaries •ws ·a means 
of fighting inflatiQn but the disclllssion conclu
ded in favour of this proposal. It gives me plea
sure now to read a Comm~ssion document 
a:nnouncing the presentation of a study of 
mechanisms of adapting salaries to the costs of 
living. Could Commissioner Hillery kindly check 
the date for me because it is not an official 
document but •a:n ,agency bulletin and I should 
like to dvaw my colleagues' attention to it. 

Today, which 1s dedicated to social probl•ems, we 
shall discuss the introduction of the 40-hour 
week in the Community. The 40-horur week, 
which has been an a~m of the worker's struggle 
in our countries for at Least a •oentury, would 
lmve some real V•arlue in .fighting unemployiinent 
if it were accompani•ed by a gmdual elimination 
of overtime. This is one of our ar.guments and 
I am glad to notice that, despite the smallness 
of our delegaUon in this Chamber, Communist 
arguments aPe beginning to make 1an imp.r:ession 
silnce Commissioner Hillery seems to have 

expressed his .a.g.reement with this one in declar
ing in his report on the 1social situration that 
the division of labour, involving a reduction of 
overtime as well as the basic working week, 
was a subject which deserved to be t.aken into 
conside!'lation. I hope that he will con·fi.rm my 
beltef that he cons~ders thi1s :a ooitable action 
to fight th~s sitUJation. 

In addition to the 40-hour week tand elimina
tion of overtime, we would 1add the reduction 
of reUring ag,e a1s 1another tgoal which could con
tribute to reducing unemployment. 

The statement I referred to was not taken from 
an agency bulletin but from the summary of 
Commissioner Hillery's speech of 12 February in 
this Chiamber. 

These then •are tsome measupes which, if mpidly 
taken, could prev·ent 1974 being a worse year 
than 1973 for the worke11s of our COIITimunity. 

President. - I call Lord O'Hag.an. 

Lord O'Hag,an. - I wish to begin by saying 
somethmg which ·I hope is common to all Mem
bers of Barliament. I tshould like to ·congratulate 
the DiPectorate-Gene:val :£or Socilal Affuirs and 
in particular Dr Hil1ery f01r the valiant 
battles that they have conducted for human
izrng the Community since its enlargement. Of 
course, they have· not been wholly ,successful 
with the Social Action P.rogramme, and not all 
of its proglmmmes havre heen implemented. 
Some are not even very near implementation. 
It may be that we in Parliament have not given 
them as much positive, constructive and timely 
support as we should have given. Possibly we 
can improve that in future. However, if the 
Community develops into something more than 
just a customs union-and there are still some 
people in Britain who want it to do more than 
that-then some of the credit must and will go 
to Dr Hillery and his team and, I hope, to 
the Social Affairs Committee of Parliament for 
their constructive and critical support of Dr 
Hillery. 

Mr President, I am sure that you, as a lover of 
England, like me, have a respectful, even 
somewhat awestru·ok, admi'ration :fio·r Latdy Elles, 
and shJa,ve my own admimtion of her extra
OTdinary energy tand achievements iln •so many 
fields .at oo many diUePent times. It is ther•e
:flore no surprise either to you or to me that, 
doing tSO much tSO well •and so often, very occa
sionally •she ·should do what she has done today 
~and I s•ay this in great fri<endship .and respect 
---IIl!a:mely, mak·e just a littLe bit of a twit of 
herself. I ,say that in an •entirely f.ri·endly a:nd 
avUJncular w.ay. 
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In the speech that she made and in that part 
of the report in which she dealt with population, 
she linked in a naive and simplistic way the 
question of population growth, or the opposite 
of it, inside the Community with that part 
concerning migrant workers. 

I wish to separate the two. Of course, when 
discussing the question of population we can 
do it in a national, a European or a world 
context, and all these different ways of looking 
at the population prospects have a long-term 
effect on social policy. 

I myself am not a great expert on population, 
so that I cannot say much more than that. 
However, knowing a very little about the 
problems of migration and the social con
sequences of migration, I think that a crude 
linkage of population growth, or shrinkage, with 
the subject of migrant workers is a wholly 
unconstructive basis for looking at the social 
consequences of migration-and there are 
social consequences of migration. If one takes 
away all the adult males from villages in 
Turkey, one destroys those communities. There 
are social consequences for those countries. 
There are social consequences for our own 
countries, the Member States, when people with 
strange customs come from other countries 
outside the Community. Also there are different 
problems, as we all know, and as Mr Marras 
coMiJStently 'reminded UIS, for those coruntries 
inside the Community who send a large number 
of their workers to other countries inside the 
Community. 

But it is far too self-indulgent to think that we 
can help solve the social problems of those 
countries outside the Community which send 
us workers to do the dirty jobs that Europe 
needs done to stay prosperous and that we are 
no longer prepared to do ourselv,es; it is far 
too simple to say that we are going to keep them 
out under the guise of keeping in those countries 
those skilled people whom they will need if they 
are ever to develop beyond the relatively 
unsophisticated economic structure that they 
have at present. We cannot say we are doing 
them a favour by keeping them out in order 
to keep them in their own countries because 
they are needed there, and at the ~Same time 
say, 'Well, we will allow them to come here 
when we need them to do dirty jobs'. We 
deceive ourselves if we think that a good 
number of them are going to go back with skills 
to those countries from which they came and 
use those skills there. Are there mfllny bus
drivers who can use their bus-driving skills in 
the mountain villages of Turkey? 

I think we should use some common sense 
about this. We should also remember that the 

social consequences of migration have an 
economic aspect in that the remittances home 
to the countries from which these people come, 
from workers inside the Community, make a 
very important contribution to the foreign 
eX!challlige of those countries. 

I am not suggesting that there ils no link 
between the number of inldigenous European 
workers ~md the number of migrnnt worklers 
from inside the Community or from outside, but 
I say that a crude balancing up of the two is 
a false avenue to follow if we want to reach 
a just social solution to this very difficult series 
of problems. 

I suggest instead that we should move towards 
a Community manpower policy, taking into 
account population growth inside the Com
munity, also taking into account social factors 
inside the Community, coupled with a Com
munity immigration policy looking at things 
from a long-term point of view, with better 
reception facilities inside the Member States. 
The Commission is already moving in this 
direction, I am glad to see, if only slowly. 

What was worse about Lady Elles' speech was 
that she mentioned genocide. I am proud of 
being a British mongrel. I am proud of my 
Italian, Jewish and Irish blood. If we are going 
to start talking in these terms in this Parlia
ment, as Lady Elles did, I think it is a great 
pity. I hope it will not happen again. 

I conclude by saying that I hope we can all 
impress upon the Council, who have shown their 
concern for this subject by their absence, that 
if Europe is to move forward and win greater 
support in the Member States, they must have 
a new social policy. They cannot tinker around. 
They cannot encourage applications for money 
in the Member States under one hat and then 
turn them down under another hat when the 
Ministers for Finance come along, and decide 
that the Social Fund does not need much money; 
they go home and make a lot of noise and 
encourage people to apply for aid, hoping that 
their applications will be turned down on 
technical grounds because they have not filled 
in the forms correctly. If Europe is to emerge 
from its chrysalils and is to go forward, we 
need a real social policy. 

We should congratulate the Commission on 
what they have achieved so far, and I hope we 
can all encourage them to speak vociferously 
and persist with the practical wisdom which 
they have so far shown, so that what is at 
present the beginning of a European social 
policy will turn into a genuine European social 
policy. 

(Applause) 
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The President. - While thanking Lord O'Hagan 
for his compliment on my love of England, I 
now give the floor to the Irish member of the 
Commission of the European Communities. 

Dr Hillery, Vice-President of the Commission 
of the European Communities. - Thank you, 
Mr President. First I ,should like to thank 
Lady EHes for her rl'leport, which has been 
very thorough alll'd U!Seful. Naturally, we 
should hardly be listening to Parliament if 
we hearo the same attitude of agreement to 
everything social in the Oo.mmunity, but I 
should like to stress how helpful it is to 
me to have heard the V1arious a~spects of 
the social report teased out so thoroughly for 
examination by people holding different points 
of view and motivated by different philosophies. 
I should like to add my voice to those of other 
parliamentarians who have complimented her. 

I should like to start by referring to Mr Van 
der Gun's comments. At this stage of evolution 
in the Community, when social policy is only 
beginning after the Paris Summit meeting, we 
must accept that when we report on social 
progress in the Community we are largely 
reporting on the position within the national 
states. This for a time must be the main part 
of the report. But I think we can compliment 
ourselves on the fact that, running side by side 
with this report on the position in the Member 
States, we now have a progress report on the 
implementation of a Community social action 
programme. As the competencies of the Com
munity increase, as we move towards social 
union, I hope that the Commission will be able 
to speak with more and more authority on social 
conditions in Europe, as distinct from the social 
state of development of the different Member 
States. 

That being so, I want to say that the social 
action programme adopted by the Council with 
the inbuilt guarantee of decision-making-which 
up to now, by its absence, has done so much 
damage to the Community-within five months 
of hearing the Parliament's opinion, or, if 
the Parliament's opinion is not involved, within 
nine months of the Commission's proposal 
enables us to feel that we are on the way with 
the implementation of the social action pro
gramme. 

The social action programme, with which I was 
closely associated and in which the Parliament 
played such a vital role before the Council 
meeting, has, since its adoption, found seven 
priority actions proposed by the Commission in 
the following respects: in the first three months 
of this year the Parliament has given opinions 
on the first three priority actions; in addition, 

we have already had an opinion of Parliament 
on mass dismissals, delivered last year but still 
valid, for the implementation of protection 
against mass dismissals as part of the pro
gramme; finally, opinions on a draft directive 
on equal pay and the proposal concerning a 
40-hour week and four weeks' holiday are before 
Parliament today. 

After today's meeting I hope to be able to report 
to the Commission that the Parliament has 
delivered its opinion on all the priority actions 
proposed by the Commission at the end of 1973, 
with the sole exception of the European founda
tion for the improvement of living and working 
conditions. I know that the Parliament has 
already established the rapporteur for the study 
of this proposal. 

Since the seven priorities were· submitted to the 
Council, the Commission has, in the next phase 
of submissions, submitted its proposal for the 
creation of a European centre for vocational 
training. The Parliament will be consulted by 
the Council on that. The general object of such 
a centre will be the promotion and development 
of vocational training and continuous training 
at Community level. The Commission feels that 
in particular it may organize courses, confe
rences, seminars and pilot projects, conclude 
research contracts and grant financial assistance 
for carrying out specific projects and edit and 
distribute all useful documentation, in particu
lar, a Community bulletin on vocational training. 

I feel that the institute for vocational training 
is one of the most important steps that we have 
so far taken. It is the main step in the imple
mentation of a common European vocational 
education programme. I look forward to its 
establishment, and I know that its existence will 
raise the standards and diffuse the highest level 
of standards of training throughout the whole 
Community. It is true that the highest levels of 
vocational training are not applied everywhere 
in the Community, and a knowledge of this, 
made available by a Community institution, will 
make it possible for workers in the Community 
to find for themselves, individually, the best 
level of their own competence in taking up 
positions in life. It will also give them what I 
regard as the only real security a worker can 
have-namely, the possibility of training to meet 
the rapidly-changing demands for skills brought 
about by technological change, changed trading 
situations such as we have again under the 
GATT negotiations, and other variations we are 
all conscious of, such as the energy crisis. 

The only real security for a worker is to be so 
trained as to be adaptable and mobile in his 
skills, rather than being merely geographically 
mobile. This vocational training institution will 
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respond to the needs of the European Com
munity as well as of individual workers. The 
ability of Europe, as a trading group, to compete 
with other groups will depend on the skill of 
its workers and the ability of Europe to train 
its workers to compete with other trading groups 
who can claim the same markets by providing 
better products, in competition. I regard it as 
one of the most important things from the point 
of view of the worker and also of Europe, and 
I look forward to a discussion on the subject 
in this Parliament. 

We hope for a number of new proposals during 
1974. It will support Lady Elles's claim for the 
particular significance of this report if I tell the 
Parliament that this year we shall have about 
20 initiatives from the Commission in social 
action. The Parliament will be asked for its 
opinion on these. We shall have a number of 
opportunities to discuss social policy as it arises. 

The tripartite conference, which is entirely a 
matter for arrangement by the Council, did not 
take place to help us in the development of the 
social action programme. I regretted that at the 
time, because it would have been of enormous 
help to me to have an open confrontation 
between governments, trade unions, employers 
and the Community institutions. We had to do 
without it. Mr Glilnne, on behalf of the Council, 
explained in December why it could not take 
place. Instead, we developed our social action 
programme in private consultation with trade 
unions and employers and in more formal meet
ings with them in the form of social-partner 
meetings. A social action programme was devel
oped in the full knowledge of their feelings 
about the different aspects, but the responsibility 
for what was proposed remains that of the 
Commission. 

Consultation, especially with two sides which 
do not always see eye to eye, does not mean 
doing what they ask you to do, because that 
would sometimes mean doing two conflicting 
things. Consultation was continuous. Now that 
the prospects of a tripartite conference have 
been raised again by the Council and the Council 
has made preparatory movements towards hold
ing one, my hope is-and I think the Council 
intend this-to have the implementation of the 
social action programme discussed at that con
ference, as well as the effects of the energy 
crisis. There has not been an announcement from 
the Council on the question whether this tri
partite conference will take place. I have no 
reason to expect that it will take place and, 
because of that, I am again following my other 
practice of consulting with the social partners 
on the various items as they come up to be 
implemented in the social action programme. 

The Commission is engaged in a wide-ranging 
study of the effects of the energy crisis and the 
long-term problems of energy supply. In social 
affairs, two matters are to be considered. The 
first ~s the employment effects of the energy 
crisis. I can tell Parliament that we have a study 
which will be sent to the Council so that Parlia
ment can consider it. 

The second point concerns the social affairs 
section of the Commission and relates to the 
security of workers as well as to the environ
ment, with regard to the development of new 
forms of energy. These will, in their time, be 
available for discussion here. 

Part of the social action programme calls on 
the Commission to make proposals about con
sultation with the social partners in the imple
mentation of decision-making· in the Community. 
One of the problems which the Commission has 
to solve is how to consult with the social part
ners in such a way that it gives satisfaction to 
the representatives of the workers and the 
employers so that they feel that they are parti
cipating in the decision-making. It is our inten
tion to have proposals by the end of the year 
on how this can be done. Those who heard 
Minister Glinne explain why the tripartite con
ference was not possible for the Council will 
understand that the decisions which prevent 
consultation are not always taken by the Council 
or any other institution of the Community. They 
may arise from problems in the trade-union 
movement or among the social partners in 
general. The same problems that prevented the 
tripartite conference may militate against the 
calling of a meeting of the Permanent Commit
tee on Employment. I remind Mr Marras that 
the Permanent Committee on Employment is 
also a committee of the Council, but although 
it is the responsibility of the Council to call a 
meeting, it is not the fault of the Council that 
one was not called. The difficulties were not 
those of the Council in this case. 

The Commission has publicly declared itself in 
favour of a tripartite conference and any other 
meetings that will bring about the consultation 
and confrontation procedure which Members 
think so desirable from the social point of view 
in the Community. 

The employment situation, as I said when intro
ducing this report, is not now expected to be 
so bad as the first shock of the energy crisis 
led us to believe, but that is not to say that 
it will not be bad. There will be a negative 
effect on employment in the Community coming 
from the effects of the crisis on the price of 
energy, but there is also-to a large extent 
depending on the policy of the Member States-
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the effect on the confidence of Member States 
as seen in the policies that they undertake. At 
present we cannot predict the full effects of the 
energy crisis until we know that Member States 
will take .positive measur·es tQ prevent further 
unemployment. This would be made necessary 
by the cost of oil and other raw materials. 

We can say that certain matters are clear 
already. As indicated in the social report, the 
year 1973 was characterized largely by economic 
expansion in all the Member States, especially 
in the first half of the year, so that the number 
of persons in employment increased in that year 
throughout the Community, and total unemploy
ment figures fell in most countries, even though, 
at the time, they did not fall as much as had 
been expected. It is probable that the uncertain 
monetary situation and the strong inflationary 
movements prevented the fall in unemployment 
that we expected, but there was a fall in unem
ployment figures in 1973. 

In the last months of 1973 we had the effects 
of the energy crisis which I have just been talk
ing about. This led to a remarkable growth in 
unemployment in some countries, but taking 
1973 as .a wlhole we can dnarw the fol1owing con
clusiOiliS from the provisional figures: in the 
nine countries as a whole there was a fall in 
unemployment from 2.5 per cent to 2.3 per cent. 
This fall was not even throughout the whole 
of the Community; in fact it was due largely 
to the fall in unemployment in the United King
dom. 

This bears out a point that I made at the last 
meeting here, namely, that the most striking 
effects of the existence of the Community of the 
Six was the creation of employment and the low 
unemployment figures. The first effect of mem
bership of the Community for the three new 
Member States has been the same--a frail in un
employment. This fall, taken in sum total, has 
countered a slight increase in unemployment in 
the original Six. As I have said, the total fall 
is from 2.5 per cent to 2.3 per cent. In the first 
year of membership the decline in unemploy
ment in the United Kingdom was from 3.3 per 
cent to 2.4 or 2.5 per cent. In Ireland the fall 
was from 6.4 per cent to 6.1 percent, and in 
Denmark it was from 1 per cent to 0.7 per cent. 

Among the original Six Member States only 
ltaly-and that for the first time in years
showed an increase in economic growth with a 
decline in unemployment. In France, the Nether
lands and Luxembourg the rate of unemploy
ment was nearly as high as in 1972, and in 
Germany and Belgium average unemployment 
in 1973 was somewhat higher than in 1972. 

The early months of 1974 again reflected the 
energy crisis, and the price increases have had 
a negative impact on unemployment in some 
countaies: in spite •of very f.avou11able climatic 
conditions the number of unemployed was 
higher than in the year before. The worst case 
~s Germam..y, where the increase w.as from 0.9 
to 1.1 per cent. The monthly figures for the 
different countries are not strictly comparable, 
but the latest figure for Germany shows a 
doubling of the unemployment rate. There has 
been a similar increase in Denmark, France, 
Belgium, Luxembourg and the Netherlands. 
Only the United Kingdom and Ireland-and 
probably Italy-have escaped and recorded a 
fall in unemployment in 1974. 

The United Kingdom shows a fall of about 0.4 
per cent :lirom MaPah of ~arst yrea~r i.e., from 3 
per cent to 2.6 per cent i:n March this year. 
Nearly rarll Member States expect a less 
favourable development in the months ahead 
in the labour market. There are two exceptions. 

In Italy it is expected there will be no change, 
and some growth is expected in Luxembourg. 
The implications of this for workers is that 
special groups of workers will suffer from the 
deterioration in the different parts of the labour 
market. 

School-leavers will have greater difficulty in 
finding jobs. 01der wmkrers will be more 
exposed to the :risk of redundancy, and they 
would of course, on being made redundant, 
spend much longer time trying to find new 
employment. 

Migrant workers have so many problems, but 
here is an added problem-the risk of losing 
their jobs. I may say something about the 
migrant workers in the Community later, but 
as I have said already, the problems of the indi
vidual migrant worker are very many and very 
severe. To have this added problem of the threat 
of losing one's job brings an urgency into our 
consideration which was there before but must 
be there now in an accentuated way. 

Whether our consideration of the problems of 
migrant workers will help or not depends on 
the goodwill not only of the governments in
volved but also of the employers and trade 
unions. The Community's employment problem 
in this position is to concentrate on possibilities 
to ensure that these particular groups which 
I have mentioned do not bear an unfair burden 
because of the adverse employment situation. 

For school-leavers the first measures to imple
ment a common policy of vocational training 
submitted by the Commission to Parliament, and 
on the basis of which the Council has agreed on 
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a number of priority measures, are a practical 
step. A great deal of the problems of <school
leavers in employment, I think, must be due 
to the fact that their education before leaving 
school is not geared to their taking up imme
diate employment. There has to be some cor
rection of that to fit in the system which would 
make it possible for younger people to find 
employment more quickly. A£. I have said, the 
Centre for Vocational Training will be a most 
important instrument in developing harmonious 
training in the widest sense. 

For older workers it is difficult to know what 
to do. It is in the thinking of the Commission 
and already in the Social Programme of the 
Commission-not in the priorities selected by 
the Council but in the Social Programme-that 
they could be given greater security of tenure 
possibly by making it somewhat more attractive 
financially for employers to hire or keep older 
workers and possibly by creating some disincen
tive, making it expensive to have them dis
missed. 

The thinking here is not complete enough for 
me to make any statement to Parliament, but 
I say that much to show that we are thinking of 
ways in which this group could be protected. 

Women in employment seem to benefit from the 
growth and expanded activity of the last years. 
Now they may suffer a little more than men. 
which is normally the case. Women are discri
minated against in the employment situation. 
For them a general action programme will be 
presented later by the Commission to try to 
achieve equality between men and women not 
only in the matter of pay, but in competition in 
the labour market. Women's family respon
sibilities must be reconciled with their job 
aspirations. For all these groups, in addition to 
the use of the European Social Fund, the Corn· 
mission is examining the possibility of develop
ing other Community initiatives. 

In the coming months, the Commission will 
submit proposals, especially in the field of 
increased cooperation between national employ
ment agencies, which should be of some help 
in this difHcult employment situation, with 
coordinated improvements in the central fore
casting of manpower requirements, the develop
ment of tr.ai>ning and tretraining :and the im
pl-ementation of a regulation which ah,eady 
extsts, No 161/68, concerned with the free move
ment of workers. 

It is true that there is little in the report about 
migrant workers, but the matter has been men
tioned here. I have mentioned the added prob
lem of loss of employment. We have now to 

add to our thinking about the migrant worker 
the question of better protection against loss of 
employment. 

It was intended that the Commission should 
produce a first programme for lJligrants to say 
what we intended to do in the future. Our 
preliminary examination has uncovered for the 
Commission the possibility of doing a great 
deal for migrants with the implementation of 
the regulation I have already mentioned. A great 
deal can be done both in the Commission and 
in the national governments. We have begun 
on the road of doing what can be done now 
and are bringing forward the main programme 
for migrants, as was originally intended in 
December of last year. In this main programme 
for migrants,. we have extended our thinking 
beyond the social affairs section of the Com
mission to bring in the section which normally 
occupies itself with regional indUJStrilal and 
development policy, so that the reasons for 
migl'lant workers comi.ng into Europe-the 
reasons in their home 1countries might· be 
dealt with through development policy-the 
reasons for involuntary movement within 
Europe could be dealt with through the regional 
policy properly applied. Finally, we would be 
dealing with the migrant worker as distinct 
from dealing with the problem of migration at 
the regional policy level. We would deal with 
the migrant worker and all these difficulties 
of reception, separation from his family, accept
ance in the host population and so on. 

In the host countries, there are marked prob
lems both for migrant workers and for the 
population of the host -country. To tO!Uch on 
paragraph 9, mentioned by many speakel"S in the 
debate, I do not believe the sole re31S0Il fo~r its 
inclusion is the fact that we shall need migrant 
workers. We should be quite clear that if wor
kers have to migrate it is the country they leave 
that suffers. This is something that has to be 
clearly established. It is a loss to the home 
country. My early experiences have been in 
such a country. The country which receives 
migrant workers is receiving a benefit. It is 
having its economy developed in a way that 
it could never do without these migrant wor
kers, so that it would not be a good idea to 
think of migration only as a necessary evil. 

Whilst I am on paragraph 9-and there are 
obvious conflicts here in Parliament-! think the 
Parliament will decide what it wants to do on 
that matter itself. 

I agree-and I told the committee-that the 
drop in population implies serious social prob
lems and considerations perhaps a generation 
away. I should like to see these studied and 
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considered. For that reason, I think what Mr 
Hill said is right. If we can show that the 
serious social implications of a continuous drop 
in population need to be studied on a European 
basis, in my view it is worth doing. In the light 
of world population increases that are taking 
pl.aoe at a rate which everybody deplores and 
would wi1sh to see alteved, in the light of such 
problems as the protein supply in the world :and 
food supply ~n the future, I can see that it 
becomes difficult for some Members to 1accept 
this as 1an isolated sentence. However, if it weTe 
put to me, .as has been done, 'What do you think 
of it?', I would say that a drop in population 
in a nation or in ·a community is 1a serio-us 
matter in the light of its implications for the 
future, perhaps .a generation away. 

The question of workers' participation in indus
try has been raised. Parliament is already 
aware that proposals have been made by the 
Commission in connection with the proposed 
stafnlte for •a European •company, submitted in 
June 1970, :and the Fifth Directiv.e on the 
structure of th·e public limited liability company, 
which was submitted in October 1972. These 
are still being discussed by the competent com
mittees of the European Parliament and the 
Economic and Social Committee. While these 
discussions are going on, it would not be rational 
or possible for the Commission to come forward 
again. But I know that apart from Parliament, 
Ministers of Labour and trade unionists have 
asked me to bring forward discussion on the 
question of participation. If I can arrange for 
that without conflicting with the functioning 
of Parliament in relation to the other proposals, 
I will certainly try to do •so this year. 

I wish to say to Mr Marras that there has been 
an increase in real earnings. I do not know 
where he had heard that there has been a 
drop, but there has been a measurable increase 
in all countries in real earnings in 1973 as 
against 1972. 

As to the purchasing power of workers and its 
prediction, four countries in the Communitv
Belgium, Luxembourg, Italy and Denmark
introduced some years ago generalized schemes 
of 'indexation' for the regular adjustment of 
wages to the cost of livmg. In fom other coun
tries, the Nethedands, Fmnoe, Lre1and 1and the 
United Kingdom, most ·collective bar.g.ains aTe 
aldjusted according to particular formulae. 

It seems that there is a tendency to extend these 
systems. Only in Germany has no periodic 
indexation been introduced. However, this is 
not to say that there is no correction, because 
the trade unions negotiate from time to time 
for the benefit of their membership. 

At the meeting of the Council of Social Affairs 
which took place in December, the Commission 
took on the task of carrying out a study of the 
different systems of adjustment of wages, and 
this study will be completed some months from 
now. Its main object is to show what measures 
should be adopted in order to safeguard the 
real value of wages and salaries against the 
negative impact of inflation. In the conclusion 
of this study the Commission will try to evolve 
guidelines for a general discussion of the mat
ter. 

I was asked about joint committees. There are 
existing joint committees on coal-mining, iron 
and steel, agriculture and certain sectors of 
transport-road transport, railways, sea-fishing 
and inland waterways. There are problems at 
the moment because of the changeover from six 
to nine Member States, but there are pro
posals for extending the joint committee system. 

I gather that the House is satisfied with the 
length of my remarks. May I say that I am 
grateful to Lady Elles for introducing such an 
interesting debate, and I am also very grateful 
to Members who have contributed to the debate. 
I look furwa:rd to substantial annual progress 
in the implementation of the Community social 
policy. 
(Applause) 

President. - Does anyone else wish to speak? 

The g.eneval kiebate is dosed. 

We now proceed to consider the motion for a 
resoLution. 

On the preamble and pa11ag11aphs 1 to 5, I have 
no 1amendments or speakei"IS listed. 

Does •anY'one wish to speak? 

I put the preamble .and parag·11aphs 1 to 5 to 
the vote. 

The preamble and pamg11aph!s 1 to 5 are adop
ted. 

On paragraph 6, I have Amendment No 3 
tabled by Mr Premoli and woTded 1as fullows: 

'P.anagnaph 6 of this 11esolution should read as 
follows: 

"6. Deplores the inadequacy of ~a:liety a:nd 
health regulations in force in the countries 
of the Community and invites the Com
mission of the European Communities to 
fmmulate 'stricter and more string•ent direc
tiv·es to curb the ~ising trend in accidents; 
emphasizes the need for severe penalties in 
cases of negligence on the part of the em
ployer;".' 

I call Mr Premoli to mov·e this 'amendment. 
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Mr Premoli.- (I) A·s you have pointed out, Mr 
President, I hav.e 'aLready fully explained the 
amendment which I tabled in my speech. I 
therefor,e 'recommend that the HoUJSe •adopts it, 
provided that Lady Elles is prepared to accept 
it, 1as I understand she ~s. 

President. - I call Lady Elles. 

Lady Elles, rapporteur. - Y.es, with'Out going 
into detaiLs. In view of the time, I 1am prepared 
to accept the thl'ee .amendments 'bab1ed by Mr 
Pr·emoli, and I am grateful to Mr Premoli for 
11aising the i:ssues. 

President. - I put Amendment No 3 to the 
vote. 

Amendment No 3 is adopted. 

On paragraph 6, I also have Amendment No 4 
tabled by Mr Rremoli and worrled 'aJS f'Ollows: 

'After paragu-aph 6, insert a new paragraph 
woroed as :lio11ows: 

"6a. Expects the Commission to formulate 
without delay practical proposals on the 
basis of the results of the symposiums 
organized in the field of health protect1on, 
in particul:ar of foodstuftis irradiation, and 
of pestkides;".' 

I call Mr Premoli to move this amendment. 

Mr Premoli. - (I) I have al11eady pl1eviously 
explained this amendment. It follows on logi
cally from the first .amendment. 

President. - The rapporteur has recommended 
the ·adoption of tJhis amendment. 

I put Amendment No 4 to the vote. 

Amendment No 4 is adopted. 

On paragraph 6, I also have Amendment No 5 
talbled by Mr Premoli and woroed as follows: 

'After paragraph 6 and paragraph 6a, insert a 
new paragraph worded as fdllows: 

"6b. Is -concerned at .the delays as regaros 
i:mplementart:ion of the action pmgramme 
of the Communities :£or the environment 
of 22 November 1973, invites the Com
mission to ensure that the time Umits laid 
down are respected, and in particular to 
take immediate measures to •combat pollu
tron in the Rhine basin, measures which 
shouiJid have been proposed by 31 March 
1974;".' 

I ca'll Mr Premoli to move this amendment. 

Mr Premoli. - (I) This •amendment goes hand 
in hand wHh the other two and is supported 
by tthe same argument. 

President. - The :rapporteur has recommended 
the adoption of th!is -amendment. 

I put Amendment No 5 to the vote. 

Amendment No 5 is adopted. 

I put paragraph 6, thus amended, to the vote. 

Paragraph 6 is adopted. 

On paragraph 7, I have Amendment No 1/rev. 
tabled by Mr Wieldraaijer, Mr Adams ·and Mr 
Bermani and woroed as follows: 

'Tlr1s paragraph should read as foUows: 

"7. Hopes that the Commission, in cooperation 
Wlith the Member States and both sides of 
industry, will continue to make vigorous 
e:liforts to ·combat inflation, and to this 
end wi'll put fo:rwaro proposals to ensure 
a more appropriate distribution of income 
and wealth; moreover, eo-determination of 
empJ.oyees in underta!kings must heoome 
rea1ity;".' 

I cal'l Mr W1eldraaijer to move this amendment. 

Mr Wieldraaijer. - (NL) Mr President, I have 
a}ready eJq>lained in detail ·in my statement 
Why our .group has tabled 1Jhis amendment so 
that further explanation is unnecessary. 

President. - I put Amendment No 1/rev. to 
the vote. 

Amendment No 1/rev. is rejected. 

I rput para~raph 7 to the vote. 

Paragraph 7 is adopted. 

On paragraph 8, I have no amendments or 
spea!kers Hsted. 

Does any<one wish to speak? 

I put paragraph 8 to 1lhe vote. 

Paragraph 8 is adopted. 

On paragraph 9, I have two 'amendments which 
can be considered jointly: 

- Amendment No 2, tabled by Mr Wield
raaijer, Mr A:daJms and Mr Bermani, which 
proposes that paragraph 9 be deleted. 

- Amendment No 6, tabled by Mr Premoli, 
wh'ich also wishes to see para·g:raph 9 
d~·eted. 

What is t'he rapporteur'·s position? 
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Lady Elles, rapporteur. - Thank you, Mr 
President. I should make it dear that I do 
not speak on beha'H of the European Con
servative Group or the British Conservative 
Party. I speak as rapporteur of the Committee 
on Social Affairs and Employment. 

This paragraph was accepted in my committee 
by a majori'ty vote. I must maJke it dear that 
no Conservative tendency or attitude is attached 
to this pavagraph. As 11apporteur, I have to take 
account of the social indicators which we asked 
the Commission to provide last year, and it 
would be foolish and negligent on my part not 
to draw attention to particular points which I 
raised on the question of the decline in the 
birth rate in Europe. 

We must remember that the elimination of 
people does not necessarily mean elimination of 
poverty. Rather the reverse. Contrary to public 
opinion, more people are required in a working 
population in order to maintain and increase 
the standard of living. The consequence of 
under-population is that the elderly will not 
be provided for at the present standard of 
living, let alone an increased standard of living, 
as the productive element in the working 
population declines. The pension rates and 
social benefits required to maintain an increasing 
number of elderly cannot possibly be maintained 
either by the working population of Europe or, 
indeed, by migrant workers coming in from 
third countries.· We cannot expect migrant 
workers to provide for the elderly of Europe. 
They have to provide for their own people in 
their own countries. The schoolboy vocabulary 
employed by Lord O'Hagan was consonant with 
the capacity for rea·soning wh~ch he disp1layed 
in his argument on this point. 

It should be pointed out that the East European 
countries who started this kind of restrictive 
policy on population are now reversing their 
policies, because they are seeing the penalties 
and dangers of declining populations. I repeat, 
the arguments which I have used have nothing 
to do with moral or ethical considerations. This 
is a demographic problem and should be taken 
into account seriously by the members of this 
Community. 

President. 
vote. 

I put Amendment No 2 to the 

Amendment No 2 is adopted. 

l>.ar·agraph 9 is therefore deleted and Amend
ment No 6 becomes superfluous. 

On paragraph 10, I have Amendment No 7, 
tabled by_ Mr Marras on belhalf of the Corn-

munist and AliJ:ies Group and worded as 
fdllows: 

'At the end of this paragraph, ·add the follow
ing text: 

" ... , wi,th partiou'l'ar regard fo:r the employment 
difficulties and restrictions faced by migrant 
workers;".' 

What is the rapporteur's position? 

Lady Elles, rapporteur. - May I say that this 
amendment was not tabled in accordance with 
the Rules of Procedure-that 'is, it shou1d have 
been submitted by 4 o'clock last night. 

President. - We have not fixed any time-limit 
this Ume for the 1tab1ing of amendments. 

The amendment has already been moved by 
Mr Marras. 

Have you anything to add, Lady Elles? 

Lady Elles. - No, Mir Presix:Lent. 

P.resident. - I put Amendment No 7 to the 
vote. 

Amendment No 7 is adopted. 

I put paragra1ph 10, thus amended, to the vote. 
Paragra1ph 10 is adopted. 

On paragraphs 11 to 13, I have no aJmendments 
or speaJkers listed. 

Does anyone wish to speak? 

I pwt paragraphs 11 to 13 to the vote. 

Pa11ag.rraphs 11 to 13 ave adopted. 

Before putting the motion as a whole to the 
V'Ote, I 'call Mr Wieldraaijer for an explanation of 
v.ote on behalf of the Socialist Group. 

Mr Wieldraaijer. - (NL) Mr President, now 
that the ma'in diilficulty has been vemoV'ed from 
this m01tion, in other words, now that Para. 9 
has been deleted, our Group can vote for it, 
althoug,h we have reservations about Para. 7. 

President. - I ~call Mr Mia·rl1as for an expLana
tion of vote on behallf of the Communist and 
Atllies Group. 

Mr Marr:as. - (I) I should like to tSpeak in 
order 'to declare that we shall vote against the 
motion for ·a resolution. 

We voted against our Socialist coQleagues' pro
posais Jlor parag~raph 7 because we thought we 
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were going to vote on the dif!ferenis bits sepa
rately and were not altogether happy about 
tlhe part on eo-management but if their proposal 
had been accepted our behaviour might hav-e 
been dilierent. 

Since this most important amendment has not 
been adopted we reel that, desp'ite certain 
results, the resolution as a whole cannot be 
adopted by our Group. 

President. - Does 'anyone e1se wish to speak? 

I put the motion for a resolution as ,a whole, 
incorporating the amendments that have been 
adopted, to the vote. 

The ·resdluti>on, thus amended, is adopted. 1 

The proceedings wiH now be suspended until 
3.00 p;m. 

The House will rise. 

(The sitting was suspended at 1.05 p.m. and 
resumed at 3.10 p.m.) 

IN THE CHAIR: LORD BESSBOROUGH 

Vice-President 

President. - The sitting is resumed. 

4. Withdrawal of the opinion of a committee 

President. - There are the following representa
tions by the draftsman for the opin1on of the 
Committee on DeveUopment and Cooperation: 
Parliament is 'informed that the opinion of that 
Committee, wh'i•ch is contained in Document 
55/74 - Ann·ex, on the amendment to the pro
posal from the Commission lfor a reguiJ.ation 
supplementing Regu'lation 1009/67/EEC on the 
common o11ganization of •a ma11ket in sugar, is 
Withdrawn owing to the albsence of a quorum, 
as required by Rule 41 (2), when the matter 
wa:s discussed in that committee. 

I call Mr Marras. 

Mr Marras. - (I) Mr Rresident, I should like 
to speak on a procedural motion. In closing 
proceedings this morning, the President of our 
&ssembly asked us to vote rapidly since many 
of our colleagues had to leave Strasbourg this 
afternoon. I should not like to criticise him 
since this is a delicate moment lfor many Com
munity countries----elections in France, the refe
rendum in Italy, !formation of the government 
in Belgium-whiah truly justify our colleagues' 

1 OJ No C 55, 13. 5. 1974. 

commitments wh'tch stem from the T·equire
ments of our doUJble mandate. 

Now, however we are about to discuss two 
very important points of the social 'action pro
gramme: equal pay and the introduction of the 
40-hour week and 4 weeks' •paid holidays. These 
are very significant elements of our Oommunity 
social character which one must admit, has 
hitherto been more remarka!ble for its absence 
than a~nytlhing else and I frankly feel that 
it was a mistake to leave them untiil the end 
of the agenda together with •the directives on 
medicine labetl•s-not that I wish rto minimise 
the importance of the last matter! I accordingly 
wonder whether it is advisable to discuss such 
important matters when there will only be nine 
or ten members present to vote. I therefore 
suggest that it wouLd be more to the point to 
discuss these two matters before a more 
numerous House when we resume proceedings 
i:n May. 

President. - I do not know whether you have 
any further support in the House for this 
proposition, Mr Marras. I should like to consult 
the House to see whether someone wishes to 
speak against this proposal. 

Mr Scott-Hopkins. - It would be difficult for 
me to disagree with what has just been said 
about the importance of the subjects to be 
debated this afternoon, but inevitably some
thing must come last. Something must be discus
sed on the last day. Mr MaiTas will remember 
that when we have Friday sittings, Friday 
morning is very spa·rsely attended, although 
there are !Usually important subjects · to be 
discussed. It seems to be partly endemic in the 
European Parliament, that the 1ast session--on 
Thursday ·afternoon or Fdday morning-is very 
sparsely attended, with •colleagues desiring to 
get back to their own countries and deal with 
their own affairs. That is runderstandalble. 

I sympathise with Mr Marras in his view that 
the subjects being discussed this afternoon are 
important. No matter what was on the agenda, 
however important, it would have scantier 
attention than usual from Members. 

If we postpone the subjects about which Mr 
Marras was talking until the May part-session
and I understand that in any event that part
session will be extremely crowded-in the last 
two sittings of the May part-session exactly the 
same problem will arise. I suggest that we stick 
to the agenda that was decided this morning. 

President.- I call Mr Wieldraaijer. 
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Mr Wieldraaijer. - (NL) I a1so !fi:nd it rather 
shamewl that attendance shou'ld be so sparse 
when such important subjects are debated. But 
we fixed · the agenda on Monday, and this 
morning, and I, therefore, feel that we should 
deal with the subjects now. I also believe that 
the directives should •be brought into force as 
soon as possiible. 

President. - Mr Mar.r.as, do you press to a vote 
your proposal for a postponement? 

Mr Marras. - (I) No, Mr President, I simply 
wished to make a point but I shall not 
press it. Let us by all means stick to the 
agenda. We, for our part, wil<l take part in the 
debate. 

5. Directive on the application of the principle 
of equal pay for men and women 

President. - The next item i:s a debate on the 
report by Mr Harzschel, on behalf o;f the Com
mittee on Social Affairs •and Employment, on 
the •proposa!l from the Commission of the Euro
pean Committees to the Council for a directive 
on the approximation of the laws of the Member 
States concerning the application of the principle 
of equal pay for men and women contained in 
Article 119 of the EEC Treaty (Doe. 21/74/rev.). 

I ca}l Mr Van der Gun, replacing Mr Hiirzschel, 
who has asked to present the report. 

Mr V,an .der Gun, deputy rapporteur. - (NL) 
The principle of equal ·pay for men and women 
embodied in Article 119 of the EEC Treaty has 
been repeatedly discussed in this Parliament 
since 1973. This proi:Jlem has also been 
repeatedly ·considered a•t Eul'IOpean national 
ievel by the governments of the Member States 
and the sociaiJ. partnel's. Nevertheless, we note 
that, after sixteen years, equal pay is not 
always a reality. Perhaps it is in forma.'! te'I'IIlls, 
but everyone knows that the reality is differ
ent. We all understand that time was needed 
because of the backlog to be made up in the 
matter of women's pay and the fragi•lity of 
employment in certain sectors of the economy 
i!n Whilch women were, and stil'l. are, employed. 
For al!l these reasons, i•t was understandable 
that preference should be given to •a .gradual 
solution. However, we share the Commission's 
view that the period of gradual progress is 
past after sixteen years, and it is now time to 
settle matters once and for all. 

As the Committee on Soc:iJal Affail'IS and Eimploy
ment, we have no objection to the proposed 
directive submitted by the Commission as such. 

We rfuUy support it. I would, however, stress 
that earnings are not the only prob1.em here. 
However important they may be in themselves, 
we ,feel•that a change in the structures underly
ing this situation is even more urgent. I am 
thinking, in opa·rticular, of the inadequate train
ing of many women in active employment 
which •results in 'limited prospects of promotion 
and of the fact that, in the area of pensions in 
general, and in regard to the !POSition of 
female workers in the system of social security 
in particular, there is a ·badklog w'hich is also 
present in the fiscall policy area. 

We are well aware that there are hundreds 
of thousands of male wol'lkers who have inade
quate •tra~ning and limited prospects of promo
tion, but in our view, this is cdld comfort to 
women workers. The Committee on Socia'l 
Arffairs and Employment, therefore, urges the 
European Commission .and the .governments of 
the Member States to ta~e action desi•gned at 
achieving better training and, therefore, better 
prospects of promotion for women. 

What is the •reail problem in regard to the 
earnings of female workers? Women who do 
jdbs of the same va•lue as -those done by men 
must receive the same payment for this work. 
Of course, the term work of equivalent value 
must be defined more clearly. In our view, 
this could be done by using a formula such as 
wol'lk, which, on the basis of a generally a•ccep
ted system and of job evaluation, is equivalent 
to other work. If we use this formu'la, it is 
immediately clear that, in a comparison 
between the wages of men and women at 
present, the statistics of wages earned .cannot 
be u.sed, although this is often tried. Factors 
such as diUerent •levels of ski'lls, the age 
pyramid, shift work and night wolik play an 
important part in the statistics. For this reason, 
we cannot conclude that there is a difference 
in remuneration on the •basis of statistics of 
wages actual'ly earned. What is necessary •is for 
separate wage groups for women to he removed 
from ·coillective labour agreements and sepa~rate 
job groups for women wol'lkers to disappear, 
both in theory and practice, from the system 
of job evaluation. I say specifically 'in theory 
and practice' because it may be theoretica-lly 
possible to assert at a particular point in time 
that there i:s identical remuneration on the 
basis of job classification and other factors, 
but ·atlso !because i·t must be noted that, in a 
number of function .groups of the job' cl!as
sification, women alone are employed in some 
cases, which also represents a form of discrim
ination. All forms of discrimination must 
disappear, not only from collective labour 
agreements tbut also f:['lom the system of job 
evaluation as such. 



178 Debates of the European Parliament 

Van der Gun 

The directive proposed 'by the Commission may 
make 'an ~mpoPtant contribution to this. I say 
'an important contribution' because there is 
naturaHy no certa~nty that the directive wirl, 
in practice, lead to the disappearance of all 
forms of discrimination. That is not only a 
question of a political instrument with whkh 
all kinds of problems can perhaps be solved. 
There is also a question of mentality. We, 
therefore, uPgently appeal! to the governments 
of the Member States and the social partners 
to apply as completely as possible at European 
national level and, above all, undertaking level, 
not only the letter but also the spirH of the 
directive. 

It is ·clear that the necessary information must 
be .given here. That is essentiaL We thevefore 
urge the Commission to ensure that information 
is provided. We would a•lso appeal to working 
women themselves. This is in rea1ity a question 
of emancipation and we feel that working 
women themselves have an important part to 
play. They could do this by organizing them
selves on the widest possilble scale and by 
exerting direct in:f1luence 1!hmugh their organi
zations on the contents of co'llective •labour 
achievements, on job eva'luation and on the 
respect for the ·contents of collective agree
ments as well as dassiftcation in the undertak
ings. 

It seems quite inadequate to us to rely on the 
directive for aill these things and to leave 
control to the pubhc authorities. The Committee 
on Social Affairs and EmPloyment has proposed 
amendmeillts to a number of articles. I hope 
that the European Commiss~on shares our view 
that these amendments merely darify the 
Commission's aims. We feel that the e~ecutive 
could adopt all these proposed changes. In the 
light ·of these comments the Committee on 
Socia'l A:flfairs and Employment invi,tes Par
li!ament to adopt the directive and the pro
posed amendments as fully as possible. 

President.- I call Mr Wieldflaaijer to speak on 
behalf of the Socialist Group. 

Mr Wieldraaijer. - (NL) Mr Pr.esid!ent, the 
Socialist Group natura'l'ly approves the direc
tive to which the Hiirzschel report relates. 
Equal pay for men and women has been one of 
our aims for many years. We consider 'that this 
directive 'can bring us closer to the desired 1aim. 
By coordinated application of the provisions of 
this directive it will be possible to implement 
Article 119 after a delay of 16 years. In this way 
greater justice would he done to women 
wo:r1kers in the EEJC and a measure which 
distorts competi<tion removed. 

Howev,er, discrimination against women in our 
society wilil stHl not be completely done away 
with, far fflom it. In the area of employment 
alone there are all k~nds of provi:sions and 'laws, 
collective la•bour agreements and so forth, 
which discri:mina,te ~against women. Employ
ment is not the only area where such di·scrimi
nation is apparent. There is still a great deal 
to do if we rea'lly want to aiHow both men and 
women to pa~t~cipate equally in our social life. 

Looking at the facts concerning the position of 
women in :the employment process we see that 
they have a 1ong wovking day. More than 500fo 
of working women are married. They therefore 
have two jobs to perform at home and at work. 
They often take up employment when they are 
Y'Oung and have no training. There is often 
sharp demarcation between jobs performed by 
men and women ~associated with differences in 
earnings. Women still mostly work in weak 
sectors such as the clothing industry, 'laundries, 
food factories, retaill trade and so on. Weak 
branches of industry lag 1behind in wage pay
ments. They often work in smaill undertakings 
with 'less possibilities as regards earnings and 
working ·conditions. They are less well trained. 
The result is that they have less or no chance 
of promotion. More than half the wage-earning 
women in Germany, France and I'taly have 
only been to primary school. In the Nether
lands 78{)/o of women workers with more than 
15 yewrs of employment perform simple manual 
work. The extra advantages often contained in 
collective labour agreements do not apply to 
women. 

In most Member States there is no objeetive 
job evaluation system. Thi·s too lead!s to a wage 
la g. 

In many cases women must do more than men 
to he recognized as equaHy competent in the 
same job. 

Mr President, I could continue in this vein 
but time is short. I would like to say, however, 
that the present situation of women workers in 
the Community is an accusation against our 
ma1e dominated society and against those men 
who give the lead in political economic and 
social organizations. It is ~abundantly clear that 
th1s directive is not enough 1and that a full prog
ramme is needed to ensure ~equality for wom
en in our social life. 

I would ask the Commission ·of the European 
Communities to explain in this debate what it 
intends to do here. 

In the motion for a resolution the Committee 
on Social Affairs and Employment has men
tioned a number of points on which the Corn-
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mission of the Eumpean Communities can take 
action. I should like to add a few further 
points. 

The motion for a !'esolution refers to an im
provement of occupational training and to in
service and continued 'training so that women 
even if they have ceased wol'k for some time 
because of other obligati!ons, ~can make a new 
good ~start in active ~life. I am thinking of the 
!'Ole that the Social Fund could play here: 
remova'l of lega'l or de fa·cto 'limitations on 
access to ~certain prof,essions. The educational 
system which attributes different roles to girls 
and boys should be replaced tby education based 
on the principles of emancipation. I would also 
add that there is a need for a study ·of discrim
inatory provisions in social insurance legis
lation and an examination of the possibi>lity of 
a directive on this matter. 

In addition to the improvement of occupational 
training and in-service tl'aining it is very im
portant for more girls to take part in further 
and higher education. It is a'lso important for 
part-ti:me jobs to be availab'le on a wider scale 
both to men and women. 

It is vitally important to set up well-run 
kindergartens based on the principle of ability 
of parents to pay. 

I feel that we shoul1d 'also take a [ook at the 
operation of employment agencies in the Mem
ber States to see how far they keep registers 
of male and female occupations thus creating 
discrimination and how far they adopt modern 
attitudes in placing female workers and to what 
extent they make more information avai'lab'le to 
women who wish to return to employments 
after an interruption for varying 'lengths of 
time. 

In my view there are many points to be 
menti!oned whi·ch, included in a programme, 
could lead to the disappearance of many discrim
inatory provisions in the near future. 

For the Commission of the European Parlia
ment it is not on!ly a question of organizing 
or setting up programmes; the question is 
whether there is any chance of achieving equal
ity for men and women in society. And that 
is a matter for the coming generation in partic
ular. 

In this connection I wouiJ.d suggest to Mr Hil
lery that, for example, in application of article 
119 of the EEC Treaty a European education 
project should lbe developed under which 
teacher·s of both sexes, especia'lly in vocational 
schools and in secondary and higher education, 
could discuss this matter with young people. 

Three themes could then be raised, namely, 
application ~of article 119, ~equal participation of 
men and women in sodall 1ife and the role 
of the EEC in this entire process. 

I would ask the Commissioner-we discussed 
European education pro}ects this week-to .con
sider this suggestion with his colleague Mr 
Dahrendorf. Equal participation in SQICial life 
is a problem to which a Community solution 
must be found. In this way more people should 
be ready to ta:ke an active part in removing 
discriminat1on against women in society. The 
Socialist Group willingly supports the Com
missioner in his efforts to apply article 119 
and urges a'lll men and women in the Com
munity to take energetic action to :remedy 
this shortcoming in the EEC in this area. 

President. - I call Lady Ellets to speak on 
behalf of the European Conservative Group. 

Lady Elles. - Thank you, Mr PTesi:dent. It gives 
me great happiness to hear so many of my male 
colleagrues swpporting this motion. The imple
mentation of Arti'Cle 119 i:s a very worthy 
objective of the Commission of the European 
Communities. But, as I have always understood 
the intenpvetation of Alrtkle 119, it relies on 
Member States to introduce 1egis~ation within 
their own natiOills in order to implement legisla
tion on equal pay. I therefore make an appeal 
to the CommiJSsion to take a II'ather wider view 
of this subject based on the United Nations' 
Decla11ation on the elimination of discrimination 
against women, which includes the r~emoval of 
discrimination in pay 'and working conditions. 

It must be obvious to members of the Commis
sion, :a:s it i:s to member,s of this Alssembly who 
have spoken, that the introduction of legislation 
on equal pay which has been enforced in nearly 
all the Member States of the European Com
munity does not achieve the object which it 
is intended to achieve. Such legislation has, 
indeed, been supported by judgments in cases 
which have come before the European Court 
of Justice, for instance, on the question of extra 
payment to women members who are serving 
in Community institutions outside their own 
Member State. 

I would refer in particular to an area of which 
I can speak with a certain amount of knowledge, 
and that is the question of labour and pay con
ditions in the United Kingdom. We have had 
the Act on equal pay for men and women since 
1970. Four yeans Later, the average pay of a 
female unskilled worker in the manufacturing 
industry is just over £21 a week. The pay of the 
equivalent male unskilLed worker in the 
manufacturing industry is just under £42 a 
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week. That iJs ·almost double. It is obvious that 
the mere introdudion of legislation on equal 
pay does not achieve the desired object. 

I would go further and refer the Commission to 
studies which have been made of the position 
of migrant workers, and in particular women 
migrant workers who receive very much below 
even half the average salary of the equivalent 
male worker. It seems to me, Mr President, that 
the present draft directive before the Council, 
which is, as I say, a very worthy document, is 
not entirely adequate from a legal point of view. 

I understand that there is some kind of legal 
impediment to changing ATtide 1 as drafted in 
the directive because it would not accord with 
Article 100 of the Treaty. Nevertheless, the 
Commission said that they will undertake certain 
actions which will enable equal pay objectives 
to be reached in the future. If the Commission 
finds there is a legal impediment in the Treaty 
so that they cannot impose legislation on 
Member States to achieve equal pay now, what 
action will be taken to achieve equal pay in the 
future? It therefore seems to me that the Com
mission might turn its mind to finding ways of 
getting round this legal impediment to advance 
the proposition of equal pay for women earlier 
than envisaged in its long-term programme. 

It is obvious that, by itself, the legislation on 
equal pay does not establish equal pay. What 
we require are certain standards which control 
the terms and conditions on which work is con
tracted to women when they take up employ
ment. In this Parliament we are all aware of 
the many ways in which employers and trade 
unions get round these problems so that women 
are paid less for the work they do than men 
would get for doing that work. They do it by 
way of classification of jobs and categories of 
work, or by calling a job done by a man highly 
skilled whereas they would call the same job 
done by a woman unskilled. 

There is also the question of legislation which 
prevents women in certain types of work from 
doing overtime, so that the average working 
week of a woman is 37Y2 hours whereas the 
equivalent for a man is 40 or 42 hours. 

Although there is discrimination against women 
in terms of income, there is no such discrimina
tion in regard to outgoings. I have yet to be 
given a reduction in my bus fare or my train 
fare or in my rent or electricity bill, or my 
telephone bill, merely because I am a woman. 
Nevertheless, my salary for doing a particular 
job would be much less than a man would 
receive for doing that job. The results are seen 
from the social position of families within the 
Community, where although so many women are 

left to be responsible for their children in appal
ling conditions they are not able to earn a full 
and proper salary in order to pay not only for 
today's outgoings but to meet the very high rise 
in the cost of living with which we are now all 
faced. We are getting rather tired of the con
tinual excuse that because women withdraw from 
the labour market to have their families, they 
cannot be regarded as reliable. On the whole, 
women who have had families become much 
more responsible. They bring a new dimension 
to their work when they return to the labour 
market. Nowadays, even men change their jobs 
at least three times during their working life. 
I take the view that looking after a family is 
a full-time job, which brings to women valuable 
experience. Let this not be an excuse any longer 
for paying women less money than men because 
they withdraw from the labour market to have 
their families. 

I further ask the Commission to undertake a 
serious study of available kinds of adult educa
tion, tnaining, retr-aining and rehabilitation, and 
especially the new opportunities provided by 
the many kinds of mass media, which arise from 
scientific and technological developments. Im
mense benefit has been derived in the United 
Kingdom from the Open University, where, only 
last year, over 900 women out of 3 000 students 
managed to obtain full-time degrees. Through the 
Open University education is provided through 
the medium of television, which can be obtained 
at home without having to go outside to do 
courses. 

These are the few points that I wished to make 
which have not all been covered by other 
speakers. An amendment to Article 4 in the 
draft directive recommends the insertion of a 
paragraph which reads: 

' ... any occupational category that is based on 
a distinction between male or female duties 
or posts shall be prohibited.' 

That is not entirely reasonable. There are some 
jobs in respect of which we would not expect 
no differences at all. Similarly, I do not see 
why we should not get more pay than men in 
some cases. 

I do not believe that this is necessarily a reason
able amendment. I can think of many jobs that 
women cannot do as well as men, and would 
not pretend to do as well-jobs involving heavy 
physical work or, in my country, work in the 
police force. It is not reasonable or likely that 
a woman would be placed in the kind of danger
ous position in which male police officers are 
put. Quite rightly, women. police officers would 
not expect the same sort of salary as their male 
equivalent, because there would not be the same 
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physical risk for them. We have to use a certain 
amount of judgment in eaJCh individual case. 

Nevertheless, I appeal to the Commission 
to talre a slightly more realistic view of the 
need to try to establish the principle of equal 
pay when taking into account terms and con
ditions of work which are ultimately the same, 
as sole criterion by which women will be able 
to obtain the right kind of salary for the right 
kind of job, so enabling them to meet the out
goings with which they are now faced. 

President. -I call Mrs Goutmann to speak on 
behalf of the Communist and Allies Group. 

Mrs Goutmann.- (F) Mr Bresident, Ladies and 
gentlemen, .A!rticle 119 of the Ti!leaty of Rome, 
and Convention No. lOO of the International 
Laibour Organization, ,required Member States 
to introduce the principle of equal pay for men 
and women workers by the mid....sixties. Well, 
we a·re now in 1974 a~d there has been scarcely 
any change; in fa'Ct, in a number of Community 
countr~es there has even 'been a deterioration, 
despite the existence in those countries of 
legislation recognizing the printciple of equality. 
These laws a~re on the statute books because, 
thanks in large measure to the workel1S' strug
gle, and more particuLarly that of women 
workers, it haJS tbeoome difficult in this day 
and ag.e to deny the j·ustice of this principle; 
however, words are not deeds and there remains 
a big gap between the Letter of the law 'and 
its application m reality. 

In all the oountri:es of the Community consider
able marginls 'l'emain between the 'gross hourly 
rate in industry for men and for women: in 
the NetherlandiS this is 400/o, in Belgium it is 
34.6°/o, in the Federal Republic of Germany it 
is 30%, in Italy it is 27()/o ,and in France, 23%. 

These differentials have grown eVlen worse in 
1956 and in 1972, particularly in Italy and in 
F111ance, but, speaking only for my own ·country, 
I should say that this is ,all the more shocking 
inasmu1ch iaiS women represent 37()/o of the ·active 
popuLation, the female wage-earning population 
grows at a faster ~ate than its maLe counterpart, 
and the active female population increa'ses by 
100 000 to 150 000 annually. In our country, 
ltUmping all categories together, the difference 
between male and female wages wa.s 35() I o in 
1972; women account for two-thirds of the 
lowest-.paid category of wage earners; one 
woman out of two gets only the guaranteed 
minimum wage. The position amOIUnts to a 
,real penalization of female Labour, which is due 
to the f,act that employers practise discrimina
tion, not merely in the matter <lf ,remuneration, 

but also in the classification of jobs, in qualifica
tion, promotion and professional training. 

In the matter of remuneration, there are con
siderabLe dif:tlerences in 11eal wages. Those public 
bodies and industries which employ female 
l.abour predominantly are among the poorest 
pay,(ms. Thus, for ex;ample, the :averrag,e hourly 
wage in the textile, clothing, leather, fur and 
food Industries is 33~/o below the average 
hourly rate in the metalworking ind:u.stry. 
Di•scrimination occurs also by downgrading. 
There is of ,cou11se no justification whatsoever 
for the rum-recognition of ·equiv.a1ent quralifioa
tiorus as between tr.ades whkh require 'certifi
cates of professional competence or other 
diplomas. Where men and women have equal 
qualifications, the latter do not stand a fair 
chan•ce, in the matter of classification or of 
promotion, rbecause Workrs Managers will not 
appoint women to posts corresponding to the 
qualifications they possess. 

It is not at all uncommon for women holding 
certificates of p11ofesstonal competem:e to be 
engaged as semi-skilled labourers and paid 
accordingly. The majority of them are to be 
found in the Least qualified jobs. They are 
confined to the 'Categories of manual labour, 
domestic service and clerical work. The ~.ame 
sort of discrimination ·exists in the specifically 
''feminine' prof,essions, such as teaching and the 
health serv~oes. 

Women form 1a majority in the teaching profes
sion, but their re~ative numbers decline as one 
goes up the ranks to certificated professors, 
etc. There ,are very ,f,ew women to be found .at 
'agrege' level. In the health services the position 
is much the same: plenty of women employed 
as juniors, ward assi:stants, nurses, ,etc., but few 
women doctors. 

These examples serve to show that the percen· 
tage of women in responsible positions does not 
correspond to their numbers or to the part they 
play in production. 

In France, 34°/o of the wag·e-earners .are women, 
but they account for only 11% of the technitCians, 
6.8()/o of foremen, 12.8°/o of the administrative 
'sta:tlfs, ·and 3.4°/o of graduate ,engineers. On the 
other hand, 29.6% of manual labourers and 
22.9G/o of semi-skilled workers .are women. This 
systemattc downgrading has its repercussions 
on 'retirement pelliSions for women. 

The unequal position of women as regards 
remune11ation, qualification •and professional 
training, findiS its ·reflection in un•equal condi
tions of work. Indeed, the general tendency to 
try to get the maximum output or productivity 
out of a wo11ker .applies with ,even greater 
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rigour where women :are concerned. It is linked 
with the concentrahon of women in the semi
skilled categories, where monotonous, rrepetitive 
and exhausting motions have to be made at an 
ever increasing tempo. This relates further to 
the inadequate bas~c :11ates which push women 
to try to raise their income by stepping- up 
their ,speeds and inc11easing their yield. 

Finally, unemployment, which is the s'courge of 
capitalist countri'es and of the inflationary 
epoch we are so :fiammarr with, hits female 
workers hardest. Women and gtr1s a~ccount for 
53°/o of the applicants for work in Paris, and 
65% in the provinces. 

I must al:so insist on the fact that woman ha:s a 
double social fun'Ction, :and that there can be 
no real right to ~empLoyment while her other 
function, that of maternity, is not given its 
proper du:e. 

True equality does not imply an identity of 
the sexes; equality at work must rest on a 
con:siderabl:e body of social measures •aimed at 
simultaneously safeguarding materrnity, the 
right to wo11k, the choice of a trade or profes
sion with the :appropriate training and 11efresher 
cournes and social promotion ~corrresponding to 
the needs of our time. 

This is the :real price of equality of opportunity 
as :between men and women, and of their equal
ity in employment. This shows the magnitude of 
the action whtch needs to be taken if genuine 
equality between male and female wages is to be 
achieved. 

This situation i's very rightly :accented in the 
report on the directive on the ha11monization of 
male and female wages. This leads me to voice 
a few 'reservations on the report itself :and on 
the 11esolution, ~and to raise some doubts concerrn
ing the eft:ectiveness of our aiCtion. 

One of the great hopes for Europe had been that 
it should be ·a welfare society. The failure of this 
endeavour, seventeen years after the Community 
was founded, is one of the most disquieting, as 
well as one of the most substantial and important 
aspects of the crisis which affects 1all the 
capitalist countries, and more parrtioularly the 
countries of the European Economic Community. 

'I1his shouLd occasion no surprise. As long as the 
European setup r·emains at the exclusive service 
of the monopoly interests of international 
companies mther than at the serrvice of the 
working popu1ations of the Community, ·as long, 
that is, as the profit motive remain:s the guiding 
star, it can scarrcely be otherwise. The continu
ing discrimination between the sexes, the over
eXiploitation of femaLe Labour, the non-Tecogni
tion of the social ·11ole of maternity, the continu-

ing inferior status of women before the law, 
are inher·ent in the capitalist system, in the 
principle of profit; l!"eoognition of equal rights 
for women, the means to their emancipation, 
presupposes the disappearance of this regime 
of exploitation. 

So let us not lull ourselves to sleep with pious 
declarations and high-<:sounding directives. Let 
us not delude ourselves with legislation which, 
under the p11esent ISYJStem, remains ·a dead letter, 
or be hoodwinked by the idea that this is just 
a qruestion of prejudice or mentality, :and that 
we just want to set up a feminist •society 1against 
a man's world. Economic, social and political 
measures need to he tak,en if women are to play 
their :fiull parts. 

'I1his is .advocated in the common programme 
of the United Left in Frlanoe. A truly democratic 
Fran1ce, which we hope ~and trust is on the 
doorstep, will leave no stone unturned within 
her territory and at Community level, in the 
cause not merely of the recognition of women's 
rights, but also of their guaranteeing and 
practical enforcement. At Community level we 
cannot just ~congratulate ourselves on the 
existence of :article 119 of the 'I1reaty of Rome, 
when all it amounts to is a pi·eoe of paper. This 
principle needs to be matched, on the European 
scaLe, by legisl:ation which is :binding on the 
employers and involves serious penalties for 
contravention, and which gives greater power 
to joint produ:ction committees and tvade unions. 
It is essential that any collective agreements or 
unilaternl decisions which are contvary to this 
prilnciple should be null and void. Before these 
penalties can be imposed, the cases where exist
ing legislation has been disreg,arded must be 
known. For this reason we •recommend the 
Compulsory introduction of annual rreports for 
all undertakings employing ftfty people or more. 
This report would serve to ,account for the way 
the reguLations have been observed in the mat
ter of the professional training :and social 
promotion of women, which is a prime neces
sity if w,e are to achieve real equality of 
remune11ation as between men and women. 

It is ·also necessary to establish a procedu11e of 
11esort to l~aw for v.rorkers who suffer ·as a result 
of disreg.avd of the regulations. 

The Netherlands is the only 'Country in the 
Community which has no legisLation on equal 
pay. Belgi1.liffi has recently adopted :a law under 
whi:ch complaints can be taken to teourt. There 
is provision for resort to industrial courts in 
Fedeval Germany, but their powers .are weak. 
Italy has provision, but resort is ineffective 
because it i:s not matched by pem.1al or adminis
trative sanctions. In Great Britain, :progvess is 
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slow and weak. In France, no legislative basis 
has been spelled out for resort to the coniCiliation 
boardis by wage .. earn·ers sujjfering from discrimi
natory practices, ·and no penalties are provided 
for offenders. 

It is therefore necessary not only to bring about 
a harmonization of legislation, but also to 
extend to the European 'scale the scope for •resort 
to law on the part of Works Councils, trade 
uniolll:S and worl~ers of both sexes, •as well as 
the provision of penalties for employers who 
b!"eak the law. It is also and above all essenti.al 
to take the political and economk measur·es 
which 1are necessary to ensure tbat the law is 
obeyed. Only a Community which has freed 
itself from the •shackles of the multinational 
companies and whi1ch takes effective action to 
meet workers' needs, can accomplish this task. 
It will take a democratic Europe, providing 
wide scope for the initiative and adion of 
workers of both sexes, to ensure that the 
principle of equality is •realiz,ed. 
(Applause from the Left) 

President. - I call Miss Lulling. 

Miss Lulling. - (F) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, in the conclusions of its ·report on 
the .apphcat~on, on the 31st December 1972, of 
the principle of equal pay for men •and women, 
the Commission of European Communities 
states: 'Now that over fi!fteen yea!"s have elaps
ed since the Treaty of Rome was signed, eleven 
years since the resolution of the Conference 
of Member States and eight y·ears after the 
final stage prov~ded for in that resolution, it 
has become imperative to give a decisive 
~mpetus to the complete solutiOIIl of this prob
lem.' 

The 'fact that, twelv,e years after the .time stipu
laJted in tJhe Treaty for putting ~nto effect the 
principle of equal pay, the Commi:ssion •should 
consider that it has 'now' become imperative 
to give 'a decisive impetus to the realization of 
a provision which should have heen carried 
out nearly thirteen years ago, highlights the 
interest •and the .priority accorded to this prob
lem at Community level. 

If I cannot help givilng expression to a certain 
amount of bitterness today, this is not meant 
a:s ·a reproa,ch to the Commi:ssion. Anyone want
ing .to throw stones should not aim only and 
in the fi~st place at the Commission, but rather 
at the national governments and •at the social 
partners, especially at all who decline to 
consider woman •as an independent being in her 
own right in our society. 

The problem of 'equal pay cannot iln fact be 
solved by means of prohtbitions or penalties. 
Of course, the draft directive covered by the 
report under d~scussion may have a part to 
play in the perfecting, and particuLarly in the 
harmonizing of the 1eg.is1ative, sta·tutory or 
administrative provisions which help to rein
force the formal a'aceptance of this principle 
of equal pay. 

When, on the 31st December 1975, the minimum 
provisions of this directive will haVle been 
embodied in the national legislations, we shall 
indeed have done everything possible on paper 
to ease our consciences. We shall not stand 
guilty before ·any authority of having failed to 
honour thrs holy writ in ev•ery form~as ·recom
mendations, resolutions, European directives, 
legislative provi:sions, 8tatutory or ,administrative 
provisions at national level. 

But what al"e we I"eally go1ng do about it? 

It cannot be denied that, .ever since 1958, efforts 
have lbeen made to improve the remuneration 
of both men and women at work. But all the 
surveys which have been made, and particularly 
the recent one on the working conditions of 
women wage ... earners in the six countries of the 
Community-! was ·a participant, both as expe•rt 
and as mpporteur for my 1country, the Grand 
Duchy of Lux:embourg-which was conducted 
by the 'Centre national de socio1ogie du droit 
soci-al' run by Mr Troclet, a former member of 
this House, that oonducted by Mme Sullerot on 
the employment of women, as well as other 
communications which have just come in-all 
these documents go to show that the gap be
tween male and f·emale wages remalins consider
able and i:s still roughly the S'ame as it was in 
1968. Thus in Flrance, for instan1ce, women 
remain the 'decorative addition' to the labour 
foPce; the exceptions confirm the rule that 
woman is not integrated either in the economy 
or in society. It is ·cold comfort to :Pecord the 
fact thiat thi:s problem has not been solved by 
any society, eV\en though our •rapporteur thinks 
it •can be said that, ·Compa!1ati\"ely speaking, the 
position of woman i:s better in the USSR. Some 
might well rusk whether democratic liberties, 
and the st·andard of life of both women 1and men 
are not greater or better in Europe than iJn th~ 
USSR. I shall not, however, go into this side 
of the problem, nor will I enter into the detail 
of the proposed di•!"ective or even of the minor 
changes pmposed by the Committee on Social 
Aff.airs and Employment. 

Thi.s directive, howeVler amended, will never 
be mo.re than a piece in 1a jilgsaw puzzle, •and, 
as far •rus equal rights for women are •concerned 
just another of the good intentions with which 
the way to hell is paved. 
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I am not, praise be to God, a feminist who 
wou'ld Hke to wish away the differences 
between men and women. I do not think of an 
ideal society as one in which an women work 
away dlrom .the home and no worna,n raises her 
own children. · 

But I also think that the present division of 
labour .and the respective ·roles of men and of 
women ·are ha11mful and di·scriminatory. Unhap
pily our society has a tendency to underestimate 
everything that has to do with the role of 
woman as mother. This under-v·aluation is 
extended to every aspect of woman, even if she 
is not, or not yet, or no longer, a mother. 

For this reason I remain deeply \Convinced that 
the abol~ti.on of all the dsiscrim~nations which 
hit women at present, not merely in the matter 
of remune:ootton but also in that of access to 
employment and promotion, can take place only 
if it is coupled with a re-evalwation of maternity 
as •a social function. 

I have always regretted, and still do, that the 
Commission's dl'laft recommendation for the 
harmonization of maternity care concerning 
which I had the honour to submit a report to 
this House in 1966, was •abandoned. I remain 
convinced that the draft directive we are now 
discussing should be twinned with •a dr.aft 
directive on the protection and re-eVJaluation of 

·maternity, so as to prevent women in employ
ment-who, if married and young, 11un the risk 
of becoming mothers-being a burden or handi
cap for their employers. In addition to the 
measures of prohibition and of penalization for 
oMenders which the directive we are dilscus
sing today envisages, it would be necessary to 
draw up an entire programme of positive 
measures aimed at improving the position of 
woman, both in society and at work. 

Whereas legislation on the rights and duties of 
marriage partners, matrimonial regulations, 
family law, fiscal law, all give married women 
a special place different from that of men, it 
would be foolish to believe that their position 
on the labour market is IJ.ikely to improve. The 
imperative need is a change of attitude a start 
must he made by 1changing the methods of 
educating girls. 

It is necessary to combat the idea that their 
chances of happiness are inVlersely proportionate 
to their deg.11ee of education, i. e. that the more 
im.dependent .and knowledgeable they a:re, the 
less lilrely they are to find a husband and hap
piness. We must stop giving them the idea that 
their happiness depends more on their physique, 
their choice of wardrobe or their makeup 
foundation than on the successful completion of 
their studies. 

And, gentlemen, it is time we put an end to 
those cartoons which suggest that the mini-skirt 
is ·a better trump-caTd for success in the offi:ce 
than, .fur eX!ample, the ability to draft a fault
less letter. 

It is time parents ceased assuming that profes
sional fu'aining is much less important for their 
daughters than for their sons, because they are 
eXIpected to marry and have children. 

I •am convinced that, if the work of women is 
to be fairly valued, ·all this will have to change. 
In order to bring this about, action will have 
to be taken at all levels: school, legislation on 
the family, effective protection of motherhood, 
tax relief for married women. 

It is however •also necessary to stimulate the 
ambition of women, and perhaps even instil 
some fighting spirit into them. We must get 
them to shoulder their responsibilities as 1citizens. 
In my view, the United States set us a very 
good example .in this field with their 'affir
mative pr.ogrammes' in business. Thus, for 
example, the Head Office of the Bank of 
America has appointed a young woman whose 
job is to see to it that women stand the same 
chance as men in the matter of access to 
employment .and promotion. It is only if we -act 
at all levels---'preferably within the framework 
of the social action programme-that the 
dir.ective proposed by the Commission can 
constitute one gesture among others contribut
ing to the task of giving woman at wmk, as well 
as in society, a place which, though it need 
not he in every respect identical with that of 
man, should be at any rate equal to it. 
(Applause) 

President. - I call Mr Albertsen. 

Mr Albertsen. - (DK) I have ·asked to make a 
few remarks on this proposal for a directive 
although I -am not on the list of speakers, not 
because I want in any way to express disagree
ment or dissatisfaction wti.th the aims of the 
directive but with the premises and information 
given. 

I can make these comments on behalf of the 
whole Danish delegation because our complaint 
is that the document submitted by the Commis
s1on has been prepa:red on such an inadequate 
basis that we do not think it should have been 
put before Parliament. 

As I have .said, there is no question of our 
contesting the validity of the Comm~~mity's 
attempt to implement the provisions of the 
EEC Treaty on equal pay for men and women. 
The point is first and foremost that we have 
here an example of how the Commission has 
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submitted a fully-fledged proposal for a 
directive on implementation of the principle of 
equal pay before studying the situation in the 
three new Member States. The document before 
us contains no information on the United King
dom, Ireland or Denmark. 

As far as Denmark is concerned, the result of 
this ·rather unbusimesslike procedure is that the 
decisions reached on the introduction of equal 
pay in Denmark are completely out of step 
with actual facts. The Commission has taken 
the liberty of d!'lawing conclusions from the 
studies made towal'lds the end of 1972-in other 
words, when Denmark, Ireland and the United 
Kingdom were not members of the Community. 
But the information should obviously have been 
updated. 

The fact is that such radical changes were 
made on the subject of equal pay in the Danish 
labour market in 1973 that they cannot be 
disregarded by the EEC when it assesses the 
situation ~n 1974. 

The Commission's conclusions on the situation 
in Denmal'lk are thus completely wrong. After 
the conclusion of the collectiv·e •agreements in 
Spring 1973 which took immediate effect, Den
mark has applied the prindple of equal pay in 
both the private and the public labour market. 
There is therefore no reason for the Commis
sion to request Denma!'lk to take all the 
measures necessary to fulfil the requirements 
of Artide 119 of the EEC Treaty. This was 
pointed out by the Danish government, the 
Danish Employer's Association 'and the Danish 
Council of Trade Unions in a joint statement 
to the Commission on 29 March which has the 
full support of Danish members of Parliament. 

I must however point out that in spite of the 
fact that there is 1agreement in principle to the 
need for equal pay for equal work, there can 
be no doubt that the EEC directive does not 
cootest the right of trade organizations freely 
to implement the provisions of the agreements. 

The principl'e of job cl.a1ssification so unequivo
cally advocated by the Commission is a system 
to which the trade organizations in Denmark 
are opposed. 

With this in mind, and in accordance with the 
views I ex;pressed in the Committee on Social 
Affairs .and Employment, I therefore recom
mend that before data and directives are for
w.arded to the respective member countries, a 
check 'should be made that the information is 
up to date and tallies with the actual situation 
in the nine member countdes, that information 
which lis relevant only for 1972 is not distrib
uted, and that consideration should be given to 

the fact that m the meantime three new member 
countries have acceded to the Community. It 
would therefore be .advisable to hold a new 
meeting between the Commission and the 
organizations concerned to bring both the report 
and the conclusions into line with the a.ctual 
state of 1affairs in Denmark rand other countries. 

President. - I call Dr Hillery to expl.ain the 
Commission's position on the proposed modi
fications. 

Dr Hillery, Vice-President of the Commission 
of the European Communities. - Mr President, 
may I first deal with what was described as the 
position of the Dantsh delegation? I do not 
know whether .1t is the Danish delegation to 
the Parliament or the Danish delegation to the 
committee. If the situation in Denmark is 
already saUsfactory, there will he no problem 
in applying this directive in Denmark and it 
will not create .any problems to give women 
certain rights and protect those rights. Many 
speakers, not in Parliament but from Denmark, 
have said to me, you must not do this because 
things ar·e already perfect. If we accept that 
one country has done what nobody else has 
done-I do not accept it-we can only hope to 
bring all the other countries rup to that standard. 

We have made an examination of the old 
Member States and of the new Member States, 
information about which is available to us, and 
on the basis of this information we find it neces
sary to have a directive. I very much regret 
it if any group of parliamentarians takes the 
attitude that directives must not interfere with 
national law. As I say, if the national law is 
perfect, the directive will cause no trouble. If 
it is not adequate, the directive is necessary. 
That is my position. The information we have 
is quite up to date. We have had a recent meet
ing of the Working Group on Article 119. it is 
a tripartite group and our ,information is up to 
date. The Commission's position is that this 
directive is necessary, and, from what we have 
heard in this Parliament, it will not be enough. 
It is intended only to deal with the lack of 
implementation of Article 119, which gives the 
right of equal pay for equal work. But the 
discrimination against women in our developed 
society goes much deeper than that. 

The most blatant and inexcusable discrimination 
is that a woman doing the same work as a man 
should be worse paid. There are other discrimi
nations, which make it equally difficult to solve 
all the problems raised here. There is discrimi
nation in access to employment. Such access, 
from the very beginning of a woman's rearing 
in the home to her schooling, is psychologically 
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blocked off from her because she does not aspire 
to certain careers. Neither is training made 
available to her for those careers. 

I could not agree more with Mr Fellermaier 
on the educational 18.>spect. I have ,already dis
cussed it with my collel8.>gue, Professor Dahren
dorf. I maintain that the educational obstacles 
to women's aspirations to full access to various 
careers, which up till now have been only for 
men, should be removed. 

A third discrimination has been mentioned here, 
and that is the discrimination against women 
arising from the duties which they fulfil for 
society in relation to the family. .Employers 
seem to work on the assumption that women 
have babies every year of their working lives. 
It is not true. Even if it were, having a baby 
and the rearing of families is a duty to society. 

This discrimination has to be countered in 
another way. It cannot be countered under 
Article 119. This directive is the first important 
legal step, and I should like to point out what 
it sets out to do. The main goals are, first, to 
generalize certain minimum protection stand
ards, such as those evolving from the already 
established interpretation of Article 119, which 
will ensure that legal proceedings can be 
instituted so that the right to equal pay is 
respected. At the same time, any discrimination 
existing in law affecting wages would be 
eliminated. We believe that it is also necessary, 
from our studies, without calling into question 
the independence of the two sides of industry, 
to make ineffective any provision of agreement 
or contracts which are contrary to the principle 
of equal pay. 

Since the fear of dismissal-and this is shame
ful-is a major restraining factor on individual 
initip.tives by women aimed at earning respect 
for their right to equal pay, it seems necessary 
to make illegal any dismissal which follows as 
a result of suits or complaints; and in the same 
vein, that of affording protection to workers, 
there should be provision for the imposition of 
penalties on those employers who do not respect 
the principle of equal pay, and to ensure that 
employees are better informed about their 
rights. 

While still dealing with Article 119 and this 
directive, I wish to say we have examined with 
the greatest interest the amendments proposed. 
There are several worthy suggestions, but I 
have doubts on the amendment proposed to 
Article 1, which seems to go beyond the scope 
of A:rt1cle 119, even in its broadest interpreta
tion, and ra1ses very difficult legal issues. I do 
not think it will he poss~ble to handle the prob-

lem which the mover of the amendment wants 
to deal with in this fashion. We shall have to 
deal with it by other ~nitiatives. 

We have taken other initiatives in the Commis
sion. Perhaps I should mention that we have 
followed up the formal notice, in the conclusion 
on the latest report to the Council on equal 
pay, of the Commission's intention to start 
proceedings on the basis of Article 169 of the 
Treaty against certain Member States which 
have not accomplished the formal and direct 
obligation imposed by Article 119. 

The Commission also adopted one of the sug
gestions presented by the Resolution of the 
European Parliament in 1971 on the state of 
implementation of the principle of equal pay, 
and will soon promote the negotiation between 
employers and unions of ,a European agreement 
concerning the points regulated by collective 
agreements and the system of job classifications. 

The Commission feels that such an instrument 
is necessary since the national legal systems, to 
which alone the directive is relevant, do not 
cover the most important points for the imple
mentation of equal pay reserved to the decision 
of social partners in systems of free negotia
tion. 

Assistance will be given to drawing up this 
agreement by a study which has already been 
done. It was requested during the debate. It 
was carried out by eX!perts on classification 
systems in the light of the principle of equal 
pay for men and women. 

As Parliament can gather from what I have 
said, we are conscious that various measures 
will not solve the problems met by women
not all the problems-in their work. That is 
why, following on the Commission's proposals 
to the Council and the resolution for a Social 
Action Programme, the Council has expressed 
the political will to take measures during the 
first stage up to 1976 to achieve equality 
between men and women as regards access to 
employment, vocational training, promotion and 
also working conditions. 

An ad hoc group of interested people has been 
set up to look into the problems of women in 
employment and to advise the Commission so 
that concrete proposals can be submitted to the 
Council before the end of this year. 

For that reason we shall be coming forward 
with proposals--<and, once more, to you for dis
cussions-to meet the other problems of discrimi
nation met by women. But, for this .day and 
for this directive, we are dealing with the 
implementation of Article 119. We leave for 
another day the problems of women's access to 
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employment, their education and also the 
problems created by their carrying out their 
social duties in raising families. 

President. - Thank you, Dr Hillery. 

Mr Albertsen wishes to clarify a point. 

Mr Albertsen.- (DK) So that there is no doubt 
about the Danish delegation's position in the 
present discussions, I should just like to repeat 
that we are in complete agreement with the 
objectives of the directive. We followed the 
same general 'lines before Denmark became a 
member of the Community, and we want to 
continue to do so. 

I beheve that one of the decisive factors whkh 
led to Denmai'k's membership of the Com
munity was precisely the •argument that there 
was agreement with the provisions of the 
Treaty of Rome ·on equal pay for men and 
women. 

What I was talking about was lack of infor
mation and insufficient consideration of the 
situaHon in the three new member countries, 
and I added that developments had tak·en pla·ce 
in Denmark in 1973 which Mr Hitlery would 
not be .familiar with, just as Mr Hi'llery and the 
Commission are unfamiliar with the informa
tion submitted to the Commission on 29 March 
1974. 

The present position is that we have made the 
relevant anangements on the free labour 
market and have therefor·e done what the 
other member countries are now expecte"d to 
do. 

When I spoke-and I fully understood the 
irony of the remark that I cou[[d tdo so on 
behalf of the Danish delegation____,it was pre
cisely because ·the •conclusion ooul}d be under
stood as a reproach because of the way in 
whkh 1it was worded. But now I must defend 
the Danish government's position on the subject 
and I shall refrain from speaking on behalf of 
the Briljjish or Ir.ish, I leav•e that to them. As far 
as Denmark is concerned they are barking up 
the wrong tree. As I understand it, we must 
ensure that the information cohlected and pre
sented takes account of develQpments, so that 
we don't help to reduce respect for the Com
mission. But this is obvi•ously something in 
which the Commission is not interested. 

My remarks were meant to be constructive 
and I hope they will be accepted as such. 

President. - Does anyone else wish to speak? 

I put the motion for a resolution to the vote. 

The resolution is adopted. 1 

I call Mr Wieldraaijer. 

Mr Wieldraaijer. - (NL) Mr President, maybe 
I am mistaken, but I believe the Hiirzschel 
report contains a number of amendments to 
certain articles. Should you not put these 
amendments to the vote? 

President. - They have been adopted by virtue 
of the fact that we have adopted the resolution 
as a whole. 

I call Dr Hillery. 

Dr Hillery, Vice-President of the Commission 
of the European Communitie.s. - I d~d •say that 
there was a prolJlem on the amendment to the 
first a:r1Jkle. 

President. - We are aware of that, Dr Hillery. 
None the less, I think it was the wish of the 
Parliament to adopt this resolution even if it is 
not exactly in accordance with the views of the 
Commission. 

6. Activities of the new European Social Fund 
-1972 

President. - The next item is a debate on the 
report drawn up by Miss Lulling, on behalf of 
the Committee ·on Social Affairs and Employ
ment, on the :liirst report on the activities of 
the new European Social Fund-financial year 
1972 (Doe. 18/74). 

I caN Miss Lul<ling, who has asked to present 
her report. 

Miss Lulling, rapporteur. - (F) Mr Pnesident, 
this first •business .report of the new ffiuropean 
Social Fund covers only a few months, i.e. the 
period 1between 1 May, when the renewed Fund 
was set up, and 31 December 1972. The •lessons 
learned during this short running-in period 
certainly do not enable the European Parlia
ment to exercise the knowledgeable and effec
tive supervision in the political and budgetary 
spheres wh~ch is the aim of the discussion of 
the annua•l r·eport on the business of the Social 
Fund, and this was in fact origi:nally set up at 
the in~.tiga1Jion of thi.s Pa1rliament. 

Your Committee on Social Affairs and Employ
ment, which ha1ppily is in possession of supple-

1 OJ No c 55, 13. 5. 1974. 
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mentary facts and information from the Com
miss1on on budgetary and other problems which 
the Fund now has to deal with, has taken the 
opportunity to make certain suggestions arising 
out of the present economic situation, which has 
changed considerably since the first report was 
drawn up, 

Before coming to this part of our report I 
should, even so, -like to can attention to a 
state of affairs which your Committee must 
be aware of, namely, that the requests sub
mitted in 1972 by Member States were aimed 
at obtaining Community financing for opera
tions carried out to solve problems arising 
neither directly nor indirectly out of the 
functioning of the Common Market, and that 
schemes for operations aimed at adapting the 
supply <and demand on the labour mal1ket to the 
needs of technical progress, for example, were 
too rare. 

This is ahl the more regrettable because the 
Commission, lacking adequate credits, is forced 
to make a .choice, affecting both the reque.sts 
put in and its own proposals, to widen the 
scope of Article 4 to include new fields of 
mterven tion. 

In the present situation, Mr. President, it would 
hard'ly be realisti-c to daim limitless credits for 
all schemes submitted. 

Personally, I take the vrl.ew that it would be 
a mistake for Community solidarity to step in 
the breach to meet certain national deficiencies. 
To ask the Community to finance and carry 
out actions whi<:h are not within its competence 
and which do not <contribute to the progress 
of economic and social integration, wou'ld even 
retard the progress of the Community. 

It is also important that the financi!rl resources 
of the Fund be spent as judiciouSly as possible, 
while reservling priority, in the present eco
nomic and political situation of the Commun
ity, for anything which can assist the Com
munity's harmonious development, and more 
particularly progress towards economic and 
monetary union. 

We therefore give our fullest hackling to the 
choi·oe of this very judicious criterion, which 
gives priority to actions undertaken within the 
fr:amework of ·common pollicy. 

This justifies widening the scope of Article 4 
to include ·the handicapped, migrant workers, 
and agriculture. 

But we also think it would be appropriate to 
consider using Artide 4 to the end of pro
moting the achievement of a common policy 
on eqrua!JJity for men and women. Mr Hillery 

has just told us that the problems I have been 
discussing-namely, access to employment, 
training and promotion on the job-must be 
solved within a different framework fvom that 
of the directive. 

Such a measure appears all the more necessary 
because the present provisions of the Social 
Fund for the re-training of women over thirty
five are too restrictive to be efficient or even 
feasibl·e. 

I am weU aware of the fact that the present 
trade ·conjuncture is hardly propitious for such 
a measure, which would stand a better chance 
of success in the event of a great labour 
shortage. But for those among us who regard 
the re-training of women over thirty-five as 
a measure <guaranteeing women the right to 
employment and free ·choice in the exercise of 
a trade or profession, such a measure would 
have to ·be ·carried out independently of the 
trade conjuncture. 

Your Committee on Social! Affairs and Emp'loy
ment has also used this opportunity to recall 
the approval rit gave to the Commission's 
proposal to the Council regarding intervention 
of the European Social Fund in favour of 
persons employed in the clothing sector, and 
to ask the Council to reconsider its negative 
attitude towards widening the scope of Article 4 
so as to inClude action on behalf of persons 
employed in this sector. 

We also ask the Council to recons1der its 
negative attitude with regard to the provision 
of assistance, over a ,period of up ·to six months, 
to persons awaiting re-emp'loyment after their 
re-q ua!lifica Hon. 

In view of the fact that the European Social 
Fund should be above all a means to full and 
better employment, we wanted, in our reso'lu
tion, to draw the Commission's attention to the 
consequences which the present energy crisis 
may have for employment in certain regions. 

We suggest that the Commission should 
examine the possibility of including in Article 4 
any remedial action necessary in the sphere of 
employment, caUed for by structura<l ,changes 
related ·to shortage of fuel and rises in the 
price of fuel. May I 'lay stress on the 
importance we attach to this paragraph of the 
proposa'l for resolution. 

Fina'1ly, in my capacity of rapporteur, I should 
Hike to underline the cJbservation of the Com
mittee on Budgets drawing attention to the 
worrying problems which arise out of the 
supervision of operations involving the Fund 
and we recommend that the Commission should 
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provide space for these pro1}lems in ·a ochapt(i)r 
of its report on the business of the European 
Social Fund in 1973, a report which we trust 
will be submitted to us in good time and wil:l 
enable this Parliament to exercise an informed 
and ·effective politioa•l and budgetary super
vision over the new European Social Fund. 

Mr President, it is on behalf of the Committee 
that I shaH ask the House to vote on our 
proposal for a resolution, and on behaLf of the 
Socialist Group I state that we shaQ'l vote in 
favour of the proposal for a. resolution. 

President. - I call Mr Van der Gun to speak 
on behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group. 

Mr, Van der Gun. - (NL) M:r President, on 
behalf of my Group I wish · to thank Miss 
Lulling for her report. On the basis of 
documents which gave little hasis for the 
compilation of a report and in conjunction 
with the fact that the new fund has been in 
operation for only a very short time, Miss 
Lulling has nevertheless prepared a motion fur 
a resolution which is further expLained in an 
impressive :report. Her oral explanation was 
also excellent. 

I would like to hear from the Commission 
why they have made so little use of the pos
sibilities of the new European Social Fund. 
Miss Lulling drew attention to the fad that 
the Fund could be used in the agriculture and 
textile sectors. Is this ta matter of information 
or do other elements play a pa~rt in the fact 
that so little use is still being made of the 
possibilities? 

President. - I call Dady Elles to speak on 
behalf of the European ConserVtative Group. 

La<1y Elles. - Lik,e Mr Van der Gun, I wish to 
express the thanks and congratulations of the 
European Conservative Group to Miss Lulling 
on her excellent report. I merely suggest to the 
Commission that a much wider use could be 
made of the European Sodal Fund in view of 
the many social a:nd economic problems that 
we shall face in the near future, in particular 
in relation to employment. 

We have already discussed many of these 
subjects this morning. The widening of the scope 
of the fund could be of immense benefit to 
those Member States that are suffering and 
will suffer from the various forms of economic 
crisis with which we are faced in the coming 
months, not only in certain Member States but 
in certain sectors of employment, especially in 
relation to the rehabilitation of women and 

retraining. There is also a problem that might 
come up in regard to the ECSC Fund-the 
question whether miners should be retrained for 
coal working in view of the energy crisis with 
which we are now faced. 

On behalf of my group, therefore, I once more 
thank Miss Lulling for her excellent work and 
ask the Commission to enlarge on the possible 
extension of the scope of the European Social 
Fund for the benefit of retraining of employees 
throughout the Community. 

President. - I call Dr Hillery. 

Dr Hillery, Vice-President of the Commission 
of the European Communities. - I t'hantk Miss 
Lulling and the Committee on Social Affairs 
and Employment for a very thorough and 
con:strutCtive report on the activites of the 
Social fund in 1972. 

I emphasize that the next report will contain 
much more of the detail requested by the rap
porteur and will provide a far more adequate 
basis for the assessment that we want to make 
than was possible in this initial report, which 
covered only a few months. The 1973 report 
will be ready within the prescribed time. The 
difficulties that existed owing to the enlarge
ment and reorganization have been largely 
overcome by now. 

The new report will reflect the experience of 
two years-1972 and 1973-and will enable us 
to give a more valid judgement of the real 
potentials and limitations of this Community 
instrument for an active employment policy in 
the Community. I regard the European Social 
Fund as such an instrument of employment 
policy. 

It is clear that, .given a fixed budget which 
is quite insufficient to cover the applications 
made and even more inadequate to cover 
potential applications which could be made, it 
is necessary to use a rigorous method of selec
tion. If this selection is not to be arbitrary, it 
entails a Community policy for which the Com
mission would have day-to-day responsibility in 
collaboration with the tripartite Social Fund 
Committee. 

In 1972 and 1973, as the next report will show, 
and to a large extent this year, Member States 
have been making numerous applications for 
aid which conform to the legal framework 
decided on by the Council in 1971 but which 
do not in any way take into account the need 
for this selective policy. Without wishing in any 
way to criticize the policies followed by Member 
States in employment and particularly voca
tional training and retraining, the Commission 
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must continue to point out that it is impossible 
to reconcile a restrictive budgetary policy with 
a system of 50 per cent Community reimburse
ment for national expenditure on projects in 
all the regions and industrial sectors considered 
to be in difficulties. 

I think Parliament supports the request that 
this selection policy, which is inevitable, should 
aim first and foremost to defend Community 
interests and avoid any implications of juste 
retour. The policy of the Commission is to 
encourage, on the one hand, projects which have 
a promotional or catalytic effect, developing 
both qualitatively and quantitatively that which 
has already been done independently of the new 
Social Fund, and to develop those projects 
which fit into the Community perspective in 
the context of the planned employment policy, 
which encourages occupational, as distinct from 
geographical, mobility and which would assist 
the development of up-and-coming industrial 
sectors. . 

We do not regard this Social Fund as a kind 
of Red Cross in employment. We want to sez 
it play a role in establishing durable solutions 
to general structural problems, and in defining 
where public responsibility lies in the frame
work of a policy of labour mobility designed 
to benefit the working man and woman. A 
policy of mobility should not be dependent on 
the limited responsibilities and inadequate 
financial resources of private or individual 
employers. This applies most particularly to the 
difficulties now arising from the energy crisis 
-difficulties which are likely to provoke vast 
structural changes and a reassessment of growth 
objectives. It will imply a new division of work 
which will affect some regions, some social 
groups and some industrial sectors much more 
than others. The consequences on the employ
ment situation can be mitigated if there is a 
commitment to follow a planned employment 
policy based on Community solidarity. The 
Commission is grateful for the understanding 
and support of the Parliament on this issue. 

As far as Article 4 is concerned, involving as 
it does a common policy and joint actions, the 
Commission shares the concern of the Parlia
ment about the insufficient use of the pos
sibilities presently available in the field of agri
culture and textiles. This concern arises not only 
from the fact that there is an evident need and 
scope for action in this sphere but also because 
the Council itself indicated in its decision of 
1 February 1971 on the reform of the Fund that 
'in the long term, the greater part of the 
available credits must be reserved for action 
under Article 4.' 

The Member States have not, in practice, fol
lowed the policy which they themselves decided 

upon. If this situation does not improve, serious 
difficulties may arise in the future; really 
unjustifiable budgetary imbalances will occur, 
with Article 4 credits remaining partly unused 
whilst Article 5 credits become increasingly 
inadequate. I hope that this is only a temporary 
situation. It can be changed if a favourable 
attitude is shown to extending the use of Arti
cle 4 credits to handicapped and migrant 
workers, if better use is made of existing pos
sibilities and if further judicious use of Article 4 
is considered in connection with the energy 
crisis that I have· already mentioned. We are 
aware of the fact that Article 4 is not used. 
The Commission's services are actively engaged 
in trying to determine why in certain areas of 
the Community Article 4 does not seem to at
tract the interests of the national gov~rnments. 
We hope to find solutions for this lack of atten
tion. 

I take note of the suggestions made concerning 
women's employment. We are very conscious of 
the problems raised. However, I wish to 
emphasiz·e that the new Social Fund, particu
larly Article 4 operations, must not be allowed 
to become an aggregation of a numbe.r of 
unrelated categorial or sectoral interventions, 
however desirable. I think particularly of the 
proposals concerning the clothing sector. Ther~ 
must in each case be a precise framework for 
interventions. 

I regard the Social Fund as an instrument of 
policy. It cannot be a substitute for policy. It 
is true that its existence can prompt the find
ing of solutions at Community level, but it can
not be a substitute for policy-making, otherwise 
we should end up with a really incoherent 
situation and further budgetary contradictions. 

In this connection, it should be made clear that 
the Commission wishes very much to emphasize 
the importance of its preparatory studies and 
pilot projects. An increase in funds for this 
purpose has been requested in order to study 
and define more clearly the proper areas for 
intervention and thereby avoid wasting resour
ces later on with inadequately prepared inter
ventions. 

The Commission wants to encourage a coherent 
and overall policy of adaptation and restructur
ing of the economy. We must at all costs avoid 
losing ourselves in numerous individual opera
tions which have no clear aims or policies. If 
we work that way, we shall be open to any 
requests for aid or liable to proceed in a quite 
arbitrary selection of projects without the pos
sibility of a consensus agreement and political 
support for the implementation of these pro
grammes. I do not need to emphasize the 
importance which the Commission attaches to 
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the indications, offered by Parliament, as to the 
guidelines to be followed in the definition of 
these common policies. 

I conclude with two specific observations. The 
first concerns income support. In the Social 
Action Programme, the Commission made pro
posals on this essential aspect of the wider 
policy of promoting social and professional 
mobility. It was not adopted as part of the 
Social Action resolution by the Council. 
However, again, we shall be taking up the 
proposals as an individual initiative of the Com
mission at an appropriate time later on. 

The other observation concerns budgetary 
information and control. The Commission is 
fully aware of the need for a system of strict 
budgetary control. It should be remembered that 
the Member States share the financial respons
ibility for operations which are accepted, and 
thrus should be equally interested in checking on 
the validity of expenditure. That is an indirect 
guarantee of efficiency. The Commission is at
tempting to work out pragmatically a more 
rapid and flexible system of control. This was 
not possible in 1972, because no payments were 
made in that year under the new Fund. The 
1973 report will refer more fully to budgetary 
control, and the Commission will take into 
account P•arliament's wish as expressed here 
for more comprehensive information in this 
field. 
(Applause) 

President. - Thank you, Dr Hillery. 

Does anyone else wish to speak? 

I put the motion for a resolution to the vote. 

The .resolution is adopted. 1 

7. Recommendation regarding the application 
of the principle of the 40-hour week and annual 

paid holidays 

President. - The :next item is a debate on 
the report drawn up by Mr Laudrin, on behalf 
of the Committee on Social Affairs and Employ
ment, on the proposal from the Commission 
of the European Communities to the Council 
for a recommendation addressed to the Member 
States regarding the appHcation of the principle 
of the 40-hour week and four weeks' annual 
paid holidays (Doe. 47/74). 

I oall Miss Lulling, in replacement of Mr Lau
drin, who has asked to present the report. 

1 OJ No C 55, 13. 5. 1974. 

Miss Lulling, deputy rapporteur. - (F) Mr 
President, since there is no French-speaking 
member here belonging to Mr Laudrin's Group, 
the latter asked me before he left Strasbourg 
whether I would replace him. Bachelors should 
help one another, so I accepted. 
(Laughter) 

This, then, ieaves me with the task of expound
ing the problems of the 40-hour week and of 
paid holidays; the document which deals with 
these is so short as to create a risk that their 
importance may escape us. In view of the 
feeble support forthcoming there is allso reason 
to fear that this question may fail to arouse 
the interest it deserves, and there is good 
cause for regretting that this debate has not 
been given a more prominent place on the 
agenda. 

Indeed, these problems involve an entire con
ception of the working man's life, of the social 
and human va•lues which ·should condition 
modern economies, of the goa'ls Member States 
should now set themselves in order to remain 
within the spirit ·and the letter of the Treaty. 

We shall add a few observations on public 
holidays and ·on the ':lllexib'le week' which are 
pointers to recent progress. 

The task before ·the House is to examine 
Document 302/73 submitted by the Commiss~on 
within the framework of Article 117 of the 
Treaty, with a view to its adoption. 

Let me observe at the outset that this text 
does not apply to public office, in which the 
average number of working hours per week 
is usually below that obtaining more generally. 
It is also difficult to apply it li.n a rigid way 
to :Jiarm labourers, whose working hours are 
spread over the whole year, in obedience to 
the 'laws of na·ture. 

The forty-hour week is a theoretica'l principle 
app~~ed at present only in five countries of 
the Community. It will need extending to 
the four other nations by the 1st January 
1975. 

It would appear that on <this point we shaH 
have to record some delay in its application; 
there will be a time-'l.Jag also in practice, since 
collective ag,reements also accept, within certain 
limits and subject to a higher rate of pay, 
a longer working day than the statutory one. 

There 1is no need for us to go into the detail 
of a:greement·s under which wo11king hours a11e 
reduced in trades and prof•essions which are 
considered dangerous or particularly fatiguing. 
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In several member-countries, trad€ union organ
izations are demanding that this ·law of the 
40-hour w€ek should be rigorously €nforced, 
without any drop in wages. Will they h€ able 
to obtain immediate satisfaction under present 
economic conditions? 

Such a measure would, if app'lied throughout 
the Nine Member States, certainly contribute 
to a desirable harmonization, to an improve
m€Illt in the working man's condlitions of life 
and to a better ba'lance between ·our respective 
economies. 

As regards paid holidays, France, Luxembourg 
and Denmark lead the rest of the Oommunity 
in the application of the principle of a four
week holiday. 

It is therefore to h€ desired that this measure 
should become •general throughout the member
countries by December 1976, and should be 
embodi·ed in legislative provisions rather than 
in the framewonk of collective agreem€nts. 
This, at any rate, would r€flect th€ spirit of 
Article 117 of the Treaty. 

Within the framework of the paid holiday 
scheme it is understood that the number of 
pui:Jli:c holidays are not included. This number, 
which varies a great deal according to the 
traditions of our countries, may be anything 
between 6 days and 17-in lucky places! (It 
is to be hoped that they are all paid for). 
Since, however, our endeavour is to create a 
framework for the Communilty worker, we 
must ·look further and seek constantly to 
improv€ the quality of life. 

Since December 1973 the so-called 'flexible 
week' has h€en introduced in France-and I 
know that this measure is in force also in 
other countdes, particularly in Germany. 412 
French undertakings are a'lready app'lying it. 
Under this system, the 40 ·compulsory hours 
are not necessarily aU worked at the same 
time. There is certainly a wide 'band' of 
obligatory attendance, but with the possibi•lity 
of modifying the traditional working day either 
in the morning or in the evening. This al'lows 
for a better adjustment to family needs, as 
well as helping to ease the transport problem 
during the rush hour. It is also a provision 
for humanizing the j-ob. It is even possible, 
under certain circumstances, to 'transfer' some 
of one's working hours from one week to 
another, •and to choose whether to take the 
Saturday off or the Monday. 

Obviously this example is brought up for gen
eral consideration. The ·Law cannot at the 
moment intervene in this field. It is, however, 
the task of the legislator to promote the 

humanization of labour in cooperation with 
the social partners. 

We trust that this recommendation, which we 
regard as a first step towa:tds an improvement 
in the conditions of liife ·and work in all 
Member States, will get a favourab1e reception, 
so that the 40-hour week and the 4-week holi
day become the rule in alll Member States of 
the Community. 

On Mr. Laudl'lin'•s behalf, many thanks for 
your attention. 

President. - I call M. Wieldraaijer to speak 
on behalf of the Socialist Group. 

Mr Wieldraaijer. - (NL) Mr President, on 
behalf of th€ Socialist Group, I confilrm our 
-complete approval of measures designed to 
promote the achievement of the 40-hour work
ing week and for four weeks' paid annual 
holi:day. I wanted to recall that the Socialist 
Movement in Europe has grown up against a 
background of demonstrations for a shorter 
working day. The recommendation can there
fore count on our support. What is at stake 
here is an improvement of the quality of life 
of many people in this Community, an improve
ment that e3.n be achieved by laying down 
minimum regulations on working times and 
holiday. 

The present situation in the Member States is 
such that there are a great many differences 
in this particular area. I consider that the 
.cvpplication of the recommendation will encour
age the free movement of workers and improve 
conditions of competition. 

During consideration of this matter in the 
Committee on Social Affairs and Employment 
we wondered why a recommendation has heen 
drawn up rather than a directive or regulation. 
Since the proposed improvements can be 
brought .3.bout in many Memh€r States by 
negotiations between employers and employees 
we have provisionally supported the directive. 
If it appears, however, after a time that the 
aim cannot be achieved by this means we 
consider that a more appropriate instrument 
such as a regulation must be used. I should 
like to hear Mr Hillery's views on this. Having 
said that, we approve the motion for a 
resolution. 

President. I call Mr Marras to speak on 
h€half of the Communist and Allies Group. 

Mr Marras. - (I) Mr President, if I speak now 
I shall not need to introduce the amendments 
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since I can present them in the context of my 
general .g,rgUJment. 

Our npporteu:r has already stressed the 
importance of the item on the .agenda and it 
is unfortunate that we cannot go into it as 
thoroughly a•s it deserves. However this does 
not prevent us briefly making some general 
points .after which I shall say a few words 
ex!plaining our amendments. 

In general, I should like to make .a criticism 
of the manner in which this recommendation 
has been submitted by the Commission. If we 
approve it we will seem to be adopting this 
measure in order to avo~d di:storting the Com
munity labour market because variations in the 
working week between different countries may 
have such an effect, thus leading to an 
imbalance in the conditions of competition so 
often referred to. On the contrary, we should 
categorically state that the 40-hour week and 
4-weeks' paid holiday are and should be con
sidered an end in themselves for social and 
humane reasons since our people should enjoy 
a gradual reduction of working hours and an 
increase in free time to devote to other activ
ities and interests. 

I shou~d now like to explain why I have 
tabled three amendments on behalf of our 
group. In suggesting them, I felt that I was 
interpreting needs which had emerged during 
discussion in the Committee. 

The first amendment involves adopting the 
proposed measures by means of .a directive. 
Why did the Commission not use this instru
ment as it did, for example, over the question 
of equal pay? One might answer that equal 
pay is referred to in an article of the Treaty 
which makes it easier to use ,a directive. In 
wh~ch o.ase, I ask the Commission why it 
adopted mass dismissals by me.ans of a 
directive? That is another field in which trade 
union organizations exhibit •a certain autonomy. 

If we follow this recommendation we will not 
achieve the desired harmonization by 1980, let 
alone 1975. 

I had the impr-ession that some of my col
leagues in the Committee on Social Affairs 
and ffimployment agreed with me on thi:s point. 
I see written in my notes: 'directive, rather 
than recommendation, for various sectors'. I 
shall not therefore let this point pass and I 
should like to stress that the Commission 
should remember that a directive was issued 
on collective dismissals. 

The second amendment makes it clear that by 
a 40-hour week we mean a 40-hour week, using 

the practical formula adopted by Lady Elles in 
committee: 'a 40-hour week means a maximum 
of 40 hours'. Accordingly, though I cannot, as 
I shou}d like to, say that overtime which takes 
the week over 40 hours should be abolished, 
it should anyway be gradually reduced and 
ehminated. I seem to remember that this point 
also had som-e support in committee and on-e 
of my colleagues, for example, agreed that 
it was necessary to have an efficient check to 
ensure thiat these 40 hours were not surpassed 
and wondered whether authorization by the 
Trade Union Council should be requ1red for 
overtime. In addition, as Commissioner. Hillery 
pointed out this morning, in the context of 
its efforts to reduce unemployment and dismis
sals the Commission is tending to gradually 
reduce overtime. This is the second amendment 
which I table on behalf of the Group. 

I imagine that the third should be very much 
easier to a•ccept. It requires Parliament to be 
regularly informed of the ways in which the 
goals suggested i:n the directive are being 
achieved in the various countries within the 
time-limits laid down in the Commission's 
document. 

As you see, Mr President, by speaking now 
I shall not need to speak later to explain 
our three amendments. 

President. - I call Mr Normanton to speak on 
behalf of the European Conservative Group. 

Mr Normanton. - Mr Prresident, honourable 
Members, on behalf of the European Con
servative Group I ·extend a warm welcome to 
the Commission's proposals before us, in sub
stance and in form. These conoern a ,recom
mendation to the Council, which was the 
subject of discussion and deliberation <by Mr 
Laudrin's committee. I certainly warmly wel
come the substance of the. recommendations 
because they recognize the need for greater 
harmonization in the practices of industry, the
reby facilitating, we all hope, urgently needed 
progress towards the creation of industry on 
a Community-wide structural basis instead of, 
in effect, upon nine diverse national bases. 

The Treaty of Rome, one need not repeat, 
requires the promotion of people's freedom of 
movement throughout the Community, and any 
measures which might lead to the harmonization 
of working conditions will undoubtedly be a 
valuable contribution to achieving this essential 
freedom. 

I also welcome the form in which the Commis
sion's proposals have been drafted since they 
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recognize the realities which exist throughout 
the Community, namely, that each national 
industrial community has its particular techni
ques for progressing towards the general object
ives broadly stated in the recommendation pro
posed by the Commission, and commented upon 
by Mr Laudrin's committee. I think it is because 
of the form of these proposals, and on the basis 
of these proposals-that we will oppose Amend
ments 1, 2 and 3 to which Mr Marras has just 
referred. These, after all, introduce into the 
proposals a binding statutory aspect which I feel 
would be less realistic and, in my judgement, less 
effective than the recommendations proposed 
by the Commission. 

I certainly place particular emphasis upon the 
following sentence in the sixth paragraph of 
the Commission's proposals, and, with your 
permission, Mr President, I will quote it: 

'The Council intends to pursue a policy aimed 
at encouraging close collaboration between 
employers and workers on these questions.' 

This states very dearly and concisely the 
basic belief in the principle to which we adhere 
in the Conservative Group, of collective bargain
ing. Progress will not be achieved solely, how
ever, by the process of legislation which ought 
to be on a national basis or on the basis of the 
Community-wide legislative systems. It will be 
achieved by co]labol'ation-and I pointedly 
use and repeat the word 'collaboration'
between employers and those employed in 
industry. Whether we discuss the working week, 
holidays, conditions of work or pay, this is and 
should be 1an 'area in which progress depends 
upon the closeness of the relations between the 
representatives of employers and the represent
ativ,es of those employed-namely, the trade 
unions. 

There are, and I believe always will be, areas 
of industry-! am using the term 'industry' in 
its broadest sense-in which it is far less easy 
to institutionalize industrial relationships. In 
this kind of situation may I commend to Dr 
Hillery, the Commissioner, the consideration of 
the system of wages councils which have 
operated in the United Kingdom for some con
siderable time. These do not replace collabor
ation between trade unions and employer. They 
are there to fill a gap, where gaps exist, in the 
industvial community and Ii\fe of the country. 
I would onrly stress that the Laudrin report 
highlights the difference between a de jure 
position and a de facto situation. This we can 
see, I suggest, from the annex to Mr Laudrin's 
report, in which he shows that the United 
Kingdom has no legislation on this particular 
subject of the working week, and yet every 
other Member Staie except Denmark possesses 

such legislation. Yet the de facto position shows 
quite clearly in this annex that the United 
Kingdom opel'ates, through collective bargain
ing, a working week whioh is used as a basis 
for wa,ges 'computation no less favou!'a.ble than 
that which opemtes in the rest of the Com
munity. 

Therefore, on this basis I recommend and sup
port the adoption of the Laudrin report as a 
valuable contribution from this House. The 
European Conservative Group certainly wishes 
to thank Mr Laudrin and his committee col
leagues. Perhaps one might ask that they take 
steps to review the actual progress of the 
Member States in this matter of the working 
week and holidays during the year 1974. We 
certainly hope that collective bargarining win 
have made ,considerable further progress 
towards the objectives outlined in the Com
mission proposals---<>bjectives whtch we as a 
group strongly endorse. 

President. - Thank you, Mr Normanton. 

I call Mr Van der Gun to speak on behalf of 
the Christian-Democratic Group. 

Mr Van der Gun. - (NL) Mr President, a 
few brief remarks. The Commission defends 
this directive with the argument that it can 
contribute to the improvement of the quality 
of life including more free time and paid 
holidays. 

But in addition the Commission uses the 
argument of the harmoni2lation of working 
conditions and the prevention of distortion on 
the labour market. 

This is in itself a very real objective but we 
must have some certainty that the recommend
ation will in fact be implemented as is intended. 

The Member States must not formally apply 
the 40-hour working week and grant four 
weeks' paid holiday while, on the other hand, 
silmply inlcreasing the number of working hours 
with the !'esult that more overtime will be 
worked. 

It is good that the Commission feels certain 
that its aims will be pursued during further 
implementation of the recommendation. 

I willingly admit that I myself, like Mr 
Wieldr.aaijer, expressed certain doubts in the 
Committee on Social Affairs and Employment 
a's to whether we should adopt the solution 
of a directive or recommendation. I 'agree 
entirely with Mr Wieldra.aijer that having 
regard to the situation whtoh prevails at 
present in some Member St.ates a recommend-
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ation of the kind proposed by the Commission 
deserves preference. I noted with some surprise 
the reasoning of Mr Marras who, unless I am 
altogether mistaken, said that preference should 
be given to a directive because the autonomy 
of the social partners would then be greater. 
I have the clear impression that a directive has 
a more binding character tban a recommend
ation. That binding character would in my view 
mean that in practice the autonomy of the 
soci,al partners would be less. 

Unless there was an error of translation I 
consider that if Mr Marras would like the 
recommendation to be replaced by a directive, 
he would achieve precisely the opposite of 
what we want, namely greater autonomy for 
the social partners. 

For this reason we cannot support Mr M:arras's 
aJillendment nor the second amendment advocat
ing gradual abolition of overtime. That is 
technically impossible in a number of sectors. 

I agree with Mr Mar11as that if we move 
towards the 40-our working week, the figure 
should in fact be 40 hours wherever possible 
and this measure should not be used to obtain 
better paid overtime. 

In my view it is quite wrong and technically 
impossible to .rule out overtime altogether in 
all forms in certain 1sectors of activity. For this 
reason we do not support Mr Marl'!as's second 
amendment. We do support Mr Marras's third 
amendment because, unlike Mr Normanton who 
simply wishes to reject all three amendments, 
we consider this one i!mportant. 

I believe that with an eye to the future this 
matter is so important that it is desiraJble for 
the European Parliament to be kept informed 
as Jlully as possible of actual developments. I 
am inclined to support the th1rd amendment
this is not intended as a eonsolation prize 
because I do in Bact ag·ree with it. 

President.- I call Mr Normanton. 

Mr Normanton. - May I respond briefly to 
the points made by Mr Van der Gun in con
nection with Amendment No 3? I personally 
in my speech did not object to the idea of 
the Commission'1s reporting in a year's time 
along the lines which are contained here. 
But if we accept the new paragraph 6(a) we 
must inevitably be accepting the principles of 
a directive. Therefore, the logical procedural 
consequence of rejecting Amendments 1 and 2 
should be that for the same reason we should 
reject Amendment No 3, but we could perhaps 
achieve the same result by· asking the Commis-

sioner to take note of the wishes of this Parlia
ment without incorporating them in a particular 
resolution, noting and thereby reaffirming our 
objection to the adoption of the directive. 

President. - I call Mr Van der Gun. 

Mr Van der Gun. - (NL) I do not wish to 
enter into a legalistic debate with my colleague 
Mr Normanton, but I cannot see how the 
Commission can be asked at this time to report 
on the application of a directive now that a 
recommendation has been issued. 

President. - I call Mr J ames Hill. 

Mr James Hill. - I only want to make one 
or two short comments, you will be pleased 
to hear, Mr President. I think this i1s much 
ado about nothing. As you will see from the 
excellent figures which the Commission give 
in the annex, every Member State has, through 
collective bargaining, already adopted a 40-hour 
week, and none of them through collective 
bargaining has yet got to the four week's holi
day with tpay. The only issue here is the four 
week's holiday with pay. 

I rose to my feet because paragraph 5 mentions 
a genuine employment policy and a regional 
policy. This is at complete variance with what 
we are trying to do in the regional policy 
discussions. We are not trying to reduce people's 
hours or to give them four weeks' holiday pay. 
What we are trying to do is to bring to the 
depressed areas work for a sufficient number 
of hours to enable these people to have a quality 
of life which the rest of the Community enjoys. 
Consequently it may be impossible in certain 
agricultural areas which will be supported by 
the regional policy fund to be quite as adamant 
as this when their economk sta:ndard of life 
is just beginning to rise. They will be tied by 
what could be a directive to a 40-hour week 
and a four weeks' paid holiday. 

The emphasis on regional policy should not be 
in paragraph 5. It goes completely against the 
aims of a regional policy programme. I agree 
with my colleague, Mr Normanton, that a 
directive on a four weeks' holiday with pay 
would tie those Member States who are already 
having perhaps some ba1ance-of-payrrnents prob
lems, and indeed inflation could be caused 
almost overnight by going from two or three 
weeks' holiday with pay to four weeks' payment 
by an employer who is already hard pressed 
by economic realities. 

President. - I call Dr Hillery. 
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of the European Communities. - I should like 
to compliment Mr Laudrin and the Committee 
on Social Afbirs and Employment on dn:Dting 
this report in such a clear and concise manner 
and thank him for his support of the objectives 
towards whi:oh we are wo11king. 

From the discussion it is clear that I do not 
need to explain further. Perhaps I should say 
that we would make a distinction between 
public holidays and paid holidays. Public 
holidays exist as a right, having their origin in 
the commemoration of historical events, and 
this instrument deals with statutory holidays to 
be settled between employers and employees. 

May I deal with the amendments, because Par
liament is quite clear on the principle? The 
amendment of Mr Marras suggests that Parlia
ment would express its preference for the 
adoption of a directive rather than a recom
mendation, bearing in mind the need_ to 
safeguard the autonomy of both sides of 
industry. This is the nub of the question. 

My first thought when seeking to produce an 
instrument which would improve the quality 
of life in this field was to have an instrument 
which would be imposable and would not 
require further action, but the very wording of 
the amendment-'bearing in mind the need to 
safeguard the autonomy of both sides of 
industry'-leads me to say that, on the con
trary, according to Article 100, a dirPctive can 
only be applied through national legislation and 
would not take into account the autonomy of 
both sides of industry. The recommendation 
respects their autonomy and we selected a 
recommendation, which seemed to be a less 
direct method of doing it, but we did it on the 
basis asked for by the amendment of protecting 
the autonomy of both sides of industry. The 
social partners have already accepted this form 
of instrument, and it should be in principle a 
recommendation. 

As to the other amendments, if the first amend
ment were not adopted the use of the word 
'directive' in the other amendments would need 
to be stopped and some change made. Without 
the description 'directive' the other amendments 
are quite acceptable to me. 

Amendment 2 says that the 40-hour week 
should not mean extra pay but should reduce 
the number of hours worked in a week. The 
whole idea was to improve the quality of life. 

I accept the thinking behind that. It raises for 
society a very great problem which already 
exists, and that is the problem of the use of 
leisure time. We can no longer reduce the 
working hours of people and leave them to their 

own devices to fill in the gaps which have to 
be filled. 

In an agricultural society or in parts of the 
Community not yet fully developed, time can 
be passed pleasantly if free time is available, 
but in an industrialized society it is not pos
sible for a person suddenly to take up a great 
amount of free time and occupy it usefully. This 
is one of the big problems for individuals, and 
in the future it will be a very grave problem 
for society. I hope that the institute which 
would be proposed to the Council to set up 
studies of the conditions of life and of work 
will be able to give us guidance in this area. 
I repeat, I do not think there will be any 
greater problem facing society and individuals 
than the use of their time in the future, and 
not the very far distant future at that. 

I accept that this idea of fewer working hours 
should imply fewer hours worked. The amend
ment goes a little further in spelling that out. It 
has the problem of having the word 'directive' 
in it. In terms of reporting annually, that is 
acceptable, again if the word 'directive' is not 
used. I suggest that we do not seek a directive 
because the recommendation makes it possible 
to have the two sides of industry consulted and 
actively engaged in this improvement in the 
quality of life. 

President. - Do you wish to speak, Mr Marras? 

I was going to call you when we consider the 
amendments. I think we should get on to the 
resolutions now and you could make your 
observations when moving your amendments. 

On the preamble and paragraphs 1 and 2, I have 
no amendments or speakers listed. 

Does anyone wish to speak? 

I put these texts to the vote. 

The preamble and paragraphs 1 and 2 are 
adopted. 

On paragraph 3, I have Amendment No 1 tabled 
by Mr Marras and Mrs Goutmann. 

It is worded as follows: 

'Expresses its preference for the adoption of 
this measure in the form of a directive rather 
than a recommendation, bearing in mind the 
need to safeguard the autonomy of both sides 
of industry in this matter.' 

I call Mr Marras to move Amendment No 1. 

Mr Marras. - (I) In order to speed things 
u:p, I shall deal with all three amendments 
simultaneously. 
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As r-egards paragraph 3 of the motion for a 
r•esolution, our Group expresses a clear pre
ference for .adopting the provisions in the form 
of a directive. We know that the social partners 
have at times, e.g. over collective dismissals, 
eXIpressed preference for rig~d safeguards of 
their own autonomy but here a directive has 
been i:ssued which does not take the interests 
of the social partners into account. 

We prefer the form of a directive because it 
is more binding but, at the same time, we 
believe that it is necesary to respect the 
autonomy of the social partners in this field. 
I do not think there is a c-ontradiction here, 
Mr V•an der Gun. 

In the other two amendments, I declare myself 
ready to repla•ce the word 'directive' by the 
word 'recommendation'. I accordingly feel that 
the difftculties a!nd reserves felt by some 
members should be easily overcome. 

President. - I call Miss Lulling. 

Miss Lulling, deputy rapporteur. - (F) Mr 
President, Mr Laud!'in has asked me ·to convey 
his feeling about the first amendment to para. 3. 
The rapporteur asks you not to accept the 
amendments, for a V'ariety of reasons which 
have already been very well explaO:ned. I should 
like to insist on the fact that if we now 
reaUy wilsh to give the forty-hour week a 
chance of becoming rea'lity, the proper proced
ure, given the present positon as regards !legis
lation, is via the method of recommendation. 

'Dhis paragmph 3 •is •all the more important 
inasmuch as it calls for 'action at Community 
level on the rpart of the social partners. In 
connection with this-and I am speaking in 
a personal ·capacity-! should llike to underline 
the fact that some years ago a1ready wage
earners in agricu1ture •Concluded, wilth manage
ment and employers, a European Agreement on 
the reduction of working hours in the sector. 
If this method could be fdllowed in other 
sectors, if, 1Jhat is, We ·COuld funally get down 
to the setting up of joint committees sector by 
sector, at Oommunity level, which is what we 
have been after f.or y·ea!'ls now, we ·could get 
the socli,al partners to reach outlii:ne agreements 
at Community level with a view to ·the intro
duction of the fovty hour-week. In thls way 
we should have gone further than to issue a 
directive which does not get adopted by the 
Council. 

I therefore think that if we 11eally want to 
make progress, we must for the momen:t keep 
to this recommendation which, fortunately, is 
proposed by the Commission. 

As reg•ards the other two amendments, Mr 
Pre::Ldent, the rapporteur has asked me to teH 
you that, as regards the amendment relating to 
overtime, it shou1d be obvti.ous that when we 
say forty hours, we ar.e not say;ing forty-eight 
or fi:lity-six hours. It would scarcely be realistic 
to expect that overtime will become a thing of 
the past. 

No employer wiU get his people to work over
time if he has enough work to engage an extra 
hand; ·this will come much ·cheaper fo!f him, 
since overtime hours-a•t 'least I trust that this 
i,s the •Case everywhere----<are paid at a higher 
rate than regular working houl1S. So no 
employer wiH have an interest, un[ess obliged 
by circumstances, in getting people engaged 
for a forty-hour week to work overtime. He 
is much more 1ikely to engage an extra hand 
at 'lower cost. 

I know what the practice has been in France 
for quite some time now. It is perhaps for this 
reason ·that some people think it would be a 
good •idea to include this provision. But I 
thought it was quite c1ear that we were 
opposed to the rpvinciple of overtime and would 
like to see this reduced to a bare minimum. 
A phrase like .this wm not solve the problem. 

As regards 1Jhe third amendment, Mr Laudrin 
has no objection to a report. I would, however, 
reca'll that the Commission draws up a report 
every year on the welfare position in the 
Community. Is it really necessa.ry-I 1am saying 
this in a personal capacity, nort having made 
contact with Mr Laudrin--ibo scatter our efforts 
over a multiplicity of reports? The Commission 
would soon no longer know what to put in its 
annual report on the welfare position in the 
Community. It is no use creating a mountain 
of dooumelllts just to give ourselves something 
to argue about when the report on the wellfare 
position comes up for examination. If we empty 
this report of all the interesting items, what 
wriU be left of it? 

Well, Mr Fresident, these ane my personal 
f·eelings. Ne~ther Mr Laudviln nor I want to set 
this up as gospel, but I think we should keep 
wtthin reason in the matter of the number of 
reports we face Parlrl!ament with. 

President. - I put Amendment No 1 to the 
vote. 

The amendment is rejected. 

I put paragraph 3, as origilllally worded, to 
the vote. 

Paragraph 3 as originally drafted is adopted. 
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On paragraph 4 I have no amendments or 
speakers listed. 

Does anyone wish to speak ? 

I put paragraph 4 to the vote. 

Paragraph 4 is adopted. 

After paragraph 4, I have Amendment No 2, 
tabled by Mr Marras and Mrs Goutmann. 

It is worded as follows: 

'Requests that the directive should specify that 
application of the principle of the 40-hour week 
should include the gradual elimination of over
time work.' 

May I remind you that the word 'directive' 
has to be rep~aced by the word 'recommenda
tion'? 

I call Mr Marras to move the amendment. 

Mr Marras. - (I) I should like to draw attention 
to a most eX!1lraordinary, or, ·let me say, at 
the very least, paradoxical, situation. The press, 
if no-one else, will certainly be impressed. The 
Communist group tabled ·an amendment which 
we considered reasonable allld Commissioner 
Hi'llery also :flinds acceptable, and now a 
member of the European Parliiament's Socialist 
Group (1j,.e. the deputy for the rapporteur :f)rom 
the Gaumst group) expresses urroertainty and 
reserv>a~tions whkh qui:te amaze us. H is surely 
parado:liDcal that the Communists, who one 
might say provide the only rreal opposition to 
the Community government, shouad fillld i:t 
accepting their amendment and other nominally 
leftwing elements in Parldament haVling second 
thoughtts when the matter in hand is such a 
deep-rooted ·social question as the reduction 
of over-time. 

We realise that overtime cannot lbe aboHshed 
ovemight and we do not pretend to be able 
to do so. 

It is widely known that employers make extra 
profits by resorting to th~s practice since they 
thus •avoid the social security costs which they 
would incur if they opened up more vacancies 
rather than getting existing employees to work 
longer hours. 

Please excuse this outburst, but I insist that 
our amendment be rput t<> the v<>te. 

President. - I think that the rapporteur's 
position should be made clear. I call Miss Lul
ling. 

Miss Lulling, deputy rapporteur. - (F) Mr 
President, it is almost on a pel'Sonal matter thrat 

I am speaking now. I have made it plain that 
Mr Laudrin does not wish to make •an issue of 
this insertion. I have however also tried to 
explain why the insertion is unnecessary. 

However much I mi:ght .agree, in other depart
ments of life, with the French dictum that the 
superfluous is very necessary, this does not 
apply to resolutions or legal texts. Such texts 
need to be quite precise, without ·a word too 
many. 

Let me repeat: the proposed formula does not 
improve the text. It is indeed <>bvious that if 
we want forty hours we don't want overtime. 

The whole idea is to cut out overtime, but this 
has nothing to do with the recommendation 
relating to the forty-hour week. 

Mr Mrar11as tells us that in Italy overtime hours 
are not paid conrectly. This is ·another question, 
and I would advise him to look into the prob
lem together with the Departrrnent of Labour 
Inspection in his country. 

In my rcountry overtime is paid for at a higher 
11ate. Also, the overtime hourn are not always 
compulsory. This is stipulated in our legislation. 
Social insurance ·Contributions, on the other 
hand, •are paid. 

H this not the p~actice in other places, no 
recommendation •from the Commirssion will 
avail to remedy such a deplorable state of 
af:llairs, but rather, a stricter inspection and 
enforcement of laws or agreements •at national 
level. 

Personally I do not think that certain texts are 
adequate to save a situation. Concrete action is 
necessary, but this must avoid the superfluous. 

President. - I call Mr N oe. 

Mr Noe. - (I) I should like to Teply to Mr 
Mamas's assertion that employern use overtime 
to suit themselves. I do not know what is the 
extent of Mr Marras's eX!perience in the trade 
union field. I have been deahng with such mat
ters since 1941 and have practical eX!perience 
in the field. 

Starting from the idea that we are rabsolutely 
opposed to overtime becoming .a general rpractice, 
we must consider some specital examples in 
Wlhich it may be necessary. Think of ra planning 
team which is working on the embankment of 
a river whkh they know will be subjected to 
floods in the near future so that the wo.rk must 
absolutely be finished before a certain date. 
In such ra oa:se, this team may have to work 
on Saturdays and Sundays, if necessary, to 
save the jobs of thousands of people. 
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In situations of extreme urgency ~and need, it 
may therefore be inappropriate to talk about 
completely eliminating overtime. 

It is therefore altogether unrealistic to assert 
that employei1s use overtime at their own 
convenience. 

President. - I put Amendment No 2 to the 
vote, changing the word 'directive' to the word 
'recommendation'. 

The amendment is rejected. 

On paragraphs 5 and 6 I have no amendments 
or speakers listed. 

Does ~anyone wish to speak? 

I put these paragraphs to the vote. 

Paragraphs 5 and 6 are adopted. 

After paragraph 6, I have Amendment No 3, 
tabled by Mr Marras and Mrs Goutmann, 
adding a new paragraph 6 (a), and worded as 
follows: 

'Invites the Commission to report annually 
to Parliament on the dates and methods of 
implementation in the individual Member 
States of the principles contained in this 
directive.' 

Again, the word 'directive' has to be changed 
to the word 'recommendation'. 

Do you wish to speak, Mr Marras? 

Mr Marras. -(I) No, Mr President. 

President.- I put Amendment No 3 to the vote. 

The amendment is rejected. 

On paragraph 7 I have no amendments or 
speakers listed. 

Does 'anyone wish to speak? 

I put paragraph 7 to the vote. 

Paragraph 7 is adopted. 

I put the motion for a resolution as a whole to 
the vote. 

The resolution is ~adopted. 1 

8. Draft annual accounts of Parliament for 1973 

President. - The next item is a debate on the 
interim report drawn up by Mr Aigner, on 
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behalf of the Committee on Budgets, on the 
draft annual ·a,ccounts of the European Parlia
ment for the financial y~ear 1973 (1 January -
31 December 1973) (Doe. 66/74). 

I call Mr Notenboom, deputizing for Mr Aigner, 
who has asked to present the report. 

Mr Notenboom, deputy rapporteur. - (NL) Mr 
President, at the request of the Committee on 
Budgets, I w~sh to introduce this report on 
behalf of Mr Aigner. He is unable to attend 
our meeting today. 

On the basis of this report ~and the motion for 
a resolution, the European Commission will be 
in o:ilftdal possession by 1 May of the data 
wh~ch it needs to fix the annual estimate with 
the Community by 1 June at the Latest. The 
Committee on Budgets is now submitting an 
interim report so that the P~arliament can take 
official note of the closure of its own accounts. 
This resolution does not yet constitute a 
definitive discharg,e to the President and Secre
tary-General. That can only be done when the 
Committee on Budgets has taken note of the 
accounts once they have been checked by the 
audit bodies referred to in the Treaty 'and has 
also seen the appropriate report .by the Audit 
Board. 

The motion for .a resolution mentioned the 
amounts of the commitments entered into and 
payments made on the basis of the 1973 budget. 
These amounts remained below the available 
credits. 

In the motion for a resolution Parliament also 
decided to cancel the credits automatically 
transferr·ed £rom the budget year 1972 to 1973 
which remained unused, amounting to 20 686.30 
units of 'account, pursuant to Article 202 of 
the EEC Treaty. It was also dedded that the 
credits aV'ailable for 1973 but still unused 
amounting to 2 520 425.89 units of account 
should be cancelled. 

Thes·e provisional accounts have, of ·course, not 
been drawn up without making the necessary 
ti1ansfers from item to item. That was inevitable 
particularly in the very difficult year of 1973 
in wh~ch the Parliament underwent considerable 
enlargement so that the fixing of the budget 
was 'accompanied by a <great deal of uncertainty 
and far more approximations were necessary 
tha:n in earlier years. 

Transfers from one chapter to another cannot 
be effected without the intervention of the Com
mittee on Budg·ets. Transfers within a particular 
chapter can be made without ·considePation by 
the Committee on Budgets. But we must prevent 
any action .against the intention of the budgetary 
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legisLator. H the financial controller may have 
douibts on this point in cert•ain cases it will 
probably be advisable in future to ,consider 
whether contact should be entered into with 
the Committee on Budgets. 'Daken literally, the 
only task of the financial controller is to declare 
that credits are available or, more accurately, 
that at tl)e time ,concerned the budget funds are 
availtable to complete the transfer. 

But the controller himself wishes-in my 
opinion rightly-to go further and consider 
whether estimated expenditure in respect of 
which no commitments have been entered into, 
despite the pruning of one item in favour of 
;mother, ,can still be effected. 

We should also determine whteher the inade
quacy of the credits which has to be made 
good by transfers is not the consequence of a 
previous transfer to ·another item after estimat
ed ·expenditure has first been cancelled. 

The new financial regulation only entered into 
force in May 1973. We still need more e~perience 
of its application. I do not wish to go into this 
matter in more detail but would 'Simply like 
to draw your ·attention to the few ideas expres
sed yesterday in the Committee on Budg,ets. 

On behalf of the Committee on Budgets and at 
the request of Mr Aigner I am now asking the 
European Parliament to establish these amounts; 
a discharge can be given later •after the Audit 
Board has officially completed its work. 

'President. - Does anyone else wish to speak? 

I put the motion for a resolution to the vote. 

The resolution is adopted. 1 

9. Postponement of consideration of a report 

President. - The next item on the agenda was 
to have been a vote without debate on the report 
drawn up by Mr Della Briotta, on behalf of 
the Committee on Public Health and the Envi
ronment, on the amendments to the proposals 
from the Commission of the European Com
munities to the Council (Doe. 37/73) for 

I. a directive on the approximation of the laws 
of the Member States relating to analytical, 
pharmacotoxicological and clinical stan
dards and protocol in respect of the testing 
of proprietary medicinal products; 

II. a directive on the approximation of the laws 
of the Member States relating to the publi
city for proprietary medicinal products and 
package leaflets; and 
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Ill. a directive on the approximation of the laws 
of the Member States relating to matter 
which may be added to proprietary medi
cinal products for colouring purposes. 

However, I have received a request from Mr 
Scott-Hopkins to speak on behalf of the Euro
pean Conservative Group. 

I call Mr Scott-Hopkins. 

Mr Scott-Hopkins. - Mr President, perhaps 
before I make the very few remarks I had 
intended to make, I might observe that the 
rapporteur is absent. The ,chairman unfor
tunately, as you know, ~s unaJble to be present 
through no fault of his own. He is a sick man 
and .has to stay in his own country. The Com
missioner, although I understand the corporate 
responsibility for these subjects, is not present 
either. 

I wonder whether it would be possible, as there 
are precisely half a dozen Members here, to 
have this report put back to the May Session. 

President. - Would anyone else like to speak 
on the proposal of Mr Scott-Hopkins that this 
report be put back to the May session? 

It is agreed then that the report should be 
put back to the May session. 

There are no other items on the agenda. 

10. Dates of the next part-session 

President. - I announce that the enlarged 
Bureau proposes the next sitting should be held 
at Luxembourg from 13 to 17 May 1974. 

Are there any objections? 

That is agreed. 

11. Approval of minutes of today's sitting 

President. - Rule 17(2) of the Rules of Pro
cedure requires me to lay before Parliament 
for its approval the minutes of proceedings of 
this sitting, which were written during the 
debates. 

Are there any comments? 

The minutes of the proceedings are approved. 

12. Adjournment of the session 

President. - I declare the session of the Euro
pean Parliament adjourned. 

The sitting is closed. 

(The sitting was closed at 5.45 p.m.) 
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