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IN THE CHAIR: MR BERKHOUWER

President
(The sitting was opened at 2.30 p.m.)

President. — The sitting is open.

1. Resumption of session

President. — I declare resumed the session of
the European Parliament adjourned on 17 Sep-
tember 1974.

2. Apologies

President. — Apologies for absence have been
received from Mr Kater and Mr Emile Muller
who regret their inability to attend the next
sittings.

3. Resignation of a Member of the
European Parliament

President. — I have received from Mr Wiel-
draaijer a letter dated 19 September 1974 in
which he resigns his membership of the Euro-
pean Parliament.

This resignation is duly noted.

4, Appointment of a new Member
of the European Parliament

President. — By letter of 19 September 1974 the
President of the German Bundestag informed
me that at its sitting of 18 September the
Bundestag had nominated Mr Bayerl to replace
Mr Schachtschabel as a Member of the European
Parliament.

Pursuant to Rule 3 (1) of the Rules of Procedure
the Bureau has verified Mr Bayerl’s credentials

Mr Lautenschlager; Mr Lardinois; Mr
Gerlach; Mr Lardinois; Mr Friih; Mr
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and satisfied itself that they comply with the
provisions of the Treaties.

It therefore asks the House to ratify this appoint-
ment.

Are there any objections?
The appointment is ratified.

On behalf of Parliament I welcome the new
Member warmly.

(Applause)

5. Commission statement on current problems
in the Community

President. — The first item on today’s agenda is
the statement by Mr Ortoli, President of the
Commission of the European Communities, on
current problems in the Community.

In view of the extremely serious situation facing
the Community at this time, the Bureau decided
at an extraordinary meeting this morning that
an initial debate lasting approximately two
hours should follow this statement as a
forerunnner to the more comprehensive debate
on the same subject to be held during the
October part-session.

We shall ask the two other political institutions
of the Community to see to it that as many
of their members as possible attend, and we thus
hope that in October not only the President but
also other members of the Council will take part
in the debate.

It is obvious that this debate will necessitate a
number of important changes to our agenda.

I shall present Parliament with more precise
proposals in the course of the afternoon.

I call Mr Ortoli.
Mr Ortoli, President of the Commission of the

European Communities. — (F) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, all our plenary sitting
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and committee meetings, all our debates on the
state of the Community, which are by now
almost a tradition, testify to the fact that ever
since the energy crisis began both you, Parlia-
ment and we, the Commission, have been worry-
ing about the situation Europe is in and
seeking the key to revival. As hinted at during
our July debates, in which the President of the
Council of Ministers took part, there has been
a certain awakening to reality, and the autumn
before us should be one of initiatives aimed at
giving the Community a new boost.

No decisions were taken at the Paris dinner
which was merely the starting point for reflec-
tion, but the prospect of an official meeting of
Heads of State and Government is getting
stronger and the coming weeks may be decisive
for the short-term, and perhaps also the long-
term future of Europe.

We are now in a period of reflection and this
reflection will have to extend throughout our
institutions. But, without wishing here and now
to state definitive conclusions on the Commis-
sion’s behalf, I can say that within our Com-
munity political debate is today assuming special
importance and will no doubt demand clear
answers.

Before making a few remarks on this, however, I
should like to stress—as I have previously stres-
sed before this House—the close link between
the success of any attempt at political revival
and the achievement of rapid progress in specific,
concrete fields, which would be a practical
demonstration of the strength of our intentions.
The differing situations and divergent develop-
ments in the Member States have hampered
progress towards economic and monetary union,
but make it all the more necessary to pursue
joint action to cope with two enormous problems
which, given the sombre prospects for the inter-
national economy, none of our States can sidestep
or cope with alone and in which, in view of our
close interdependence, the failure of some might
mean the failure of us all. I am referring to
inflation and the sudden appearance of con-
siderable balance of payments deficits. We
should be pleased that in these matters joint
consultation has been stimulated and streng-
thened, thanks to initiatives taken by the Com-
mission.

We must, however, pursue and intensify our
efforts in several directions, since a more positive
awakening to the effects of national policies on
the other countries of the Community will lead
to their being dovetailed into common objectives,
which implies that the policy of each Member
State must not only not conflict with but actively
support and sustain the policies of the other
States.

Secondly, joint mechanisms must be established
to contribute, where necessary, to the success
of national policies which are in the interest of
everyone. One aspect of this is the setting up
of a system of Community loans, with should
not be understood simply as a gesture of
solidarity. To make such policies a success, in
other words to avoid a return to protectionism,
admittedly implies solidarity but is also in the
best interests of us all. The task of defining a
common strategy towards the outside world—I
almost said with the outside world—to combat
economic and monetary disturbances shows us
in fact that the extent of our difficulties is such
that consultation and coordinated or joint action
are necessary not only at European level but at
international level and with the United States
and Japan in particular. But, if I may say this
just as bluntly, the Comununity as such must
increasingly make its presence felt in the
dialogue now taking shape. It must, if we are to
act as a coherent body, and it is the duty of
the institutions to tackle this problem and find
a solution to it.

You will perhaps be surprised that at a time
when questions are being asked first and
foremost about the entire political future of the
Community, the President of the Commission,
who is going to speak to you about this political
future, has chosen to talk first about a number
of individual problems which are confronting us
and which we have to tackle. This is because I
am convinced—and I believe you share this
conviction—that there is an absolute, undeniable
link between the manifestation of political inten-
tions and their translation into practical effect.

I have listed three areas in which I believe we
must go ahead with action on economic and
monetary matters. I attach special importance
to these three areas because in each of them it
will be possible to express a European policy
on a scale quite different from the one we know
today. When I say that our policies must be
made compatible with each other, that means
that there are not only national disciplines and
national interests. It means that over and above
the action which each country is pursuing, no
matter how judicious it may be, it must realize
that it is also acting on behalf of all the others
and that one cannot have policies—apt though
they may be to resolve local problems—which
might conflict with a common European interest
which takes precedence over individual interests.
This is my first idea.

The second idea, which I centre on the problem
of solidarity—as I said, it is not just solidarity
but the common interest as well—is the fact
that if we really think the economic and social
health of our countries—i.e. Europe—is some-
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thing essential, we must organize things in such
a way as to allow policies to be properly fulfil-
led. When a State embarks on a major endeavour,
when this endeavour runs up against the limita-
tions inherent in the difficulties of the situation,
Europe must be at hand to say: all right, you
are going ahead and you are right, but to protect
your efforts against possible failure your friends
are here, not just as friends, but as partners,
as people involved in action for which we are
jointly responsible and jointly dependent on the
results achieved by each of us. If any one of us
in Europe suffers hardship, we shall all suffer,
and this is a dominating political thought whose
practical conclusions we should also draw. This
is why, with your support, we have been so
insistent for months now that these problems
should be tackled jointly and that some kind of
mechanism should be developed to overcome
our difficulties.

Thirdly and lastly, relations with non-Com-
munity countries, a point I believe we should
be quite clear on today. Obviously it makes no
sense to talk in the same breath of an inward-
looking European interest and the desire for
action in conjunction with other countries. Where
problems of a world-wide scale are involved we
must all work together. The Commission’s posi-
tion on this point is therefore quite clear: it is
in our interest, in these times of economic and
monetary instability, to cooperate actively with
those who face the same problems and may help
us to solve them. What I said about cooperation
between Member States, about the necessity of
not making policies which seem reasonable but
in fact conflict with each other, also applies at
the very highest level. But I would ask that
this common position, this common attitude with
regard to major problems should not only
develop, but gradually make itself felt outside
the Community.

There is a second priority which is in my view
just as clear: the energy problem. Thanks to the
adoption of a resolution by the Council the way
is now open for a common policy, whose founda-
tions we proposed months ago.

This common policy is late arriving but is still
essential. It is feasible but demands real political
determination and more than just token
measures. The Commission will do everything
within its power to ensure that substantial deci-
sions are taken at meetings of the Council of
Ministers where the energy problem is on the
agenda. Here too I speak not only of what we
hope to do, but of what we have done already.
We have proposed a whole package of ideas
and actions and I hope that basic discussion will
begin and that we can get started towards the
progress which was promised at Copenhagen,

which we hoped for in July, and which now
seems to have some chance of being achieved,
following the latest decision by the Council of
Ministers.

A third priority is regional policy. It is incon-
ceivable that Europe should wish to get back on
the rails and at the same time neglect a policy
which aims to facilitate progress towards
economic and monetary union and to provide our
Community with lasting stability.

It has not been my purpose here today to draw
up a list of actions: if it had, it would have been
necessary to include many others. But I wanted
to stress, by means of these three examples, that
even without awaiting the political develop-
ments which are necessary, there are fields in
which action is both essential and possible and
would be stirring proof of Europe’s ability to
progress. My point was that no notion of
marking time fits in with the needs of Europe
today. My point was that it is not enough, in
addition to strengthening our institutions, to seek
merely to consolidate past Community achieve-
ments, even though we must remain especially
vigilant in this respect: I am referring here to
the Common Agricultural Policy.

As regards the latter, I must reiterate that the
Commission, which sees in it one of the few
strong points in the European edifice, will not
cease to defend it. But the Commission has also
repeated untiringly that it is a real, living policy,
in other words a continuous creation within the
framework of major objectives. A year ago we
even took the step of encouraging reflection
within Community bodies on the state of the
agricultural policy. It led to nothing at the time.
It was doubtless an imperfect memorandum, but
one which suggested the opening of a con-
structive debate, and this constructive debate has
only taken place here in this House.

I therefore hope, and despite these setbacks, I
believe that the initiatives to be taken, far from
distracting Europe from its immediate tasks,
which are both enormous and pressing, will
on the contrary enable it to perform them
quickly, better and with a renewed sense of
political purpose.

Having made these preliminary remarks, I
should now like to come back to the problems
of political and institutional action on which
reflection has begun on all sides. In this debate
Europe is faced with the question of its whole
future and its future institutions, or in other
words, the question of the transformation of all
relationships between the Member States into
a European Union. We must continue this debate
for it is an essential one. But this same debate
raises a more immediate question and one which
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is gradually coming into the limelight. After
fifteen years it is worthwhile asking ourselves
whether the institutions in their present form
enable us to make Europe work and progress
suitably. The current frenzy of reflections,
criticisms, ideas, all born of Europe’s present
predicament and of the will to explain and
overcome it, revolves around this central theme,
about which I think I should here and now
make a few remarks and state certain convic-
tions.

This kind of analysis is very helpful, but we
must not allow ourselves to be distracted from
essentials. However temping such an explanation
may be, in view of its convenience and popular
appeal, the present state of Europe is not the
result of bad institutional design. The main
causes of the malaise are quite different.

Serious reflection will be necessary if we are
at last to overcome it. These causes may firstly
be found in the gradual and sometimes unwitting
substitution of the idea of cooperation for the
idea of the Community, in other words in the
refusal to transfer powers and to accept the
constraints imposed by Community machinery.
In the midst of storms or controversies the
common policies remain the heart, the strength
and even the reality of Europe. This is the
Community’s prime capital asset, which everyone
rightly wants to defend. The development of
intergovernmental action, which is sometimes
useful and often gives an illusion of progress
in that after all something is being done, would
give Europe an ambiguous and unsound structure
and leave it powerless to achieve the ambitions
it parades.

A second cause can be found in the jamming
of decision-making processes, which goes beyond
the difficulties encountered within the Council
of Ministers, since the idea of forced compromise,
of compulsory unanimity hangs over all our
endeavours right down to questions of detail,
down to the level of the most humble expert.

A third cause is political failure, reflected in
the inability to take definite decisions on certain
matters which required not so much inspiration,
ingenuity and talent on the part of those I shall
call the ‘proposers’, ie. the Commission, but
rather a fundamental agreement on objectives
and political determination on the part of the
‘deciders’, i.e. the Member States. I am thinking
here of the energy policy, which may perhaps
get going, and I am also thinking of regional
policy.

I therefore reject the idea that the debate should
change course and that the problem of Europe
should be decided by the respective roles of the
Commission and the Council of Ministers at

institutional level. The balance intended by our
Treaty is not a definitive balance. I am con-
vinced of this, although I know too that we
cannot achieve a democratically controlled
government. This, however, is no reason to take
other retrograde steps, to weaken the element
of independence, Community consciousness and
mutual guarantees in this Europe composed of
large and small states together, and lastly the
objective impetus which the Commission pro-
vides. No lasting progress in Europe is possible
without strong institutional structures; this rules
out the shifting of responsibilities fo inter-
governmental mechanisms.

Similarly, Europe’s shilly-shallying or hesita-
tions cannot be put down to love of red-tape.
I almost wish they could; how much easier it
would make things! Unfortunately, however, the
number of Community officials is quite normal
considering the extent of the tasks facing a
Europe which is implementing several common
policies and is, we hope, still alive and kicking.
It is quite normal for a Europe which works in
six languages and which must give a satisfactory
content and legally correct form to all its
proposals.

As for the danger of fragmentation, of excessive
taste for detail and rules, I solemnly repeat that
the Commission over which I preside has refused
to succumb to it. I have stated before you, as
have my colleagues, that we only want common
rules and regulations where they are necessary
to achieve our major objectives. We have with-
drawn certain proposals, we have amended
others, we have held discussions with the various
countries with a view to simplifying formalities.
Indeed, in this very Parliament and with you,
we have asserted this policy. I am proud that
we have brought about this reversal of trends
and we shall continue along these lines. So let us
be given credit for it!

Finally, I cannot accept criticism of the fact that
we have asked for funds to be earmarked in
the budget for policies which the Member States
have undertaken to develop together. I wish as
much as anyone else for tough measures beneficial
to our economies and our peoples. But, as every
political leader knows, austerity imposes the need
to define priorities which, I believe, you did only
yesterday. I would ask that the development
of Europe be numbered among these priorities.
We must therefore tackle the real issues.

We must also answer three questions.

The first question concerns better efficiency of
the Council. This must become a veritable
Council of government, dealing with essentials,
debating policies, fully assuming its Community
role, and directed by a president who has a
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greater say in how matters are conducted. I
hope to see this development, and the Commis-
sion can only gain from it, since the institutions
will work properly as a result.

The second question is that of the top-level role
which Heads of State and Government wish to
play and will play in the development of Europe,
a role of political leadership, but one which must
respect the full powers and responsibilities of the
institutions.

The third question is that of the stronger, more
distinguished position which this House must
occupy in the Community, and the priority which
must be given to solving budgetary problems.
You are resuming your work at a time when
Europe is asking itself questions about its very
existence.

My intention today has been to put over a few
reflections. The thread of these reflections must
be easy to see. We have before us the opportunity
of doing great things, and in the immediate and
more distant future there are real problems: the
last three, which I have just mentioned, and
the first three, of which I reminded you, are
very real problems. I hope that thought will
be given to them, I also hope that, once again,
at a time when Europe is pondering over its
own existence with a view to progressing, we
shall pause today to take stock. Let us have
fuller debates. We are going to have one now.
In this short introduction I have tried to put
over a certain number of the Commission’s
reactions, ideas and suggestions. I hope we shall
also have another debate with the Council, in
which we can deliberate together on the present
and future state of Europe. Let us therefore
welcome his new manifestation of political intent.
Let us, that is the Commission and Parliament,
who have demanded this manifestation, get
ready at the same time to play our part in
ensuring that in this difficult, and at the same
time favourable situation, a strong, ambitious
Europe will emerge as a reality.

(Loud applause)

President. — Thank you, Mr Ortoli.

I have been informed by the Commission that
Mr Lardinois, Member of the Commission of
the European Communities, also wishes to make
a statement on agricultural problems. The state-
ment will deal with certain political aspects
which are of importance in the light of our
debate on Monday of last week. The Commission
has proposed that Mr Lardinois should be per-
mitted to make his statement immediately after
Mr Ortoli so that we can deal with both state-
ments in a single debate. I have the impression,
however, that Parliament would prefer to devote

a separate debate to Mr Ortoli’'s statement on
the general political situation in order to give it
proper consideration. I therefore propose a
separate debate, which I see the Commission also
finds acceptable.

Are there any objections?
The proposal is adopted.

I call Mr Alfred Bertrand to speak on behalf
of the Christian-Democratic Group.

Mr Alfred Bertrand. — (NL) Mr President, I
should first like to thank Mr Ortoli on behalf of
the Christian-Democratic Group for his initiative
in presenting us with a general survey of the
present situation in the Community at the begin-
ning of this new Parliamentary session. I feel
that the diagnosis which he has just made here
and a few days ago elsewhere, is generally in
agreement with the feelings in this Parliament.
We are grateful to Mr Ortoli for giving Parlia-
ment the opportunity of holding a preliminary
discussion on current political developments
within the Community. I believe that in discus-
sing these problem we must be clear in our
minds about what must be allowed to continue
normally in accordance with the Treaties and
the development of the institutions. Our impres-
sion is that a number of Heads of Governments
now appear to be genuinely concerned about
present developments and wish to bring about
changes in the existing system. It is apparent
from the statements made repeatedly by certain
Heads of Governments that they want some-
thing new, that they understand that the present
stagnation cannot continue and that Europe
must advance in a new direction. But we also
have the strong impression that the mountain
of problems confronting these Heads of Govern-
ment today is so enormous that they do not
really know where to begin, and for this reason
are tending rather to seek pragmatic solutions
to particular problems. This strikes me as the
essential feature of the crisis facing us at the
present moment. The Christian-Democratic
Group, therefore, wishes first of all to support
the Commission in this debate by insisting that
the existing Treaties must be fully maintained
and applied. If this is to be done the streng-
thening of the existing institutions must be
given priority and I feel that this is a politically
essential decision which must be made during
the coming weeks and months. I have been
following developments since 1 January very
closely and I have noticed that every time a
problem has arisen the Commission has made
use of its powers and right of initiative and has
submitted timely and concrete proposals to the
Council.
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It made proposals to the Council at the end of
last year for a Community energy policy aimed
at combating the energy crisis.

It made timely and immediate proposals on the
development of the regional policy with a view
to eliminating discrimination throughout the
Community.

It made timely and immediate proposals for the
gradual systematic and pragmatic introduction
of economic and monetary union as an essential
instrument for combating inflation and achieving
a greater degree of solidarity.

We have seen, however, that all these proposals
remained with the Council, that no decisions
were made and that the necessary conclusions
were not drawn. We have also seen—and this
is what we find so disturbing—that intergovern-
mental talks on the same problems have been
held bypassing the Community institutions, and
that attempts have been made to conclude certain
agreements, and in some cases to find solutions,
at an intergovernmental level.

I should like to emphasize to Parliament that
the continual changes in Heads of Governments
which we are witnessing today represent a
serious threat to the development of Europe.
We must all have noticed that of the nine persons
who approved an excellent and ambitious
programme on 19 and 20 October 1972 in Paris—
less than two years ago—not one is still in office.
Everyone must have noticed that of those taking
part in the Copenhagen Summit, a mere nine
months ago, only two of those who made certain
decisions are still in office. Seven new faces
have appeared in the meantime. There is a very
real possibility that some Heads of Government
may be ignorant of the agreements made and
will form, as it were, a third generation in the
building of Europe which will approach the
problems in a completely different way. This
is a very dangerous situation.

Thus our first wish is that the existing Treaties
be applied in their entirety, starting with the
strenthening of the institutions, so that as Mr
Ortoli stressed, there can be a real and firmly-

based development in the decision-making

processes of the Community.

Secondly, the Christian-Democratic Group will
of course insist on the implementation of the
decisions made at the Paris Summit, insofar as
we are able to influence the national parlia-
ments and the European Parliament and to apply
pressure on our political allies in the various
governments. We will not permit future summit
meetings to ignore previous decisions, sweeping
them to one side and saying, ‘We can no longer
carry out the resolutions made at the end of

1972 as they stand, let’s just forget them; and
let’s just forget the final report on European
Union in 1975 too’. That we cannot accept! We
insist that political decisions made by heads of
governments must be respected and imple-
mented. Otherwise there is a serious loss of
credibility. I feel that these general attitudes
should be stressed emphatically in the prelude
to this debate.

Thirdly, the Christian-Democrats agree that it
is a good thing for heads of governments to keep
regularly in touch with one another. We have
nothing against them doing so over a good meal,
since this may enable them to discuss a number
of problems freely and without constraint and
without having to make any immediate decisions.
But we insist that the Commission should also be
represented at such intergovernmental talks
between the heads of the nine governments, and
that the representative should make his presence
felt. He must be able to take part in the discus-
sions, so that the anxieties and opinions of the
Community with regard to national problems
can also be voiced. Mr Ortoli said this in
diplomatic terms, but we understood him very
well and shall give him our full support.

Given these conditions we can agree to regular
discussions being held between the Heads of
Government so that they can get to know each
other and be in a better position to weigh up
the difficulties. On these terms, the Christian
Democrats are in favour of the Summit Meeting
which is to be organized in the near future.
We agree to a new Summif Meeting between
nine new Heads of Government who have
hitherto never taken part in such talks in this
capacity, but we also hope that this Summit
Meeting will be carefully prepared, and that it
will adopt a clearly defined agenda, in contrast
to what happened on the last occasion. The items
on the agenda must be such that they can form
the object of an extensive discussion followed
by a clear decision. Subject to these conditions,
we Christian Democrats agree to the forthcoming
Summit Meeting. However, we should like to
take the opportunity here of explaining what
items we feel must be included on the agenda.
We consider that first and foremost the forth-
coming Summit should make a final decision
to revise and adapt the decision-making proced-
ure in the Council in accordance with the terms
of existing Treaties. We have already stressed
the urgency of such a revision on numerous
occasions. The Council must return to the letter
and the spirit of the Treaty of Rome, and take
most of its decisions by a majority vote. The
cases in which this can be done should also be
clearly defined. Secondly, the Council should
tinally decide in favour of a resolution by the
Heads of Government at the Summit Meeting to
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grant Parliament the budgetary powers before
1 January. This is a priority demand which we
will not withdraw.

If this demand is not met, and the Council
shows that it does not intend to fulfil its agree-
ment with us, then we as Christian Democrats
will not shrink from creating awkward situa-
tions at Community level to make it clear to
the public that we refuse to go on unless people
abide by their agreements. Thirdly, the Summit
Meeting must get down to brass tacks on the
question of the step-by-step introduction of the
Economic and Monetary Union. The decisions
made at the 1972 Summit must now be put
into practice. This is not the time to discuss
special problems—rampant inflation with its
repercussions on the purchasing power of the
public at large, on employment and on mone-
tary relations, can only be slowed down by a
gradual and pragmatic introduction of economic
and monetary union, and the creation of a
decision-making centre which would impose the
necessary monetary decisions on the Member
States at European level with a view to finding
a Community solution to this problem.

I will not go into details now, but when we hear
that the rate of inflation in the Member States
is between 7 and 27%, it should be clear to
everyone that the situation in the Community is
threatening to become insoluble in the coming
months and years. For this reason we advocate
that the movement towards economic and
monetary union should be accelerated.

The Summit Meeting should also make a defini-
tive statement on the creation of the Regional
Fund. Mr Ortoli has said—and he has our full
backing on this—that a common energy policy
is urgently needed, not only as regards supply,
but also as regards changing attitudes to the
use of a number of sources of energy. The
energy item at present represents a serious
threat to the balance of payments in a number
of Member. I have already heard it said that
Member States who are trying to economize on
energy should not be asked to pay deficits in
the balance of payments of countries which
belong to the same Community but which are
not making any attempts to cut down energy
consumption. All this underlines the pressing
need for a common energy policy. For this
reason the Summit should also consider the
question of a Community policy on companies
which is essential, in view of the financial,
monetary and economic problems, if the face of
Europe is to appear more human than hitherto.

We also hope that the Summit will decide in
favour of broader and deeper political coope-
ration, and that it will lead to a real European

identity at the intergovernmental level. Mr
Ortoli has already alluded to this in his diplo-
matic manner. We can only tackle the major
world issues if the Community speaks with one
voice. I am referring not only to our relations
with the United States, and with the third
world, but also to our relations with the new
‘fourth world’, the rich Arab States and the
countries supplying raw materials who use the
sources of energy to exert political pressure on
certain parts of the world. All these elements
make increased political cooperation with
regard to foreign policy essential. We are in
favour of the idea of setting up a permanent
secretariat for the continuous preparation,
development, monitoring and coordination of
political cooperation in the field of foreign
policy. Such a body, however, should form part
of the existing Community institutions, and not
become a new means of reinforcing inter-
governmental cooperation. We must make our
position clear on this point.

Finally, we expect the Summit to give a preli-
minary indication of the way in which Para-
graph 16 of the Paris Summit communiqué is
to be put into effect. Mr Ortoli said that by
virtue of Paragraph 16 we have the task of
creating a single European Union out of the
various relationships between the Member
States. We as representatives of the institutions
must issue a report on this. This has not yet
happened. The Commission has developed a
concept of what the European Union should be.
The Council subsequently concocted 56 ques-
tions so as to hold everything up and to get
everyone confused. I feel justified in describing
this list of questions in this way, for if there
was ever an initiative designed to make future
European Union impossible, it was this list of 56
questions which a Council Working Party sent
to the various governments after these same
governments had decided in favour of European
Union at the Paris Summit. Now they are being
asked what this European Union should consist
of.

Parliament has taken the initiative of drawing
up a draft report on this subject. The Summit
Meeting should also make a decision on the
future of the European Union. We should like
to see the year 1980 confirmed as the target
date for the Economic and Monetary Union.

I can thus sum up the position of the Christian
Democrats as follows: the Treaties must be
upheld and fully applied; the decisions taken at
the 1972 Summit should be upheld and the
series of problems which I have mentioned
should take priority and be decided on at the
Summit, i.e. the strengthening of the institu-
tions, an effective decision-making procedure
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for the Council and an extension of the budget-
ary powers of the European Parliament. The
Commission can rely on the support of the
Christian Democrats on these issues.

(Applause)

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

Mr Spénale. — (F) Mr President, I should like
to say first of all that we did not come to this
debate with a fully prepared speech. We wanted
to hear Mr Ortoli first and we hope that an
organized debate on all of these problems will
be held as soon as possible, with the fullest pos-
sible participation of the Council and the Com-
mission. I think, however, that this statement
on the state of the Community was a very
timely one, since this is a period in which con-
siderable disturbances have occurred, even
among highly centralized national structures,
and are felt all the more keenly in a Com-
munity which itself operates on many different
levels. These disturbances are inflation, of
course, balance of payments deficits, of course,
and the effect all this has on policies which we
thought were firmly established, such as the
agricultural policy, and which have repercus-
sions on the everyday life of the people in our
Community, and of our own officials who are
finding themselves in unforeseen circumstances
as a result of monetary developments. There are
problems of all sorts and we are being shaken
from all sides.

As regards Mr Ortoli’s speech, in which he told
us what the Commission intends to do to over-
come all these problems, I must say that on the
whole I can endorse it. He said he hoped our
difficulties would not lead us back to protec-
tionism. That is obvious. We want as a Com-~
munity to remain outward-looking and not
closed in upon ourselves. Equally obviously, this
constrains us at the same time to collaborate
more in defining common policies for our
external relations in all fields, economic,
political and others. We are all for this, but we
believe that here we really have a great deal
of progress to make, since neither the Davignon
procedure nor any other form of collaboration is
going to tell us whether we are already on the
right road.

Mr Ortoli also told us that we need to assert
firm political intentions which can also be put
into practice, firstly in that each country ought
to show consideration for the other countries
in the Community and conduct compatible poli-
cies—this is the expression I believe he used.
I think we can subscribe to that. I think we
can also subscribe to the idea that, if a Com-

munity country is sick, we are all a little sick,
which means that we need a good social policy
and a good regional policy, but it is not enough
to say so, for though we have published reams
and reams of speeches on regional policy and
social policy, we are still wondering, in the
case of regional policy, whether we are going
to be able to spend a single penny next year on
implementing it. As far as non-Community
countries are concerned, we also need to act as
countries collectively responsible for a large
number of policies in respect both of the indus-
trialized countries and of third world countries,
towards which we have growing obligations. He
spoke about energy. I shall not go over what he
said: I am in agreement with it.

He spoke finally about the Community institu-
tions. I believe the institutions are very impor-
tant at the present time. The institutions are
the frame which holds our house together. But
I think what many of our institutions lack is
basic stability. In the Council there have been
times when all the governments in the Com-
munity have changed within the space of one or
two months. And I am reminded of Pierre
Uri’s article in ‘Le Monde’ which said that the
Community, which had build everything on the
principle of government action within the
Council, was incapable even of tackling the
problems because all its members were now
temporaries. It would be highly advisable for
some thought to be given to this question of
providing the Council, and the European Parlia-
ment too, with a stable structure. I have been
here for ten years now. I do not think the com-
position of this House has ever been the same
for two sittings in a row, and this raises the
question of the way in which we are elected,
the scrapping of the double mandate and the
stability of this House, if we too are to do an
effective, consistent and responsible job. Mr
Ortoli, you have explained how hard it is for
us to generate a real Community, owing to the
difficulty involved, for the Council most of all,
in making the transition from cooperation to a
true Community spirit.

At this juncture I should like to stress the
importance of language. I have gained the
impression lately that, in France, there has
been a desire to do more, at least in word, for
the progress of the Community and there has
even been talk of the transfer of sovereignty. I
am glad of this, but I do not like the language
used. I would rather we spoke of the joint
exercise of certain powers. This is quite dif-
ferent; putting it like this will arouse far less
opposition; we shall continue to remain res-
ponsible for our own affairs, while sharing this
responsibility with others who are willing to
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share theirs with us. This is the essence of the
spirit of the Communities.

Yes, language is very important, since if we
speak of ‘joint exercise’, we shall cause far
fewer psychological problems for those who are
still retain a nostalgia for the past and nation-
alism. I think we should pay attention to this
side of things.

Thank you for talking about the budget, the
means of implementing our policies, and about
the fixing of priorities. Yesterday a Parliament
delegation went to the Council to put forward
our thoughts on the 1975 budget and to defend
those of its items which would assist regional
policies, social policies, proper aid to the third
world, in short, everything which would make
the 1975 budget a complete reflection of funda-
mental political choices and not just an instru-
ment in the management of day to day, hum-
drum business.

You expressed the wish that the European
Parliament should occupy a stronger, more
distinguished position, particularly in the matter
of budgetary powers. I am glad that you men-
tioned this; I shall bear it in mind and I assume
that as a result the Commission is ready 1o join
our struggle to obtain these budgetary powers.
In passing, I would like to ask you the following
question: four years ago the Commission pro-
mised to draw up in 1974, i.e. now, certain
proposals relating to the legislative powers of
the European Parliament. I know that a lot of
water has flowed under the bridge since then, I
know that the Community has expanded, but we
already knew that would happen at the time
and the Comission was fully aware of what it
was doing when it promised to table proposals
on the legislative powers of Parliament in 1974.
I should like to remind it of its promise and
should be glad to know how far it has got in
its deliberations and drafting of its proposals.

You seemed relatively optimistic, despite pre-
sent difficulties: you seemed confident about the
outcome of future summits. I hope you are right,
but does the action taken as a result of previous
summits justify this optimism? Or have you
some indication, which you could then tell us
about, of an appreciable change in the attitude
of the Heads of State and Government, on the
one hand, and the Council on the other?

The declarations of Heads of State and Govern-
ment are usually satisfactory. But the practical
confirmation of these declarations, namely the
Council decisions which ought to follow, are
less satisfactory; there would not appear to be
any feedback of action between the Summits
and the Council, so we wonder whether recent

signs of special respect for interinstitutional
mechanisms really justify our thinking today
that we have much more chance of seeing sum-
mit decisions a) being taken along the lines we
would like and b) being followed through?

In any case, and this will be our conclusion, I
think all these problems are now being raised at
the same time and in the most difficult circum-
stances. To solve them we shall certainly need
considerable political dedication, stable institu-
tions and, in particular, interinstitutional coope-
ration which will include them all. Does col-
laboration between the Council and the Com-
mission take place at the proper level? Can we
take decisions together and fight for them
together? If we do not have the full cooperation
of the Council and if you are resolved to fight
for the ideas you have expressed today, I can
tell you that you will have the unconditional
support of the Socialist Group in order that, in
your own words, a strong, ambitious Europe can
emerge as a reality.

(Applause)

President. — I call Lord Gladwyn to speak on
behalf of the Liberal and Allies Group.

Lord Gladwyn. — Mr President, I do welcome
the opportunity to say a few words on behalf
of the Liberal and Allies Group as regards its
attitude towards what has been said by the
President of the Commission. I do not know
whether I shall entirely reflect the views of all
my colleagues for I have not had an opportunity
to consult them. But I hope they will not dissent.

I think we can all agree that Mr Ortoli’s speech
was an admirable one. It was extremely elo-
quent. What he said should have the approval
of all of us—the objectives we still have and
the principles which should guide wus—as,
indeed, his diagnosis of our present ills, which
really comes down to the problems of national
interests in the Council. Unfortunately, it does
not get us very much further as to what we
should immediately do as parliamentarians in
this Parliament. I have indeed no doubt what-
ever that the Commission is doing what it can
do. It is our friend. Its ideals are our ideals. It
keeps on doing what it can do but its powers
are extremely limited. The Commission has also
been recently quite unjustly criticized as being
too top-heavy and too much bureaucratized and
so on. There may be something in these criti-
cisms, but they are not the essential ones. After
all, the Commission stands for a united Europe
and is doing what it can under the terms of
the treaty to bring it about. There is no doubt
about it. Mr Ortoli can rest assured that in
what he said he has the support and the sym-
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pathy of all of us, particularly, I may say, the
sympathy.

It is evident that the reason why we are in
the present impasse so far as the construction
of Europe is concerned, the reason why we
cannot agree on any European policy in any
sphere at the moment, the reason for all that,
the blame if you like, for one reason or another,
does rest with the Council. It rests purely with
the Council and it rests with nobody else. What
is the position ? The Council, as far as we can
understand it, now seems to have largely
abandoned most of the objectives of the 1972
Summit which we all here found so encouraging
—which all Europeans all over Europe found so
encouraging. They seem, I say, to have aban-
doned a great many, if not all, of those objec-
tives, anyhow the long-term objectives. There is
thus apparently no immediate prospect of
achieving the next step towards a common
monetary policy or to the construction of a
reasonable regional policy. A small step, as
Mr Ortoli said, a very small step has been
taken towards the construction of a common
energy policy, but that is all. Above all, as I
said the Council does not seem to wish to
proceed with the programme for political union,
which was the main feature of the 1972 Summit.

What is the point of us parliamentarians pro-
ceeding with schemes such as Mr Bertrand’s
admirable project for eventual political union
by stages, or for some political powers for this
Parliament, now being investigated, I think, by
Mr Kirk, or for direct elections on the lines
proposed by Mr Patijn, when it is pretty obvious
that the Council, in this present mood, is not
going to give any effect to them, is not likely
to discuss them with us, or even to consider
them at all. So what is the use? The latest
informal Summit, if we may call it that, appears
to have been a simple exchange of ideas. Evi-
dently it resulted in nothing in the way of new
proposals, even vague proposals, for the future.
From rumours which have percolated into the
press, whether they are justified or not, we
learn that the big idea now is to allow the
Council to proceed ‘pragmatically’ and to func-
tion, if it is going to function at all, without
much, if any, regards for the views and the
proposals of the Commission. It is apparently
going to be a new type of practical, pragmatical
Council without any general rules to guide it,
acting on its own without any advice save for
that of the national bureaucrats. It seems, too,
I repeat, that at that meeting or in conjunction
with it, the Commission was quite unjustly
ciritized. Parliament should be indignant about
this and say that as far as it is concerned, the
Commission is not only doing a valuable job
but is performing all its functions as it should

function under the Treaty. In other words, the
Ministers seem to have agreed not only to throw
over the long-term proposals of the 1972 Sum-
mit but also, and we must face this fact, to
abandon many, if not all, of the basic provisions
of the Treaty of Rome.

This is obviously a grave, and I should have
thought a very grave, development. Yet it
appears to be a fact. So what can this still
largely powerless Parliament do, in a practical
way, to influence the Ministers and to persuade
them, if possible, to change their present appa-
rent intention and reform their ways? What
can we do in a practical way? I do not know
if my colleagues would agree to this, but per-
haps by putting forward no very long-term or
idealistic proposals, but rather by recommend-
ing certain positive but limited reforms which
the Ministers, even in their present disillusioned,
disabused and ‘pragmatical’ mood might be
likely to accept. What would these be? They
might include the following: In the event of an
impasse in the Council, which is all too likely
nowadays, that is to say a failure of the Council
to agree on any large of far-reaching decision,
they might agree to have a public debate. This
should show who exactly are objecting to this
proposal or to that, and bring it out into the
open, instead of its being dealt with in state
secrecy on a basis of national interest and
nothing else.

And then, if they could not even agree to this,
the Council might take part in a debate in this
Parliament on the outstanding matter which is
dividing the Council. They might come here and
argue the case. If they should agree to this,
it would give Parliament an enormous increase
in prestige and would in practice satisfy many
of the demands of a political nature which we
are making for this Parliament. If only they
would agree to that. And why not? Why not
have the debate on a great issue in Parliament
rather than cooping it up in the Council, where
it, so to speak rots, and nothing is done? Have
it out. Lance the abscess. Discuss it with the
parliamentarians in the last resort. Why not ?
If we put that up calmly as a solution to the
Ministers, it is possible that in a few months
time, when the situation gets absolutely despe-
rate, as it will, they might even agree.

Finally, the question of regular Summits. I
know what Mr Spénale said. I listened to him.
I agreed with him very largely. Regular Sum-
mits are not the cure for everything, but if the
Ministers are to take these problems seriously,
when an important decision has defeated the
Ministers, there should in theory then be Sum-
mit meetings at fairly regular intervals to deal
with this particular point only. Perhaps if that
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occurs after a debate in Parliament, the Minis-
ters at the highest level would be conscious of
their responsibilities and have to take decisions
—unless they were to say, ‘We can’t decide, the
whole thing is nonsense—Europe is no more’.
Only they might hesitate before taking such a
decision on one definite issue. Let us therefore
recommend such a procedure to the Ministers.
No doubt many of the parliamentarians here
assembled could think of other reforms more
substantial or easier to get across to Ministers.
Something we might even discuss in the Poli-
tical Affairs Committee is an immediate pro-
posal to the Minister for overcoming immediate
hesitations and difficulties.

I must say, Mr President, I had thought until
recently that the appalling situation in which
we now all find ourselves would have resulted,
before now even, in increased European unity
—the nine Members of the Community being,
as it were, forced together by the pressure of
economic events. I am afraid it hardly looks as
if this was the case. What may happen at the
end of the year when, as I say, the situation will
obviously become absolutely desperate, is ano-
ther thing. Then it is conceivable that the Min-
isters will take this small step forward. Then
we would be over the divide, and other things
would follow. Then they would have to work
with the Commission in accordance with the
Treaty. They would finally have to end up with
some kind of qualified majority voting. That
is possible, but, I repeat, they will have to take
first steps first, and we may perhaps help them
by putting forward these practical proposals—
help them get over the divide.

I need hardly say that I continue to believe,
and believe passionately, in a real interchange
of views between the Council and Parliament
on the whole nature of the political union to be
achieved in 1980. The Ministers have not, as
yet, abandoned that as an ideal date, as far as
I understand. Such an interchange—a profitable
interchange of views—is indeed essential, but
I doubt very much whether the Ministers in
their present mood are prepared for it. So let
us get on with our long-term plans, realizing
that they are not very topical at present and
concentrate chiefly for the moment on simple
proposals, practical proposals—which may help
the Ministers to come together, which perhaps
they still want to do in their for intérieur ; who
knows—they are after all only human. Perhaps
by so doing, we shall be able to advance the
cause of European unity rather further in the
next few months.

(Applause)

President. — I call Lord Bessborough to speak
on behalf of the European Conservative Group.

Lord Bessborough. — Mr President, I am sorry
that from the United Kingdom there should be
two Members of the House of Lords speaking.
I very much regret that Mr Kirk is not present
since he has been so active a member of the
Political Affairs Committee and I am sure
would have been most interested in the state-
ment made by Mr Ortoli. I would like to take
this opportunity of welcoming that statement
and congratulating Mr Ortoli on the fervour
with which he delivered it.

I recognize that this is very much of an extem-
pore debate today. I have consulted some mem-
bers of my group. Not all of them are present,
but I think what I have to say will by and large
be supported by them. In this respect I am
somewhat in the same position as Lord Gladwyn.

I am very glad that we are to have a debate in
October with the Council present, because
clearly the body which has the greatest power
within the Community at the moment is the
Council of Ministers. But I welcome what Mr
Ortoli said about an autumn of initiatives, and
I hope we shall be seeing some initiatives. We
look forward to an early meeting of Heads of
Government when a new British Government
has been established—whatever party or parties
forms it. I might at this point say that I welcome
a change of heart in certain sections of the
Labour Government and Labour Party in regard
to the European Community, and I hope that
this change will spread throughout the party
as a whole.

I liked what Mr Ortoli said about the energy
crisis, inflation and the balance of payments
deficit and above all his very useful phrase ‘the
dovetailing’—that was the way it was translated
into English—of national policies. It seems to
me that this is his main problem and the main
problem of the Council.

I was interested in what he said about Commun-
ity loans and the importance of solidarity and
common understanding, and, above all, the link
between the political will of the Community
and the translation of that political will into
practical measures. We must work toward com-
patible policies, and I was glad that he referred
to regional policy and that there may be some
hope of our having a regional policy in the
future. I think it stands very high in our prio-
rities, and I am glad that he said that we should
continue the debate on European unity, but like
him, I question whether the existing institutions
are adequate to achieve this.

The question of unanimity hangs over us—as he
said it is a pretty dark cloud; and I agree with
him that we are not likely to establish today
a democratically supervized government, but I
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was interested to hear him say that he thought
that power should not reside purely in inter-
governmental organizations. He referred to the
better running of the Council. He referred to
the strengthening of the role of Parliament and
its budgetary powers, which all other speakers
have spoken about.

I was glad that it was Mr Spénale who spoke
for the Socialist group, and we welcome him in
his capacity as chairman of that group. He has
very great experience in these matters, and I
am very pleased that it was he that attended
yesterday’s meeting with the Council. I think
we should congratulate him on having done so.

Mr President, I would also like to refer to what
the recently-published British Conservative
Party manifesto says about Europe. It says that
by far the most historic achievement of the last
Conservative Government was to bring about
British entry into the Community. Membership
of the EEC brings us great economic advantages,
but the European Community is not, as it says,
merely a matter of accountancy. There are two
basic ideas behind the formation of the Com-
mon Market : first, that having nearly destroyed
themselves by two great European civil wars,
the European nations should make a similar
war impossible in the future; second, that only
through unity can the Western European nations
recover control over their destiny—a control
which they had lost after two wars, the division
of Europe and the rise of the United States
and the Soviet Union. I can only tell you Mr
President, that a central part of future Con-
servative policy will be to work realistiscally
for closer European unity.

Only one other point. We have read recently
certain very serious German criticisms of the
functioning of the Commission, and I would be
glad if Mr Ortoli would say something—perhaps
a little more than he has done already—in
answer to these criticisms. I would like in many
ways to defend the Commission. I was glad to
see the ‘Economist’ this week quoting a point
which Christopher Soames made in a speech
some months ago, that the Commission has a
total staff of 7,000, of which only 2,000 are in
the highest grades. It thus numbers some 1,600
fewer people than the Scottish Office. The popu-
lation of Scotland, Mr President, is 5 million,
and the popluation of the EEC is 250 million.
I recognize that the comparison may not bear
too much examination because we all have very
considerable departments of state in each of
our own countries, counting many more people
than even the Scottish Office. But when you
think that the Community with its small com-
plement runs Europe’s farming, its anti-trust
law and state-aid system, its customs union, the

Coal and Steel Community, not to mention large
statistical, economic, industrial, energy and
company law departments, I take off my hat to
the Commission and to the President himself.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Yeats to speak on behalf
of the Group of European Progressive Demo-
crats.

Mr Yeats. — Mr President, I would like to use
this occasion to thank those who have permitted
us to have this preliminary exchange of views
on the present state of the Community. In view
of the very late stage at which this debate was
decided upon it has not of course been possible
for me to consult my group with regard to
the standpoint that I should express on
their behalf today. But nonetheless I can say
that our group is certainly strongly in favour
of the ideal of having a much more extended
debate on this topic at the earliest possible
stage, presumably in October.

Having said this much, however, I think I can
say that our group strongly supports and ap-
proves of the approach described to us earlier
this afternoon by Mr Ortoli. It seems to us to
be a realistic approach for two reasons: in the
first place, it sets out the basis of the action
which our group believes to be necessary for
the construction of ultimate European union.
It sets out quite clearly the actions which need
to be taken for the strengthening of the Com-
munity and the development and expansion of
the common policies. It is clear to our group
and, I think, to most others, that an essential
part of these Community policies must be the
achievement, at as early a date as is possible,
of economic and monetary union. I think it is
becoming increasingly obvious, as the full im-
pact and implications of the energy crisis facing
us become clear, that it would only be possible
for the European Economic Community to face
and deal with the problems that face all our
countries in the context of united action in the
field of economic and monetary union. The
importance also of the common agricultural
policy that we discussed at such length only a
few days ago is, I think, obvious. No matter
what may be felt in many quarters about the
necessity for a revision and an improvement in
these policies, they are none the less, and our
group is strongly of this opinion, the cornerstone
of the Community today. Mr Ortoli also referred
to the question of regional policy, and there is
no doubt that one of the greatest failures of
the Community in the past year or so has been
the utter impotence it has shown with regard
to the framing of this regional policy. The fact
is that, so far as one can see, not even a national
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sum will be set aside in the coming year for
this policy.

In the second place, we find ourselves in agree-
ment with the statements of Mr Ortoli because
of his express reference to the concept of Euro-
pean union, which for our group is a prere-
quisite for the successful and continued work-
ing of the Community, in the economic and all
other fields. There must be, we believe, the
creation of a genuine political will in the capitals
of the Member States in order to give the
necessary impetus to the Community. In this
perspective we are on the whole satisfied with
the suggestions that Mr Ortoli has made with
regard to the importance of the proper func-
tioning of the Council and, in particular, with
regard to the role of the Heads of States or
Government. But we in our group are parti-
cularly anxious also to see the creation at an
early moment of a political secretariat, because
we feel that preparing for European union
means the organizing between the Member Sta-
tes of the political cooperation that reflects their
common resolve. And we believe that such co-
operation can effectively create a common
European identity at international level only if
its objectives are pursued unremittingly and the
Member States coordinate their efforts in liaison
with the Community institutions. The Group
of European Progressive Democrats stresses
once again the need for a political secretariat
to carry this out.

Finally, Mr President, I would again underline
the necessity for a further and much more
lengthy and adequately prepared debate on this
subject of the political secretariat. We as a
group certainly intend to bring this matter
before Parliament in the coming months and
I look forward to a further opportunity to
discuss this matter.

(Applause)

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

Mr Bordu. — (F) Mr President, to begin this
speech which, like the others of course, had to
be prepared in a hurry, I should like to say
that we parliamentarians have been elected by
our peoples to decide in this House, and within
the limits of our responsibilities, on our domes-
tic policies and on foreign policy; the weight
carried by our opinions and decisions, however,
appears to be declining as the problems
increase!

We are ill informed in our national parliaments
and inadequately informed in this House too.
The summits held are less and less forthcoming

and we have to read the press to snatch a few
brief, and sometimes contradictory, sentences.

Europe is faced with great difficulties which
are bound up with the difficulties faced by our
countries individually. Our currencies, the
economy, inflation and unemployment are dis-
rupting trade relations and pressing heavily
on social and working conditions; and we are
told that the worst effects of inflation are still
to come.

The 1972 Summit promised social prosperity,
but we are now going through a period of
austerity. Farms and small and medium-sized
undertakings are on the verge of bankruptcy,
wage earners, pensioners and savers are groan-
ing under the burden of taxes and high prices
whilst the big multinational companies are rak-
ing in huge profits.

In Europe itself imbalances between the coun-
tries are making themselves felt. The statement
by Mr Ortoli, President of the Commission,
does not change these facts one iota inasmuch
as it does not supply the concrete conclusions
one might have expected of the Elysée talks.
Except for his few words on the need for a
Europe equipped with effective mechanisms, the
little concrete information he has given us will
not help Parliament to make its due contribu-
tion to the drafting of a European policy geared
to the satisfaction of men’s needs, which is after
all the logical purpose of our work.

Let us have a common policy by all means, but
we would stress that Community development
must be based on a sense of political purpose,
whereas in present circumstances not even a
broad-based cooperation is possible. How can
we help wondering here about the oft-mentioned
national self-interest, when the answer so
obviously lies in the still vigorous concept of
the nation, in the law of unequal development,

+ which results in a kind of nationalism encour-

aged in turn by the pursuit of profit which, try
as it may, fails to convince us of its philan-
throphic intent.

The people, that is our objective! A democratic
and social Europe, that is our ambition! This
is why we consider it both necessary and pos-
sible for Europe’s democratic forces to pursue
the objective of a Europe of the people, a social
Europe, and to get used to thinking together
about the growth of this Europe.

It is most certainly too easy a way out to blame
the oil problem for our present difficulties.
Europe’s fate is certainly bound up with it, but
in our opinion this does not exclude a certain
amount of freedom when taking decisions and
forming judgments. Thus the countries of Eu-
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rope are about to follow the example of the
United States, ten years later, and make over-
tures towards the socialist countries, some of
which offer great opportunities for far-reaching
cooperation. In the same way, we might wonder
how much longer we are going to go on talking
about hunger in third world countries without
having the funds to help them and contribute
to their development if at the same time we are
to put our relations with the oil-producing
countries on a proper footing.

As for the matter of the Community institutions,
why protest against the strengthening of the
Council’'s powers? Everyone knows that all the
difficulties which arise in this political or eco-
nomic system, as in other systems too, make it
necessary for powers to be centralized. This is
a natural consequence of the laws of objectivity.

If we want to prevent this centralization, we
must of course democratize and turn to the
peoples, not just to ask them for sacrifices but
to lay new responsibilities before them. A policy
worked out undemocratically, without the
assent of the parliamentarians, often without
the assent of the people and against their inte-
rests, can only aggravate the current situation.
The problem is therefore not, in our view, one
of an interinstitutional quarrel; it results from
a whole conception of this crisis which is shak-
ing the so-called market economy. This is not
a time for fine words. It is in fact remarkable
to hear Mr Ortoli talking about a European
partnership. The ambition of an integrated
Europe was doubtless a bold one, but it is not
within the laws of this system to overcome all
the contradictions which actuate interest groups.
So who can predict that transfers of sovereignty
to the Community will be successful?

However, it would be possible to implement true
cooperation in the interests of everyone for the
major questions requiring joint efforts. True
cooperation would be consistent with the idea
put forward in this very House, i.e. that national
policies should not conflict with the interests
of Europe. The interests, we would add, of a
truly democratic Europe, a Europe turned
towards the world.

We hope that this Europe will become the joint
property of the forces of progress, of all those
forces which acknowledge themselves as such,
since the ultimate goal for us is not just any-
thing—it is a Europe where man as such will at
last be respected.

In conclusion, it only remains for me to say that
a major debate is of course still necessary, but
we parliamentarians must be properly informed
if we are to deliberate and debate meaningfully.

President. — I call Mr Liicker.

Mr Liicker., — (D) I should first of all like to
thank Mr Ortoli for having accepted the Euro-
pean Parliament’s invitation of 5 September and
for being present in Parliament today for what
is the prelude to a political debate—a debate
which I consider to be essential for many
reasons—and for displaying a political and per-
sonal understanding of the situation.

Mr Ortoli, you have clearly understood that this
Parliament, at its first sitting after a politically
eventful summer and on the threshold of an au-
tumn which is becoming equally eventful,
cannot leave Luxembourg without expressing its
feeling, its fears and its hopes with regard to
the state of the Community and possible future
developments—if only in a brief debate such
as this afternoon’s.

I should like to continue by asking Mr Ortoli
and his successors as President of the Commis-
sion to emulate the national governments—inso-
far as these genuinely adhere to the democratic
spirit of their constitutions— and to appear
before Parliament on important occasions to say
something about their conclusions, their inten-
tions and their actions. We have stated more
than once in the past that the Commission’s
proper place is not at press conferences in Brus-
sels, but here, in the European Parliament. Mr
Ortoli, I should like to thank you for having
acted in that spirit today.

Mr President, I hope I am not being indiscreet
if T say that, this morning, as the result of
certain reports, not only I myself, but many
others in this House—and not only in my own
Group—had certain fears which were reflected
in a degree of nervousness in Parliament. We
were afraid that you would not be present
today for this debate and would not make the
speech which you have just given us. Mr Ortoli,
I was afraid that you were in the process of
becoming resigned or even of giving up alto-
gether—although I found this difficult to ima-
gine, knowing your personality and your poli-
tical commitment.

At the informal summit meeting which you
attended in Paris, either you yourself chose to
be silent, or this role was imposed upon you.
You will appreciate that many of us were dis-
turbed by this, especially since the second inter-
pretation would be much more disturbing than
the first, and there were very many indications
that the second interpretation was correct. Now
however, Mr Ortoli, you have relieved us of
this fear, and I am glad that you have shown
us, with this detailed speech, that not only are
you fully aware of the present state of our
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Community, but you are still the combative
President who, we feel, will be needed to do
some plain talking during the next few weeks.
Mr Ortoli, I should like to say that, if you
show this fighting spirit for the real further
development of Europe, you may rest assured
that the great majority of those present here—
perhaps even all of them—will be of a single
mind with you.

May I comment on two things which you said
—not without reason, I feel.

Firstly, at one point in your speech, you stated
that the problem facing us with regard to the
political institutions is the key to the further
development of the Community. I can only agree
with that, Mr Ortoli, and we are all concerned
by this—as my colleague, Mr Bertrand, has
already said. I should just like to repeat that,
for some time now, we have been somewhat
irritated—to put it mildly—by statements from
persons in high positions—not only from the
West German Chancellor, but also from persons
in other countries—and, not because this was
general, routine criticism of the Brussels bureau-
cracy or technology—although such persons
should consider not only the mote in other
people’s eyes, but also the beam in their own,
and set their own houses in order before start-
ing to make criticisms at international level. I
am certain that the Brussels bureaucracy is no
worse and no better than the national bureau-
cracies, and I feel that, if there is any scope
for criticism, the increase of approximately 41%
in the budget for the Council of Ministers is
out of all proportion to the 8% rise in the
budget for the European Parliament. It is not
just in the national capitals that there is enough
to criticize, and this figure for the Council of
Ministers—which I am sure the Budget Com-
mittee will be discussing—is an indication of
what I am trying to say.

Mr President, what we are worried about lies
on a different and more important plane,
namely, the symptoms and indications—and
these are evident from statements such as the
one made recently by the West German Chan-
cellor, in which he said that Europe must be
built not by the European institutions, but by
the governments. I ask you, therefore, is this
the right way of looking at the job facing us?
The two attitudes are contradictory. We are
increasingly concerned about the trend towards
intergovernmental cooperation in place of the
European institutions—a trend which we feel
bodes ill for the construction of Europe.

Metternich and his methods may have been all
right in their day, but they are no use to us
now—and in any case, we would at the very

least require another Metternich. This is only
a comment, no more; each age has its own men
and its own methods, and in this present day
and age this system is of no further use to us.

This seems to me to be the background to your
second point—that, as you pointed out, the
debate on the problem of the political institu-
tions must not be postponed. You no doubt have
your reasons for saying this, and we agree with
them—even though you were diplomatic enough
not to specify them. As a member of this Parlia-
ment, I can be somewhat franker in this res-
pect, and I should like to say this: if we leave
this problem to be solved for much longer by
European diplomatic conferences or—as Mr
Bordu has just said—at the level of the increas-
ingly intimate conferences of Heads of State
or Government—if, in other words, the discus-
sions are held behind closed doors—I feel it is
high time this debate were conducted publicly.

(Applause)

That, Mr Ortoli, was the real reason for asking
you to appear in the European Parliament today,
and—as I said before—I am grateful to you for
having accepted the invitation. This debate must
not be put off.

It has been said today—by my colleague Mr
Bertrand among others—that our sights are
still set on the year 1980. If this is true—and
even at the informal summit meeting in Paris
it was felt necessary to retain this deadline in
a vague statement—not only must we not lose
any time in the construction of Europe, but we
must start this debate now, since it is one of
the factors without which this aim cannot be
achieved.

And now my conclusion, Mr Ortoli—you were
much more specific when you spoke to the
Association of European Journalists in Mainz.
The Council does not need to be given any more
powers—it already has them all. All we ask
is that it should operate more efficiently. What
is needed is for all the institutions to be streng-
thened—particularly the Commission and the
European Parliament—and any other approach
would be a waste of time. I am sure that the
‘summit picnics’ in Paris and elsewhere are
useful. Diplomatic conferences may also be use-
ful. But we already have the Community insti-
tutions, and if there is to be any real political
progress in Europe, it can only be via the agree-
ment, consultation and decision-making proce-
dures of these three political institutions of the
Community.

In view of this, Mr Ortoli—and I again quote
your speech in Mainz, in which you went fur-
ther, at least verbally, than you did today—we
appeal to the decision-making processes, call for
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the transfer of powers and, finally, declare that
-there can be no Community policies without
Community funds and instruments.

This applies also to the funds for which you
have asked and which are being refused. This
refusal is a refusal of the common policies! At
one point in your speech, you spoke of the need
to show political solidarity in Europe by being
prepared to stick together through thick and
thin. I assume that you were thinking of the
floating of a European loan to enable us to cope
with some of the problems facing us. Mr Pre-
sident, the Christian-Democratic Parties and the
chairmen of the Christian-Democratic Groups
in the national parliaments held a meeting in
Bonn last week. We agreed, in principle, to
this floating of a European loan, and we feel
that it will be possible to draw up its terms and
conditions in such a way that it becomes a
good, useful and—even—necessary instrument
to help in solving some of the problems of our
Community in the near future.

Mr Ortoli, you were therefore right in saying
that we must have effective organization of the
Community in the light of what has been said
here this afternoon, not only by myself but by
many others as well. All I wanted to do was
to thank you for having joined in this discussion
and to assure you that your fighting attitude to
the real aims of the construction of Europe will
always have the support of this Parliament and
of my Group in particular.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Fellermaier.

Mr Fellermaier. — (D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, it is clear to anyone who followed
closely the speech by the spokesman of the
German Christian Democrats that there was a
repeated undercurrent of criticism of the Social
Democratic Chancellor of West Germany, Hel-
mut Schmidt, who was quoted several times by
Mr Liicker. I much regret that the same member
of the Christian-Democratic Group did not take
advantage of the opportunity to put his questions
directly to the Federal Chancellor, as a member
of the opposition, in last week’s debate on
Europe in the German Bundestag.

(Applause)
(Protest from Mr Aigner)

Mr Aigner, you must get used to the fact that,
if a member of the CDU/CSU makes repeated
criticisms of the Federal Chancellor in this
House, a member of the government coalition
also has the right to say a few frank words
on the subject, particularly since the CDU/CSU
did not bother to make these comments during

last week’s debate on Europe in the German
Bundestag. I would therefore have preferred
Mr Liicker to have got over his irritation—that
was the word he used—at a statement by the
Social Democratic Federal Chancellor by taking
part in last week’s debate in Bonn, since he
might then have come to this debate greatly
enlightened. We should be glad that, for once,
a Head of Government has spoken his mind to
the Commission frankly and honestly before the
European public, and not in carefully-chosen
diplomatic terms, since this, Mr Ortoli, is precisely
what makes a dialogue possible, in that you can
also use the platform of the European Parlia-
ment to discuss the opinions of individual Heads
of Government. In one thing, at least, I agree
with Mr Liicker: we wish you would always use
the same frank and brisk language as you used
at the conference of the Association of European
Journalists in Mainz.

And now to another point. Mr Liicker, I feel that
to claim that the refusal to approve funds is a
repudiation of Community policies is not entirely
accurate. At a time when balances of payments
are in the red, when the rate of growth in many
of the countries of the European Community is
more likely to be zero than positive, when the
burden resulting from the energy crisis is
leading to a complete revision of the national
budgets, we must naturally ask ourselves whe-
ther the priorities and expenditure planned in
Europe before the outbreak of the energy crisis
can be maintained at the same level, or even
—in view of the situation in some Member
States—whether they are at all realistic. There
is no need for me here to go into details about
the situation, when the OECD, in its latests
report, states that the European Community can
expect a deficit of 20 thousand million dollars
on its balance of payments this year. There are
countries whose entire balance of payments
surplus will be swallowed up by the rapid’
increase in the price of oil—and this is not even
allowing for the latest announcement by the
OPEC countries that the basic prices will be
increased by a further 12% on 1 January 1975.

From this it is clear that we must think in new
dimensions—even as regards the Regional Fund
—and we must see whether the original figures
should not be revised. To do this, however, we
require a frank dialogue here in the European
Parliament—not only with the Commission but
also, and in particular, with the Council. In the
case of the Council, however—or, rather in the
case of the foreign ministers of the governments
who represent more or less what might at one
time have been described as the Council—there
is an increasing impression that the relationship
with the Parliament has become little more than
empty words. What went on last week between
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the President-in-Office of the Council, Mr Sau-
vagnard, and the Political Affairs Committee of
the European Parliament, in accordance with
the Davignon procedure, had precious little to do
with keeping Parliament informed. Anyone who
read ‘Le Monde’, the ‘Times’ or the ‘Stiddeutsche
Zeitung’ in fact knew more about the meeting of
Heads of Government than the Members of the
European Parliament were told by the French
President of the Council.

(Applause)

I should like to announce two consequences of
this for my Group. Firstly, at the next part-
session of the European Parliament we shall
demand an explanation from the President of
the Council, because the way some of the Mem-
bers of this Parliament were treated in Paris
is irreconcilable with the dignity of this House.
That is one point.

(Applause)

The second consequence for my Group is this:
if the Davignon formula remains an empty shell
with no real content, we as a Group will no
longer participate in this Davignon procedure—
again in order to maintain the self-respect of
this Parliament.

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen. Mr Ortoli,
on the eve of his trip to the United States, has
emphasized the need for world-wide cooperation.
The Members of this House who visited United
States Congress and President Ford last week
felt keenly that the Americans are waiting for
this cooperation with Europe, waiting for us to
speak with one voice. In this respect, however,
the Council certainly has a lot of leeway to make
up. Here, too, we must start thinking in new
dimensions.

I am grateful for the statement by the President
of the Commission that the machinery will have
to undergo some changes. He did, however, say
something in connection with which I should like
to make two points. He asked whether the insti-
tutions which have been operating for 15 years
now could still fulfil their purpose in a com-
pletely changed political and economic world and
in a new and changed Europe. This brings me
to a remark made by Mr Bertrand. He said that
there was now a completely different generation
of Heads of State or Government from only a
few years ago. Let me put this another way. The
fathers and grandfathers of Europe are being
replaced by the sons and daughters, who are now
asking thé institutions critical questions. Do the
institutions have the answers ? I am afraid they
do not yet have them, because although we speak
about achieving the Political Union by 1980,
although we speak about achieving the Economic
and Monetary Union by 1980, we have not suc-

ceeded—neither the Council, nor the Commis-
sion nor the European Parliament—in setting in
motion a broad public discussion of these mat-
ters. We need the support of the masses—if I
may use the word in this context—and I feel
that the Council, Commission and Parliament
have not yet managed to solve this problem.
Ladies and gentlemen, if the pressure does not
come from the peoples, I fear that we shall not
be very much further on in this question in 1980
than at the end of 1974.

In conclusion, I would stress again that for us
in the Socialist Group this was an improvised
debate. We must go into greater detail at the
Strasbourg part-session, on a day—and this is
a request to the President of Parliament~—when
we can be sure that not only the President of
the Council, but also the Members of the Council,
will be sufficiently conscious of their respon-
sibilities to be present for a dialogue in the
European Parliament. I have nothing against
dinners in the Elysée Palace. I have nothing
against other meetings, but the dialogue—even
the dialogue with the Council—must take place
in this freely elected Parliament, and the Coun-
cil must not regard this simply as a necessary
evil or as an unpleasant duty.

One question before I stop, Mr Ortoli. The lob-
bies are buzzing with a rumour that, on a
particular occasion, the President of the Com-
mission was expecting to speak but was not
given the opportunity. I think it would be a good
idea if you could reply frankly and unambi-
guously to this rumour.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Romualdi.

Mr Romualdi. — (I) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I too should like to thank the Presi-
dent of the Commission, Mr Ortoli, for his
readiness to open this debate which, although
improvised and hurried, has turned our atten-
tion to the serious problems and the heavy
responsibilities which have been facing us for
some time now. Mr Ortoli did this with the same
lucidity and strength of feeling which have
marked all his speeches in this House, accom-
panied, I think, by a certain sense of anxiety,
since he is undoubtedly more aware than we are
of the grave responsibilities and of the diffi-
culties involved in finding solutions to the
problems which will also give Europe and its
institutions a greater feeling of unity and this
Parliament greater prestige and improved oppor-
tunities to make a tangible contribution fo mat-
ters of European and international politics—
matters in respect of which the Community
institutions must be able to function properly
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and to make that enormous contribution which
we had all hoped they would make to our
political life when they were first set up. In
fact, Mr Ortoli, who believes firmly in the link
between political decisions and the possibilities
of actual implementation, said that he feels—
and I think that, even from the point of view of
the institutions, he is right in saying this—that
what is lacking—or appears to be lacking—in
political resolve can be made up for by finding
solutions, at a technical level, to the problems
and obstructions which have up till now pre-
vented the Community and its institutions from
playing a real part in this great, important and
dramatic era in international politics.

I nevertheless feel—and we have said this
several times before—that at the root of the
uneasiness, of the crisis facing us, there is a lack
or weakening of political resolve in the Com-
munity. I feel—and we will deal with this at
greater length at the next part-session in Stras-
bourg when we shall be having a more detailed
and more 'serious debate in the presence of the
Council—that it is high time we admitted
frankly, that although everyone talks about
wanting Europe, about wanting a Community
with strong institutions which have real powers,
in fact all this is subordinated not only to the
national interests of each country—this would
be serious enough, if understandable—but often,
quite deliberately, to the interests of pressure
groups and national political parties, regardless
of the overriding interests of their countries. If
we are faced with a crisis, one of the reasons for
this may be that all the governments in Europe
are faced with crises of varying degrees. While
not wishing to interfere in the argument
between the representatives of the government
coalition and the opposition in West Germany,
I am nevertheless convinced that even in that
country, which appears the most stable and the
best prepared to withstand the effects of the
crisis, there is something which is not completely
reconcilable with the requirements of Europe,
of unity, of the strengthening of the functions of
the Community and its institutions.

It has been said that governments change
frequently and that we now have to deal with
the new generations. This is true, but it is
particularly true that we are incapable of pas-
sing on the ‘baton’-—because in a free and
democratic system, the personalities, the prota-
gonists on the political stage must change in the
normal course of things. But it would be a sorry
state of affairs if, every time the Heads of State
or Government changed, there was a radical
change in the policies of the individual countries
towards strengthening the European institutions!
Of those who attended the Paris Summit, I think
only Mr Andreotti—who took part in his capa-

city as Italian Prime Minister—is here today. I
do not believe that the proposals made by those
who attended that Summit Meeting were tied to
their continued presence in the high positions
occupied by them at that time. They reflected
—and were intended to reflect—a political will
which should have been passed on to other
governments and other people.

I also feel—and this is my last point—that the
time has come to return to a proposal made
during one of the countless debates on this
subject—that the problem of Europe should be
placed on the agendas of our national parlia-
ments. The time has now come for us to bear
witness to our faith in Europe. It is there, Mr
Fellermaier, that I feel we must look for the
masses, because otherwise this term means very
little. We must turn to the institution which is
supposed to represent the will of the masses, to
find out whether there is still the same belief in
Europe as there may have been fifteen or twenty
years ago. It may even be necessary to rediscuss
and revise the Treaties of Rome, but it is at any
rate clear that if we wish to overcome this
crisis, we must carry out an examination based
on awareness, an awareness that must be present
particularly among those holding the greatest
responsibilities in the national governments,
which must provide the foundations for a Com-
munity government and the unity of the Com-
munity institutions.

President. — I call Mr Ortoli.

Mr Ortoli, President of the Commission of the
European Communities. — (F) Mr President, it
has been said with reference to this debate, that
it was an improvised debate, and I should like
to recall a word used by Mr Bertrand, namely
the word ‘prelude’, which sheds light on a fair
number of the things we have been talking
about, including the position which the Commis-
sion may adopt, has adopted and will adopt on
the various problems which confront us. I believe
we are faced with a most important and serious
matter, and I say this with all the weight of my
responsibility. I said, and I note that all the
speakers have repeated this, that firstly the
problems before us related to the immediate
future of our Community—and I am pleased
with the attitude which has been taken, on the
whole, to support my ideas, which I tried to
express clearly and simply, for I did not think
that this was a time for high-sounding phrases
—and secondly, I said that we were clearly faced
with an institutional problem which we needed
to think about seriously, since this is a problem
which, in its implications and consequences, is
probably the most important one which we have
to debate in the immediate future. And this
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should make it clear to Mr Liicker and Mr Fel-
lermaier that it is my job to decide unequi-
vocally at what point in time I intend to fully
commit the institution on behalf of which I
speak. And I should like to do it on my own
responsibility and as fully and comprehensively
as possible.

My intention today, when a debate of another
kind seems to have been expected, was to say
quite simply and openly exactly what I think.
Of course, I have not attempted today, 24 Sep-
tember, to outline all Europe’s problems or
provide all the solutions. But I thought it was
a good idea, in this prelude, to strike up the
opening bars, Mr Bertrand, and I wanted it to
be precise and clear, and not a kind of oblique
presentation, as it were, of the questions with
which we are faced. I am therefore grateful to
those who talked about a prelude because to say
prelude is to imply that there will be a follow-
up; and this is the second observation I should
like to make, by way of a reply to a point raised
by several of the speakers, in particular Mr
Bertrand and Mr Spénale, whose first idea it
was, I think, namely that we should open a
debate and that this debate should be expanded.
I should like to repeat that I, for my part, con-
cluded with the request that this should in fact
be a beginning and that we should be able to
talk seriously with the Council about problems
which may arise.

I shall not therefore add much to Mr Bertrand’s
statements, as his trend of thought seems to me
to be fairly close to the one I myself wanted to
present to this House. I should just like to take
up a question which I think we can touch on,
very briefly, but which is after all an important
one. I think, Mr Bertrand, as many of us here
think, that dialogue, which is after all desirable,
will inevitably generate an organization, a
method which will make Heads of State and
Government bring a sense of political purpose
and political support to our Community. We
should like those in the position of greatest
responsibility to share this preoccupation with
Europe and seek to give expression to it.

But, on the other hand, I should not like it to be
thought that we should turn every single meeting
into a ‘summit’ at which every single problem
can be dealt with.

And this is a point, Mr Bertrand, on which I
cannot agree with you, though I am perhaps
misinterpreting your line of thought, but you
drew attention to a number of questions which,
I agree, are on the Community’s agenda and
must be dealt with. I do not, however, believe
that we must write all these problems into the
agenda of meetings of Heads of State and
Government. But a few well-prepared questions

or, at the very most, a few exchanges of views,
but thought-provoking ones would, I think, be
useful, but if we cherish the ambition, which
would be a mistake for such ‘summits’ or
meetings, of turning them into a kind of ‘fifth
institution’—a term I have already used—to
which one would come with all the Community’s
problems, then I am absolutely certain that we
should be ruining the influence these meetings
can have and ruining the influence that we
ourselves can bring to bear within our institu-
tions and within the Council.

There is a point I should like to take up which
I did not mention before, since it was not my
aim to outline all the Community’s problems; it
is a question which you broached with Mr Spé-
nale, as both of you laid special stress on certain
trends in Community policy with regard to the
third world and the fourth world. I did not
speak on this, true, but I also think, and I said
so recently, that of all our Community has
achieved in its external relations, the efforts
made to define a policy on aid to the most
underprivileged countries probably constitutes
today the field in which we have found the best
way of working together and in which, as a
Community, we are best helping to solve the
dramatic problems of which we must all be
aware. Now in these matters—and please do not
think that the fact of having spoken about them
is my way of sidestepping this fundamental
problem—I said, and I repeat, that this is a suc-
cessful area in our external relations and I can
assure you that, in the opinion of the Commis-
sion, which has taken very many initiatives in
these matters—as you know, you yourselves
approved them—it is one which gives our Com-
munity the chance to fulfil one of its most far-
reaching and real vocations, one which is essen-
tial, not from the economic standpoint, but from
the standpoint of our society and our civilization.

I wanted to make this reply because this debate
on institutions and on present dangers must not
allow us to forget that there is another Euro-
pean inspiration, which is in fact this profound
sense of social dedication which must be the
cornerstone of our Community. But when we
talk about accepting challenges you and I are
speaking for the peoples of Europe, for this is
our concern, our interest and the object of all
our endeavours. I believe that today, in the
struggle against inflation, in the search for ways
to prevent dramas of the kind which followed
the energy crisis, we must try to give our peoples
a fundamental answer to questions which for
them are essential questions. In this sphere I
have gained the firm impression from what
several of you have said that we really do have
what I would call the basis, rather than the
background, for action and that you reason thus
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not as economists, any more than I do, but as
ordinary men who, desiring to carry out their
responsibilities to the full, know why they are
talking about a number of problems and attach
the utmost importance to them. This is the first
reply I wanted to make to you all and to Mr
Spénale since he expressed the same idea-and
the same themes as Mr Bordu, though somewhat
differently. :

Mr Spénale tackled two questions which I should
like to examine very briefly. Firstly, I should
like to thank him for having tackled the problem
of language, as he called it. He was quite right
to do so, and he will doubtless have observed
that I myself have taken great care to avoid
using words which do not correspond to what
we are trying to do. But I agree that the idea
he put forward is probably better than the
expression I myself used. I spoke of the transfer
of powers, which is a technical reality, but the
political reality, and I believe he was right to
say so, is the joint exercise of certain powers.
And there is a quite different reality, rather than
presentation, behind this, which is precisely
what people have always had in mind when
they thought of the Community. This reality is
not a way of undoing things but of doing them,
which is quite different, not a way of taking
away but, after a fashion, a way of giving more
and guaranteeing, since the fields in which it
contributes something concrete are those to
which the Community must give priority. This is
the truth, this is the essence of what we can do,
and it’s what I meant a few moments ago when
I set out ithe firm position of the Commission,
namely that we should concentrate on every-
thing which is necessary for us to achieve
objectives which we shall fix jointly. What we
must strive for is the Community’s contribution,
the further contribution which the Community
can make in a number of fields; it is for us the
joint exercise, as Mr Spénale said, of certain
powers.

Mr Spénale’s second question concerned Parlia-
ment’s legislative powers. I said and I meant that
one of the questions confronting us today was
that of the strengthening of Parliament’s powers.
You recalled and I have been told that certain
ideas were expressed four years ago, on behalf
of all future Commissions. Between you and me,
Mr Spénale, that is an excellent, though rather
strange way of understanding continuity even if
the fourth dimension does exist, and I am glad it
does. Be that as it may, the problem you raise is
one which we ourselves have studied in great
detail, albeit in very close conjunction with work
which we and you have begun and which relates
to the stages along the road to European union.
The democratic development of European union
is one of the central problems of thought on this
subject.

Anyway, I have taken note of the question you
asked me; please do not think that I am in any
way indifferent to it. We have undertaken toge-
ther a creative task which is not easy, and in
which I for my part am beginning to have a
better understanding at least of my own ideas
and aspirations as an individual, but also as a
Commissioner. You may rest assured that the
problem of the position and role of Parliament,
as I recalled a few moments ago, occupies a
fundamental place in these aspirations. How
should the legislative powers of Parliament be
expanded in the immediate future? This is also
a very difficult question. A number of ideas are
tenable here. We have concentrated all our
efforts on the problem of budgetary powers. We
have had a few debates about it, but it seems
essential to me, despite everything, that we
should all achieve decisive progress in this field
because I believe that we need to get at least
something under our belts. I hope we shall suc-
ceed and, as you said, together we can try and
achieve our goal. To speak quite frankly: having
shouldered its responsibilities, the Commission is
ready to defend all the ideas it has made its own
and which are designed in some way to enable
Parliament to exercise full budgetary powers. I
shall come back to this, if you don’t mind, a
little later, as I shall have to reflect further on
the questions which have been raised on this
matter of legislative powers. Besides, we are not
going to open a full-scale debate today on all
the problems with which Parliament may be
faced.

The second remark I should like to make to Mr
Spénale concerns the optimism with which he
credits me. For my part I believe that, at a time
when the problem of Europe is being raised once
more, but in new circumstances, we must con-
centrate on turning the situation to the best
possible account.

And I should just like to mention two things
which, although not giving cause for optimism
—a word I prefer to avoid—seem to me to be
posiitve factors amidst the difficulties we are
encountering.

I have not drawn up a list of these posiitve and
negative factors, but it is beyond question that
for some months now a certain amount of back-
log has begun to be cleared and, what is more,
-—and this is a direct reply to a question which
you raised—that as a result of decisions taken
with a view to making Council work more
efficient, we are witnessing the beginnings of an
acceleration in this work and more intensive
thought on what can be done to solve the prob-
lems which arise in the everyday management
of the Community; the procedures I myself sug-
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gested to give the Council greater political force
are beginning to work and, I would even say,
look fairly promising.

It is quite obvious that we shall see in a few
months where Europe stands. I do not want to
do a Sherlock Holmes and try to deduce from a
single hair whether my man is tall, small, red-
haired or fair. But what I can say today is that
a certain reality exists—though it is not insur-
ance against the difficulties we are now experi-
encing and which you sometimes complain about
—but we cannot deny it either, for why refuse
to accept realities when they are in our favour?

A second positive factor is that I have noticed
among Heads of State and Government a grow-
ing awareness of the need to do something for
Europe and of the fundamental nature of the
European problem.

Now I am only too familiar, having analysed
them myself, with all the difficulties which the
progress of Europe involves. I know one might
point to the many attempts which have been
made to get going again with the building of
Europe, but although we experience difficulites
and disappointments and sometimes outright
setbacks, people are still thinking and showing
keen interest, even a number of those sometimes
thought to be sceptical about the whole idea of
Europe. I am convinced that there is an aware-
ness of the necessity of Europe—Lord Gladwyn’s
word I think—a faith in the building of Europe
which none of us has the right to condemn
because of our own beliefs. This would be a very
harmful attitude: because we are in positions of
responsibility we must not, of course, imagine
that everything is easy—I do not think it is, and
what I have said illustrates this—but we must
not think we are faced with the impossible
either. For I believe that all of us together have
a part to play in ensuring that opportunities are
now created and exploited, so that this Europe
which I called strong—meaning based on a
strong Community framework—and ambitious—
meaning inspired by continuous endeavour—so
that this Europe can at last find a solid founda-
tion.

This is not optimism, Mr Spénale, but after all
certain things are happening and politicians have
to take stock of them and try to ensure that they
are publicized as much as possible. This is why
it is a good thing we are having this debate
today, and not a month or so later, so that you
and I can say the same ihing: the future reality
of Europe depends on our willingness to put all
our energy into building the kind of Europe we
want. I have not attempted to minimize the dif-
ficulties which will doubtless have to be solved

in order to achieve the Europe we should really
all like to see.

Such is my second answer: do not look for
optimism or pessimism in it, but a simple state-
ment of the facts. After all, if the wind should
suddenly turn in Europe’s favour, I think we
would all be happy, but for that many require-
ments must first be fulfilled.

I would say to Lord Gladwyn, and to Mr Feller-
maier and Mr Liicker, that, contrary to common
opinion, and despite all the debate, the alleged
debate of which the Commission has at tfimes
been the subject, I have not gained the impres-
sion that the Commission was being ignored or
attacked by the Council. I should like to state
this as clearly as possible.

Last week we had a meeting of the Council of
Ministers. I think I can say that the opinions
adopted by the Commission and the suggestions,
which were not of a technical nature but which
to some extent affected the political decisions
required on certain points, were approved by
the Ministers and, contrary to what it claimed,
the Commission is doing its job, as you are doing
yours. It is true that we made a lot of proposals.
Certain of them were good ones. Even those
which were not at least deserved to be debated
and improved.

But in many cases we are the ones who have
been able to keep things moving. I do not think
that any of the Foreign Ministers, if they were
here, would say that the Commission was not
doing what it had to do or deny the Commission
any of its powers.

This does not mean that there isn’t a problem—
to quote some of you—of institutional reinforce-
ment in the strong sense of the term. I have
stated my position on this by being quite un-
equivocal in certain circumstances—as Mr Liicker
recalled—on the organization of the Community
and the distribution of powers insofar as these
problems arise. I myself, however, shall never
adopt the silly attitude of trying to save the
Commission to the detriment of the Council:
that would be a fundamental error! The Com-
mission and the Council are indissolubly linked,
in a way they represent a single unit, because
together they make up the Executive. I agree
with those who want a Council which works,
which decides, is political and gives the neces-
sary stimuli, not forgetting our responsibility to
be active, which we have not dodged, our res-
ponsibility regarding the internal guarantee of
the Treaty, which we have no intention of
dodging, and our responsibility to be objective,
which is and must remain incumbent upon us.
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I ask the Council to do its job. You will not find
anyone in the Commission saying that the
Council does too much. Let it do as much as
possible!” That will mean that decisions are
taken on the Commission’s proposals, that the
common policies will make progress and that
the face of Europe will change. And who would
welcome that more than the Commission and
Parliament?

This is another reason, and I should like to come
back to it, why I did not want to be drawn into
a debate on the Commission. That is not the
real debate! The real debate is the one I have
attempted to describe. Are we, or are we not,
ready to use Community channels to exercise a
number of powers jointly—Mr Spénale’s words
—and to widen the range of the Community’s
activities? Are we, or are we not, ready to give
our institutions the power to operate—more
particularly to take decisions—which they have
largely lost? Are we, or are we not, ready to
remove the obstacles currently blocking all
progress on a number of major issues? Are we,
or are we not, ready to make sure that any new
impulse has the firm and sturdy backing of our
institutions with all that these can offer? Are
we, or are we not, ready to expand the role of
Parliament? These are the real problems! I
refuse to engage in polemics about what the
Commission does not do. To Lord Bessborough
I would say that though 7000 officials are
enough for the normal operation of a Com-
munity faced with enormous tasks, it should
also be noted that we run the Community’s
whole commercial policy, the many Association
Agreements, a major share of our Member
States’ development policies and relations with
19 countries in Africa, the Pacific and the Carib-
bean, which will very soon increase to 44. We
administer a competition policy, we are pre-
paring the way for Economic and Monetary
Union and we must be constantly active in a
number of fields to take the necessary initia-
tives, we administer the Common Agricultural
Policy, we are committed to a research policy
which we are trying to further as much as
possible, not to mention transport policy, the
supply of information about Europe and the
politicial role we are required to assume. All this
needs men, and men of quality, and any data
collected will show that the Commission is by
no means a devourer of funds.

I am putting this as bluntly as I can, and, you
may rest assured, I have also told a number of
people that I was ready for any amount of
debate on the matter. I am ready to say what
the Commission does, to show how it works, to
explain its contribution and, I believe, make
people admit that our staff is basically—as you

know, being familiar with it—courageous and
devoted to the Community cause, anxious to
help Europe progress and, like us all, sorry it
cannot contribute more to the great endeavour
we are pursuing. That is the real truth!

(Applause)

There is no question of my ever refusing to
discharge a responsibility which is truly that
of the Commission. I don’t like certain debates
which some people want to involve me in. I
can tell you quite plainly that I am not trying
to hide behind words. Of course, not everyone
in Europe is in agreement with many of the
ideas I put forward. But I am the President of
the Commission; when I speak, I commit the
Commission, I commit a Community institution
which is the watch-dog of the Treaty.

But I would go further, gentlemen: I speak
from a very profound conviction. I believe that
the debate on the institutions, insofar as it
relates to the question of whether the Commis-
sion is playing its role as it should, is a wrong
and dangerous debate. I am convinced that in
this preparatory phase the qualities of drive
and, if I may say so, objectivity and voicing of
the Community interest can find expression
somewhere. Personally I think that the Com-
mission is one of these privileged places and
that Parliament is another, as was intended by
the Treaty.

Much remains to be done before our endeavours
can bear their best fruits. To be absolutely
frank with you, the Commission is not sorry
about what it is doing, nor the way in which it
assumes its responsibilities: the Commission is
sorry—in the light of the responsibilities it assu-
mes and bears with great steadfastness, much
joy and, I can assure you, a great fighting spirit
—is really sorry—and it is my turn now not to
question the constitutional balance—that it does
not have greater powers and at times that it
cannot take decisions as and when it wants.

Do you think we would not have taken deci-
sions long ago on some of our proposals if we
had had the power? What I am really sorry
about is the disparity between our role and
our tasks in the building of Europe as originally
envisaged and the powers we exercise today. No
doubt this disparity will disappear in due
course, but—and here there is the possibility of
another development which we must not permit
—it will not disappear—let me repeat this quite
plainly—through the agency of a wishy-washy
intergovernmental structure, but a structure in
which jointly exercised powers will be part of
a framework, a rigid one perhaps... but why not
if we want things to get done and the respon-
sibilities we bear to be borne fully whenever
necessary!



24 Debates of the European Parliament

Ortoli

This is the real truth, and the answer I should
like to make to the unspoken thoughts you may
have in mind. I refuse to let it be said, at any
time, that the President of the Commission is
not willing to enter into a debate and does not
wish to express his ideas. I am doing so at the
moment. I did not come here, Mr Liicker, just
to say a few fine words about the state of the
Community, I think I have proved this. The
high degree of spontaneity of my speech, every
word of it written by my own hand, is evidence
that I am prepared to come and talk seriously
with you, with Parliament, as one should. I
think you will grant me this much, even if we
do not agree on every point!

Everyone knows what the Commission and its
President think, and I should like everyone to
know that we are absolutely intent on using
all the means at our disposal, which unfortuna-
tely are not alway as extensive as people say,
and all the dedicated effort of the men who
make up this body, to maintain and defend a
certain number of our particluar responsibilites
and ideas. That is the truth of the matter.

I am glad we have had this debate. I am glad
to have been able to say certain things. You
may perhaps have been apprehensive, but I was
not, because when I came here I knew what I
wanted to say and what would be my conclu-
sion.

My conclusion goes back to what a number of
you said earlier. A period of major importance
is beginning for the Community. We must all of
us clarify the ideas and the hopes which we
want to and must express. Further debates,
which I profoundly hope will take place, will, I
think provide the opportunity of doing so.

(Applause)

President. — Thank you, Mr Ortoli, for your
address.

The debate is closed.

6. Order of business

President. — At the sitting of 16 September
1974 Parliament adopted the agenda for the
present part-session.

In the meantime I have received a number of
suggestions for changes, of which the enlarged
Bureau was informed yesterday.

The Bureau noted that the agenda for the
present part-session was already very full and
that there was no point in postponing till
October the discussion of the reports which had
not been submitted in time, since the agenda
for October would also be very full.

The enlarged Bureau therefore asked me to
remind Parliament of the two procedures
available to the committees. If more frequent
use were made of these, this would help us
considerably in organizing our work. The pro-
cedures I refer to are those for vote without
debate and ‘simplified consultation’.

I fully support this recommendation by the
Bureau which, if adopted, will help to ease
Parliament’s work load.

After discussing this matter at yesterday’s
meeting, the Bureau proposes that Parliament
should amend the agenda for the present part-
session as follows:

— This afternoon: before considering the agri-
cultural reports by Mr Ligios, Mr Thornley,
Mr Gibbons, Mr Bourdellés, Mr Cifarelli and
Mr Martens, a statement by Mr Lardinois
on the recent decisions concerning agricul-
tural prices.

~— Mr Laban’s report on the basic price for pig
carcasses (Doc. 256/74) is to be the last item
on today’s agenda.

— Consideration of Mr Spénale’s report on bud-
getary procedure (Doc. 252/74) and Mr Piso-
ni’s report on the establishment of a Euro-
pean Vocational Training Centre (Doc. 231/74)
is postponed till Wednesday’s sitting. These
items will follow the Commission statement
on the way in which the recommendations
and resolutions of Parliament are put into
effect.

— Mrs Orth’s report on poultrymeat (Doc. 115/
74) is to be on Wednesday’s agenda before Mr
Premoli’s report on marine pollution.

Are there any objections?
That is agreed.

I should like to inform Parliament further that
Mr Broeksz’s oral question with debate on
youth questions has been removed at his own
request from the agenda of the present part-
session.

This question will be dealt with during the
October part-session.

Are there any objections?

I call Mr Broeksz.

Mr Broeksz. — (NL) Mr President, you said that
the question submitted by me on behalf of the
Committee on Cultural Affairs and Youth would
be dealt with in October. I had intended that
the question should be dealt with when Mr
Dahrendorf’s successor was present in the
House. Otherwise there is little point in asking
it. Do you agree?
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President. — Very well, I shall bear that in
mind.

Mr Broeksz. — (NL) Thank you, Mr President,
and may I also ask you which of the reports
on the agenda you feel can be dealt with by
simplified consultation?

President. — Mr Broeksz, the Bureau is of the
opinion that this procedure can be adopted for
many of the reports, and we therefore strongly
recommend this. But the committees concerned
have to decide on both vote without debate and
simplified consultation. We ask the committees
to inform us of their decisions in good time.

7. Limit on speaking time

President. — I would remind Members that
Parliament decided at the sitting of 16 Septem-
ber 1974 to limit speaking time as follows:

— 15 minutes for the rapporteur and one
speaker for each political group;

— 10 minutes for other speakers;
— 5 minutes for speakers on amendments;

— 10 minutes for Members putting oral ques-
tions with debate;

— 5 minutes for other speakers in connection
with oral questions.

8. Decision on urgent procedure

President. — I propose that Parliament deal by
urgent procedure with the reports not submit-
ted within the time-limits laid down in the rule
of 11 May 1967.

Are there any objections?

That is agreed.

9. Documents submitted

President. — I have received the following
documents:

a) from the Council of the European Com-
munities a request for an opinion on the
proposal from the Commission of the Euro-
pean Communities to the Council for a regu-
lation amending Regulation (EEC) No 1351/73
as regards the basic price of the standard
quality for pig carcasses (Doc. 255/74).

This document has been referred to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture;

b) the following oral questions:

— oral question by Mr Corona on behalf of
the Socialist Group to the Commission
on Portugal’s connections with the Euro-
pean Communities (Doc. 250/74);

— oral question by Mr Broeksz on behalf of
the Committee on Cultural Affairs and
Youth to the Commission on steps to be
taken following the resolutions of the
Council of Ministers of Education of 6 and
7 June 1974 (Doc. 251/74);

— questions by Mr Jahn, Mr Noe, Sir
Douglas Dodds-Parker, Mr Kater, Lord
O’Hagan, Mr Hill, Mr Premoli, Mr
Deschamps, Mr Brewis, Mr Hougardy and
Mr Durieux pursuant to Rule 47a of the
Rules of Procedure for Question Time on
26 September 1974 (Doc. 260/74);

c¢) from the committees, the following reports:

— report by Mr Georges Spénale on behalf
of the Committee on Budgets on the
internal rules of procedure for conside-
ration of the draft general budget of the
Communities for the 1975 financial year
Doc. 252/74);

— report by Miss Colette Flesch on behalf
of the Committee on Budgets on the
proposal from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council for
a regulation amending the Staff Regu-
lations of Officials and the Conditions of
Employment of Other Servants of the
European Communities (Doc. 253/74);

— report by Mr Jan Broeksz on behalf of
the Legal Affairs Committee on the
proposals from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council for

1. a first directive on the coordination of
the Member States’ laws, regulations
and administrative provisions relating
to the taking up and pursuit of the
business of direct life assurance;

II. a directive abolishing restrictions of
freedom of establishment in the
business of direct life assurance
(Doc. 254/74);

— report by Mr Cornelis Laban on behalf of
the Committee on Agriculture on the
proposal from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council
for a regulation amending Regulation
(EEC) No 1351/73 as regards the basic
price of the standard policy for pig car-
cases (Doc. 256/74);
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— report by Mr Egon Klepsch on behalf of
the Committee on External Economic
Relations on the proposal from the Com-
mission of the European Communities to
the Council for a regulation amending
Regulation (EEC) No 803/68 concerning
the value of goods for customs purposes
(Doc. 257/74);

— report by Mr Knud Thomsen on behalf
of the Committee on External Economic
Relations on the proposal from the Com-
mission of the European Communities to
the Council for a regulation modifying
Regulation (EEC) No 1445/72 concerning
the nomenclature of goods for the
external trade statistics of the Community
and statistics of trade between Member
States (NIMEXE) (Doc. 258/74);

— report by Mr James Gibbons on behalf
of the Committee on Agriculture on the
proposal from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council for
a regulation altering the intervals at
which the standard values are fixed to
be used in calculating financial compen-
sation in respect of fishery products (Doc.
259/74);

— report by Mr Lucien Martens on behalf
of the Committee on Agriculture on the
proposal from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council
for a regulation amending Regulation
No 1009/67/EEC on the common organi-
zation of the market in sugar (Doc.
261/74);

— report by Mr Michele Cifarelli on behalf
of the Committee on Agriculture on the
proposals from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council for

I. a regulation on the financing of a
beef and veal publicity campaign;

II. a regulation on the financing of the
system of premiums for the orderly
marketing of certain adult bovine
animals for slaugther;

III. a regulation on the financing of
publicity campaigns to promote the
consumption of meat (Doc. 269/74)

(Doc. 262/74)

— report by Mr Jan Baas on behalf of the
Committee on External Economic Rela-
tions on the proposal from the Commis-
sion of the European Communities to the
Council for a regulation opening, allo-
cating and providing for the administra-
tion of a Community tariff quota for

fresh or dried hazlenuts, shelled or other-
wise, falling within sub-heading ex
08.05 G of the Common Customs Tariff,
originating in Turkey (Doec. 263/74);

— report by Mr Mario Vetrone on behalf of
the Committee on External Economic
Relations on the proposals from the Com-
mission of the European Communities to
the Council for three regulations opening,
allocating and providing for the adminis-
tration of Community tariff quotas for
port, Madeira and Setubal muscatel wines
falling within sub-heading ex 22.05 of the
Common Tariff, originating in Portugal
(Doc. 264/74);

— report by Mr Manfred Schmidt on behalf
of the Committee on Budgets on the
proposal from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council on
a regulation amending Regulation (EEC)
No 974/71 on certain measures of con-
junctural policy to be taken in agriculture
following the temporary widening of the
margins of fluctuation for the currencies
of certain Member States (Doc. 265/74).

10. Referral to commitiee

President. — The proposal from the Commis-
sion of the European Communities to the Coun-
cil for a directive amending the Council
Directive of 6 February 1970 on the approxima-
tion of the laws of the Member States on the
permissible noise level and exhaust system of
motor vehicles (Doc. 236/74), which had been
referred on 16 September 1974 to the Committee
on Regional Policy and Transport as the com-
mittee responsible and to the Legal Affairs
Committee and the Committee on Economic and
Monetary Affairs for their opinions, has now
also been referred to the Committee for Public
Health and the Environment for its opinion.

11. Statement by Mr Lardinois on the question
of agricultural prices

President. — The next item on the agenda is
the statement by Mr Lardinois, member of the
Commission of the European Communities, on
the recent decisions regarding agricultural
prices. I would remind you that in accordance
with the selected texts relating to the applica-
tion of the Rules of Procedure the chairman
of the appropriate Parliamentary Committee
may speak for 5 minutes following this state-
ment, and the other Members will then have a
period not exceeding 15 minutes in which to ask
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President

brief and specific questions in order to clarify
certain points in this statement, it being under-
stood that this should not give rise to a debate.

I call Mr Lardinois.

Mr Lardinois, member of the Commission of the
European Communities. — (NL) Mr President,
it is now just a week since Parliament held an
important debate on the price adjustments and
the related measures for European agriculture.
This debate lasted almost 12 hours and ended
at about half past three in the morning a week
ago today.

Mr President, I asked you to allow me to speak
immediately after Mr Ortoli. I did so because I
wanted to draw attention to a number of exam-
ples taken from my sector which would support
the main points put foward by Mr Ortoli this
afternoon. I fully understand, however, that this
was not possible.

Perhaps I may now mention a few matters
which may form the object of a future debate.
I told Parliament last week that I would
endeavour to ensure that the opinion of this
Parliament received proper consideration in the
Council when it came to making the final deci-
sion. After a lengthy and difficult marathon the
Council reached agreement last Friday morning
on an overall compromise, although the agree-
ment of one Member State was provisional.
Perhaps we will know the outcome of this by
this time tomorrow.

I should like first to provide Parliament with
more detailed information on the decisions of
the Council, and to make my own comments on
these decisions. I shall also take this opportunity
to make a number of remarks of a more funda-
mental nature on the content and functioning
of the Common Agricultural Policy in this year
of grace 1974. Reactions in government circles
and agricultural organizations to the most
recent Council decisions vary from country to
country. This in itself is quite normal. The
interests in a Community consisting of nine
Member States inevitably often diverge. Unfor-
tunately, however, the conflicts of interests have
been aggravated over the last few years by the
differences in economic and monetary develop-
ment. I shall return to this later. I think I can
go along with the President of the Council, Mr
Bonnet, however, in saying that in last week’s
compromise there were neither winners nor
losers. The main thing is certainly that an
agreement was reached thereby ensuring the
continuation of the Common Agricultural Policy
for the time being. We can now put all our
efforts into the real debate in the coming
December and January.

The Council passed a resolution for a general
provisional price increase of 5% as from 1 Octo-
ber. This decision, disappointing as it may be for
some Members of this Parliament, must how-
ever be seen in the light of the other decisions
which have already been made or are anti-
cipated in the coming months. The European
Commission has stated quite clearly that its
price proposals for the coming marketing year
will be based on the 1973 and 1974 develop-
ments in cost. These proposals will be submit-
ted earlier than usual, and the Commission will
also propose that the marketing year for a
number of products, such as dairy produce and
beef, should be brought forward.

The decisions which have been made with
regard to monetary measures form a very
important complement to the price decisions
and eliminate a number of trade anomalies. In
addition, a number of other steps have been
taken towards a return to the unified market.
At this point in time prices in two of the nine
Member States, Denmark and Italy, are at the
Community level. In four States, the Benelux
countries and Ireland, prices are some 3% from
this level, and in two countries, i.e. the United
Kingdom and France, there is a divergence of
about 50%. Finally, the German Federal
Republic is 12% outside the margin for Com-
munity agricultural prices.

Before we can develop the structural policy,
these prices must be applied in all Member
States. Up to now we have had to be satisfied
with small steps and minor improvements.

In view of last week’s package of measures, 1
should like to say something about our discus-
sions on sugar, since this aspect has received a
great deal of attention in a large number of
Member States, particularly Great Britain. The
United Kingdom is facing a sugar shortage at
the present moment as a result of stagnation in
supplies under the Commonwealth Sugar
Agreement.

The Community was faced with Britain’s wish
to alleviate its sugar problems by concluding a
five-year contract with Australia. The Commis-
sion decided that it had to offer a clear Com-
munity alternative. As from 1 January next
year, the date on which the Commonwealth
Sugar Agreement expires, the Community will
be responsible for sugar policy and supplies
throughout the entire EEC, which will rule out
the possibility of bilateral agreements being
made by any individual Member State. We also
have a common sugar policy aimed, inter alia,
at concluding special agreements with the ACP
countries, i.e. the African, Caribbean and Pacific
countries, whose obligations will be taken over
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for the most part by the Community as from
1 March of next year.

We have proposed to the Council that the Com-
munity should, if necessary, purchase sugar on
its own account under a system of import or
export offers, in order to guarantee supplies for
the United Kingdom at prices at and around
EEC levels, in other words at approximately
one third of current world market price levels.
We can thus give a clear-cut answer to an acute
supply problem in one of our Member States,
and at the same time demonstrate that the Com-
mon Agricultural Policy can offer considerable
advantages to consumers in the present econo-
mic situation. I can inform you that this pro-
posal was received appreciatively by the British
and other delegations. Of course it will involve
a certain amount of expense, and the Council
must make a final decision on this matter.
However, when talking about the absolute
expenditure incurred by the Agricultural Policy,
we should not forget the credit side of the
balance sheet. Let me illustrate this by means
of the sugar policy.

As I said a moment ago, the world market price
today is almost three times as high as the Com-
munity price, and has been so since the begin-
ning of the sugar year. If we had to provide
our consumers with sugar at this world market
price, this would cost an extra 5 thousand mil-
lion dollars per year, i.e. roughly the amount
of the balance of payments deficit for a country
such as France in 1974 or, in other words, an
amount equal to the total budget of the EAGGF
for this year or next. But this, of course, is
only one side of the coin. In the past we have
repeatedly, one might even say continually,
seen the other side, i.e. low world market prices.
For years the world sugar price was one-third
of the Community price. This was certainly the
case at the end of the sixties. Now, however, the
consumei can save in a single year the same
amount as he paid ‘extra’ over three years in
the past.

I have deliberately spent a little more time on
the sugar policy today. It is all too easy to forget
the positive aspects of our Agricultural Policy;
my heart sinks when I read the German press.
In my opinion, the basic feature of the Agri-
cultural Policy in a period such as the present
is the stability which it brings to our economy.

Recently there has been pressure in various
circles for a fundamental review of the Agri-
cultural Policy. It has been claimed that funda-
mental changes are necessary, but no funda-
mental criticisms have been made. Demands have
been made for alternaitve forms, but no real
alternatives have been advanced. These altern-
atives certainly do not consist in attacking the

‘Brussels bureaucracy’, as the President of the
Commission has already so clearly pointed out.
Not that this is entirely absent in Brussels. How,
in all honesty, could there fail to be some red
tape with such a large administrative machine?
My personal experience in this matter is limited.
For six years, before I took up my present office,
I was Minister of Agriculture and Fisheries in
the Netherlands. At that time there were
approximately 12 000 officials on the staff of the
Department of Agriculture and Fisheries in The
Hague, and I can assure you that the Ministers
of Internal Affairs told me that the Ministry of
Agriculture and Fisheries was without doubt one
of the most efficient as regards its staff, quality
and working methods, etc. I am now responsible
within the Commission for the European Agri-
cultural Policy and I have the services of 580
officials, including my secretary and chauffeur:
they are located in the Directorate-General for
Agriculture in Brussels. I can assure you that
they are a hardworking and efficient staff,
indeed they can claim to be a corps d’élite in
spite of the fact that they come from nine
Member States and have six different mother
tongues. I don’t know how many people are
employed at the Ministry of Agriculture in Bonn,
or at the other eight ministries of agriculture in
the various German Lénder, but from my own
experience I can only say that they too probably
fully earn their salaries. Nevertheless, their work
as a whole is ultimately of less significance for
the farmer, consumer and taxpayer in their
regions than the work done by my staff of 580
in Brussels.

Returning to the calls for a reform of the Com-
mon Agricultural Policy, I should like to make
the following observation: the Commission prod-
uced a Memorandum on this subject in October
of last year. It centred around a rationalization
of the costs of the Agricultural Policy. Rational-
ization does not necessarily mean lowering the
absolute expenditure; it does, however, mean
an optimal distribution of this expenditure. A
second important point in the Memorandum was
the rationalization of policy in a number of
sectors. Hitherto the Council has only made a
tentative start on considering the proposals con-
tained in this Memorandum with a view to
reaching decisions. There is a long way to go
and there is a great deal of room for improve-
ment and adjustment. We therefore wholeheart-
edly welcome an open and fundamental discus-
sion.

Developments in agricultural incomes in Europe
are still a source of concern to us even after the
decisions reached last week. The problems result
from the deterioration in the cost/sale price
ratio. As I said before, the prices we intend to
propose in November will be based on the devel-
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opments of costs over 1973 and 1974. I should
point out straight away that this development
has varied from country to country, depending
upon whether they are in a situation of revalua-
tion or devaluation. The same applies to the
general inflation rate. The figures speak for
themselves and are exactly what might be
expected. We can only draw one conclusion,
namely that in agriculture, too, efforts must be
made to adapt to the monetary developments,
even if this can only take place slowly. We took
a step in the right direction last week. We must
advance further with subsequent price adjust-
ments. I therefore hope that the various Member
States will be prepared in the forthcoming round
to make as much use as possible of such mone-
tary scope as they have with a view to moving
in the direction of a unified market.

I realize that this will require political courage,
but I also think that flexibility on this point can
only benefit European, and hence, national agri-
culture. I have illustrated the posiitve aspects
of the Common Agricultural Policy for the con-
sumer using the example of sugar, which, after
all, is a product which significantly affects the
cost of living in all of our Member States. But
I think I might say in a more general way that
the consumer in particular has fared fairly well
under our policy during the last year. If we
consider the rise in food prices outside the EEC,
we will see that this has been considerably
greater than within it; this fact is indubitably
in no small measure due to our Agricultural
Policy.

I do not wish to imply that the Common Agri-
cultural Policy is perfect; quite the reverse—I
am the first to admit that there is plenty of room
for improvement. We mentioned the need for
modifications in last year’s memorandum. I
realize that the Common Agricultural Policy has
been unsatisfactory in certain sectors, particular-
ly the beef sector this year. I have no wish to
apportion blame—I can merely say that we did
not in fact manage to achieve the guarantee
prices for this sector. I share the responsibility
for this system, since it was imposed upon the
Commission by the Council two years ago, when
I was President. The European Commission,
however, will try in the near future to propose
specific improvements covering this and other
sectors, and I sincerely hope that we can rely
on Parliament’s support in the coming months.

(Applause)

IN THE CHAIR: MR BEHRENDT

Vice-President

President. — I call Mr Martens.

Mr Martens. — (NL) Mr President, I should just
like to say a few words of thanks to the Com-
missioner for Agriculture Mr Lardinois. He
appears to have been fairly successful in drawing
the Council’s attention to the opinion of Parlia-
ment. I congratulate him on this, for we can
imagine the effort it must have cost him, and can
will believe that there were neither winners
nor losers. All in all, 5% strikes me as a reason-
able figure, supplemented as it occasionally will
be by addiitonal measures. My Group is satisfied
with this result, and we can now look forward
to the discussions on price rises for 1975/76 in
a relaxed atmosphere. We shall then have an
opportunity of giving further consideration to
the problems which we have been unable to
solve this time, such as certain structural meas-
ures and so on. I was also pleased to hear how
important you consider the sugar problem to
be, Mr Lardinois.

President. — I call Mr Frehsee.

Mr Frehsee. — (D) Thank you, Mr President. I
only wish fo put a number of short questions.

Mr Lardinois, what effects does the Commission
feel these Council decisions will have on actual
producer and consumer prices? And a rider to
this question: Is Mr Lavens, the Belgian Minister
of Agriculture, right in saying that they would
lead to an 8% increase in producer costs?

Secondly, Mr Lardinois, what effects will these
decisions have on agricultural surpluses?

Thirdly, what is happening about special national
measures? Are these measures, which have
destroyed the uniformity of the market, to
continue unchanged?

My fourth and last quesiton, Mr President, is
this. You said, Mr Lardinois, that no alternatives
to the existing agricultural policy or agricultural
market system have been put forward. Did you
not in fact yourself propose a number of welcome
alternatives in the Memorandum which the
Council has shelved? What are you doing now
to force discussion of this Memorandum, and
were not in fact a large number of alternatives
proposed during the 12-hour debate last Monday?

President. — I call Mr Knud Thomsen.

Mr Knud Thomsen. — (DK) I was unfortunately
not present at last week’s debate, but I never-
theless congratulate Mr Lardinois on managing
to get the Council of Ministers to understand
that the real danger to the agricultural policy
lies in the current national subsidies. My ques-
tion therefore is whether Mr Lardinois can tell
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us how the Council’s basic attitude to this prob-
lem is to be translated into practice, and whether
it is possible to establish a time table for this.

President. — I call Mr Brewis.

Mr Brewis. — Mr President, may I on behalf of
my Group congratulate Mr Lardinois on his
considerable personal achievement in reaching
agreement and also thank him for the offer
which has been made about sugar. Does he not
agree that this will effectively contradict those
in my country who say that the effect of joining
the EEC has been to put up food prices? When
he says he wishes to exclude bilateral agree-
ments, will he keep in mind that world prices
of sugar can go down as well as up and keep
very much in the foreground the position of
ACP countries whose only revenue may well be
from sugar? And, finally, may I ask him a
question about cereals? As he knows, we were
not entirely in agreement with the proposed
increase in the price of cereals but, taking the
package, of measures as a whole, can the Com-
missioner say what would be the increase in
costs of farm inputs in the United Kingdom,
having particular regard to a change in monetary
arrangements such as Article 482? Thank you
very much.

President. — I call Mr Cipolla.

Mr Cipolla. — (I) Mr President, Commissioner
Lardinois has said that there were no winners
or losers. I feel that there were on the contrary
a great number of losers, that is to say many
people were disappointed by the Council’s
decisions and only a few were satisfied, such
as Mr Martens and perhaps Mr Lardinois him-
self.

I should first of all like to remind you of the
farmers who came here to make their opinions
known to the various political groups and then
made urgent requests which were subsequently
not met. And I would like to ask the Commis-
sioner a number of questions on this matter.
Firstly, what are all the decisions made going
to cost the Community budget? The various
decisions will, of course, affect certain items on
the Community budget, but if these involve
excess amounts, as they no doubt will, to what
other items are they to be charged? In other
words, there will be a reduction in Community
expenditure in some sectors, for example durum
wheat and olive oil to which the 5% increase
does not apply, while in other sectors, such as
dairy produce (about which the German Minister
of Finance made a statement this morning),
Community expenditure is bound to increase.

My second question is as follows. We have fre-
quently spoken here about the distortions in
Community policy caused by the system of
monetary compensatory amounts. Therefore it
is not true to say that distortions in the unified
market result from national measures: the
principal factor is rather the existence of mone-
tary compensatory amounts.

This system has in fact turned out to be very
disappointing, since the compensatory amounts
are generally fixed on a give-and-take basis, i.e.
as a result of bargaining. Nor is it clear why
some products are subject to a certain system
of compensatory amounts while others, such as
wine, do not receive the same treatment; this is
the case, for example, with wine exports from
my country. Finally, the Commissioner cannot
say that no alternative proposals...

President. — Questions only, please, Mr Cipolla.

Mr Cipolla. — (I) But these are only questions,
Mr President. When the Commissioner claims
that no alternative proposals have been advanced
I should like to ask him whether or not it is
true that, in addition to the proposals duly put
forward by my Group, clear and precise propos-
als have been made by all the groups represented
in this Parliament, including those advanced by
Mr Cointat on behalf of the Group of European
Progressive Democrats, or by the Briitsh Govern-
ment, whereas we have not had any proposals
from him or from his colleagues. There are
plenty of alternative proposals, Mr Lardinois,
but for you, there is only one alternative worth
considering. This, if you will forgive me for
saying so, is clear from the reference you made
just now to the 6 years you spent as Minister
of Agriculture in the Netherlands. You are too
fond of the type of politics which you have
helped to create, and you are totally opposed to
any change in the Commission’s attitude to this
problem, despite the fact that everything else
has changed.

My last question then is this, and then I have
finished. Are we going to discuss agricultural
prices in December and January in the same
way as we did this year and last year, or are we
finally going to discuss fundamental changes in
the Common Agricultural Policy before going on
to discuss agricultural prices ?

President. — I call Mr Bersani.

Mr Bersani. — (I) Mr President, I too would like
to put a number of questions to Mr Lardinois,
but first I would like to point out that the result
of the negotiations, although containing many
silver linings, is also full of dark clouds, and
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that in the final analysis this method of moving
from compromise to compromise and ignoring
some basic problems is clearly not the road to
successful future development.

My first question then is the following. Last year
I found myself at loggerheads with Mr Lardinois’
representatives and assistants with respect to
the estimates for the sugar sector. At no less
than four meetings of the Committee, I chal-
lenged the figures put forward and was assured
that they were correct. I maintained on the other
hand that they were completely inaccurate. I
should now like to ask Mr Lardinois whether
he thinks that what he proposes is the way to
remedy estimates which have been proved by
production and market developments to have
been highly inaccurate.

My second question: Mr Lardinois said that in
his view the relationship between market policy
and structural policy must be improved in the
context of the November price discussions, by
a more flexible approach to the connection be-
tween the measures aimed at strengthening the
Common Market and the national measures, i.e.
the applications in the various countries. Can
Mr Lardinois tell us how he thinks this basic
problem may be tackled?

My third question: Mr Lardinois mentioned
developments which are close to realization in
the negotiations with the ACP countries. Can
he give us any information on this matter, in
view of the fact that these negotiations are due
to be concluded within the next two months?

My fourth and last question: the forecasts
regarding replenishment of stocks which could
permit a return to normal in the price trend for
the major agricultural products at world level
are somewhat gloomy, particularly in view of
what has happened in Canada and Russia. How
does Mr Lardinois plan to tackle, within the
framework of our agricultural policy, any deter-
ioration in this serious situation?

President. — I call Mr Vetrone.

Mr Vetrone. — (I) Can Mr Lardinois explain the
reasons for the stagnation in Commonwealth
sugar supplies to the United Kingdom? Perhaps
these countries find it more convenient to dispose
of this product in ways other than via agree-
ments they may have with the United Kingdom?

Can the Commissioner tell us whether the sugar
supply agreements with the ACP countries are
merely intended to help solve the present crisis
in the United Kingdom?

Finally, how is it possible to buy on the world
market at a price in the region of the Com-

munity price, if the world price is in fact three
times higher?

President. — I call Mr Laban.

Mr Laban. — (NL) Mr President, I should first
like very briefly to thank Mr Lardinois for
helping to achieve a compromise; I was impres-
sed by the figures he quoted for savings to the
sugar consumer; let the critics who only ever
see the black side take note. I should like to
know whether his remarks also apply, mutatis
mutandis, to the present cereals market. Second-
ly may we assume that the Commission will take
drastic action against new national measures
which conflict with the EEC Treaty? My third
question is whether agreement has in fact been
reached on the abolition of the Italian deposit
measures for products subject to a market regul-
ation, and other agricultural products, i.e. beef.
The arrangement for hill farmers and the list
of priority agricultural areas have apparently
not yet been finalized. I understand that there
was no time for this during the difficult discus-
sions, but can Mr Lardinois say whether the
Council has nevertheless decided to approve
these in the very near future? I should also like
to ask Mr Lardinois what in his view are the
possibilities of a further adjustment of the
‘green’ currencies in the context of the new
price proposals, with a view to achieving a com-
mon agricultural price level. Is it in fact true
that the sugar supply measures for Great Britain
will cost approximately 400 million u.a. and that
even if the sugar market returns to normal, the
EEC will still import the 1.6 million tonnes of
sugar from developing countries, naturally on
the basis of watertight contracts and at reason-
able prices? Can Mr Lardinois perhaps say some-
thing more about the measures he is considering
with regard to young farmers, apart from the
increase of the maximum interest rate subsidy
to 6%. And my final question: has anything been
decided on the question of consultation with the
meat-exporting developing countries in the near
future with a view to preventing sudden hold-
ups in imports?

President. — I call Mr Marras.

Mr Marras. — (I) Mr President, I have only two
very short questions, one of which in fact goes
beyond the specifically agricultural issue.

The representative of the Federal Republic of
Germany on the Council of Ministers of Agri-
culture has reserved his approval of the decisions
taken until after the German Cabinet has met.
I see in the press today that the German Minister
of Finance has indicated that the German
Government will probably agree to the 5%
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increase, except in the case of milk. Does this
mean that the increase of 5% will not apply to
milk in Germany, or that the Council of Min-
isters of Agriculture will meet again in order
to decide on the question of milk?

My second question: what is the attitude of Mr
Lardinois and the Commission to the proposal
put forward by the Italian Minister of Agri-
culture as an alternative tfo price increases,
namely to reduce the extremely high interest
rates which farmers have to pay today on both
working and investment capital? In Italy the
Minister said that this proposal would be taken
up again on another occasion. I should like to
hear your views on this matter.

President. — I call Mr Lemoine.

Mr Lemoine. — (F) Mr President, I have only
one question. It is a simple one, but I think of
interest to farmers. Last Monday Mr Lardinois
said that the Commission would propose new
prices for 1974-1975 in November or December
on the basis of actual production costs. Today,
Mr Lardinois is already speaking about December
and January. My question is this: can Mr Lar-
dinois definitely confirm these dates today, and
is there not a risk, in view of the very size of
the question, that we may find ourselves in
March or April without any prices having been
fixed as has happened in recent years?

President. — I call Mr Lardinois.

Mr Lardinois. — (NL) Mr President, I should like
to begin by answering the last question put by
Mr Lemoine. Last week I said that it was our
aim, and the Commission’s firm intention, to
submit our proposals before 1 December, i.e. in
November. The Council must decide before
1 February, i.e. in January. I hope that the Par-
liamentary debate can be held in December or
the second week of January. I had already
pointed this out last week.

I should particularly like to thank Mr Martens
for his kind remarks. Mr Frehsee put a number
of pertinent questions, firstly regarding the
effects on consumer prices. I said last week that
a rise of 4% would mean an average increase of
0.33% in consumer prices, assuming the 4% was
passed on completely to the consumer. There are,
however, great differences between the various
countries, from 0.1% in France to approximately
0.7% in Ireland. As we now know, the figure
agreed was 5%, and thus the 0.33% will become
roughly 0.4 or 0.45%. There are great variations
in the effects on consumer prices for the various
products; unfortunately I cannot quote an aver-
age in this case as I could for the cost of living.

However, the supplementary measures mean
that more has in fact been achieved than simply
a 5%, price increase. You may say that the 5%
is closest to the actual situation in France. In
almost all the other Member States this 5% is
supported by additional measures. This is, of
course, particularly true in the case of Ireland
and Great Britain, in view of the adjustments
in their currency, but Italy, too, has also under-
gone a number of adjustments so that the figure
has become so small that the monetary compen-
satory amounts will probably no longer be
applied; the Benelux countries and Germany
have been given an extra increase for milk as
a result of the elimination of the ‘negative cor-
rective’; Denmark, too, has been awarded an
increase as it was decided to bring Danish milk
prices up to the Community level at one go, thus
necessitating an extra increase of approximately
2%o. You can see therefore that prices have been
substantially raised, mainly by means of the
monetary compensatory amounts and regula-
tions. In general terms, a price increase of 5%
for milk represents about 5% for the producer
too. This is not the case or not yet the case in
other sectors, but the increases are most obvious
in the milk, sugar and cereals sectors, even
though they may be a little slow in taking effect.

Mr Frehsee also spoke about ‘special national
measures’; the French Government has request-
ed the Council to approve, in view of the cir-
cumstances, the measures it has taken, particul-
arly in the livestock sector, as being in accord-
ance with the Treaty. The Council has the right
to do this, and if one of the Member States
makes a request to this effect the procedure
opened by the Commission is suspended. The
Council must make its decision within three
months. I do not know what the Council’s deci-
sion at a future meeting will be, but I would
like to stress that the French Minister of Agri-
culture paid a political price at the last Council
meeting. The Council must decide whether this
was enough. In accordance with the Treaty, the
Council can, if it is unanimous, amend a proposal
from the Commission. Whether this happens or
not will therefore depend on what is said at a
future Council meeting. The national measures
were discussed at great length. I can assure you
that the Commission stated that it is very
seriously considering immediately requesting
summary proceedings at the European Court of
Justice in Luxembourg if there should be another
clear case of national subsidies of the type we
have seen several times in recent months. The
Council heard this statement with approval.

Messrs Frehsee and Cipolla spoke about alter-
natives. They asked whether alternatives for the
Common Agricultural Policy in fact existed. Of
course they exist. You yourselves have put for-
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ward alternatives on many occasions. But I was
speaking about real alternatives. What is real
within the context of Europe today? You know
that all the alternatives that have been put
forward here in Parliament would have cost at
least twice as much. I do not need to tell you
that such alternatives are not pracitcable in
Europe at the present time, at least in my
opinion.

Mr Thomsen spoke about the national measures.
I have already answered this question.

Mr Brewis also asked about sugar. It is indeed
true to say that bilateral agreements between
the government of a Member State and the
government of a third country are not possible in
this sector, but it is of course possible for the
Community to conclude an agreement with a
third country or group of countries, as provided
for in Protocol 22 of the Treaty of Accession. The
Community has in fact already begun negotia-
tions with the African, Caribbean and Pacific
countries concerning the renewal of the sugar
agreement between the Community and these
countries. Negotiations have already begun, but
I cannot yet say what the outcome will be. Of
course it is not easy to reach agreement on a
price level at the present time, but I hope that
in view of the current world market price a
reasonable agreement may be achieved particu-
larly as we are offering a five~year contract.

This would thus ensure a long-term outlet for
these countries and security of supply for us,
provided the necessary clauses are included, and
provided they work better than those in the
existing Commonwealth Sugar Agreement.

Cereal prices will be reduced in Great Britain,
since Article 4 (2) of the Monetary Regulations
is being scrapped. I assume that this will bring
about a reduction of about 6% in the present
market price. The market price for cereals in
Great Britain will thus be reduced by 6%. If
prices on the world market continue to rise, the
prices in Great Britain will of course rise with
them, less 6%o.

Mr Cipolla asked who was going to pay the
Community’s share in the costs resulting from
the decisions? To the extent that the decisions
still can be carried out in 1974 the Community’s
contribution can be met from the relevant item
in the EAGGF budget. In other words, the deci-
sions we made last week do not necessitate an
extra budget for the EAGGF this year. The
EAGGPF is thus sufficiently large at present to
cover the extra expenditure for 1974. There will,
however, be extra costs in the order of 150 mil-
lion u.a. in 1975; this amount will be included in
the budget which is to be submitted to Parlia-
ment in the near future. Mr Cipolla said that the

monetary compensatory amounts were applied
in very different ways for various products,
including wine. He complained about this. The
Council has decided to introduce the normal
system in the wine sector too. Thus the Italian
compensatory amounts will disappear in the
wine sector as well as in other sectors.

Mr Bersani expressed the wish that a more basic
discussion on the structural policy, the market
policy and various other questions connected
with the Agricultural Policy should take place
before we make our proposals for the coming
marketing year. I hope that this will indeed be
possible.

I think that the Commission will be able to make
radical proposals on various points if there is
an opportunity for longer and more thorough
preparation.

Parliament will therefore naturally be able to
make a more significant contribution than the
short time available permitted on this occasion.
Sugar supplies this year are not in fact in any
danger in the rest of the Community. It is just
that we have experienced a phenomenon this
year which we have not observed before. After
hearing certain reports, housewives here and
there have been temporarily laying in stocks.
For this reason there are 400 thousand tonnes
of sugar more in the pipeline, that is between the
shops and the coffee cup, than ever before. The
housewives’ stocks are in fact a kind of buffer
stock. Nevertheless there have been no supply
shortages outside the United Kingdom, although
at one point in Italy, i.e. before the price adjust-
ments in connection with the change in the
‘green pound’, there was a not insignificant
amount of speculation.

The difference between supply and demand is
in fact so small that the sugar balance may yield
a surplus, but we must also be prepared for the
opposite to happen. In any case the difference
between supply and demand can be covered on
the world market at relatively low cost. We are
not thinking here of direct purchases on the
world market, but of a system of imports and
exports, whereby one might import in January
1975, for example, and at the same time conclude
an export contract for January 1976. Any dif-
ferences arising can be made up out of the
EAGGPF, for example. The costs involved would
be much lower than those incurred by purchas-
ing on the world market, and can be certainly
brought down to the Community level. The costs
for the first method are in the region of one
third. I feel the Community can fairly easily
meet its own needs if it wishes to and if we give
it sufficient encouragement. We must also take
a number of measures to slow down consumption
to some extent. We are thinking particularly of
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prices for export products containing large
quantities of EEC sugar. You also have before
you a proposal for restrictions in the use of sugar
in the chemical sector. Mr Vetrone asked why
supplies from the Commonwealth have stag-
nated. The reason is the sharp rise in world
market prices.

Mr Laban asked whether what I said with regard
to sugar also applied to cereals. This has indeed
been the case in general terms over the last year.
It is much more difficult to calculate in this case,
owing to the various side effects on agriculture
including cattle-farming. Cattle-farming is, after
all, the largest consumer of cereals, with the
obvious exceptions of wheat, rice and rye. But
it is also, generally speaking, true of the cereals
market that this year and probably next year too
our consumers will benefit from the fact that for
too long in the past they have paid more within
the Community than they would have done on
the world market. For this reason we feel that
this policy is justifiable vis-a-vis the farmers.
They have no right to say ‘Wheat costs 50%
more on the world market and you are with-
holding this profit from us’, because we can say
in return: ‘We have paid you 50% more than
the world market price for your wheat for years,
because that fitted in with our system’. That
system aims at stability, and stability in the
foodstuffs sector is fundamental to an economy
which aims at maintaining equilibrium. The
deposits which still exist in the agricultural
sector will probably all have been eliminated by
mid-October.

We spoke briefly in the Council about hill
farmers and the problem areas, but there was no
intention of establishing the relevant arrange-
ments at this stage. We did, however, urge the
Ministers to let Brussels know the areas which
they feel need assistance. It would give me great
pleasure if, for example, the Netherlands would
also do this. True, there are no mountain areas
in the Netherlands but the Dutch do feel they
have a number of small problem areas. Let them
now say which they are. The Danes have said
that they have no problem areas and thus need
no aid.

Then there is the question of the adjustment of
the ‘green’ currencies. I have already explained
that we must pay more attention to this matter,
and that I can see a number of possibilities.

As regards sugar, much depends on the results
of our talks with the Commonwealth countries.
However, very generally speaking, the purchase
of 100 000 tonnes on the world market within
the system of import and export contracts would
cost approximately 12 million u.a. We are con-
vinced that it will not be necessary to purchase

500 000 tonnes. Therefore, the figure you quoted
is fortunately without foundation.

At the moment, I am afraid I can say very little
about young farmers.

We have already begun consultation with the
importing countries on the question of beef. We
hope to be able to devote a great deal of attention
to this question during October.

Mr Marras also asked what the ‘provisional
decision’ on the part of Germany signified. A
Member State occasionally says that it cannot
yet make a decision. This frequently happens
because a Minister coming to Brussels sometimes
has a very narrow negotiating brief. If an agree-
ment is reached in Brussels, he must first of all
consult his Cabinet. This is nothing unusual. I
have seen this happen at least ten times in the
Council. But it has never happened that agree-
ment was subsequently withheld. It is certainly
possible that Germany will say that the amount
agreed upon is too much in the case of milk. We
have also made an offer to Germany to eliminate
a negative corrective, and it is conceivable that
Germany may not wish this, after all. It is hard
to make any predictions on this. I have not
discussed it with Mr Apel. However, I will be
in Bonn tomorrow and I will hear the result
later.

The question of interest rates was also discussed
in the Council. My feeling was that interest
levels were mainly determined by the monetary
policies of the various Member States, and that
we could hardly just eliminate the monetary
policy and its effect on agriculture. If this were
to be done, it would be the job of the Council

. of Ministers of Finance. This was in fact the

feeling of a large majority of the Council.
(Applause)

President. — Does anyone else wish to speak?

Thank you, Mr Lardinois.

The debate is closed.

12. Directive on forestry measures

President. — The next item is the debate on the
report drawn up by Mr Ligios on behalf of the
Committee on Agriculture on the proposal from
the Commission of the European Communities to
the Council for a directive concerning forestry
measures (Doc. 169/74).

I call Mr Ligios, who has asked to present his
report.
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Mr Ligios, rapporteur. — (I) Mr President, I feel
that the proposal for a directive submitted by
the Commission to the Council and now under
consideration here is an essential addition to the
other existing directives on the improvement of
land structures, in that it assigns to forestry the
task of making more economical use of the
marginal and less fertile agricultural areas,
thereby increasing the income of the rural popu-
lation, and of preserving the ecological environ-
ment so as to provide opportunities for improved
use of leisure.

This proposal is intended by the Commission to
give effect to a number of statements of prin-
ciple made by the Community institutions in the
past, culminating in the Council Resolution of
25 May 1971, which provided for specific incent-
ives to afforestation. Since 1964, the Commission,
for its part, taking its cue from the decisions
adopted by the ‘Forestry Conference’ of 1959,
has been mapping out—albeit only in broad
outline—the national forestry policies as a first
step towards working out a Community forestry
policy. Again, it was the Commission which,
when the fourth directive was issued in 1970 as a
result of the Memorandum on agricultural
reform in the Community, proposed measures
aimed at afforestation and involving the financial
participation of the EAGGF, which would have
amounted to 50% of the expenditure incurred
by the Member States.

Having thus explained the legal background—in
accordance with Articles 42 and 43 of the Treaty
—to this proposal for a directive, I should like
to discuss briefly the contents of the proposal.
Above all, it is intended to lay down certain
Community guidelines within which the indiv-
idual Member States must act, and within which
they must draw up their national legislation—if
none already exists—in order to benefit those
regions which are particularly poor or at a
particular disadvantage. The aid granted by the
individual States for afforestation measures will
amount to not less than 60%, and not more than
90%0, of the costs incurred by each beneficiary.
It is clear that, within this 309 spread, the aid
can vary from one area to another according to
their needs. The proposal lays down that this
aid may be in the form of cash grants, interest
rate subsidies, fiscal incentives or any combina-
tion of some or all of these. In the case of
afforestation of areas which have been used for
agriculture for a continuous period of 10 years
before the afforestation, a lump-sum capital
grant of 200 u.a. per hectare may be paid. The
financial contribution from the Community is,
however, limited to 25% of the expenditure
incurred, and may not exceed 200 u.a. for each
hectare converted to forest, or of improved
forest; 2500 u.a. for each kilometre of forest road

constructed or improved; and 15% for measures
aimed at creating recreational facilities inside
the forests for which aid is being granted. As
stipulated in the proposal, the aim of these grants
must be to promote more effective land use, to
enable the agricultural population to achieve a
higher standard of living—in other words, higher
incomes—to produce timber for industry and to
safeguard the ecological environment and meet
recreational needs. State forests have been
excluded from these provisions in the light of
considerations which were discussed in particular
detail in the Committee and which, I believe,
are the subject of amendments introduced by
some Members of this House. Article 8 states
that the time estimated for carrying out these
measures is 10 years, with an EAGGF contribu-~
tion of 170 million u.a. for the first five years.
At the end of this period, it will be possible, if
necessary, to re-examine the measures adopted.
We are fully aware—and the Committee on
Agriculture has particularly stressed this point
—that these measures are certainly not sufficient
to solve the serious afforestation problems in our
Community, but they will probably—assuming
that the Council approves the proposal rapidly—
help to draw the attention of the Member States
to afforestation and to put this question on a
Community footing, whereas up till now it has
been tackled only at a national level. The present
position in the forestry sector in the Community
is certainly not very encouraging. Up to 1959,
at least, the area under forest in the various
countries ranged from 32% in Luxembourg to
7.7%/0 in the Netherlands, with 28.7% in Germany,
19.7%0 in Belgium and so on. In 1972, the area of
woodland in the enlarged Community was 31
million hectares as against an area of 94 million
hectares used for agriculture, and this latter
figure had fallen by 3.3%0 since 1969.

In view of the time limit, I shall not quote any
more statistics except to point out that the
largest proportion—45%—of the Community
forest area is in France, followed by Germany
with 23% and Italy with 20%. As regards the
form of ownership, private forests account for
6190 of the total area, those belonging to public
bodies for 21.2%, and state-owned forests for
17.8%. The private forests have a basic feature
common to many countries of the Community—
they are divided up between a large number of
different owners and into small areas of wood-
land.

This directive cannot be seen simply as a con-
tribution towards the changing of agricultural
structures, but is directly linked to the problem
of timber production for the Community indus-
tries. This production falls far short of the
demand, and in 1970 the Community imported
56.7% of its requirements of wood, a fact that
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is also worth remembering when considering this
directive. If, in addition, we compare the figures
for production and consumption of wood in 1970,
and the forecasts for 1980, we see that, whereas
in 1970 the shortfall was 6.22 million tonnes, it is
expected to increase to 10.66 million tonnes in 1980,
not to mention the 10 million tonnes of wood-
pulp which we also have to import. To overcome
this deficit, it is clear that the Community must
concentrate not only on increasing timber pro-
duction—in other words, the area under forest—
but also on recycling paper. At present, only
about 27%/0 of paper is recycled, whereas with
the most modern methods of recycling—co-
ordinating the work of collecting the used paper
and hardboard—this rate could be increased to
40%, representing about 15 million tonnes per
year.

Over the past year, the problem of timber pro-
duction has become particularly serious because
of the decisions taken by almost all the raw-
material-producing countries—Australia, South
Africa, New Zealand and Brazil—which have
imposed voluntary restrictions on exports of this
raw material. The general world crisis in raw
materials has affected this sector as well. An-
other feature has been the reduction in stocks
as a result of the indiscriminate destruction of
forests, of the felling of timber to produce paper,
and of the forest fires, which appear to have
increased considerably in number over the last
few years. A further aspect is that, in 1974 in
particular, the producing countries have gone
over increasingly to processing the raw timber
themselves, and to exporting semi-finished or
even finished products. This applies particularly
to the Soviet Union.

In addition to the functions which we have
mentioned—albeit very briefly—the forest has
other uses which demand our attention and that
of the Community institutions. Above all, it
plays a part in protecting the soil—a problem
which is particularly evident in hilly areas, as
in my own country, where the forest affords
protection from natural disasters, rain and wind.
Forestry can also provide jobs for a large num-
ber of workers who leave agriculture, thereby
avoiding the need for them to go into other
branches of the economy—such as industry—for
which they are not really suited. Lastly, forests
afford benefits to science, for instance by pre-
serving various strains and species currently
threatened with extinction, and they are also
valuable from the point of view of leisure activ-
ities and ecological development.

It is not enough to encourage the planting of
new trees, but—as we have already pointed out
— it is also essential to protect forests against
what is the modern plague of all woodland

areas—forest fires. In 1970, for instance, 80 428
hectares of forest were destroyed by fire in the
EEC area, and the number of fires—particularly
in France and Italy—was far higher than in
previous years. The Community must therefore
undertake measures to find special strains which
grow faster in the different climates and which
are possibly less combustible, less likely to catch
fire than all the conifers such as pines and
cypresses, which are particularly numerous in
Southern Europe.

Mr President, the Committee on Agriculture has
spent several meetings discussing this directive,
and several proposals for amendments have been
made as a result of particularly animated and
detailed discussions.

The points discussed at greatest length were—
as I have already menitoned—the exclusion
from these benefits of land owned or leased by
the State, the need to place more emphasis on
research, coordinated at Community level, into
finding new strains and, particularly, into
developing methods of fire-fighting more effec-
tive than those used up till now, on which
research has so far not made much progress. A
particular effort must be made to find fire-
resistant chemical substances which could be
sprayed in restricted zones to replace the present
firebreaks, which are certainly no longer eco-
nomically justified. It is thus essential to give
increased consideration to this problem of fire-
fighting.

Another point which was discussed was the arti-
cle making the grant of 2 500 u.a. per kilometre
of road conditional upon the granting of pede-
strian rights of way, so as to make the forest
accessible to the general public. The majority
of the Committee on Agriculture decided that,
if the Commission or the Council were to accept
this principle in this form, many private land-
holders would probably decide to do without the
2500 u.a. per kilometre—which is in any case
insufficient—in order to avoid having a right of
way imposed on their land.

Finally, one basic consideration—the insuf-
ficiency of the financial aid being made avail-
able. 170 million u.a. over a period of five years
is not very much, and there is no doubt that
once this machinery has been set up and the
practical details have been studied, the Com-
munity contribution will have to be increased
if we are to find a solution to this problem,
which is of such great importance to the Com-
munity iself.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr De Koning to speak on
behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group.
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Mr De Koning. — (NL) Mr President, I should
like to congratulate Mr Ligios on his report and
his explanatory comments. He has given a very
clear reflection of the Commission’s thinking on
agriculture and both his report and the remarks
he has just made have provided us with a wealth
of information on the draft we are now called
upon to discuss.

My Group’s views on Mr Ligios’ report can be
expressed in a few words. We consider
the proposed forestry measures particularly
important since they will permit results to be
obtained in a number of areas at the same time.
Particularly significant for agriculture is the
fact that implementation of this directive will
ensure better use of a number of marginal agri-
cultural areas. It was logical enough some years
ago—and this was how the plan started—for
Mr Mansholt to suggest that the European agri-
cultural area of the Six should be reduced by
5 million hectares in order to achieve a better
balance between supply and demand of agri-
cultural products. At that time we feared a
situation of structural overproduction in agri-
culture. This fear no longer seems such a real
one. These days the Community needs all the
power its agricultural production apparatus can
muster. But at the same time it is logical to
find a worthwhile alternative use, i.e. by encour-
aging afforestation, for agricultural land which
can no longer be exploited profitably at the
current stage of technological progress.

The economic significance of this measure is
also clear when we consider timber production.
Mr Ligios has already pointed out at some length
that we are in all probability about to enter a
period in which raw materials generally, and
timber quite definitely, will be scarce. Neverthe-
less we can expect consumption of timber pro-
ducts, particularly paper, to increase. This is
no doubt a good thing since paper, in a highly
technical and cultural society such as ours, is an
essential commodity. Consequently it is also
important that measures should be taken early
enough to increase production of timber as a
raw material for papermaking, so that we can
supply future requirements at a fair price. I am
aware that Europe’s contribution will only be
small, but it is nevertheless important.

The significance of these afforestation directives
for the appearance of the countryside, for
recreation and for improvement of the environ-
ment is so obvious as to need no lengthy com-
ment from me. I wholeheartedly agree with the
rapporteur when he says that provision must
be made for possible revision of the incentive
amounts, once these measures have been applied
for a few years.

My Group very much welcomes these proposals.
It hopes that the Council will approve them
with due speed and will be happy to vote in
favour of them.

(Applause)

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

Mr Laban. — (NL) Mr President, it is nice to
get away from our chilly refrigerated meat
stores occasionally and relax a little in the
woodlands of an ever-greener Europe,
undisturbed by demonstrations. If politicians
did this more often, European cooperation might
perhaps fare rather better.

My Group welcomes this proposal for afforesta-
tion and reafforestation of parts of the Com-
munity. I welcome it myself, since acceptance
of the proposal will mean that an idea developed
by my country and my Party colleague Mansholt
in 1968 can finally become reality. I also agree
with the remarks made by Mr De Koning.

It is to be hoped that Member States will make
prompt and effective use of this directive,
because the extension of our woodlands is a
matter of urgency for Europe and, indeed, for
the entire developed world. In his excellent
and readable report and in his comments the
rapporteur, Mr Ligios, has pointed out the many
functions which woodlands fulfil in our society.
I shall not go over them again, but I would like
to mention one purpose of forestry, perhaps not
the last important one, namely the continuous
production of timber, a raw material which is
more vital now than ever before. We may be
on the brink of a great shortage of paper wood,
wood pulp and timber for the construction
industry. Timber production as such was not
given so much attention when the report was
prepared and commented on. This is not a
criticism of the rapporteur, nor of our Commit-
tee; the proposal was simply considered
primarily from the agricultural point of view.
Since timber production will in the final analysis
provide the financial foundation for these Com-
munity forestry measures, I should like to
pursue this aspect rather more closely today. It
is clear from the available statistics that from
1967 to 1969 the nine countries of the Commun-
ity had an average shortfall of timber and its
derivatives of 112 million cubic metres, with a
total consumption of 197 million cubic metres,
expressed in equivalent quantities of round
timber. The timber committee of the Economic
Commission for Europe estimates the 1975
deficit at 145 million cubic metres. For the
whole of Europe, excluding the Soviet Union,
the figures are less than brilliant. In the year


mam473
Text Box


38 Debates of the European Parliament

Laban

2000 the probable shortfall will be 165 to 230
million cubic metres, or some 25 to 30% of
consumption. This is assuming a 40% production
increase in Europe. The Committee has also
examined the state of timber production in those
areas which are traditionally the most important
suppliers. Here too the situation is not rosy.
Scandinavia, which generally conjures up
pictures of tightly packed logs being carried
southwards by fast flowing rivers, is currently
a net importer of timber. The Soviet Union,
according to the FAO, will shortly be unable to
export any more round timber. In the western
hemisphere, Canada expects a marked timber
shortage and the United States is already a large
importer. Looking at all this, it is clear that in
the relatively near future Europe will no longer
be able to import paper wood or wood pulp.
Already the paper trade faces serious problems.

What would Western Europe be without paper?
Mr De Koning has already raised this point. If
we wanted to be malicious, and I certainly do
not, we might say that Western Europe is
largely made of paper. The thought might well
occur, in moments of gloom, to a member of
parliament who holds a double mandate and is
faced with a vast mass of paper to wade through.
However, I hope I have made it clear, though
of course I have not been able to go into details,
that we shall face difficulties in supplies of an
import raw material, timber, unless we take
some definite action. The area under forest in
the Community has hardly increased at all for
a long time now and timber prices are rising
fast. In the short term this development is
naturally unavoidable, since timber takes time
to grow. A minimum of ten years is required
from planting to felling. Production does, of
course, continue at a steady rate—nature makes
sure of that. However, given that we have let
things get out of hand, I believe that a timber
scarcity will be unavoidable within the next
few years. To keep this as short as possible, it is
essential that the Commission should take ef-
fective measures and it has in fact plenty to be
getting on with. We need more woodland in
Europe and elsewhere. We consider that the
proposal now before us is a modest contribution
towards this aim. Nevertheless, the Commission,
in assessing applications for subsidies, must fol-
low a plan, giving priority to the planting of fast
growing types of timber over slow growing types
of hardwood, but not forgetting to provide some
degree of variation. And in this precise context
my Group considers that ten years is rather a
short time for converting woodland with as-
sistance from the EAGGF since that leaves little
alternative but to plant fast growing poplars,
though I appreciate that this period of ten years
is of course a minimum.

My Group nevertheless considers that forestry
policy must be based on raw materials policy
to a greater extent than hitherto. Certain
requirements must be set for woodland owners
in order to achieve more efficient management,
increased production and improved sales. By
the terms of the present directive EAGGF as-
sistance can be given for a relatively small
surface area. I can appreciate this, but in our
view a fragmentation of woodland management,
production, sales and the like is not very con-
ducive to efficiency. Owners of private forests
will have to concert their efforts much more
than at present and I am glad to see that a
proposal to this effect has been included in the
directive.

I believe that the Commission must constantly
remind Member States to remain active in this
matter. The bailiffs in privately owned forests,
who are necessary if they are to be expertly
managed, are often not particularly well quali-
fied because of the high costs involved and it is
doubtful whether the private owners are pre-
pared to work out joint plans. On the other
hand, an overwhelming majority of my Group
believes that steps must be taken to prevent
owners of large private forests from receiving
unlimited assistance, and we thus suggest put-
ting an upper limit on the land area qualifying
for assistance.

Mr Schmidt has moved an amendment on this
and will be defending it. In state-owned forests,
management and sales are much better and
many in my Group thus find it somewhat
strange that no provision is made in the Com-
mission proposal for assistance to be paid to
state-owned forests. I shall come back to this
point shortly. There are a number of other
points on which the Commission could also take
action, one of them being the fact that we shall
simply have to be more economical in our use
of the raw material timber. We should reduce
the consumption of paper in the European
institutions also and do more recycling. It is
amazing how much wood, paper and paperboard
is lost, particularly as household waste. In the
Netherlands alone, the annual household waste
of 2700 million kg includes 573 million kg or
21%0 of wood-pulp paper, which is lost, and I
should be glad at some point to be given an idea
of how things are in the other Community coun-
tries, but we are due to receive another report
on paper and this question may perhaps be
raised then.

As I said at the beginning, my Group welcomes
this proposal for a directive. Broadly speaking
it has our approval; it is a first step towards
greater afforestation and reafforestation of our
land and poor agricultural areas can thus be
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made useful. It is also a good thing that ways
are being created to make our forests more
easily accessible for recreational purposes.
Financial assistance for firebreaks is essential,
because an enormous amount of forest is lost
as a result of carelessness. I have already
expressed our dissatisfaction that governments
cannot obtain aid for state-owned and state-
leased areas, but I shall come back to this in my
amendment. This means that a country such as
Ireland, whose forests are almost exclusively
state-owned, has to spend money on them but
will get no assistance from the EAGGF. But we
shall have a chance to discuss this when we
come to my amendment. That is all I have to say
for the moment.

(Applause)

IN THE CHAIR: MR DALSAGER

Vice-President

President. — I call Mr Brewis to speak on behalf
of the European Conservative Group.

Mr Brewis. — Mr President, I would first like
to congratulate Mr Ligios on his very interest-
ing and comprehensive report. He has also
shown in his introduction today that he is very
interested in the subject of this report. I think
we owe him a debt of gratitude.

I would like, too, to give a rather cautious wel-
come to this important directive on behalf of the
European Conservative Group. It contains
several good things. I am glad the recreation
and environmental aspects of forestry have been
recognized. Our rapporteur quite rightly
emphasizes the danger of forest fires at certain
seasons. It might just be worth mentioning that
unrestricted public access to woodlands could
also damage wildlife, particularly in the breed-
ing season. The help for forest roads is an
advance as far as Britain is concerned, because
not only can forest roads contribute to the enjoy-
ment of the countryside by the urban popula-
tion, they can also open up vast areas of country,
not just to forestry but also to hill farming. A
small vehicle is a tremendous boon to a shepherd
getting round his scattered flock.

I want to turn now, as time is short, to some of
the matters which I would have liked to have
seen dealt with differently in this directive.
Timber is the Community’s second largest
import. In Britain we spend more on timber
imports than we earn from all the exports by
our motor industry. After seeing what has hap-
pened to our oil imports and how they have
quadrupled in price in less than a year, surely

it behoves us to see that we pass on adequate
timber stocks to the next generation. I know,
of course, that there is no provision in the Treaty
of Rome for a common forestry policy, and
therefore we have to tie it to the agricultural
structure question. But perhaps some other
method could have been found, such as using
Article 235, to put forestry on a somewhat higher
pedestal, rather than regarding it just as a useful
alternative for derelict land and land no longer
required for farming. I fear, Mr Commissioner,
that unless forestry has its own fund, there will
be friction over the use of EAGGF funds with
the agricultural interests, unless you, Sir, can
heal the breach between agriculture and
forestry.

There has, I must admit, been much ill-advised
land use in Britain in the past. But there is
really no reason why this should be a cause of
conflict. In Sweden, for example, a farmer is a
forester and a forester is a farmer. What I would
like to see is the farming organizations like the
NFU, who have a horticultural section and
a fruit-producing section, also having a tree, a
timber-producing section, and therefore recog-
nizing that forestry could be part of agriculture.
I believe passionately in agriculture and forestry
being complementary. Of course, land will
always be used principally for agriculture. But
forestry can contribute so much, not only to
the landscape. The Commission might consider
giving a higher grant for planting hardwoods,
rather than conifers, for environmental reasons.
Forestry can also assist agriculture in such ways
as providing shelter belts for crops and stocks
and also protective forests, which can do so
much in hill areas to preserve the soil and also
encourage wildlife.

We should also view forestry and wood-proces-
sing as one industry. In the context of our
regional policy, we should seek to site wood-
producing factories in rural areas and not in the
big towns. The presence of an assured outlet for
its produce can do a great deal to encourage
forestry in an area at least 30 miles round a
factory.

I want now to turn briefly to the question of the
tax treatment of woodlands. They cannot, except
in the case of very large forests, be treated on
the same annual basis as farming. They take 40
or 50 years at least to grow to maturity, and the
proceeds of the sale in one year are not the
income of just one year, but the income of
maybe 40 years. This fact is recognized in
various different ways. In Denmark, the tax is
reduced by 40%. In the Netherlands, I believe,
there is no tax at all if the wood is replanted
and kept intact. In Germany, private individual
foresters, I believe, are also exempt. In some
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countries, capital gains tax and wealth taxes
are levied. In Britain, where we have wished
to encourage forestry for the last 50 years, we
have most complicated fiscal arrangements
which shelter the owner from income tax and
death duties. The system may not be the best
system which can be devised, but it has worked,
and it would be a severe blow to private wood-
land owners if it were swept away and replaced
just with capital grants. So, pending the
harmonization of our national tax laws, which
obviously is going to take a great many years,
we would like to keep our own national system
of incentives. This seems to be provided for in
Article 4(1), which specifically allows fiscal
incentives or interest rate subsidies, but Article
11 seems to contradict this by not allowing
revenue foregone to qualify for EAGGF as-
sistance. It seems to me that this is an obvious
invitation to countries like the United Kingdom
to sweep away fiscal incentives and replace
them with cash grants. In my view, and I think
the view of my group, this would be disastrous
to private forestry. I do hope Mr Lardinois,
when he replies, will be able to comment on this
particular point.

My group wish to welcome this directive and
hope that its obvious merits will find favour in
the Council of Ministers and that it will not be
pigeon-holed like so many equally useful
measures have been in the last few months.
(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Liogier to speak on behalf
of the Group of European Progressive Demo-
crats.

Mr Liogier. — (F) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, when Mr Lardinois was being asked
questions just now I also asked to speak. How-
ever far-reaching my question may be, my arm
obviously isn’t, as the President did not see it.
My brief question is this: Does the Commission
still hold that the Community must be a net
importer of 800 thousand tonnes of sugar per
year?

Now to the subject under discussion here. We
should no doubt be glad that the Community
is giving attention to the problem of incentives
to forestry. Forests do in fact play a very
important part both in our economy and in the
rural context, where they help to create an
essential overall balance in addition to prevent-
ing soil erosion, controlling natural water
courses by eliminating the more serious flood
hazards, and providing recreational amenities
for town dwellers.

We should add to this our current need to
increase Community production of timber, our

deficit here being such that we are at present
obliged to import timber to a value of 5 million
u.a.; imports whose effect on supplies and jobs
in the papermaking industry is aggravated by
the fact that suppliers outside the Community
are trying increasingly to sell us paper rather
than their raw timber.

Faced with this difficult situation, the Commis-
sion is proposing that Member States introduce
a system of aid for the afforestation of areas
under agriculture and of uncultivated areas, the
conversion of unproductive or low-production
woodlands into productive woodlands and for
afforestation projects designed to protect agri-
culture and the environment. According to the
directive, aid granted by Member States could
cover 60 to 70% of project costs, with the
EAGGTFT refunding 25% to the Member State up
to a maximum monetary amount.

In order to qualify for financial assistance, how-
ever, afforestation projects must meet a number
of extremely restrictive conditions, the most
important of which is that at least three-quarters
of the land concerned must be in agricultural or
mixed agricultural and forestry use. Article 3,
and particularly Paragraph 2, which specifies
this condition, thus limits the scope of the
directive. In effect this restriction, rather than
being a point of detail, clearly shows what the
proposal is driving at. This proposal should be
grouped together with the three socio-cultural
directives: afforestation is seen here simply as
a means and not as an end in itself, as witness
the capital grant of 200 u.a. per hectare of area
previously used for agriculture for a period of
ten years.

We should have been much happier if the Com-
mission had compiled this draft with a view to
an afforestation policy which was of course
aimed at reorganizing farming structures, albeit
under certain conditions, but which was above
all in the best interests of forest development
overall and of the Community. For this reason
we support the amendments moved by our col-
leagues which ask first of all that the EAGGF
give assistance in cases where only two-thirds
rather than three-quarters of the land concerned
is used for agriculture, although we would have
much preferred this paragraph to be quite
simply deleted.

We also favour the granting of Community aid
whatever the kind of forest, whether private or
owned by state or local authorities. We should
bear in mind that in Ireland only 12.50% of
forests are private, and it would not be fair to
have the majority of Irish forest barred from
receiving this aid!

This in fact touches on an important point which
we have stressed earlier, and however many
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amendments there may be, these will make
little impact on the thinking underlying this
directive. Aid measures for existing forests are
not covered by the scope of the directive, which
provides only for afforestation at the expense of
woodland reconstitution or improvement. Quite
certainly, if we move towards a true policy of
afforestation and reafforestation the Guidance
Section of the EAGGF may be unable to cover
the whole cost of an endeavour of this kind. At
that point, however, the Council should find
other means of financing, particularly within the
context of regional policy. Thus, we consider
this directive to be merely the beginning of a
true forestry policy and one which is in some
respects dangerous, as I shall show you. A com-
pletely new text, much fuller and perhaps more
judiciously considered, is thus essential. We
trust that the Commission will note the fact.

There is no denying, however, that the text
currently before us is full of good intentions,
particularly where it shows concern about what
has happened so far to the unproductive areas,
mountain areas in particular, and to the men
and women who continue to live there for the
greater good of those who have moved away and
of the urban populations.

But the road to hell is paved with good inten-
tions, and this wise old proverb is most ap-
propriate to this directive on forestry. Why
insist at all costs that at least three-quarters of
the land in each project should previously have
been in agricultural or mixed agricultural and
forestry use—‘mixed agricultural and forestry
use’ does not mean much to me—or land which
has been released by someone giving up farm-
ing? What other reason could there be, except
the desire to satisfy the Mansholt directives on
structures?

However, a lot of water has passed under the
bridge since these directives were adopted. The
options contained in them were based on econo-
mic forecasts which have been stingingly refuted
by the events which are familiar to us and which
are continuing even as we watch. There is no
longer any doubt that we are already short of
farmland, and shall be dreadfully short of it in
future. The shortage can already be calculated
at several million hectares for the Community
alone, according to Commissioner Lardinois.
Faced with such a lamentable fact is it wise, is
it even normal, instead of trying to recover this
land completely to consider quite happily hav-
ing these farmlands reduced and, even worse,
to give extremely tempting capital grants to
induce farmers to release from cultivation or
meadow and give over to forest immense areas
which are perfectly good farmland and are
often worked in mountainous or upland regions.

We have huge holdings in France, and I know
of some in my own region, situated at higher
altitudes, where it was hard to find a farmer
or where the rent offered by the farmer seemed
too low, so that the owners just had them
planted with conifers or hardwoods when they
were in fact perfectly suitable for cultivation
or stockbreeding. Hence the familiar pheno-
menon or process of rural depopulation.

This is also true particularly in the case of land
which is ‘released by someone giving up farm-
ing’, as Community parlance has it. Anyone
familiar with the poorer regions, largely
mountainous or uplands areas, will tell you,
because they have observed it with their own
eyes and ears, that farmers cling to their land
for as long as the human environment—they too
are entitled to one—remains more or less
normal. But once they feel they have lost this,
when they feel hemmed in by the spreading
forest or desert around them, they too go away.
Who can blame them?

So don’t try to tell us that preservation of the
land and the indispensable presence of men on
it—the last of the farmihg race—secured by
paying them increased incentives, is one of the
major objectives of this forestry directive,
because its effects will be quite the opposite of
the objective sought—if indeed it is being sought
—at least in the example I have given which
applies to a large number of regions and
farmers. These are hoping for measures which
will truly permit them firstly to stay where
they are and secondly to ply their real trade as
farmers, not gravediggers, at the same time
providing us with green areas, recreational zones
and an overall balance which is essential to our
survival.

We will not deny, however, the enormous value
of forests—even though we may be dwelling too
much on our paper wood requirements, where
a certain equilibrium might perhaps be at-
tempted both by careful use—I would make a
fervent plea for this, ladies and gentlemen, since
we are all up to our necks in surplus paper—and
by judicious recycling.

We have then before us a text which includes
both the best and worst possible elements. We
regret that the rapporteur, though his report is
interesting and valuable, did not take greater
account of the comments we made in the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, and we shall thus abstain
when a vote is taken on the resolution as a
whole.

President. — I call Mr Marras on behalf of the
Communist and Allies Group.
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Mr Marras. — (I) Mr President, as has been
stressed by the rapporteur and the other
speakers, this directive is part of the structural
policy which the Commission and Council had
vainly hoped would bring basic changes in the
widely criticized market policy from 1971
onwards. The forestry directive thus forms
another part of this structural policy, and this
gives us an opportunity to remind the Commis-
sion that other important measures which ought
to have been taken in this sector—such as those
on producers’ associations or on the marketing
of agricultural produce, all of which come under
the general structural policy—are proceeding
at a pace which is exasperatingly slow, to say
the least.

On the whole, we feel that this directive has
some positive features, if only because it intro-
duces a Community forestry policy. There are,
however, deficiencies, and by no means un-
important ones. In his admirable report, Mr
Ligios has shown his great personal involvement
in this problem. Both of us live on an island,
Sardinia, which was once covered with vast
expanses of woodland which—for reasons which
I need not recall here—were then destroyed,
with the result that the climatic balance of our
region has been totally upset. It is not only the
Sahel region which is affected by drought—
Sardinia often suffers from it as well—and
although the long months without rain may be
welcome to the tourists, they are certainly not
welcomed by the shepherds and farmers.

Your report, Mr Ligios, is nevertheless somewhat
too optimistie, if I may say so, about a document
which all in all is rather a modest affair. Even
the problem of fires was left out of this proposal
from the Commission, and it is to the rap-
porteur’s credit that he pointed this out. Mr
Lardinois: in Italy for instance, 127 thousand
hectares of land have been afforested over the
last seven years, and 301 thousand hectares of
forest—more than double—have been destroyed
over the same period. Much the same thing has
been happening in Sardinia and on the Céte
d’Azur. We do not underestimate the importance
of the economic aspect—linked to the shortage
of wood for industry—which the directive is
intended to emphasize. We are fully aware of
this shortage, and we pay for it every day as
readers of newspapers and books. We neverthe-
less feel that the scope of this directive should
be wider. While retaining its function as a
directive intended to improve agricultural
structures and the ecological balance of our
regions, it should also aim to correct certain
regional imbalances, particularly in the hilly and
mountainous areas, which are at a disadvantage.

We have now come to realize, although rather
late in the day, that forestry—a sector in which

there is a Community shortage of 50%—can be
an important source of employment—for
instance in the depressed regions of Southern
Italy. We have done some calculations in
Sardinia—and Mr Ligios might perhaps have
quoted them—and have come to the conclusion
that employing 10 thousand agricultural workers
for 10 years to give the island back the expanse
of woodland it had in the last century would
require much less investment than that given to
the pretrochemical industries which have sprung
up in Sardinia as well, and which, while offer-
ing less opportunities for employment, are
subject to rapid technological obsolescence and
hence continually require considerable new
investment.

Forestry is thus an important source of work
in regions of emigration. The funds to be ap-
propriated, however, are frankly derisory—
170 million u.a. over 5 years. This is even less
than in the proposal put forward in 1970-71,
before the time of the present Commissioner
for Agriculture. According to these proposals,
for instance, the EAGGF contribution could be
as high as 50%, and the reafforestation provided
for was three times greater than can be achieved
with the appropriations in the present proposal.
I should also like to state—in agreement with
my Socialist colleague—that we are rather
unhappy about the part of this proposal exclud-
ing states and state-owned forests from Com-
munity aid. According to the directive, the state
should restrict itself to catering for the recrea-
tional use of the forest, by providing picnic sites
and so on, whereas we feel that state action
cannot be kept within these limits.

Finally, I should like to stress the importance of
promoting associations. The information which
we have been given shows that 94% of forest
owners in the Community have holdings of less
than 10 hectares. This underlines the need to
give preferential treatment to associations, or
rather to owners who intend to operate in as-
sociations. On this point, we have submitted an
amendment which appears to be similar to the
one submitted by the Socialist Group, which is
aimed at excluding the large estates from the
benefits under this directive.

These, Mr President, are the points we wished
to raise and which make us feel that this basic
change in Community agricultural policy,
towards the reform and structural modernization
desired by everyone, is still proceeding at a
snail’s pace in spite of this directive.

President. — I call Mr Cifarelli.

Mr Cifarelli. — (I) Mr President, in view of the
lateness of the hour, I would not have asked to
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speak if I had not felt the need to clarify one
or two points briefly and to draw Mr Lardinois’
attention to these.

The first point I should like to raise, after thank-
ing Mr Ligios for his excellent work, concerns
the integration of this directive into the regional
policy. Frequently, when we are faced with dif-
ficulties in the Community, we invoke the
regional policy. My experience of almost twenty
years in the field of regional policies for the
South of Italy, however, leads me to believe that
forestry should be kept separate from this
policy, but in the sense that these incentives for
afforestation must not apply solely to areas
which are in particular difficulty—as in the case
of Sardinia, about which Mr Marras spoke. They
should apply also to a wider range of areas
which are either not included among the tradi-
tional areas for subsidies under the regional
policy or which occupy a special position because
of a phenomenon which has become widespread
in our time—whether for better or for worse I
cannot say—namely the flight from agriculture
and the land. There are many areas, in addition
to those covered by the regional policy, which
could benefit from afforestation measures.

The second point to which I should like to draw
Mr Lardinois’ attention is that this directive—by
the way a regulation would have been better
since who knows how many years will pass
before this Community-approved harmoniza-
tion is embodied in the legislation of the nine
Member States—does to a certain extent fit in
with the other structural policy directives, and
with the directive on mountain areas in parti-
cular. There is also a harmonization of ideas and
basic concepts. In view of the experience in my
own country, Italy, I hope for instance that a
stop will finally be put to a practice which
appeared to be universally accepted—the felling
of forests in the plains. In Italy, woodland areas
of great ecological, historical and scientific
importance in the plains have been destroyed—
I need only mention the famous forest of
Metapontum, between the Ionian Sea and the
hills of the Basilicata, which was destroyed to
make way for farms which have had enormous
difficulties in surviving.

I therefore feel, Mr Lardinois, that there must
be an effort to reconsider and clarify this field,
particularly since these directives refer to a new
factor of great significance—the ecological
importance of afforestation and the importance
of producing timber to counteract one of the
major shortages resulting from the rapid econo-
mic development or our age.

And now to my third point. There is some doubt
as to whether greater or less consideration

should be given to the state as an owner or as
the body responsible for the public forests. The
fact is that, in addition to the state, there are
also the regions, provinces and municipalities or
communes. With a view to the decision to be
taken by the Council of Ministers, I should like
to stress the importance of the forests owned by
communes. No matter what is considered or
implemented with regard to the state, the regions
or other large public bodies, the most serious
and pressing problem is that of the communes.

The 8000 or so communes in Italy are already
fairly heavily populated. We know, however,
that in other countries—in France, for instance
—there are sometimes communes with only a
few inhabitants. This is a totally different con-
cept, but commune ownership of forests must be
given special concessions and not be left out of
consideration completely. Finally, I should like
to say—and here I am stressing what Mr Laban
has already said, although from a different point
of view— that Article 6, which states that the
beneficiary of the afforestation grants must
undertake not to make any conversion to agri-
cultural or other uses for ten years, lays down
a very short period of time. Even if the affores-
tation does not involve slow-growing species,
such as fir and pine trees, this period is clearly
too short, not least—and here I am drawing upon
experience in my own country—because many
of these situations give rise to speculation. Once
forest of a certain value has been acquired as a
result of public and Community aid, there is a
danger—at least for some of this forest—that
the measures will encourage the speculative
exploitation which is typical of those countries
which have a high population density and are
under strong pressure from tourism, and which
is at the root of some forest fires. These are not
acts of God, but the work of man, and they are
often the work of persons who are not only
culpably, but also maliciously responsible for
the resulting fires.

Those were the points I wished to bring to the
attention of the Commission and the Members
of this Parliament and which I felt it necessary
to raise in this debate—after discussions with
my Group—although I am still in favour of this
directive in the form proposed by the Committee
on Agriculture.

13. Change in the agenda

President. — Before we continue the considera-
tion of Mr Ligios’ report, I would point out
that in view of the late hour it seems unlikely
that we shall get through all the items on today’s
agenda, I therefore propose that the sitting be
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closed after the vote on the motion for a resolu-
tion and that we postpone the remaining items
on the agenda till tomorrow, which will possibly
necessitate an evening sitting.

Are there any objections?

That is agreed.

14. Directive concerning forestry measures
(continued)

President. — I call Mr Lardinois.

Mr Lardinois, member of the Commission of the
European Communities. — (NL) Mr President,
I shall be glad to answer the questions put by
the various speakers. I shall try to be brief as
it is apparently not possible to continue this
session much longer this evening. I should first
like to join all the other speakers in thanking
the rapporteur for his excellent report. I too
read this report not only with great interest but
with great satisfaction also. The rapporteur has
indeed done some very basic work. In particular,
the statistics and descriptions he has given will
be extremely helpful in formulating the policy
we wish to pursue in this sector.

Mr Ligios said that there had been an animated
discussion in the Committee on Agriculture on
such questions as why no subsidy will be given
for state-owned forests. A variety of speakers
have also touched on this question. People have
also wondered why no provision has been made
for improving existing forest stands. I must say
I am very glad that the end structure and main
provisions of our proposal have been upheld. I
hope that Parliament will accept the Committee’s
report. I have no objections to the rapporteur’s
proposed amendments concerning, among other
things, the question of fire prevention and fire-
fighting. But let us be clear about this: the
measures to encourage fire prevention and fire-
fighting must not include using EAGGF subsidies
for the purchose of fire engines or payment of
wages or whatever. I assume, however, that the
rapporteur in fact meant technical measures to
be taken at the time of planting and later, which
would reduce the risk of fire. If it can be inter-
preted this way, I shall go along with Mr Ligios’
proposed amendment on this point.

Mr De Koning asked whether the directive might
be revised after a few years had elapsed. But of
course! If it becomes clear after a few years that
this directive needs improving, the Commission
will certainly put forward a proposal to this
end.

Mr Laban drew attention to our timber require-
ments; he has some difficulty with Article 6,

Paragraph 2, to which Mr Cifarelli also referred,
in connection with the time limit of ten years.
Mr Laban quite rightly said that this is, of
course, a minimum. This provision was really
only included to ensure that we did not give
subsidies to people planting, for example,
Christmas trees or shrubs and suchlike, which
technically speaking can constitue stands but
are not intended to benefit from this subsidy.
Generally speaking it will be very rare for the
cycle to take only ten years, but we cannot
exclude this possibility, in areas which have a
warm climate, for example the Po valley for
certain types of timber. The normal time,
certainly in northern Europe, is more like 40-50
years. In the south it is rather shorter. This
depends on climate and also soil conditions. But
the period of ten years was set in order to
prevent certain types of silviculture, for which
these subsidies are not intended, form qualify-
ing for them. What we need is forests and not
Christmas tree plantations.

Mr Laban and others, Mr Marras amongst them,
objected to the fact that we have excluded state-
owned forests. We have also discussed this ques-
tion in the Commission. We included this pro-
vision in the end because we thought that until
all Community expenditure was met, and more
than met, from Community funds, the financing
of state-owned forests would simply be a
redistribution of the funds contributed according
to the scale. We have quite enough treuble over
financing as it is, without taking on these costs
as well. But if European integration has progres-
sed further by the end of the next five or ten
years, we can perhaps consider this point again.
For the time being we have therefore left state-
owned forests out of the list, for extremely
practical reasons. This may certainly be to the
disadvantage of this or that Member State. You
mentioned Ireland, for example.

But Ireland will get much more help from an
effective regional policy, so I don’t think the
Irish will consider this so terrible.

Mr Brewis pointed out that timber imports are
an exceptional burden on the balance of pay-
ments of most of our Member States. This is
certainly true of countries which have little
forest area such as the United Kingdom, the
Netherlands and Italy. He suggested that there
ought perhaps to be a separate fund for fores-
try. My first reaction was yes, that seems
reasonable. He then put forward an argument
which impressed me deeply. He said that the
possibility of conflict could be removed by
regarding forestry as part of agriculture. In his
view there is no conflict and we must make
sure that people realize this. I should just like
to say this. We have now set aside a sum of
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170 million u.au for a period of 5 years. If this
proves insufficient it should be possible, in my
opinion, to increase this amount. There is no
question of its being an absolute maximum. It
is an estimate, particularly in the light of the
present-day situation. Mr De Koning and others
have pointed out that the situation at the mo-
ment is not such that we can embark on affore-
station willy-nilly. Certainly not, and I should
like to make this clear to Mr Liogier too. But
the fact remains that certain areas, certain types
of soil are much better for planting forests in
than others. In such areas and soils, forestry is
preferable to agriculture. And in 1975 it is not
reasonable to ask people to remain in certain
remote regions. Such remote regions do exist.
Thus we must offer this alternative to agricul-
ture, particularly for certain very unfavourably
situated areas with poor soil types. I am all for
this. On holiday in France this year I wandered
round a few places where I saw fields of oats
yielding 500 kg per hectare. In agricultural
terms these areas are not really profitable any
more. The directive can thus be very relevant
to this kind of area, which does not mean that
we want a concerted campaign to take a lot of
agricultural land out of production. As I have
already said to the Committee on Agriculture,
we ought ideally to have 5 million hectares of
agricultural land more, not less, at the present
time. But some agricultural land no longer has
any place in a modern system of agriculture.
It has become altogether unprofitable and is
only worked from force of habit.

I think I can reassure Mr Brewis on the ques-
tion of Article 11. He mustn’t think that the
relevant fiscal incentives are likely to be taken
away from forest owners. On the contrary, I
think that governments will in future years be
giving more rather than fewer tax concessions
for afforestation and income from forests. We
have not presented this as a tax concession,
because we should then have to decide what
does or does not constitute a tax concession in
a particluar individual case. After all, income
tax differs from one person to another. Hence
Article 11. I do not feel that we can do away
with this Article. My own experience in this
matter, not only in my own country but also
with the legislation in other countries leads me
to expect that Member States are more likely
to give further tax concessions. In our discus-
sions with Member States we should do all we
can to encourage this trend.

According to Mr Marras the pace of the various
structural measures we propose is too slow. He
also said this in connection with the producer
organizations. I should like to reply to Mr Mar-
ras as follows: the wide group of structural

measures decided on in 1972 has, for example,
not yet been approved by Parliament in his
country. I thus do not think that Mr Marras
can fairly accuse us of being slow. I myself
should be happy to see decisions taken by us
years ago implemented at last in all Member
States. We must keep pressing for this.

As I have said, subsidy amounts can be increased
if requirements increase. I do not think we can
make a difference between one man and ano-
ther, between richer and poorer. This difference
has to be drawn by Member States at national
level in the tax treatment they accord. This
difference must not play any part in the Com-
munity subsidies. At the European level we
must apply the principle of equal rights. I
would also point out that really poor people
have neither the land nor the means to invest
in forests which will show a return only after
30, 40 or 50 years. I think Mr Marras was
talking about non-existent cases here.

I shall stop here, Mr President, but should
like once again to express my particular thanks
to the rapporteur for his interesting report.

(Applause)

President. — Thank you, Mr Lardinois.
Does anyone else wish to speak?
The general debate is closed.

We shall first consider the proposal for a direc-
tive.

On Recital 6, third indent I have Amendment
No 5 tabled by Mr Brewis on behalf of the
European Conservative Group and worded as
follows:

This indent should read as follows:

‘—to the conservation of water, soil, fauna and
flora and,

I call Mr Brewis to move this amendment.

Mr Brewis. — Mr President, this is a very
simple amendment. I moved it merely to add
the advantage forestry could have for the con-
servation of water resources. If the rapporteur
feels he cannot accept it, I would not wish to
press the matter to a division.

President. — What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mr Ligios, rapporteur. — (I) Mr President, I am
not opposed to this addition to the text in
question. It must be said, however, that in prac-
tice it does not add anything new. It is evident
that forestry fulfils these functions even if it
is not specifically stated.
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President. — Does anyone else wish to speak?
I put Amendment No 5 to the vote.
Amendment No 5 is adopted.

On Article 1(2), first sub-paragraph I have
Amendment No 3 tabled by Mr Brewis on
behalf of the European Conservative Group and
worded as follows:

Replace ‘agricultural’ by ‘rural’.

I call Mr Brewis to move this amendment.

Mr Brewis. — Mr President, this, too, is a very
simple amendment. I merely put it down because
agriculture is not the right word to describe
forestry. Forest workers represent quite a large
proportion of the rural population, and I thought
it would be more appropriate to substitute the
word rural. Again, if the rapporteur cannot
accept it, I do not want to pres it to a division.

President. — What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mr Ligios. — (I) Mr President, a rural com-
munity and an agricultural community are
effectively the same concept to us. I do not
know whether the expressions have a different
meaning in the mover’s language. However, as
far as I am concerned, there is no problem in
accepting this amendment.

President. — Does anyone else wish to speak?
I put Amendment No 3 to the vote.
Amendment No 3 is adopted.

On Article 1 I have two amendments which can
be dealt with together:

Amendment No 1 tabled by Mr Dalsager and
others and worded as follows:

‘Delete paragraph 3 of this Article’

Amendment No 8 tabled by Mr Marras and
others on behalf of the Communist and Allies
Group and worded as follows:

‘Article 1, paragraph 3:
Add the following sentence to this paragraph:

“This exception does not cover land owned or
held on lease by public authorities (boroughs,
provinces, regions).”’

-

call Mr Laban to move Amendment No 1.

Mr Laban. — (NL) Mr President, is it in order if
I deal with the two amendments at the same
time? In reply to the remarks made by the
Commissioner, Mr Lardinois, on the exclusion of
support for state-owned forests, I should like,
if I may, to make a few comments of my own,

although I am glad that this objection to the
granting of aid to state-owned forests was not
one of principle, but was based rather on prac-
tical considerations.

I shall restrict myself to a few brief points. I
must admit that the governments of the Member
States have already done a great deal for affore-
station. They must continue to do so, since affore-
station and restructuring of forests are clearly
of Community importance. We must also admit
that the state has at its disposal excellent admin-
istrative services, good production and good
sales outlets, while private individuals generally
own woodland holdings which are over-frag-
mented, not so well managed and from which
the sale of timber is not conducted so efficiently.
Furthermore, national authorities can acquire
land by purchase, expropriation or reclamation,
which is of particular value for increasing tim-
ber production, which in turn is of great impor-
tance for the Community. At present local
authorities can, in fact, obtain aid, which in my
opinion is an open invitation to governments to
let aid be applied for by the local authorities.
And then, when the aid has been received and
the work carried out, it all comes back to the
national authorities anyway. I find this tortuous
way of doing things totally unnecessary and
wonder why aid cannot be granted directly to
the national authorities. It has been suggested
that this would simply be a case of swings and
roundabouts. Well, that applies to practically
all the financial relations between national
authorities and most local authorities in the
Member States. If the recipient of the aid is not
affected by the way it is granted then certainly
one ought not to raise so many objections to it.
But for the Member States, and not only for
Ireland, it is by no means a case of swings and
roundabouts, as many countries receive almost
nothing because much of their forest is state-
owned. In addition, the countries with a lot of
state-owned forest have to contribute via the
EAGGF to the aid from which countries with a
lot of privately owned forest benefit. That is
why I am not so keen on this measure.

Another argument is that it costs too much. Well,
I understand that the application of this direc-
tive will involve 170 million u.a. in the next
five years, a sum which will be increased by
another 25 million if the state-owned forests
are included. That makes 195 million spread over
five years. If you compare this with the measure
we adopted with regard to the storage of meat,
for example, it is a mere trifle.

Therefore a large part of my Group sees no
cause to exclude states, certainly not now that
the Commission has stipulated in the directive
that state-owned woodland must be administer-
ed in accordance with this directive.
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Laban

As for Mr Marras’ amendment, I should just
like to say that the local authorities mentioned
by him are naturally eligible for aid. Obviously
he wants to state that rather more explicitly.
My Group has no strong objections to it, but we
are waiting to hear Mr Lardinois’ opinion, which
we shall endorse.

President. — I call Mr Marras to move Amend-
ment No 8.

Mr Marras. — (I) I have already explained the
amendment during my speech. We shall vote
for the amendment tabled on behalf of the
Socialist Group, which goes further than ours;
if it is adopted, we shall withdraw our own. If
it is rejected, we shall nevertheless ask that a
vote be taken on our amendment, which is
clearly more limited in scope.

President. — I call Mr Yeats.

Mr Yeats. — Mr President, on behalf of our
group I would like to support Amendment No 1.
It is not easy to see why it is stated in Article
1(b) that the system should apply to all land
other than land owned or held on lease by the
state. This is a matter of considerable impor-
tance, particularly to us in Ireland, where for
historical reasons the percentage of the total
acreage of the country under forestry is far
lower than in any other country in Europe.
For these reasons it has been necessary over the
past 50 years for very considerable state forestry
schemes to be carried out, and indeed the vast
majority of all areas under forestry in Ireland
are owned by the state. Under these circum-
stances it will be a very substantial loss from an
Irish point of view to have the principle estab-
lished that only privately-owned forestry land
can benefit under Article 1. On behalf of our
group, I therefore support Amendment No 1.

President. — What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mr Ligios, rapporteur. — (I) Mr President, Mr
Laban’s amendment, which was submitted to the
committee, was rejected by a majority vote.
Some of the arguments against it raised by me
at the time have been repeated today by Mr
Lardinois. It should also be pointed out that
state-owned forests, since they are generally—
at least on the basis of the experience studied in
the committee—better managed, have less need
of incentives and are smaller in extent—except
in Ireland, if I have understood rightly-—than
the other forests owned by public bodies. The
more specific wording of the other amendment
coupled to it during the discussions thus has an

obvious use in that by far the largest proportion
of forests are owned, as in Italy, by public bodies
such as the communes, provinces and regions.

Apart from this, the fact that the financial aid
to be made available to the Member States under
this directive is so small that it will meet only
a very small part of the requirements of pri-
vate individuals, communes and provinces,
means that we should exclude state-owned land
from these benefits. It will be up to the state
itself to improve the forests on its own land.

President. — I call Mr Lardinois.

Mr Lardinois. — (NL) Mr President, I think
there has been a misunderstanding. Listening to
the various statements, I get the impression that
the House is not sufficiently aware that it is
reafforestation that we are concerned with here.
We are concerned with neither state-owned
forests nor the afforestation of waste land, which
are outside our terms of reference, but with the
afforestation of agricultural land, that is to say
land being used for agricultural purposes. Even
in Ireland little agricultural land owned by the
state will be afforested. If I am not mistaken,
the land owned by the Irish State and possibly
suitable for afforestation consists mainly of
waste land and mountains, bare mountains. But
this is not agricultural land within the meaning
of this scheme.

President. — Does anyone else wish to speak?

I put Amendment No 1, which diverges most
from the Commission text, to the vote.

Amendment No 1 is rejected.
I now put Amendment No 8 to the vote.
Amendment No 8 is rejected.

I call Mr Laban.

Mr Laban. — (NL) Mr President, now that the
amendment tabled by my friends Dalsager and
Kavanagh and myself has been rejected, we
can withdraw Amendment No 2 on the deletion
of the second paragraph of Article 11, which
follows on logically from it.

President. — Amendment No 2 is accordingly
withdrawn.

On Article 2 I have Amendment No 4 tabled by
Mr Brewis on behalf of the European Conser-
vative Group and worded as follows:

Article 2, sub-paragraph 2(c):
‘Replace “four” by “eight”’.



48 Debates of the European Parliament

President

I would point out that there is a discrepancy
in the text to which this amendment refers
between the French and Danish versions and
those of the other four official languages. In
the two former versions the time referred to is
five years, whereas the four others refer to four
years. You would think this was something that
could be correctly translated into all the lan-
guages, but obviously somebody has had dif-
ficulties with it. In this case we shall take the
former versions as authoritative, that is to say
that, should Mr Brewis’s Amendment No 4 be
rejected, the period of five years will be taken
as correct.

President. — 1 call Mr Brewis to move this
amendment.
Mr Brewis. — Mr President, you have made

the first point I was going to make, which is
the discrepancy between the translations. The
Economic and Social Committee, which consi-
dered this draft, thought that neither four nor
five was long enough and that it should be
nearer ten years. I have compromised with eight
years. The point is that anybody can plant trees,
but it is quite a different thing to see they grow.
They have to be tended, weeded and looked
after, and I think four or even five years is too
short. I would therefore recommend to the rap-
porteur that he replace it by eight years.

President. — What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mr Ligios, rapporteur. — (I) Mr President, a
period of four years in forestry management is
in fact sufficient as regards the substitution of
unsuccessful seedlings, since it is clear that if
the trees have not taken root after four years
they will be suffocated by the others and cannot
grow. As far as forestry management and—
more particularly—fire protection are concerned,
however, the grants should continue over the
whole period, and I would therefore agree to
an increase from four to eight years.

President. — Does anyone else wish to speak?
I put Amendment No 4 to the vote.
Amendment No 4 is adopted.

On Article 3, paragraph 2(b) I have Amendment
No 9 tabled by Mr Marras on behalf of the
Communist and Allies Group and worded as
follows:

Add the following sentence to this sub-paragraph:

‘In the latter case, the Member States shall apply
a system of preferential and priority aid with
regard to all individual initiatives.’

Mr Marras, do you wish to say anything else on
this amendment?

Mr Marras. — (I) As I have already pointed out
in my speech, it is a question of giving prefer-
ential and priority aid to projects put forward
by groups of farmers as well as by individuals.

President. — I call Mr Laban.

Mr Laban. — (NL) Mr President, I think that
this directive has quite rightly been based on the
idea of grouping as much as possible into larger
entities those woodland holdings which are over-
fragmented. We feel this is fair and shall there-
fore vote against this amendment.

President. — I call Mr Marras.

Mr Marras. — (I) Mr Laban, the amendment has
not been well translated. It is in fact proposed
to grant subsidies to large areas, but with many
small landowners forming associations. Mr
Laban probably did not have an accurate tran-
slation of the amendment.

President. — I call Mr Cifarelli.

Mr Cifarelli. — (I) Mr President, I should like to
explain my voting intentions. I shall vote for
this amendment since it is fully in keeping with
the spirit of the proposals presented by the
Commission and accepted without amendment
by the Committee on Agriculture. It is, in other
words, a question of considering requests from
associations for aid to achieve the objectives set.
The intention is to give greater aid to these
associations of owners or tenants who wish to
carry out afforestation measures, since greater
aid is equivalent to greater encouragement.
Associations in this field are regarded with
favour in all countries of the Community, and
an inducement to overcome the fragmentation of
woodland or potential woodland is in keeping
with the best rules of agriculture. This proposal
thus appears to me to be valuable, and I shall
vote in favour of the amendment.

President. — I call Mr Bersani.

Mr Bersani. — (I) I should like to explain my
voting intentions. For the same reasons as were
given by Mr Cifarelli, I also feel that we ought
to encourage the formation of associations—
particularly in the wide spaces of the moun-
tainous areas—and that we should take account
of the structural difficulties resulting from the
environment. I, personally, shall therefore vote
for this amendment.
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President. — What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mr Ligios, rapporteur. — (I) I am in favour of
this amendment precisely because it is aimed
at encouraging the association of small land-
holders who want to give a certain woodland
structure to land which is at present fragmented.

President. — I call Mr Lardinois.

Mr Lardinois. — (NL) The Commission also has
no objection to this amendment.

President. — Does anyone else wish to speak?
I put Amendment No 9 to the vote.
Amendment No 9 is adopted.

On Article 3, paragraph 2(c) I have Amendment
No 7/rev. tabled by Mr Schmidt on behalf of
the Socialist Group and worded as follows:

Add a third sub-paragraph (c¢) worded as
follows:

‘(c) Projects of private owners with more than
40 hectares of woodland do not qualify for
Community aid.’

I call Mr Lautenschlager to move this amend-
ment.

Mr Lautenschlager. — (D) Mr Schmidt has asked
me to move this amendment since he has already
had to leave.

The author of the amendment is econcerned with
preventing Community funds from being grant-
ed to private individuals who own so much wood-
land that they can carry out the measures pro-
vided for in the directive on their own. He
thinks that this necessitates setting an upper
limit.

Perhaps the Commission knows another way to
prevent large private owners from benefiting
from this Community aid, which is after all
supposed to help smaller owners. Then we would
agree with it.

President. — I call Mr Lardinois.

Mr Lardinois. — (NL) Mr President, I would
point out that we are concerned here with
marginal land, irrespective of the owner. In
many regions it is a good thing for it to be
afforested. I should like therefore to advise most
strongly against this amendment.

President. — I call Mr Gerlach.

Mr Gerlach. — (D) I should like to ask Mr Lar-
dinois to consider that there are very extensive
woodland holdings which do not have a good
growth of trees but can almost be considered as

marginal forest and which can nevertheless in
the present circumstances provide the owner
with a considerable income. I should say that
40 hectares is a rather arbitrarily chosen figure
and should like to ask whether it cannot be
raised somewhat, let us say to approximately
100 hectares. But whatever we do we should aim
at not granting unlimited subsidies, especially
in the case of large private owners who really
do not need them.

President. — I call Mr Lardinois.

Mr Lardinois. — (NL) Mr President, I should
like to state emphatically that we are not sub-
sidizing existing forests, nor do we propose to
do so. We are only concerned with land which is
at present agricultural land and which it may
possibly be intended to afforest. Six of the nine
Member States of the Community have national
legislation on the subject and nowhere is a limit
set on private ownership. In general land which
is suitable for afforestation is almost always of
marginal economic importance. If it is in the
Community interest to grant aid, then aid must
be granted. Anyone who wants to afforest must
be given a helping hand. It will not help his
income, nor is it the intention that it should.
We are thinking in terms of generations.

President. — I call Mr Friih.

Mr Frith. — (D) Mr President, I am grateful
to Mr Gerlach for also questioning this figure
of 40 hectares. In fact, I could have named agri-
cultural holdings in our part of the Black Forest
which are totally dependent on woodland and
are only just larger than this. In my opinion it
would not be right to exclude such holdings
from this aid. Furthermore we should all bear
in mind that we are concerned here with land
which is being afforested for the sake of con-
serving the countryside, environmental protec-
tion and the protection of the land and its
water-holding capacity, that is to say for the
sake of preserving the balance of nature, and
not so much—as has been clearly stated already
—to obtain the corresponding revenue from it.
Therefore I would ask you—also on behalf of
my Group—to reject this amendment. Besides,
I cannot really see why you want to set limits
here when earlier you wanted all state-owned
forests to be included in the aid scheme. There
is a contradiction there somewhere.

President. — What is the rapporteur’s position?
Mr Ligios, rapporteur. — (I) Mr President, I am

opposed to this amendment for the reasons
given by Commissioner Lardinois.
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President. — Does anyone else wish to speak?
I put Amendment No 7/rev. to the vote.
Amendment No 7/rev. is rejected.

On Article 11, paragraph 1 I have Amendment
No 6 tabled by Mr Brewis on behalf of the
European Conservative Group and worded as
follows:

Delete the following:

‘revenue foregone through fiscal incentives,
however, does not qualify as expenditure.’

I call Mr Brewis to move this amendment.

Mr Brewis. — Mr President, in view of the
remarks made by Mr Lardinois and the under-
taking he gave me when this matter was
discussed, I don’t wish to waste Parliament’s

time by moving this amendment. I'd be pleased
if you would allow me to withdraw it.

President. — Amendment No 6 is accordingly
withdrawn.

We shall now consider the motion for a reso-
Iution.

I have no amendments or speakers listed.
Does anyone wish to speak?
Thank you, Mr Lardinois.

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

The resolution is adopted.!
15. Agenda for the next sitting

President. — The next sitting will be held
tomorrow, Wednesday, 25 September 1974 with
the following agenda:

at 10 a.m. and 3 p.m.:

— Report by Mr Thornley on eels;

1 OJ No C 127 of 18 October 1974,

— Report by Mr Gibbons on fishery products;

— Report by Mr Bourdellés on the Community
scale for grading pig carcases;

— Report by Mr Cifarelli on the publicity cam-
paign for beef and veal and the marketing
of cattle for slaughter;

— Report by Mr Martens on the organization of
the market in sugar;

— Report by Mr Laban on the standard quality
for pig carcases;

— Commission statement on action taken on

the opinions of Parliament;

— Report by Mr Spénale on rules of procedure
for consideration of the draft budget;

— Report by Mr Pisoni on the establishment of

a vocational training centre;

— Report by Mr Mursch on the common tran-
sport policy;

— Report by Mrs Orth on the trade in poultry-

meat;

— Report by Mr Premoli on the prevention of
marine pollution from land-based sources;

— Oral question with debate by Mr Durieux on

contacts between the EEC and the Arab
countries;

— Oral question with debate by Mr Hougardy
on the energy research programme;

— Report by Mr Willi Miiller on the noise level

of agricultural tractors;

— Report by Mr Schmidt on measures of con-
junctural policy in agriculture;

— Report by Miss Flesch on the Staff Regulation
of Officials of the European Communities.

The sitting is closed.

(The sitting was closed at 8.30 p.m.)
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President
(The sitting was opened at 10 a.m.)

President. — The sitting is open.

1. Approval of the minutes

President. — The minutes of proceedings of
yesterday’s sitting have been distributed.

Are there any comments?

The minutes of proceedings are approved.

2. Regulation on a« Community tariff quota
for eels

President. — The next item on the agenda is a
debate on the report drawn up by Mr Thornley,
on behalf of the Committee on External Eco-
nomic Relations, on the proposal from the Com-~
mission of the European Communities to the
Council for a regulation on the opening, alloca-
tion and administration of a Community tariff
quota for certain eels falling within sub-heading
ex 03.01 A II of the Common Customs Tariff
for 1975 (Doc. 198/74).

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

Mr Thornley. — Mr President, I only want to
take up the time of the Assembly for about

Mr Gundelach, member of the Com- 112
mission of the European Communities

Adoption of resolution .............. 112

18. Regulation on measures of conjunctur-
al policy in agriculture — Debate on
a report by Mr Schmidt on behalf of
the Committee on Budgets (Doc.
265/74):

Mr Gerlach, deputy rapporteur; Mr
Gundelach, member of the Commission
of the European Communities ........ 112

Adoption of resolution .............. 113

19. Change in the agenda:

Mr Gerlach; Mr Broeksz; Miss Flesch;
Mr Gerlach; Mr Broeksz ............ 114

20. Agenda for the next sitting .......... 115

2 minutes on the subject, if I may have your
indulgence, as it is the first time I have pre-
sented a report. As you will see, it has been
approved by all the relevant committees and
by the Commission and the Council and need
not therefore take up our time in the slightest.

But I would make one point which I think
Parliament—not now, but at some stage—might,
perhaps through committees, consider in respect
of the appointment of rapporteurs. Like every
other member of the European Parliament, I
consider myself an exceptionally gifted person.
I am a professor of political science in my own
country and I know everything that needs to
be known about political science from Socrates
to Robert A. Dahl. I have also written works on
the history of working-class movements in 19th
and 20th-century Ireland and, finally, I consider
myself the greatest living authority on the
history of Italian operatic tenor singing. As a
reward for these qualifications I was appointed
rapporteur on eels. Now, I only ate a piece of
an eel once in my life at the age of 8 and never
intend to repeat the experience; and if an eel
were fo undulate—I think that is the correct
word—into this Chamber at the moment, I
would undulate out of it as far as I possibly
could.

Now, if I appear to be flippant about this, I am
not! What I am saying is that, while the report
is patently non-controversial, it nevertheless
affects the lives, and capacity to earn their liv-
ings, of large numbers of people; and it is perhaps
slightly ridiculous that a person who is so utterly
unknowledgeable on the subject of eels should
present this report.
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I only present it, therefore, with a clear con-
science on the grounds that it is so totally non-
controversial, since it simply seeks to fill a gap
in the Community’s legislation on this interest-
ing fish—it is a fish. On that note I introduce
the report with a clear conscience.

President. — I call Mr Scarascia Mugnozza to
state the position of the Commission of the
European Communities.

Mr Scarascia Mugnozza, Vice-President of the
Commission of the European Communities. —
(I) Mr President, I should like to thank the rap-
porteur not only for the task he has ac-
complished, but also for his efforts on behalf of
the afficionados of eels. I understand perfectly
the difficulties he must have experienced,
because I do not eat eels, either.

At all events, I should like to thank the Euro-
pean Parliament and the committee responsible
for their favourable opinion and I believe that,
within the limited sector to which it applies,
this provision will be of great importance.

President. -— Thank you, Mr Scarascia
Mugnozza.

Does anyone else wish to speak?

I put the motion for a resolution to the vote.
The resolution is adopted .

3. Regulation on financial compensation
in respect of fishery products

President. — The next item on the agenda is the
report drawn up by Mr Gibbons, on behalf of
the Committee on Agriculture, on the proposal
from the Commission of the European Com-
munities to the Council for a regulation altering
the intervals at which the standard values are
fixed to be used in calculating financial com-
pensation in respect of fishery products (Doc.
259/74).

The rapporteur has informed me that he has
nothing to add to his written report.

Does anyone wish to speak?
I put the motion for a resolution to the vote.

The resolution is adopted’.

4. Regulation on the scale for grading pig
carcases

President. — The next item is the report drawn
up by Mr Bourdellés, on behalf of the Com-

1 OJ No C 127 of 18 October 1974.

mittee on Agriculture, on the proposal from the
Commission of the European Communities to
the Council for a regulation amending Regula-
tion (EEC) No 2108/70 of the Council of 20
October 1970 determining the Community scale
for grading pig carcases (Doc. 239/74).

The rapporteur, the committee responsible and
the Commission of the European Communities
have agreed that this report may be considered
by the procedure for voting without debate.

Does anyone wish to speak?
I put the motion for a resolution to the vote.

The resolution is adopted ™.

5. Regulation on the financing of a beef and

veal publicity compaign — Regulation on the
system of premiums for the marketing of bovine
animals for slaughter — Regulation on the

financing of the meat publicity campaign

President. — The next item on the agenda is a
debate on the report drawn up by Mr Cifarelli,
on behalf of the Committee on Agriculture, on
the proposals from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council for

I. A regulation on the financing of a beef and
veal publicity campaign;

II. A regulation on the financing of the system
of premiums for the orderly marketing of
certain adult bovine animals for slaughter;

III. A regulation on the financing of advertising
and publicity campaigns designed to pro-
mote the consumption of meat (Doc. 262/74).

The rapporieur has informed me that he has
nothing to add to his written report.

Does anyone wish to speak?

I call Mr Brewis to speak on behalf of the
European Conservative Group. '

Mr Brewis. — Well, Mr President, this is some-
thing of a surprise as we have got on so
quickly. I should merely like to ask one or two
questions about the report.

First of all, there seems to be a misprint in the
first paragraph of the motion for a resolution,
which I think should apply only to beef and veal
and not to all meat products.

I also have two or three questions I had hoped
to put to Mr Lardinois, but perhaps Mr Scarascia
Mugnozza may be able to answer them.
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Brewis

The first is on the headage payment for beef
cattle. In Britain we normally give a payment
by weight and not by headage. I noticed in the
regulations that the minimum weight is 330
kilogrammes, and I am wondering, if we do it
by head and not by weight, whether we are not
encouraging the slaughter of immature animals:
this, surely, is precisely the opposite of what
we are trying to do with this direclive, which
is to keep beef off the market until the spring
of next year. I would therefore like to ask
whether the Commission doesn’t think that a
minimum weight of 330 kilogrammes is too low
and that perhaps it should be put up. My second
question is about the headage payment. In
Britain the headage payment is, in our experi-
ence, deducted from the price which a producer
gets in the market. Has the Commission any
ideas on how the premium payment can in fact
be got to the producer, where it is intended to
go? Is this a result of our present government’s
not operating the deficiency arrangement?

I think those are the only questions which I
want to ask at the moment on this directive,
and I should be glad if the Commissioner could
possibly give me an answer on these two points.

President. — I call Mr Scarascia Mugnozza.

Mr Scarascia Mugnozza, Vice-President of the
Commission of the European Communities. — (I)
Mr President, in reply to the questions put by
the rapporteur, I should like to say that the
problem of payments concerns primarily the
national authorities. The Community allocates
the premium, and then each national administra-
tion distributes it according to the criteria ap-
plicable to its own organization and possibilities.

On the other hand, as regards the weight, this
is a problem which has two interrelated aspects:
there is the headage and there is the weight,
and we believe that these two should be con-
sidered together, i.e.,, the headage and a mini-
mum weight of 330 kg.

President. — Thank you, Mr Scarascia
Mugnozza.

Does anyone else wish to speak?
I put the motion for a resolution to the vote.

The resolution is adopted *.

6. 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,
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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 modifying Regulation No 1009/67/EEC on
the common organization of the market in sugar
(Doc. 261/74).

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

Mr Martens, rapporteur. — (NL) Mr President,
I refer to the report. It was accepted in the
committee unanimously, with one abstention. I
see no need for any further deliberation on this
issue.

President. — Does anyone else wish to speak?
I put the motion for a resolution to the vote.

The resolution is adopted *.

7. Regulation on the basic price of the standard
quality for pig carcases

President. — The next item on the agenda is a
debate on the report drawn up by Mr Laban,
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 amending Regulation (EEC) No 1351/73 as
regards the basic price of the standard quality
for pig carcases (Doc. 256/74).

I call Mr Broeksz, deputizing for the rapporteur.
Mr Broeksz, deputy rapporteur. — (NL) Mr Pre-
sident, on the rapporteur’s behalf I should like
to proceed in the same way as Mr Martens did
with his report. I see no need for any delibera-
tion over this.

President. — Does anyone else wish to speak?

I put the motion for a resolution to the vote.

The resolution is adopted .

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

President. — The next item is a statement by
the Commission of the European Communities
on action taken by the Commission on the
opinions and proposals of Parliament.

I call Mr Scarascia Mugnozza.
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Mr Scarascia Mugnozza, Vice-President of the
Commission of the European Communities. — (I)
Mr President, honourable members, following
yesterday’s review by President Ortoli of the
situation in the Community, I should like, in
accordance with a fitting custom now estab-
lished in Parliament, to inform you of the action
taken by the Commission on the Parliament’s
votes on various problems.

At the July part-session, the Assembly held a
debate, of a very high standard, on the European
Company. The Commission immediately under-
took a study of the Parliament’s opinions. As
you know, Mr Brugger’s report, adopted by the
Assembly, contains nearly 70 proposals for
modifications to the Commission’s text; in ad-
dition, Parliament discussed as many further
amendments submitted individually by Members
or political groups. My colleague, Mr Gundelach,
stated the Commission’s position on the major
amendments during the debate. You will under-
stand that I am not able to go once more over
all the subjects considered by Mr Gundelach,
but I should like to say straight away that, out
of the 70 modifications proposed by Parliament,
the Commission accepts about 50 while, on the
remaining dozen or so, it will offer its opinion
as soon as it has been able to consider their
full implications. At present, the Commission is
doing useful work on modifying its text on the
European Company by reference both to the
Parliament’s opinion and to developments which
have occurred in the Member States since the
submission of the original proposal, which goes
back to 1970. The Commission hopes to be able
to submit a modified proposal to the Council
towards the spring of 1975.

I have dwelt somewhat longer on this point,
because I know how much importance the
European Parliament attaches to problems relat-
ing to the European Company.

Another problem which has exercised the Euro-
pean Parliament’s attention, and which was
debated at the emergency part-session, is that of
agricultural prices, on which Mr De Koning
drew up a report. My colleague, Mr Lardinois,
has already been able to inform the Assembly
of the results of important negotiations with
the Council on this subject; I should only like
to emphasize that the Commission was at
pains to make the Council appreciate the opinion
expressed by the European Parliament.

At the part-session of June 1974, Parliament
failed to approve the proposal on the financing
of publicity in respect of nursery products
because it felt that the proposed measures would
be difficult to implement and not particularly
effective. In the light of the Parliament’s vote,

the Commission decided to withdraw the pro-
posal.

Finally, I should like to inform you that, in
accordance with Parliament’s opinion, the Com-
mission has decided to modify its proposal for
a programme of research and education for the
European Atomic Energy Community on pluto-
nium recycling in light-water reactors. Mr Noé’s
report on the proposal was debated at the July
part-session.

Mr President, I have no further information to
give you now, but hope, at the next part-session,
to be able to report on other Commission action
on Parliament’s proposals.

President. — Does anyone else wish to speak?

I call Mr Brewis.

Mr Brewis. — May I ask the Commissioner,
regarding the European Company, what decision
the Commission has come to on the question
of worker participation on the supervisory
board? This is a most important point as the
Legal Affairs Committee is considering the fifth
directive now and what is decided on the Euro-
pean Company will necessarily affect the deci-
sion of the Legal Affairs Committee on the fifth
directive.

President. — I call Mr Scarascia Mugnozza.

Mr Scarascia Mugnozza. — (I) Mr President, as
I believe my colleague, Mr Gundelach, has fully
explained, consultations on this particular point
are going on with the various parties concerned
with the aim of discovering their views. The
conclusions drawn from these consultations will
be submitted to the European Parliament in a
memorandum so that the Parliament will fully
share the information available to the Commis-
sion, even before the latter has taken any deci-
sion on the matter.

President. — Thank you, Mr Scarascia
Mugnozza.

9. Rules of procedure for the consideration
of the draft general budget

President. — The next item on the agenda is a
debate on the report drawn up by Mr Spénale,
on behalf of the Commitee on Budgets, on the
internal rules of procedure for considering the
draft general budget of the Communities for
the 1975 financial year (Doc. 252/74).

I call Mr Spénale, who has asked to present his
report.
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Mr Spénale,rapporteur. — (F) Mr President, we
originally intended to consider this report by the
procedure for voting without debate—Not that
it contains no question meriting the House's
attention—on the contrary—but I think that
everything of political importance contained in
this report has already been settled by the
Treaties of April 1970, which laid down the
majorities required when voting on amendments,
modifications, adoption of the budget and of the
VAT rate. These are the only genuinely political
issues involved; all the rest is only a matter
of adapting our budgetary procedure to the fact
that hitherto we have had to apply the
transitory provisions laid down in Article 78 a
of the ECSC Treaty, Article 203 a of the EEC
Treaty and Article 177 a of the EAEC Treaty,
whereas now we have to begin applying the
final provisions contained in Articles 78, 203
and 177 respectively.

I would, however, point out that the preamble
expresses the Parliament’s regret ‘that it has not
been possible to amend the provisions of this
Treaty before its entry into force, in spite of
the undertakings entered into by the Commis-~
sion’—and, for that matter, by the Council—‘in
its new proposals on the strengthening of the
budgetary powers of the European Parliament’

In this connection, as you are aware, we are’

in consultation with the Council until new ar-
rangements are made. Hence the explicit wording
of paragraph 1 of the motion: ‘Has agreed pro-
visionally to consider and establish the budget
of the Communities for the financial year 1975
in accordance with the provisions set out in
Articles 1 to 6 below’. As I said before, these
articles reflect the application of the Treaty
articles now due to enter into force.

Certain provisions might well form the subject
of a debate—namely, those governing the
presentation of draft amendments and proposed
modifications. The study group that was formed
to draw up this text was composed of Mr Bruch,
of sessional services, Mr Guccione, secretary of
the Committee on Budgets, and Mr Verdoia,
also of sessional services, to whose meticulous
and particularly valuable work I should like
to pay especial tribute. I also took part in the
final stages of this work. It has been decided
that draft amendments and proposed modifica-
tions shall be admissible only if presented by at
least five Representatives or by a political group
or committee. This provision, to which I draw
your attention, is the only issue that lends itself
to a debate here; its adoption is due to a desire,
given the shortage of time which characterizes
the deliberations of this Assembly, to prevent
our budgetary debate from becoming the occasion
for a proliferation of draft amendments tabled
by colleagues acting in their individual capacity

without having thought sufficiently deeply over
the matter or recruited adequate support from
their colleagues. Clearly, if one cannot find four
colleagues to support a draft amendment, there
is no need to hold up the proceedings with it.
This is the essential point at issue.

The point I wish to stress, Mr President, is,
therefore, that it is an essentially technical mat-
ter, since all the political issues have already
been settled in the Treaties, which we now have
to apply, and the only point meriting discussion
is whether five Members are really necessary
for the tabling of an amendment or whether
this number should not be raised or lowered.
Personally, I would recommend the House to
adopt this text. In any case, it is only pro-
visional, since it is our hope that before the
discussion of the budget for 1975 is completed
we shall have reached agreement with the
Council on new powers for the Parliament. They
may necessitate the modification of certain
existing provisions, but in the meantime we
must have a basis on which to conduct our
debates and determine our procedure.

I conclude, Mr President, by repeating my thanks
to the three senior officials of this Parliament
for their contribution to the finalization of this
procedure.

President. — T call Lord Bessborough to speak
on behalf of the European Conservative Group.

Lord Bessborough. — Mr President, I don’t want
to keep the House from getting on with the
agenda, but I feel that I should, on behalf of
my group, say that we agree very much with
the whole gist of what Mr Spénale says in his
report, particularly his favourable comment on
a better presentation of the draft budget by the
Commission, especially linking figures to policies.

I should also like to say that we are most
interested in Article 6 on the question of the
total rejection of the budget, to the effect that
5 representatives, a political group or a commit-
tee may submit a proposal to reject the budget
as a whole within the time-limit set by you,
Mr President. Also, I think it makes sense that
the budget should be adopted only if it receives
the support of a majority of the current members
of Parliament and three-fifths of the the votes
cast.

I was interested in what Mr Spénale said on
obligatory or optional expenditure, but I should
also like to take this opportunity to say, and I
think it is in order for me to say so, that I think
there is still room for developing our procedures,
particularly as outlined in Mr Kirk’s report,
which has been seen by the Political Affairs



58 Debates of the European Parliament

Lord Bessborough

Committee and, 1 assume, by Mr Spénale. It
seems to me that the opinion of the Committee
on Budgets is given to the competent committee
too early in the latter’s deliberations to affect
its final recommendations to Parliament to the
extent that it might do. And the main point
I wish to make is that it would be much more
efficient for each of Parliament’s committees,
which has a clear competence concerning the
work of one or other of the Directorates-General
of the Commission, to establish a sub-committee
responsible to it for examining in detail the
budgetary implications of all proposals of the
Commission. Now, the suggestion I make is that
each of Parliament’s committees should develop
its own budgetary expertise, but in saying this,
I would not consider that this would in any way
diminish the réle of the Committee on Budgets
itself. On the contrary, the Committee on Bud-
gets would play a vital réle in guiding Parlia-
ment as a whole in its plenary debates.

I also wanted to take this opportunity of saying
that we very much regret the Council’s proposed
cuts in the regional fund especially, and also
in food aid and in the social fund. I know that
the argument put forward is that the rate of
increase in the Community budget must be cut
like increases in national budgets. But the Com-
munity budget is not an instrument of short-
term economic policy, although, of course, one
day it may be. The Community budget accounts
for less than 1 per cent of the Community GNP,
and this may be compared with the national
proportions of public expenditure to GNP, that
in the UK, for example, being over 50 per cent.

I hope Mr Spénale will forgive me for taking
this opportunity to make these general observa-
tions. We must, in my view, all join together in
overcoming the present economic crisis. We all
know that those in the regions and those whom
the social fund and the food aid fund are
designed to help are those most affected by
rising prices and deflationary policies. So we
must join together in overcoming the present
economic crisis, and this will not be done, Mr
President, if the Council deletes items of policy
agreed to by itself, the Commission and Parlia-
ment. Thank you, Mr President. I endorse what
Mr Spénale has said in his report.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Spénale.

Mr Spénale, rapporteur. — (F) Mr President, my
best thanks are due to Lord Bessborough. With
regard to one of the questions he raised, con-
cerning the procedure to be observed by the
parliamentary committees for discussing the

budget, I have read the interesting report drawn
up by Mr Kirk. It contains some interesting ideas
on which we should not embark upon tfoday.
Nevertheless, I think it was quite in place to
mention it.

With regard to the remarks concerning the
1975 budget, I would say that, while they are
welcome, they are not, strictly speaking, the
subject of the present report, which is essentially
concerned with our internal rules of procedure
for discussing the budget.

For the rest, I can associate myself with Lord
Bessborough’s remarks. Perhaps I shall be able
to return to them shortly if the Commission
makes a statement, as I understand it will; but I
do not think that their proper place is in this
debate: we shall have another occasion to speak
about the 1975 budget.

President. — I call Mr Cheysson to state the
position of the Commission of the European
Communities.

Mr Cheysson, member of the Commission of the
European Communities. — (F) Mr President, the
Commission has naturally no intention of inter-
vening in a discussion which, as the Chairman
of the Committee on Budgets has just said, con-
cerns the internal rules of procedure of this
Parliament.

The Commission has, however, some observa-
tions which are not without importance to make
on Lord Bessborough’s remarks concerning the
1975 budget, also on certain remarks made by
Mr Spénale on the budgetary powers of this
Parliament, on which subject we hope that the
dialogue with the Council can be speeded up.
But I quite appreciate that the present item on
the agenda is solely concerned with the Parlia-
ment’s internal rules of procedure, and on this
subject I shall refrain from making any com-
ment.

One last remark, Mr President. Mr Spénale
mentioned the possibility that the Commission
might make a preliminary statement today on
the 1975 budget. With your permission, I should
prefer not to follow him in this. If seems to us
to be a matter of parliamentary etiquette that
the Committee on Budgets should be the first
to receive our preliminary report. Moreover, as
you know, we have just had discussions with
the Council and we should prefer to finalize
the figures adopted by the Council and formu-
late our reasons for criticizing some of its deci-
sions before submitting a complete report, first
to the Committee on Budgets, then to the Par-
liament.
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President. — Thank you, Mr Cheysson.
Does anyone else wish to speak?
I put the motion for a resolution to the vote.

The resolution is adopted ®.

10. Regulation on the establishment of a
European Vocational Training Centre

President. — The next item on the agenda is a
debate on the repori drawn up by Mr Pisoni, on
behalf of the Committee on Social Affairs and
Employment, on the proposal from the Com-
mission of the European Communities to the
Council for a regulation on the establishment of
a European Vocational Training Centre (Doc.
231/74).

I remind the House that in connection with Mr
Pisoni’s report two committees were asked for
their opinions, namely, the Committee on Cul-
tural Affairs and Youth and the Committee on
Budgets. The opinion of the former of these
two committees is annexed to the report.

The opinion of the Committee on Budgets is not
a formal one in as much as there was no quorum
at the meetling which adopted it. This opinion
is therefore no more than a kind of guideline.
Nevertheless, Mr Spénale took the view that it
merited the attention of the House since it was
unanimously adopted by those committee mem-
bers who were present at the meeting.

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

Mr Pisoni, rapporteur. — (I) Mr President,
honourable colleagues, the European Vocational
Training Centre, which it is proposed to
establish in the present resolution, was con-
ceived by the Commission as long ago as 1973,
when Parliament adopted the resolution on
vocational training. On that occasion, too, I had
the honour to submit a report on vocational
training and I would refer my listeners to it for
some general ideas and guiding principles that
should inform vocational training.

The Commission repeated its intention of estab-
lishing a vocational training centre on the occa-
sion of the submission and adoption of the
Social Action Programme. Parliament took note
of this and encouraged the Commission’s initia-
tive, urging it to speed up the proposed time-
table. Recently, the subject of vocational train-
ing has acquired even greater topicality and has
been brought to the attention of governments,
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public enterprises, scientists and economic
bodies. Changing conditions in the labour world
are constantly reducing, to the point of elimina-
tion, the scope for manual and unskilled labour;
technological innovation and social and geogra-
phical mobility demand constant and specialized
retraining. Educational science, for its part,
offers new models and more up-to-date methods
for general and professional education. Reform
is still needed in vocational guidance so that
the number of the unemployable and the ‘square
pegs’ can be reduced and that all can be helped
so far as possible 10 make choices in accordance
with their personal aptitudes and inclinations
and the openings in the employment market.
There still remains to be established a fully
operative system of continuous education, acces-
sible to all, for the development of their person-
ality and the up-dating of their vocational skills.

The Committee on Cultural Affairs and Youth
had proposed to add the word ‘guidance’ to the
title, which would then read ‘European Voca-
tional Training and Guidance Centre’. However,
the Committee on Social Affairs Employment
decided, by a majority, not to adopt the amend-
ment. Personally, while I accept their view,
I believe, nevertheless, that the concept of voca-
tional guidance cannot be separated from that
of vocational training, so that substantially the
notion that the Committee on Social Affairs and
Employment wished to introduce explicitly is,
I believe, contained in the proposal itself. Shor-
tage of the means to provide these services to
all who desire them affects most gravely those
who are the most deprived and the most def-
enceless—particularly the emigrants. To quote
an example, in Berlin, for a total of 6 000 non-
German youths aged betwen fourteen and eigh-
teen, there are available every year, according
to the testimony of those concerned, only 120
places in vocational training schools. One can
easily imagine the extent and gravity of the
problem for the working classes, and especially
the emigrants, both in the countries of origin
and in the host countries.

The problem of vocational training is closely
linked with that of housing and schooling. At
present, in the Europe of the Nine, vocational
training remains as the responsibility of central
governments, regional authorities, various
public bodies, trade-union organizations, enter-
prises, small and large industries, all of them
employing different methods and pursuing dif-
ferent aims. Harmonization at the higher levels
would Dbenefit all concerned—governments.
workers and the economy—not to mention the
construction of that European unity which is
the only raison d’étre for the work we are
doing. The Commission, lacking men and
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resources, has so far been able to do very little
in this field, a fact frequently deplored both by
the Committee on Social Affairs and Employ-
ment, and by the House.

Apart from the scarcity of men and resources,
the Commission attributed the meagre results
it was able to obtain to its restricted freedom
of action. This is one of the reasons why it has
proposed the establishment of a Centre which
would have large scope for action and would be
able to deal directly with the parties concerned:
governments, employers and workers. It would
be the Centre’s task to promote, organize and
finance studies, experimental work and pilot
projects, publish the results obtained, collate
the best of them and suggest their large-scale
application, to organize courses and seminars
for the training of management personnel and
to promote the exchange of teachers between
countries. I{ would also control European pro-
fessional qualification standards as a basis for
the mutual recognition of qualifications and
diplomas, and would encourage the harmoniza-
tion at all levels and throughout Europe of
vocational and professional training methods
and standards. It would propose to the Commis-
sion for action practical projects and possible
initiatives.

The Centre, as envisaged, would be in a parti-
cularly favourable position because, while
enjoying considerable autonomy, it would have
the backing of the Commission to take up its
proposals and put them into effect. The Centre
would follow and include in its own activities
the Commission’s work in regard to the employ-
ment market, taking account of new technolo-
gies, transfers requiring vocational retraining,
pockets of unemployment and demand for
labour in alternative occupations. It would
collaborate in forecasting employment trends
on the basis of practical studies and specific
information and in implementing freedom of
movement, notably under regional policy, with
regard to eliminating or reducing economic and
social disparities between various political and
geographical regions.

It is envisaged that the Centre would be headed
by a management board consisting of fifteen
members, appointed in equal numbers by the
Commission, the employers and the employees.
The three principal parties concerned would
jointly manage the Centre, the arrangement
being seen as a step towards self-management
and responsibility. There is no need for the
Centre to have a big administrative structure
or run its own schools, because it should be
using the structures and schools existing in the
various countries. Otherwise, as I have already
pointed out in my report, and as was emphas-

ized by colleagues in the lively and prolonged
discussion that took place in the committee, we
should be in danger of setting up yet another
white elephant, concerned with self-perpetua-
tion, ponderous and unproductive, fractionizing
and dispersing the few resources and forces that
we have.

It would be wrong to gloss over some of the
risks involved in such an enterprise. The first
of these seems to be that the Centre may be-
come like many other similar institutions in the
field, which are more academic than practical,
publishing many splendid reports and studies
that noone reads and that are fated to collect
dust on the shelves. Another danger is that it
may confine itself to publishing an information
and coordination bulletin and to organizing a
few meetings to disseminate information on
what is being done. Yet another danger would
be the bureaucratization of the Centre with
consequent sluggishness and innefficiency.

On a proposal from the rapporteur, the Com-
mittee on Social Affairs and Employment asked
the Commission to increase the proposed alloca-
tion so as to ensure that the Centre’s financial
resources were not exhausted in its running
costs and were sufficient to allow of practical
results. Under-financing would be as bad as no
financing at all and represent a waste of any
resources used. We proposed an increased allo-
cation to enable the Centre to organize pilot
projects, to provide subsidies, study grants, to
organize colloquies, meetings, congresses, and
carry out experimental work as described in the
amendment to the financial record which was
voted unanimously by the committee.

In this spirit, and in order to ensure a greater
weight to expert opinion, the rapporteur pro-
posed, and the committee approved, the doubling
of the number of experts from 18 to 36, or four
experts from each Member State. On the ques-
tion of the seat of the Centre, I would refer
you to the written report.

Mr President, honourable colleagues, your
rapporteur, too, entertains some doubts and
fears some of the dangers, but there is no doubt
that to identify these is the first step to avoid-
ing them, and, therefore, I invite the Commis-
sion to reflect on these considerations and to
weigh carefully all their implications. I, as your
rapporteur, propose that the resolution and the
proposal for the establishment of the Centre be
adopted, because T am convinced that the Centre
does represent a means of tackling the task of
vocational training in a new spirit, by new
methods and measures. The matter is too im-
portant and too urgent to allow us to miss any
opportunity of getting something done. Parlia-
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ment would be happy to learn soon that the
Centre not only exists and functions, but func-
tions productively, and would like to know what
results it is achieving.

The Commission is undertaking a new respon-
sibility because it could not claim that Parlia-
ment has refused it the necessary support and
the instrument which it needs at this moment.
To conclude, I should like to add that we expect
to be able to obtain from the Centre’s work
useful indications for activity to be undertaken
by the Social Fuad, increasing the effectiveness
of investments in that sector. For all these
reasons, your rapporteur recommends adoption
of the resolution,

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Knud Nielsen, drafts-
man of the opinion of the Committee on Cul-
tural Affairs and Youth.

Mr Knud Nielsen, draftsman of an opinion. —
(DK) As spokesman for the Committee on Cul-
tural Affairs and Youth, I should like to make
some supplementary observations to the com-
mittees’ written cpinion concerning the Com-
mission’s proposal to establish a European Voca-
tional Training Centre.

I find reason to be pleased with the initiative
taken by the Commission here. There exists a
possibly not unjustified impression that voca-
tional training has hitherto been paid less atten-
tion than, and put in the shade by, higher educ-
ation. We must therefore welcome the attempts
at more intensive involvement with vocational
training.

It is important for education in an individual
country to be treated as a whole and to be
coordinated as widely as possible, with smooth,
flexible transitions without sharp divisions,
fixed categories or dead ends. At Community
level too, when one is trying to promote and
develop vocational training, there arises the
need for an overall framework for all education.
In this connection, one should perhaps also con-
sider whether it is advisable for vocational
training to be included, as is done here, as a
question of social policy in the industrial and
agricultural sector, for instance, and whether
this does not lead to an undesirable drowngrad-
ing of vocational training by comparison with
other education. I should like to ask whether
it would not serve the purpose better to treat
vocational training as an integral part of gen-
eral educational policy.

The Committee on Cultural Afairs and Youth
can concur with the establishment of a Euro-

pean Centre for Vocational Training. There are
two areas, however, where the committee would
like to propose amendments to the draft regula-
tion. These relate to Article 1 and Article 4.

Article 1 talks about a European Centre for the
Development of Vocational Training. The Com-
mittee on Cultural Affairs and Youth has pro-
posed that the institution be called the Euro-
pean Vocational Training and Guidance Centre.
In view of the desirability of the closest pos-
sible association between vocational training
and vocational guidance, it would seem natural
for this task to be entrusted to the Centre. The
task will consist in collecting and disseminating
information about the various types and stages
of education and the employment prospects
connected with them in the Member States. The
aim would be not only to set up a better fore-
casting apparatus, with the associated possibi-
lities of achieving greater coordination between
educational output, if I may use the word, and
educational demand, but also to promote that
mobility which is desirable on the part of the
student on completing his course. One might
further deal with the methods of vocational
guidance, the forms practised in many places
today being inadequate, and it will be useful
for an effort at European level to contribute
towards a better situation in this important
sphere in the Member States.

I should like to add here that discussion of this
question is particularly desirable because there
is no clear and unambiguous definition of what
vocational training means, and what vocational
guidance means. Ideas and systems vary widely
among the Member States. I would ask the
Commission to help clarify this in further dis-
cussions,and to inform us what age categories
are in the Commission’s view included in voca-
tional training.

Article 4 deals with the composition of the
board of management. With the composition
proposed, such important groups as teachers
and persons in active employment are con-
spicuously without representation. The commit-
tee therefore recommends the Commission to
ensure that the five members it is to appoint
include experts in the field of general educa-
tion. The most striking thing, however, is that
the people most concerned, the young peoble
themselves, are not represented—perhaps that
is a mistake. We therefore propose that one
representative of youth be allotted a seat on
the board, and that that representative be drawn
from the European Youth Forum soon to be
created.

The proposal by the Committee on Cultural
Affairs and Youth for an amendment to the
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composition of the board was rejected by the
Committee on Social Affairs and Employment
without even giving a reason. I put forward
the proposed modification to ensure that youth
and experts in the field of general education be
represented on the board of management, and [
urge Parliament to support this proposed modif-
ication.

Neither the Commission nor the Committee on
Cultural Affairs and Youth adopted a position
on the seat for the Centre, while the Committee
on Social Affairs and Employment picked on
Brussels as the natural site. In this connection,
I should like to make some remarks of my
own.

It would undoubtedly be correct and in the
interests of efficiency to locate Community ins-
titutions in Brussels, the seat of the Council
and the Commission, in those cases where
intimate daily contact with these Community
institutions was required. I do not think there
is such a need in this case, and other consider-
ations may therefore be given higher priority.
As Members of Parliament will be aware,
opinion surveys carried out in Member States
on the attitudes of the population to member-
ship of their country in the Community show
that in Denmark and Britian opposition to Com-
munity membership at present predominates.
This may have many causes, which time pre-
vents me from going into, but I must say that
I find this extremely deplorable. There is
hardly any doubt that the population of the
new Member States regards the Community as
a remote bureaucratic apparatus which may be
used as a whipping-boy when something un-
pleasant happens at home.

I therefore think we ought to try to get the
people of these countries to experience the Com-
munity at closer quarters, and it would help
if Community institutions were, as far as at
all possible, also located in these countries.
I am authorized by the Danish government to
invite the Community to locate the European
Vocational Training Centre in Copenhagen, and
I would urge that the observations I have made
in this connection be taken into account in
subsequent discussions.

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

Mr Vandewiele. — (NL) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, first of all let me, in my turn,
heartily congratulate Mr Pisoni on his excellent
and very absorbing report. The Christian-
Democratic Group wishes to express satisfac-
tion over the fact that, following some extremely

useful discussions within the Committee on
Social Affairs and Employment as well as in the
Committee on Cultural Affairs and Youth, we
have at last arrived at some specific recom-
mendations concerning the setting up of a Euro-
pean Vocational Training Centre. As regards
the report and draft resolution, I should like
to make some brief observations and suggestions
on behalf of our group.

Looking over the latest report on the develop-
ment of the social situation in the Community,
we can but deplore the fact that the Commun-
ity initiatives produced so far in the field of
vocational training have failed to bring about
any very satisfying results. All we have to
show for it is a few seminars and the announced
publication of an information bulletin. Mr Pisoni
stated, in our view rightly, that there is at the
very least a need for fresh initiatives in the
Institutions, but that it is high time something
were done. The general principles which were
laid down by the Council as early as April 1963
have so far failed to hatch any chickens,
although it must now be obvious that in this
matter of vocational training we are waiting
for a vigorous new approach by the Commun-

ity.

The Centre which is to be set up must therefore
bring out initiatives and put ginger into voca-
tional training, and this at Community level.
In close cooperation with the Commission, the
proposed Centre must be given the powers it
will need to launch a number of schemes of its
own, to organize European study conferences,
to compile working documents and to distribute
information in the various member-countries.

This Centre must, however, be more than a mere
European Office for study and documentation.
The information it obtains from the member-
countries and international organizations should
lead to specific recommendations for submission
to the Council via the Commission, for the
Council to make effective decisions on them.

For the purpose of achieving the aims laid down
in the Pisoni report, the budget proposed is
quite inadequate. Qur group backs the rappor-
teur’s plea for adequate funds. We think the
estimated figure for 1975 should be raised by
one million units of account.

The European Vocational Training Centre will
be expected to work out harmonized program-
mes—in permanent consultation with the two
sides of industry— for courses of study and cur-
riculae to prepare people for the various trades
and professions. We must therefore seek to
obtain the mutual recognition of diplomas and
certificates of competency.
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We wholeheartedly approve of the suggested
composition for the Board of Management, to
include five Commission representatives, as
many representatives of the employers and
employees respectively, and also, that the two
vice-presidents should be chosen from among
the last two groups.

We have taken note of the opinion of the Com-
mittee on Cultural Affairs and Youth, and agree
with their view that general education and
personal development should have a place
within the vocational training framework, both
for young people and adults. The Committee on
Cultural Affairs and Youth has gone into this
matter in detail; I shall not go into it any fur-
ther at this stage but will plead, on behalf of
the Christian-Democratic Group, that the wish
of our committee be heard in all quarters, and
particularly throughout this House.

May we stress the importance of the wording
of Article 2 of the Commission’s proposal, which
says: ‘The general objective of the Centre shall
be the promotion and the development of voca-
tional training and continuous training at Com-
munity level.’ It is for this reason that the
Christian-Democratic Group asks for an increase
in the membership of the Committee of Experts.
Two experts per Member State are far from
enough to ensure adequate representation of the
various national technical and scientific bodies.

Our group has ventured no suggestion as to
where the proposed Centre should be set up;
Mr Pisoni was also reticent on this point. We
would, however, ask the Commission to put for-
ward a specific suggestion on this point at an
early date. Any further hesitation will spell new
delays. We firmly expect this Centre to be a
reality by the end of this year.

Our group has tabled no amendements and is
prepared to approve the draft resolution whole-
heartedly.

(Applause)

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

Mr Adams. — (D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, on 21 January the Council adopted
a resolution on a social action programme. This
resolution states that necessary measures are
to be adopted in a first stage between 1974 and
1976. Reference is made to the aim of implement-
ing a common vocational training policy—
including the creation of a European vocational
training centre—in order to progressively har-
monize training levels. No mention is made, in
our view quite rightly, of harmonizing voca-
tional training systems; the main task is to
unify the vocational training structure.

As we all know, there are different training
systems and there is disagreement in the indivi-
dual Member States about their respective
merits. In the dual system of sandwich courses,
a link is established between training at school,
organized by the State, and practical work in
industrial undertakings. In the other system,
there is no such link with industry.

I do not propose to discuss the pros and cons
of these two systems here. With its proposal
for a regulation on the establishment of a Euro-
pean Vocational Training Centre, the Commis-
sion has in our opinion taken a further realistic,
political step—after its first timid attempt in
1969—towards the achievement of mutual re-
cognition of diplomas and other evidence of
formal qualification.

It is pleasing to note that the rapporteur of the
Committee on Social Affairs and Employment
shares this view. The principal aim of this insti-
tute, Mr President, must be to work out a
uniform system of vocational training in order
to give greater substance than hitherto to the
basic principle of freedom to choose a place of
employment. This institute can give precious
assistance in developing new vocational open-
ings. In recent years, a whole series of occupa-
tions has disappeared altogether while new
careers have made their appearance, for example
in the chemical and plastics industry. Here we
have already lost the opportunity of developing
unified European career patterns.

Both sides of industry welcome the Commis-
sion’s proposal. Both the unions and employers
enjoy equal representation on the Management
Board.

As was suggested by the Committee on Cul-
tural Affairs and Youth, the Committee on
Social Affairs and Employment discussed the
possibility of including vocational guidance
among the tasks of this Centre. Mr Knud Nielsen
has just mentioned this point. We agree with
a large majority of the members of the Com-
mittee on Social Affairs and Employment that
the process of vocational guidance precedes
vocational training and should therefore be
completed when the tasks of the Vocational
Training Centre begin. However, Mr President,
I endorse the basic observations made by Mr
Nielsen on career guidance and in particular on
the harmonization of guidance facilities in the
Community.

In general, the Socialists Group and the com-
mittees consulted welcome the creation of this
Euroepan Centre. The group approves the
motion for a resolution, and we hope to see
early results.

(Applause)



64 Debates of the Kuropean Parliament

President, — I call Sir Douglas Dodds-Parker
to speak on behalf of the European Conservative
Group.

Sir Douglas Dodds-Parker. — Mr President,
may I, on behalf of the European Conservative
Group, congratulate Mr Pisoni on his excellent
report and express our full support for this most
constructive project? I have been a member of
the Social Affairs Committee and we discussed
this in some detail there; there is no need there-
fore, to go through these points again. But I
should like to make four points very briefly.

First of all, on paragraph 6 of the motion,
where it says in the third and fourth lines,
‘make use of the existing structures in the
individual Member States’, I think we all agreed
—Mr Nielsen, I think, made this points in com-
mittee—that we must not reduplicate but co-
ordinate and exchange the great deal of experi-
ence that already exists in our member coun-
tries. Secondly, on paragprah 8, the last words
‘mutual recognition of diplomas and qualifica-
tion’: this, of course, is part of a bigger area
of such recognition where progress has been
deplorably slow in the Community, and one can
only urge that from the outset there should be
an establishment of some accepted standards of
examinations to allow diplomas and qualifica-
tions to be accepted not only throughout the
Community itself but also in areas beyond it
which are interested in these matters.

Next, on paragraph II, where it says ‘with refer-
ence to the seat of the Centre’, I know that the
Commission has been considering a number of
points. Mr Nielsen made one plea for Copen-
hagen, and I think we all welcome the generosity
of the Danish Government in proposing that, but
might I also put forward for consideration by
the Commission the proposal that the Turin
International Centre for Advanced Technical
Training might provide a suitable seat at low
cost? There are already there, I understand,
excellent office and conference facilities and
there could be useful exchanges of information
and experience between the highly-qualified
faculties of the two organizations, which, of
course, would have different but complementary
tasks. The two Management Boards and staffs
again would, of course, remain entirely separate.
I know there are a number of factors being
looked at by the Commission, but I would just
like to put that point before them at this stage.

The next point concerns Section IIT of the
explanatory statement. ‘Organs of the Centre’.
As regards the Management Board, I understand
that the Economic and Social Committee have
made a suggestion that the Management Board
should be divided into 4 parts, each with 4

members, representing, respectively, the em-
ployers, the trade unions and various interests
as well as the Commission. There is a case for
the injection of members who would represent
the users of ‘various-interest’ vocational training
and bring an independent and impartial view
to the discussion. Perhaps the Commission might
be good enough to consider this point when
taking the next action.

Finally, I would like to say, in order to save
time, that Amendments 1 and 3 seem to me to
try to tie the hands of the authorities of the
Centre unduly. I am sure they would take these
points into consideration when appointing or
selecting individuals, and I think it would be a
mistake at this stage for the Parliament to
attempt to tie the hands of the authorities of
the Centre. I propose, therefore, to advise my
colleagues to vote accordingly.

I would, therefore, support very strongly what
Mr Pisoni said, that vocational training is of
increasing importance and value, as there is an
ever greater need of skilled and trained workers
in the developed countries of the Community
and also in the developing countries, which we
in the Community are doing our best to help.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Yeats to speak on behalf
of the Group of European Progressive Demo-
crats.

Mr Yeats. — Mr President, I should like to
begin as I always have by thanking Mr Pisoni
for the excellence of his report and for the
clear and comprehensive manner in which he
set the issues before us in his speech today. His
proposals for the setting up of a [Ruropean
vocational training centre are welcomed by my
group as a useful—even if perhaps a belated—
contribution towards the creation of a common
vocational traning policy.

We believe that such a policy is essential for
the coordinated development both of the
national economies and of the Common Market
as a whole. The importance of vocational train-
ing is increasing year by year. With the develop-
ment of new needs and of new manufacturing
industries, a demand arises for training in new
skills for use in the new industries which must
replace the old. And you must expect that this
whole process of change in methods of industrial
production will be accelerated in the years to
come as a result of the energy crisis which is
now affecting the economy of every country.
There is also—and this of great importance in
my own country—a necessity for the training
in industrial skills of agricultural workers for
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whom there is no longer the prospect of gain-
ing an adequate livelihood on the land.

The Parliament has already in the report by Mr
Girardin, approved last year, described voca-
tional training as one of the priority tasks to
which the Community should give its attention.
This is vital if it is to be that flexible movement
between the different sectors of the economy
which is essential to the continued development
and improvement of living standrards. It is
also vital as a simple measure of social justice.
Adequate vocational training is needed, as I
have already said, for those leaving agriculture;
it is needed also for the millions of migrant
workers now living in the Community, and it
is useless to speak of equal rights for women
unless there is a really adequate system of
vocational training for women workers.

For all these reasons the establishment of a
new European vocational training centre is
certainly to be welcomed; but it must be ques-
tioned whether its aims and its resources are
adequate in view of the magnitude of the prob-
lems to be solved. What in fact are the aims
of the new centre? We are told in Articles 2
and 3 of the draft regulation now before us
that the centre is to be occupied in ‘assembling
selected documentation’, ‘ensuring the dissemin-
ation of useful information’, and to ‘edit and
distribute all useful documentation and in
particular a Community bulletin on vocational
training’. Am I being cynical in finding this
a depressing project? For many people, and
certainly for us Members of the European
Parliament, the salient feature of the Com-
munity must sometimes seem to be the immense
mass of documents that day by day threatens
to engulf us. Is there not a possibility that the
main effect of the creation of the new centre
will merely be the addition of some 25 worthy
people to the thousands already engaged in the
production of documentary material? There
seems, in fact, a real danger that the centre
may disappear from sight amidst the general
mass of Community paper. My group, therefore,
welcomes the stress laid by the rapporteur,
both in his report and in his speech today, on
the practical rather than the theoretical side
of the functions and activities of the centre.
In particular, we welcome his insistence that
adequate funds should be provided in order that
the centre should be in a position to organize
and finance experiments and pilot projects
throughout the Member States. The additional
sum proposed for this purpose by the Social
Affains Committee is certainly the minimum
that will be required if the new centre is to
carry out at all adequately the functions laid
upon it. Unless financing on at least this scale

is provided, we may as well forget the whole
idea of establishing a European vocational
training centre.

Finally, Mr President, with regard to the site
of the centre—a matter which has been referred
to by several speakers in this debate—I should
like to suggest that wherever else it may be set
up, it should not be in Brussels. As has already
been stated, there is not the same need as with
other institutions of the Community for day-
to-day communication with the Council and the
Commission ; our Community is already perhaps
far too centralized and top-heavy, and we must,
I think, at all costs try to avoid adding still
further to this tendency. From the point of
view of the centre itself, it is important that
from the first it should establish a separate
identity. It will be almost impossible for it to
achieve this if set amongst numerous and much
larger institutions already operating in Brussels.
President Ortoli has on numerous occasions
spoken of the necessity for what he calls a
‘Community presence’ in each Member State.
My group accepis this as an important aspect
of the aim that must constantly be before us
to bring the Community ideal directly to the
man in the street. The centre should, therefore,
be established in an area where at present there
are no Community institutions. Common sense
would suggest also that it should be set up in
some area in course of economic development
where the problems of vocational training arise
in an acute manner and can therefore be studied
at first hand. All these considerations would
suggest strongly that a site somewhere in my
own country of Ireland would be an ideal one.
We have at present no institute or body of the
EEC on our territory, while we could contribute
to the centre a mass of experience we have
accumulated over the years with regard to the
vocational training of former agricultural work-
ers. We would, however, welcome the establish-
ment of a centre in Italy, or indeed in Denmark
or any other country provided the area chosen
were one in which the problems of vocational
training were present in an acute form.

Wherever it is ultimately set up, the European
vocational training centre is welcomed by my
group as a useful step, even though, as others
have already said in this debate, we may have
reservations as to whether its resources are such
as will enable it to carry out the important
tasks that have been set before it.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mrs Goutmann to speak
on behalf of the Communist and Allies Group.

Mrs Goutmann. — (F) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the debate on the report by Mr
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Pisoni, on behalf of the Committee on Social
Affairs and Employment, on the Commission’s
proposal for a regulation setting up a European
Vocational Training Centre stresses the obvious
and primary importance of the question of voca-
tional training for the economy of the Member
States and for the education of those millions
of workers who are the true artisans of develop-
ing production and economic progress.

This question is by no means new. Already
Article 118 of the Treaty of Rome insisted on
the need for close cooperation among the Mem-
ber States of the Community with regard to
vocational training.

But the balance is a meagre one. In 1974, Com-
munity policy in the social field is stagnating:
generally speaking, little has been done to im-
prove the workers’ living and working condi-
tions and so equalize the benefits brought by
progress. Vocational training, an indispensable
feature of a true employment policy, shows the
same stagnation, as the report itself recognizes.
There are still very great inequalities between
one country and another. For the most part,
vocational training is ill-adapted, attached to
traditions that are obsolete or offer too little
prospects, out of touch with the world of labour
and, above all, terribly selective.

True, some progress has been made as a result
of the demands imposed by technology and
science and also the struggle waged by the
workers in the various Member States. In parti-
cular, recognition has been given to the right
not only to an initial training but to further
education. New courses of instruction have been
introduced. But all this is still limited, incom-
plete, lacking in stability and out of all propor-
tion to the real needs of the population of the
Community. The crisis at present bedevilling the
Community and the capitalist countries in gene-
ral makes only too painfully clear the inade-
quacies and imbalances of vocational training,
which is narrow in its conception, strictly utili-
tarian, and oriented not towards men’s needs
but to the demands of profit-ridden monopolies.

The result is that while labour insecurity and
unemployment are growing more acute, voca-
tional training is being more and more subjected
to the short-term needs of the multinational
firms which are trying to dominate Europe.
New requirements, however, are making them-
selves felt. An effective solution must be found
to the needs created by the objective inter-
nationalization of the forces of production, and
by the progress of sience and technology,
which makes re-specialization more frequently
necessary.

Is the Community capable of confronting these
requirements and finding imaginative solutions?
Everything depends on the approach taken by
the Community authorities to the problems of
vocational training. The establishment of a .
European Vocational Training Centre might
well be beneficial provided that it is adapted
to the real needs of the Community countries
and does not result in, so to speak, reducing
everything to the lowest common denominator.
Vocational training must not aim solely at
assuring the workers’ geographical and struc-
tural mobility in terms of the mobility of
capital and goods, at assuring the free move-
ment of labour according to the needs of the
multinational firms, but far more at preparing
the workers for the adaptation and changes of
this modern world and assuring them of both
a high level of general education and profes-
sional training of suitable quality.

In this connection, the elaboration of ‘European
profiles for the various occupations and har-
monized plans for courses and training pro-
grammes’ called for by the committee in its
motion for a resolution provoke on our part
the greatest misgivings and even definite con-
cern. Thus, we should like to receive more
precise information and be given the firmest
assurance that there is no question of reducing
the standards of vocational training or hamper-
ing efforts in the various countries of the Com-
munity to introduce new courses of instruction
corresponding to the demands of a modern eco-
nomy. Moreover, vocational-training syllabuses
cannot be laid down in secret by the techno-
cratic organs of the Community without the
participation of the workers concerned, and the
true intention of the employers in this sphere
must be made known. With regard to the aims
of vocational training, the motion for a resolu-
tion and the proposal for a regulation on the
Centre are extremely vague.

To meet the Community’s needs, vocational
training must not only produce the qualified
labour necessary at all levels and in all sectors
of the economy,but also, and above all, produce
men capable of coping with the changes of a
modern society. In other words, the problems
of vocational training are not only quantitative
but also qualitative. In fact, not even the quant-
itative requirements are being met: to take
France as an example, I would remind you that
over 30 per cent of the children leaving school
start work without having received any voca-
tional training. I would also remind you of
the million migrants employed in the Commun-
ity as unskilled workers. An equally dramatic
fact is that initial vocational training is in
general now lowering its standards in favour of
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further education, which is extremely aleatory
in view of the financial resources devoted to it.
A great deal is said nowadays about this period-
ical retraining, but it cannot exist unless based
on an initial training of high standard. This,
however, is unfortunately little in evidence in
the capitalist countries. If the European Voca-
tional Training Centre is to play its full part,
it will have to promote and encourage all pos-
sible experiments aimed at an initial period
of training, to be followed by a period of
general education at a high standard, and also
further education designed to enable the work-
ers to master their jobs and to change them, to
preserve their skills and to augment them. The
Centre, as such, should also offer courses of
vocational training pursuing these aims.

There can be no question of submitting the
European Vocational Training Centre, in any
form whatsoever, to the demands of the mono-
polies, of allowing it to patronize experiments
aimed at a Malthusian and deliberately inex-
pensive form of vocational training in all the
countries of the Community, or of allowing it
to become a tool of the multinational firms
favouring the private running and financing of
vocational training. If such were indeed the
object of the Centre, it would encounter the
resolute opposition of workers throughout
Europe and of our group in this Assembly. And,
as things stand, so long as doubts and obs-
curities subsist on the conception and content of
vocational training at the European level, we
cannot declare ourselves in favour of the esta-
blishment of this European Centre and we shall
abstain when the moment comes to vote on the
motion.

In order to improve the content of such training
and to preserve the cultural and social aims
of this Centre, it is, moreover, imperative to
democratize its structure, more particularly the
representation of the workers and trade unions
in the board of management. A quadripartite
structure for this board has been proposed with
specific reference to the desirability of repre-
senting various interests. It goes without saying
that those represented should include the small
and medium-sized undertakings in agriculture,
the teachers engaged in vocational training, and,
of course, youth. However that may be, it is
clear 10 us that the workers and their trade
unions should have a majority in this board
of management: this is also the purport of an
amendment tabled by our group.

Only by democratizing structures, assuring the
effective participation of the workers and of
the trainiag personnel concerned, providing the
indispensable financial means—the motion for
a resolution rightlv emphasizes the inadequacy

of the budget envisaged for the operation of the
Centre, which throws some doubt upon its free-
dom of action even before it has been set up—
and, finally, clearly defining the aims and modi-
fying the content of vocational training will the
European Vocational Training Centre be enabled
to fulfil its mission of meeting the needs and
aspirations of the workers. Any other approach
is doomed to failure and likely to mean that
in a few years’ time we shall once more be
deploring the Community’s inability to accomp-
lish its social programme.

President. — I call Mr Bermani.

Mr Bermani. — (I) Mr President, honourable
colleagues, my intervention will be very brief,
and will absolve me from speaking later to
explain my voting intentions.

In the Committee on Social Affairs and Employ-
ment, I made it clear that I was essentially
opposed to the Commission’s proposal for a
directive and, while praising Mr Pisoni’s effort,
I abstained from voting on his report. This was
because I entertained a number of doubts, which
have also been expressed both in the committee
and today in the House, by Mr Pisoni and other
speakers. I was particularly exercised by the
fact that we might be creating another white
elephant of a kind which we know all too well
in Italy, and by the possibility of the seat of the
Centre, coveted by a number of parties, giving
rise to some in-fighting. Nevertheless, today,
taking into consideration that Community
policy is deficient in the matter of vocational
training and that this proposal for a directive
could, on the whole, give a direction and an
impetus to vocational training, for which we
are all concerned, I shall reverse my previous
position of abstention and vote in favour, in the
hope that the Centre will really provide useful
information and bhecome an effective stimulus
to a vocational policy. This is not a case of
eating humble pie, which indeed I would be
incapable of doing: it is simply a critical revi-
sion of my position in the light of considerations
presented in this House by a number of col-
leagues, and particularly of those put forward
by the representative of the Socialist Group.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Hillery to state the posi-
tion of the Commission of the European Com-
munities.

Mr Hillery, Vice-President of the Commission
of the European Communities. — Mr President,
I too would like to subscribe to the thanks and
compliments addressed to Mr Pisoni for his con-
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tribution. I should also like to say that the
motion for a resolution drafted by the Com-
mittee on Social Affairs and Employment with
the assistance of the Committee on Cultural
Affairs and Youth and the Committee on Bud-
gets once again bears witness to the Parlia-
ment’s interest in, and awareness of, the prob-
lems affecting the Communities’ human re-
sources.

We have already had in the Parliament a very
useful exchange of views on the principles in-
volved in the setting up of such a centre as we
are now discussing: it is important in the
development of a Community vocational train-
ing policy and in the whole idea of the Com-
munity’s taking action in relation to the workers
of the Community and responding to the needs
of our Community. On that occasion I think we
all agreed that the desirability of such a centre
at the European level, quite apart from its
benefit to individual workers or individual
enterprises, was one of the foremost arguments
in favour of it, because Europe now needs, as
individual states up to now have needed, to
organize manpower training in such a way as
to ensure full and better employment, which
is the principal aim of the social action pro-
gramme. We were all agreed, I think, that it
was not solely the economic organization of
workers which should be in our minds but also
the need to assist the individual worker in the
development of his personality and render him
capable of making his own contribution to the
Community to which we belong. We also agreed,
I think, that from the Community point of view
this centre would be an important factor in
protecting the Community’s competitiveness in
the economic world in which we operate.

We therefore agreed on all the principles, and
today we find ourselves in some doubt as to
whether this centre will in fact be of practical
use in implementing the ideas on which this
Parliament was agreed. I would say that it will
be a practical centre. It is intended to be of a
practical nature, and I would warn the Par-
liament against the temptation to introduce
into the legislation every possible detail of what
we want to see happen. The success of the centre
will depend on the quality of its staff and the
contribution made by the members of its board
of management, and I think that the debate in
the Parliament will be a good guideline to the
people concerned in the management of the
centre.

By this resolution the Parliament expresses its
support for the proposal by stressing certain
guidelines, and these guidelines I fully support.
In particular, I should like to emphasize that
I fully share the idea that the centre should be

able to intervene and provide incentives at
Community level and that it should be able to
take initiatives quite independently of, even if
in close contact with, the Community institu-
tions. I would stress again the principle that
when carrying out its tasks the centre should
make use of already-existing structures and
avoid duplication. At the same time I agree
with the Committee on Social Affairs and
Employment on the desirability of increasing
the centre’s operational budget to increase its
capacity for performing the operations which
we hope it will undertake. I can agree with the
suggestion to increase to 36 the membership
of the Committee of Experts, even though the
Commission did not wish to make the agencies
of the centre too large because experience
shows that effectiveness is not increased by
larger numbers. For the same reason I think the
suggestion to include among the 36 represent-
atives other organizations—a suggestion whose
merits can be argued—would not help the effec-
tiveness of the management of the centre. I
would agree with the remark that one of the
main tasks of the centre would be to contribute
to an alignment of levels of training and the
mutual recognition of diplomas and qualifica-~
tions

I would stress in particular one point in the
motion: that is the point in which the Parlia-
ment expresses its satisfaction at the fact that
both sides of industry are adequately represen-
ted on the Board of Management. This partici-
pation by both sides of industry in the adminis-
tration of an agency in which they have a parti-
cularly interest is one of the aims which the
Commission has set itself. I am sure that the
Council will follow us in this connection, because
we are here following the overall direction given
us by the Paris Summit Conference to increase
the participation of the social partners in the
activities of the Community.

To conclude, Mr President, I should like to
thank very much the European Parliament and
its committees for their interest in the project
of the centre, and in particular the Committee
on Social Affairs and Employment for the sup-
port they have given and which I am sure they
will give in the future for this step undertaken
by the Commission. As regards proposals to
amend this proposal for a regulation, I should
expect that the Commission will be willing to
examine sympathetically the proposed amend-
ments in accordance with the second sub-para-
graph of Article 149 of the Treaty.

Ii I might comment on some of the amendments
put forward during the debate. I would say
that they express what niany of us would
regard as desirable objectives but which, I think,
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would be better or more easily achieved admin-
istratively than by trying to embody them in the
legislation. My experience, as I said before, is
that legislating in detail is the worst possible
way of trying to avoid the bureaucracy and the
failures which some Members of Parliament
have regarded as a possibility ahead of the
centre. It is more likely to lead to failure. A
better solution is to leave broad guidelines,
together with the desires of Parliament as
stated in this debate and the obvious intentions
of the Commission, to be interpreted by an effi-
cient staff and a management board chosen from
those actually interested in the practical effects
of vocational training.

(Applause)

President. — Thank you, Mr Hillery.
Does anyone else wish to speak?
The general debate is closed.

We shall now consider the proposed regulation,
setting aside consideration of the motion for a
resolution as such until after the proposed regu-
lation has been considered.

On Article 4, paragraph 1 (c), I have Amend-
ment No 1, tabled by Mr Knud Nielsen and
worded as follows:

‘This sub-paragraph should read as follows:

“(c) Five Members designated by the Com-
mission, two of whom are to be qualified
general educationalists, and one a dele-
gate from the European Youth Forum.”

I call Mr Knud Nielsen to move this amend-
ment.

Mr Knud Nielsen. — (DK) The aim of this
proposed amendment is to ensure that the group
with its finger on the pulse—namely, the tea-
chers—is represented on the board of manage-
ment, and that these representatives are not nar-
row specialists but have a broad general educa-
tional and pedagogical background.

A further aim is to ensure that those most
directly affected—mamely, the young people
themselves—are represented. With all our talk
of democracy and co-determination, it seems
quite untenable for those receiving training to
be excluded from the administrating body, and
I can further state that one of the requests put
forward by youth representatives at the original
hearing which preceded the Commission’s pro-
posal to establish a youth forum was that these
young people should be heard in connection
with the establishment of a centre for vocational
training.

I have one further observation affecting only
the Danish text. It reads: ‘Af disse skal mindst to
veere sagkyndige pd den almindelige uddannel-
ses omrade’. It should read ‘almene’ instead
of ‘almindelige’ both here and in proposed
Amendment No 2. But this concern only the
Danish text.

President. — What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mr Pisoni, rapporteur. — (I) Mr President, I
shall be very brief. The substance of this
amendment was also discussed in committee,
for the Committee on Cultural Affairs and
Youth made it the subject of a proposal in its
opinion, This failed, however, to get adopted,
not because it was felt to be unjustified, or
because we wished to deprive youth of represen-
tation or of a say in the matter, and certainly
not because we thought the members of the
management board would be insufficiently
expert in education, but only because it seemed
to us to impose an unnecessary restriction,
entailing too detailed rules, whereas we were
of the opinion that youth should be represented
in some way.

This is why we recommended to the Commission
that it ensure that, among the five members to
be chosen by it, there will be—in fact, but not
as a matter of obligation—one young person,
possibly nominated by the FEuropean youth
Forum.

As for qualified and expert educationists, we
believe that the management board need not
necessarily consist of academics, because acade-
mics do not always make the best organizers or
planners. It is, however, obvious that the persons
chosen should be highly qualified, and we have
no doubt that the Commission, the employers
and the trade unions between them will indeed
choose people who are best qualified and most
suitable for the job.

President. — I call Mr Laban.

Mr Laban. — (NL) Mr President, I have fol-
lowed Mr Hillery’s address carefully. It is not
at all true that I am in a hurry to see every-
thing settled, but Mr Nielsen’s amendment con-
cerns a very essential matter. We certainly do
not want a Centre which is top-heavy, but the
scheme involves age-groups from 15/16 upwards,
young people who are at work but follow
vocational training courses and are thus receiv-
ing education, and we all know that the young
cannot hope to keep abreast of our society on
the basis of specialized training only. They need
general education and a social formation which
will provide them with some understanding of
the choice they are making.
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Young people need to develop an awareness of
their identity; they must acquire insight into
the situation and the industry in which they
are employed. We have to see that they are
equipped to make social contacts. Also, they
must be capable of assuming responsibility and
be familiar with the nature of their rights and
duties. A good general education makes it much
easier for a young person to change his job.
We therefore hold that there should be
guarantees to the effect that the Board of Mana-
gement will include experts on general educa-
tion. I conclude for this reason that the amend-
ment deserves serious consideration. The Com-
mission and Parliament have decided to set up
a Youth Forum. Let us then hope that this goes
into action quickly. Bearing in mind the educa-
tion and training the young require today, a
Youth Forum is of the first importance, particu-
larly as unemployment is spreading among the
lower age-groups. The European Documentation
1974 was therefore right in drawing attention
to the way this serious unemployment has shed
new light on the distorted nature of vocational
training and on the inadequate preparation with
which young people are sucked into a growing
economy which needs trained operatives.

Among the many causes of this unsatisfactory
state of affairs, mention has been made of
certain factors in the field of education and
training, and of faulty guidance and instruction
on the scope for training in the various trades
and professions. Because of all this a section
of my group feels that the proposals of the Cim-
mittee on Cultural Affairs and Youth should
be accepted. That section of my group is also
in favour of Mr Knud Nielsen’s amendment.

President. — I put Amendment No 1 to the
vote.

As the result of the show of hands is not clear,
a fresh vote will be taken by sitting and stand-
ing.

Amendment No 1 is adopted.

On Article 6, paragraph 1, I have Amendment
No 2, tabled by Mr Knud Nielsen and worded
as follows:

‘The third sentence of this paragraph should read
as follows:

“They shall be selected on account of their theore-
tical knowledge and practical experience in the
various fields connected with vocational and
general training.”

I call Mr Knud Nielsen to move this amendment.

Mr Knud Nielsen. — (DK) My aim with this
proposed amendment was to emphasize the unity

of educational policy. Vocational training should
not be narrow specialist training, but have a
considerable leavening of general education so
as to give young people the best chances of
developing both as human beings and as citizens.
I would therefore ask Parliament to support this
proposed amendment also.

President. — What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mr Pisoni, rapporteur. — (I) I have no objection
to using the term ‘general’. I would only point
out that the concept of vocational training, with
which the present report is concerned, has been
clearly defined in the earlier, 1973, report on
the subject. The term, to be distinguished from
the concept of training and of obtaining profes-
sional qualifications, denotes precisely the kind
of education upon which training for vocational
skills can subsequently be grafted.

I therefore accept the amendment, athough, as
I have said, the concept of vocational training
has already been sufficiently defined in the
previous report. In saying this, I think I have
also replied to Mrs Goutmann as to the meaning
which we attach to ‘vocational training’.

President. — I call Mr Laban.

Mr Laban. — (NL) Mr President, my group takes
the view that this amendment follows logically
on the accepted Amendment No 1. We shall
therefore be voting for Amendment No 2 also.

President. — I call Mr Vandewiele.

Mr Vandewiele. — (NL) Mr President, in the
light of all that has been said in the course of
this debate, I personally feel that this amend-
ment deserves our consideration. I am therefore
encouraging my group to give it their vote.

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

Amendment No 2 is adopted.

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

On the preamble and paragraphs 1 to 8, I have
no amendments or speakers listed.

The preamble and paragraphs 1 to 8 are adopted.

On paragraph 9, I have Amendment No 3,
tabled by Mr Marras and Mrs Goutmann on
behalf of the Communist and Allies Group and
worded as follows:
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‘This paragraph should read as follows:

“9. Is of the opinion, that the Management Board
of the Centre should be composed of 8 trade-
union representatives, 5 Commission representa-

"y

tives and 2 employers’ representatives;”.

I call Mr Marras to move this amendment.

Mr Marras. — (I) Mr President, the view expres-
sed in this amendment has long been held by our
political group. Colleagues will remember that,
in June, when we were discussing the Euro-
pean Foundation for the improvement of living
and working conditions, we suggested that trade
unions should be represented on the manage-
ment body of that institution. The proposal did
not receive the approval of a majority of the
Assembly, but the idea has since gained ground,
and we now see that in this new Community
institution workers are to be represented,
through their trade unions, on the management
board on a strict parity basis: five representa-
tives of the Commission, five of the trade unions,
five of the employers.

In our amendment, we oppose this equal distribu-
tion, which we do not think is justified. Why
should the representation of employers be equal
to that of the workers who are supposed to be
receiving the training? In practically all our
countries, vocational training is in the hands of
the trade unions. For some years now, it has
been fashionable amang all our political groups
to speak of a ‘social Europe’. The Christian-
Democratic Group itself devoted much attention
to it at its recent study conference in Berlin.
Our Socialist colleagues, I would remind Mr
Adams, vice-chairman of the Committee on
Social Affairs and Employment, stated in the
document drawn up last year in Bonn, at the
congress of the nine Socialist Parties on a
social Europe, that equal representation of
employers and workers on the Economic and
Social Committee should be opposed. We now
have the same problem in relation to the new
proposed body.

This is why we propose that trade-union
representation should not be equal to, but
greater than that of the employers: and it is not
fortuitously that we have chosen eight as the
suggested number of workers’ representatives.
There are to be fifteen members of the mana-
gement board: we want the workers to have a
majority on it. I hope that this proposal of ours,
this amendment, will meet with a positive
response from those political groups, particularly
the Socialist and the Christian-Democratic,
which in recent months have devofed so much
attention and study to the problems of a ‘social
Europe’.

President. — What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mr Pisoni, rapporteur. — (I} Mr President, if I
had to summarize the opinion of my committee,
I would say that it has declared by a majority
against the proposal because this is the first
time that we are dealing with representation
on this basis, on the basis of parity. The com-
mittee believed, in effect, that the Commission
would not necessarily choose employers and
that there might, in fact, be a majority of those
most directly concerned. This is why the Com-
mittee on Social Affairs and Employment op-
posed the amendment. I would also point out
that, in last year’s report, we asked that the
administration of vocational training should
increasingly pass into the hands of the state and
be gradually taken out of private hands,
precisely in order to attain our aims. This is the
direction in which we ought to be moving.

President. — I call Mr Adams.

Mr Adams. — (D) My name has been mentioned
by Mr Marras. Mr Marras must have misunder-
stood the document drawn up by the Socialist
and Social-Democratic Parties in Bonn. On the
subject of participation, this document speaks
of equal representation and treatment of employ-
ers and workers.

President. — Does anyone else wish to speak?
I put Amendment No 3 to the vote.
Amendment No 3 is rejected.

I put paragraph 9 to the vote.

Paragraph 9 is adopted.

On paragraphs 10 to 13, I have no amendments
or speakers listed.

I put these texts to the vote.
Paragraphs 10 to 13 are adopted.

I put to the vote the motion for a resolution
as a whole incorporating the various amend-
ments that have been adopted.

The resolution so amended is adopted'.

11. Principles of the common transport policy—
Communication from the Commission on the
development of the common transport policy

President. — The next item is a decbate on the
report drawn up by Mr Mursch, on behalf of
the Committee on Regional Policy and Transport,
on the principles of the common transport policy

1 OJ No C 127 of 18 October 1974.
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and on the Communication from the Commission
of the European Communities to the Council
on the development of the common transport
policy (Doc. 215/74).

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

I take this opportunity of congratulating him
on his birthday.

Mr Mursch, rapporteur. — (D) Mr President,
Ladies and Gentlemen, thank you very much
for your kind congratulations.

Mr President, I shall try to comply with your
request and keep to the 15 minutes’ speaking-
time allotted to me, although the report now
before this House is of fundamental importance
because it defines the aims of the common
transport policy and contains practical proposals
on how and when those aims are to be achieved.

A year ago, the Vice-President of the Commis-
sion responible for transport policy, Mr Scaras-
cia Mugnozza, told the European Parliament:
‘Without wishing to diminish the importance
of the progress already made, especially against
the background of the difficulties which exist
here, in all frankness and objectivity it must be
conceded that the aims of the common transport
policy have for the most part not yet been
achieved.

The Commission’s communication to the Council
of 24 October on the further development of
the common transport policy also states that
efforts to remove obstacles and achieve a com-
mon transport market have not been successful
and that the common {rasnport policy has
reached an impasse.

These two quotations, Mr President, accurately
reflect the situation in regard to the common
transport policy. So far it has proved impossible
to implement the Treaty of Rome by laying
down the principles of the common transport
policy. However, distortions of competition and
restrictions on movement are not compatible
with the nature and existence of a common
market. A common transport system—consisting
of a common market in transport and a common
transport infrastructure— is an indispensable
part of an economic union. It is the task of
transport policy to achieve such a system.

The European Parliament and its predecessor,

the ECSC Common Assembly, have made
repeated efforts over the years to speed up
work in the transport policy sector. As long
ago as 1957 and 1961, the European Parliament
adopted two basic reports which have become
known as the Kapteyn Reports, after the name

of the rapporteur. Because of the Imited progress
made by the Community, these twn reports have
not lost their importance. However, thirteen
years later, and now that the Community has
been enlarged, their content requires revision.
That is the main purpose of the report by the
Committee on Regional Policy and Transport
now before you.

The motion for a resolution and report are based
in large measure on the Commission’s com-
munication to the Council on the further
development of the common transport policy,
which was adopted by the Commission on 24
October 1973 and forwarded by the President
of the Council to the European Parliament for
its opinion on 7 November 1973. I would stress
that the Commission’s communication reflects a
commendable effort to make a new start in the
transport policy sector. This has also enabled
the new members who joined the Community
in 1973 to take part in the work from the outset.

The report now before you is very extensive,
because the committee did not confine itself
to formulating its own views: it also took the
opportunity of indicating a precise position on
each item in the Commission’s communication.
The Council therefore knows exactly what the
European Parliament’s views are. The Commit-
tee on Regional Policy and Transport went to
this trouble because it expects the Council to
embody the Parliament’s views in its decision.

The Committee on Regional Policy and Transport
initially appointed our former Danish colleague,
Mr Guldberg, rapporteur. However, Mr Guld-
berg left the Parliament when he joined the
Danish Government as Foreign Minister in
December 1973.

Mr Guldberg deserves our special thanks for
the valuable work he did in compiling this
report. His extensive expert knowledge and wise
judgements made an important contribution to
this comprehensive report.

Our thanks are also due to the Commission
officials who facilitated the committee’s work
through their willing cooperation and advice.

I should also like to express our thanks and
appreciation to the staff of the Directorate for
Research for their outstanding cooperation, and
last but not least to the translators and inter-
preters, who had no easy task in dealing with
this difficult subject.

In its motion for a resolution the Committee on
Regional Policy and Transport welcomes the
communication and approves the ideas underly-
ing the comprehensive outline contained in it.
It particularly welcomes the Commission’s
initiative because past experience has shown
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that the previous policy of progress in small
stages has not been successful. Now that a new
beginning is to be made, what is necessary is
not a piecemeal approach but coherent overall
legislation based on modern ideas for all types
of transport and for the transport infrastructure.

The fact that the committee’s motion for a
resolution goes beyond the Commission’s ideas
and wishes to give the overall conception a
binding character does not diminish the Com-
mission’s initiative. The communication itself
clearly did not have that binding character.

The report now before you was examined very
carefully by the Committee on Regional Policy
and Transport in eight days of meetings. The
motion for a resolution and explanatory state-
ment were adopted at the meeting of 3 July
1974 with one dissenting vote.

The motion for a resolution calls for the im-
mediate introduction of a coherent common
transport policy and for the application of
Article 84(2) of the EEC Treaty in order to
include maritime shipping, aviation and sea
ports—to the extent that this is necessary— in
the comprehensive transport policy. The follow-
ing principles and procedures should apply :

1. Transport policy must be integrated ratio-
nally into the overall system of economic
policy. Certain special features of transport
will, of course, have to be taken into account
here.

2, Transport policy must help to create the con-
dition essential for an economic union by
allowing the greatest possible freedom of
movement for persons, goods and informa-
tion.

3. Transport policy must be geared to the
objectives of the common regional policy, in
particular in the tariff and infrastructural
areas.

4. Transport policy must treat the transport
routes into a uniform and coherent network
with an adequate transport infrastructure
for all areas of the Community.

5. Competition between the modes of trans-
port and between undertakings within each
of them should stimulate progress. Inter-
vention affecting capacity and prices should
only be envisaged if it is necessary to prevent
adverse trends such as ruinous competition.

6. Transport users must have freedom to choose
the mode of transport for both persons and
goods.

7. All artificial cost distortions must be elimin-
ated, because they influence competition. In

particular, discriminatory elements must be
removed from tax, social and technical regu-
Iations.

8. As a basic rule, transport should be govern-
ed by the principle of economic viability.
Transport undertakings should cover their
costs. However, social policy, regional policy
and other overriding considerations will
make exceptions necessary. In these excep-
tional cases, proposals must be made for
financing from public funds.

The Committee on Regional Policy and Trans-
port is, of course, well aware that a common
transport system cannot be introduced quickly
and that a transitional period will be necessary.
It therefore proposes implementation in two
phases. The first phase will cover the years
1974-76, while the second is to begin in 1977 and
end by 1983 or earlier if Economic and Monetary
Union is achieved before then.

The years 1974-76 were chosen for the first
phase because we can already foresee develop-
ments in this period of progress towards a
common transport system for Europe. We can
already accurately state what obstacles will
arise until 1976; we can see the difficulties and
make proposals for removing the obstacles. It
is not possible to be so precise for the years
after 1976.

In the motion for a resolution, the committee
makes practical proposals on the times at which
the Council should take the decisions to be
carried out in the first phase.

These include in particular:

— regulation of the Community quota for trans-
frontier road haulage;

— a regulation for the laying-up of inland
waterway vessels;

— regulations on access to work and freedom
of establishment in transport;

— final definition of maximum permissible
dimensions and weights of lorries: some
people may consider this a technical decision,
but in reality it is a decision of transport
policy;

— harmonization of driving licences;

— harmonization of provisions on the technical
inspection of motor vehicles;

— measures supplementing Regulation 543/69
on social harmonization in road transport;

— adoption of the system of payment for the
use of transport infrastructures;

— common regulation of the financial relations
between states and railways;
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— first step towards harmonization of motor
vehicle taxes;

— first step towards a common air transport
policy.

The European Parliament has already adopted
a position on all these matter—in some cases
long ago.

The committee also believes that the Commis-
sion should submit the following proposals to
the Council for adoption by the latter in the first
phase:

— Development of the consultation procedure
on infrastructure with the aim of progressing
from an exchange of information to per-
manent cooperations. For this purpose it will
be necessary to compile an overall guiding
plan for the transport network to the extent
that it is in the Community interest. Effective
common decision-making procedures must
also be developed for long-term investment
decions (e.g., Channel tunnel, tunnel through
the Alps, introduction of new transport tech-
niques).

— Overall proposal for capacity control in road
transport and definition of a procedure for
the possible abolition of quotas.

— Overall proposal for capacity control in
inland waterway transport, as the laying-up
arrangement cannot solve the problem in all
conjunctural situations.

— Overall proposal for the regulation of prices
for the domestic and international carriage
of goods.

— Extension of social harmonization to trans-
port by inland waterway, rail, air and sea.

— Road safety programme, including the draft
of a uniform FKuropean road traffic code;
progress already made in this area in other
bodies such as the European Conference of
Transport Ministers will, of course, also have
to be taken into account.

— Creation of joint financing instruments for
infrastructural projects in which the Com-
munity interest greatly outweighs the inter-
est of the states concerned.

— Joint research programme for new transport
techniques

— Joint programme for the promotion and
harmonization of vocational training for all
modes of transport.

If is, of course, not yet possible to present a
detailed action programme for the second stage

beginning in 1977 and ending by 1983 at the
latest. The final state to be achieved by that
time can, however, be decribed.

At the end of the second stage a common trans-
port market must exist with the following
characteristics:

1. Freedom of establishment must exist for
transport undertakings throughout the Com-
munity.

2. There must be complete freedom of move-
ment for transport workers. Where voca-
tional training requires examinations or
diplomas, these must be based on identical
principles and mutually recognized.

3. Freedom to provide services in the Commun-
ity countries must be achieved in full.

4. Restrictions on shipping movements between
the ports of a Member State by vessels flying
the flag of another Member State must be
abolished.

5. A common air transport policy must result
in multilateral negotiations on landing rights
and air routes.

6. Cooperation between the railways must be
promoted, in particular by creating an
umbrella organization of the nine state rail-
ways. Extensive harmonization of tariffs and
conditions of carriage will be necessary as
well as elimination of border-to-border rates,
technical harmonization, common planning
for the procurement of equipment and the
abolition of all obstacles at frontiers, etc.

By the end of the second stage a common system
of payment for the use of transport infrastruc-
tures must have been arrived at. I would remind
you here of the Kollwelter report. The Com-
munity must also have appropriate means at
its disposal to ensure uniform design of the
European long-distance transport network.

The aim must be to achieve a common transport
system by the end of the second stage and thus
complete the edifice of the European common
transport policy.

The proposals made by the Committee on
Regional Policy and Transport in the motion
for a resolution are of fundamental importance.
Their adoption by Parliament, consideration by
the Commission and implementation by the
Council of Ministers would lend new momentum
to European transport policy. Decisions and
actions are long overdue! This comment applies
in particular to the Council of Ministers, which
now bears the responsibility for instilling new
life into European transport policy by defining
guiding principles.
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On behalf of the Committee on Regional Policy
and Transport, I would ask you to adopt this
motion for a resolution.

(Applause)

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

Mr Pétre. — (F) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, it was with the greatest interest that the
Christian-Democratic Group discussed this com-
munication from the Commission fo the Council
on the development of a common transport
policy.

We also took a lively interest in the excellent
work done by Mr Mursch in his report on behalf
of the Committee on Regional Policy and Trans-
port. He deserves our congratulations for having
succeeded in presenting us with such an
exhaustive written report and oral presentation
based on a thorough-going analysis of the
present situation with regard to transport and
other serious considerations justifying the modi-
fications which he proposes to the Commission’s
text.

Our group also expresses its satisfaction with
the Commission, whose communication will, we
hope, serve to re-animate the common transport
policy. It certainly needs it. The Council, for its
part, will have to devote greater attention in
future to this problem, of whose importance we
are certainly aware, and specific steps will have
to be taken after the Council has determined
the general orientation of this policy.

The Christian-Democratic Group supports the
aims of this policy as proposed by the Commis-
sion in the communication. It agrees on the
réle to be played by public authorities within
the framework of this policy. It also considers
that the Community transport system as en-
visaged in Chapter IV of the Commission docu-
ment should meet the needs of the economic
union. Only if our transport policy is realistic
and effective will it help to create the conditions
for economic and monetary union so often called
for in this Parliament and promote, so far as is
possible, the free movement of persons and
goods provided for in the Treaties.

As proposed by the Commission in its com-
munication, the common transport policy would,
as stressed by our rapporteur, emerge in two
phases: the first, the phase of transition, should
end in 1976; the second, considered by the Com-
mission as the phase of action, would extend
from 1977 to 1983—or, the Commission adds—
and let us hope so too—earlier, if economic and
monetary union is finally realized.

Mr President, the Christian-Democratic Group
has no objections to the formulation of this
programme in two phases; but it would insist
upon scrupulous observance of the deadlines
thus laid down and on an effective and punctual
application of the programme of action adopted
by the Council on the Commission’s proposal.
If this is not the case, the fine principles enun-
ciated in this report and the rest of the com-
mon transport policy would merely result in a
further loss of confidence on the part of Euro-
pean public opinion, which has already been
shaken by the obstacles in the way of European
union. The set-backs recently encountered in the
spheres of energy policy, monetary policy and
policy relating to the European Social Fund—
to mention only a few—have put public opinion
on its guard. These are a few negative examples:
let us hope that their number is not to be
increased by a set-back in common transport
policy. Council, Commission and Parliament
must therefore do what they can to ensure
that the common transport policy, as set forth
by the Commission and by our rapporteur,
makes the substantial contribution expected
of it towards realizing the aims laid down by
the Summit Conference of October 1972, which
attached increased importance to the human
factor, to regional development and to pro-
tection of the environment. Consequently, we
wish to emphasize the indispensable role of
transport policy in any economic revival of
the deprived or depressed areas. If we wish
to remove the imbalances which persist in dif-
ferent regions of the Member States, the vital
importance of well-adapted road networks is
incontestable.

Finally, we wish to emphasize the safety and
welfare aspects of transport policy as they have
been set out by the rapporteur. The transport
sector employs tens of thousands of workers,
who must be protected by well-defined legisla-
tion, particularly in regard to safety. We are
aware that some progress has already been
made in this field, and would congratulate Mr
Scarascia Mugnozza on the fact that measures
have already been taken to harmonize certain
sectors of legislation in this sphere. These
efforts should be extended to other forms of
transport, for it is our twofold aim to improve
the working conditions of transport workers
and to enhance the safety of all means of trans-
port and their operating staffs.

Those, Mr President, are the observations which
the Christian-Democratic Group wishes to make
during this debate. We offer- our support to the
text of the Commission and the report by Mr
Mursch, to whom I would convey once more
the congratulations of my group.

(Applause)
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President. — I call Mr Seefeld to speak on
behalf of the Socialist Group.

Mr Seefeld. — (D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, my colleagues and I welcome the
Commission’s communication on the further
development of the common transport policy
and the report by Mr Mursch. If the Commis-
sion’s ideas are accepted, they will provide
valuable guidance for individual decisions—
some of which have been awaited for a long
time—in the area of European transport policy.
I would go further and say that it is reasonable
to suppose that the Commission’s ideas could
provide a new impetus for European transport
policy. The emphasis on the relationship between
transport policy and other policies—I am think-
ing in particular of energy policy, environmental
protection, regional policy and, last but not
least, social policy—coincides closely with our
own views.

Ladies and gentlemen, we have often discussed
transport policy in this Parliament, and speakers
on behalf of almost all the political groups
have criticized the present situation and expres-
sed hopes for the future. We therefore all agreed
with the Vice-President of the Commission
responsible for transport policy, Mr Scarascia
Mugnozza, when he said almost a year ago that
the Community had not succeeded in laying
down a common transport policy in the first
twelve years of its existence. The Transport
Committee of this Assembly under its chairman
of the time, Mr Posthumus, had already tried
to elicit action from the Transport Ministers
of the six Member States. A delegation from
the committee which visited the capitals was
not only warmly received but also gained con-
firmation of the realization it had long since
reached that things could not continue as they
were. All the ministers assured the European
transport politiciang that their suggestions and
arguments would be taken seriously and that
pressure would be brought to bear in favour of
decisions in the Council of Ministers. Had these
words been followed by action it would not be
necessary to note in the resolution now before
us in this transport policy debate that—I quote
word for word—'the small steps so far taken
by the Communities in this area are by no
means adequate for the creation, in the transport
sector, of the necessary prerequisites for a
genuine economic union.” When Mr Mursch, with
the practically unanimous support of the com-
mittee, calls in this resolution for the immediate
introduction of a toherent common policy for
transport by rail, road and inland waterway,
and elsewhere requests the Council of Ministers
to apply article 84 (2) of the EEC Treaty without
delay to include such important sectors as sea

and air transport in the European transport
policy, there is good reason to wonder whether
the ministers responsible for transport policy
in the individual Member States and their of-
ficials have yet realized that it is this very
transport policy which would provide visible
evidence of the Community’s existence to many
of our citizens. There are still individual checks at
customs barriers which have not been removed.
Tolls still have to be paid on some motorways.
The conditions for obtaining a driving licence
have not yet been coordinated, speed-limits
vary from country to country and arguments
continue about such matters as working-hours
for lorry drivers which result in distortions of
competition, sometimes to the detriment of the
employees directly involved. The taxes payable
by citizens to use motor-vehicles differ and the
system of payment for the use of transport in-
frastructures is not uniform. These are a few
of the many examples which the citizen notices
and, because the differences persist, he is bound
to doubt the existence of a resolve to achieve
a unified transport policy.

Ladies and gentlemen, transport routes are links
between the citizens of our Community. If we
are in politics for the benefit of our citizens,
we cannot overlook transport policy. An increas-
ing number of persons are dependent in their
employment or leisure activities on a wide
variety of means of transport. We therefore
consider it necessary for discussions to begin
on a European network of principal transport
routes, as the Transport Minister of my own
country once said, as a prelude to practical
action. If in Europe there are some 4 million km
of roads, of which 38 per cent are still unmetal-
led and 67 per cent are narrower than7 m, as
I read in the statistics, this means that a great
many European roads are unsafe. I also saw in
the statistics that only 13,000 km of highway
are suitable for rapid transit.

I have quoted these few examples at random
to indicate just how much remains to be done.
I would add that all those matters connected
with safety in and around the vehicle cannot
or should not be solved in individual countries
alone; what is more, when express rail routes
and modern means of transport for the future
are designed, many people seem to consider
international cooperation—in our case coopera-
tion within the Community—as of secondary
importance only. We must find binding standards
for the transport systems of tomorrow.

Ladies and gentlemen, I know, as you and
everyone else does, that the traditional develop-
ment of transport structures and transport
branches in our countries has differed widely;
harmonization is, of course, only possible with
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the direct participation of the individual national
authorities. Despite public statements to the con-
rary, that participation often seems lacking.
Here, too, as in other sectors, too much account
is taken of these different national develop-
ments and too little done to find geniune Euro-
pean solutions.

When the Council of Transport Minister first
considered the Commission’s communication on
the future shape of transport policy at its meet-
ing of 22 November 1973, the Council indicated
its agreement in principle. However, one
transport journal added the, to my mind highly
appropriate, comment: ‘As was to be expected,
the emphasis differed according to national
interests.’

Ladies and gentlemen, the motion for a resolu-
tion contains items which my colleagues and I
consider particularly important. I am thinking
of those which relate to the harmonization of
conditions of competition such as:

— the elimination of all artificial cost distor-
tions between wundertakings in different
modes of transport and different countries,
or

— the need for transport undertakings to cover
their overall costs in full and for all decisions
on public investment in the transport sector
to be based on the principle of overall
economic viability, or

— the harmonization of vehicle taxes, a system
of payment for the use of transport infra-
structures or a common regulation of the
financial relationship between the states and
their railways.

Let me say also that we approve the stages
towards the achievement of a European trans-
port policy referred to in the report.

I would appeal here and now to the ministers
of transport not to limit their ambition to meet-
ing at least once or twice each year in Council
but to meet more often like other ministers, and
begin at long last to pursue a European policy.
Following a Council meeting in December 1971,
Mr Coppé, who was then a Commissioner, made
the hopeful—and at the time justified—forecast
that success in the common transport policy
could be expected even before the Community
was enlarged in 1973. He too had overestimated
the resolve of the ministers to reach agreement.
I wonder what people will be saying in three
years’ time about our debate today? But I am
not a sceptic, I am an optimist, and I stress that
the Commission’s communication is a helpful
new beginning. We approve the principles
embodied in it. Mr Mursch has compiled a

painstaking and detailed report which we also
approve. The European Parliament and its
Transport Committee can justifiably claim to
have incessantly urged the need for progress;
unfortunately, this Parliament can do no more.

If there are still no visible signs of success, that
is no reason for us to be resigned. We should
not, and will not, cease our efforts to work
for a unified transport policy within our Com-
munity.

I would stress again that the Socialist Group
views transport policy as an important factor in
European integration, and that my group will
also take firm steps in the national parliaments
to obtain concessions from the governments con-
cerned. The Socialist Group thanks all those
who have contributed to the compilation and
drafting of this proposal and report, in particu-
lar the rapporteur, and approves the report.

(Applause)

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

The House will rise.

(The sitting was suspended at 12.55 p.m. and
resumed at 3.05 p.m.)

IN THE CHAIR: MR BORDU

Vice-President

President. — The sitting is resumed.

We resume the debate on the report by Mr
Mursch. I call Lord Bessborough to speak on
behalf of the FEuropean Conservative Group.

Lord Bessborough. — Mr President, I very much
regret that my colleague, Mr James Hill, the
chairman of the Committee on Regional Policy
and Transport, is unable to attend this after-
noon. I have, however—and I assure Mr Mursch
of this—been in touch with him and what I
propose to say does, I think, command his
general agreement and, indeed, that of my whole

group.

I feel at the outset that I should state my group’s
general views on the whole question of a com-
mon transport system. We are agreed that an
efficient system operating at a minimum cost
should make an important contribution to the
overall economic development of the Commun-
ity. This Parliament, Mr President, has made
very clear its views on the need for a Com-
munity regional policy. The correction of
regional imbalances is not merely a step towards
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the achievement of economic and monetary
union but a cornerstone of the Community. We
want to see these imbalances reduced, not only
in the former context but also in the practical
day-to-day working of the Community.

Transport and regional policies are completely
interwoven. The Commission itself has pointed
out that investment in transport infrastructure
is an essential basis for the development of
structural policies and particularly regional
policy and planning. The importance of an
adequate transport infrastructure for regional
development has been demonstrated to our Com-
mittee on Regional Policy and Transport during
the visits which they paid to the Republic of
Ireland, Northern Ireland and Italy. An
inadequate transport system is preventing some
of the more deprived areas of Europe from
benefiting fully from industrialization and the
improvement of agriculture.

The problems of transit traffic across borders
are crucial to the development of the Com-
munity. Practical progress towards removing
these obstacles would indeed constitute a real
step forward. If my honourable friends at the
back of the Chamber would give me a little
attention because some of the remarks which I
am about to make concern them—I should be
grateful, Mr President, if you could keep a
semblance of order in this Chamber—I would
like to say that my group believe, therefore,
that the Community must be urged to imple-
ment policy proposals to this end.

The development of such a policy will require
harmonization in many sectors, and we certainly
welcome those measures which will contribute
to the more efficient transport of goods, the
improvement of the transport infrastructure
and greater safety by, as Mr Seefeld mentioned,
limiting hours spent at the wheel by long-
distance lorry-drivers and approximating
national driving licences.

We also believe that greater attention must be
paid to environmental aspects. We have particu-
larly in mind those measures which may be
harmful to the environment—for example, noise
and pollution from heavy lorries, and we
emphasize the need for research and develop-
ment in this area. We would urge the Com-
munity to adopt measures designed to make
greater use of railways and, when appropriate,
inland waterways for the heavier loads. We
would also urge the extension of distribution
grids and pipelines on a Community basis and
to take into account modern methods of com-
munication and transportation, including high-
speed trains, in which your country, Mr Presi-
dent, is so interested.

We also believe that care must be taken over
decisions concerning the siting of oil ports. I am
personally particularly interested to see the
inclusion of provisions for coordinated research
into new forms of transport or motive power—
especially those which might make less extra-
vagent use of hydrocarbon fuels.

Turning to the report itself, I should like to
add my congratulations to those already offered
to Mr Mursch by previous speakers. It is a most
detailed and painstaking report. He has come
to grips with a most difficult and complex sub-
ject, and the scale of his undertaking is truly
awesome. I think his explanatory statement may
prove a most valuable summary for all those
concerned with this question. I have already
made it clear that my group attaches great
importance to the introduction of a genuine
common policy and the contribution that this
can make to the development of the Community.
This means that an agreement must be reached
within the Council without delay on many
important but difficult questions which constit-
ute vital elements of the policy. Parliament may
urge the adoption of such a policy and, indeed,
endorse the timetable for its implementation;
but at the end of the day, progress will depend
upon the political will shown by Member States.
My group is very concerned, therefore, that
when target dates are set by the Community, as
they are in this document, they should be
realistic, bearing in mind the political and
economic problems which the Community faces
today, and that' these timetables should be
observed. We, in our group, have some doubt
whether the target dates proposed represent
realistic estimates of the rate of progress that
the Community may actually achieve. Indeed,
it is certain that without the necessary political
will, not even the first marker will be reached
on time. Neither stage will be achieved without
a major Community effort, which will require
a fixity of purpose on the part of all our
Member States. Although our group has not
proposed specific amendments in this sense and
in fact regards target dates as essential in the
achievement of this goal, I thought that I must,
nevertheless, express our concern that these
dates should be realistically fixed and, when
fixed, that the timetables should be adhered to.

I should like to ask the rapporteur to assure
me that there is no inconsistency between some
of the sub-paragraphs of Section II of paragraph
8 of the motion for a resolution, namely those
relating to the basic principles of the common
transport policy. Although my group is not
inclined to quarrel with the sense of sub-
paragraph (e), we wonder whether there is no
inconsistency between this sub-paragraph and
the expression of view contained in sub-para-
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graphs (b), (g) and (h). Later in this debate we
intend to urge the adoption of a small amend-
ment to sub-paragraph (f) which underlines our
concern with the social, environmental and
safety aspects of this Community policy, and I
hope that that amendment, to which I will not
speak in detall when I come to move it, will be
adopted. I feel certain that Members will agree
that it should be generally acceptable.

I should also be grateful if the rapporteur could
clarify the functions of the ‘permanent umbrella
organization’ referred to in sub-paragraph (f) of
Section III of paragraph 8 and especially the
reference to the ‘splitting up of freight’. My
understanding is that this rather confusing
phrase refers to the different freight tariffs ap-
plicable when moving freight across national
frontiers. I wonder whether there is a transla-
tion error in the English text or if the expres-
sion ‘splitting up of freight’ is the correct
technical term.

In conclusion, I move to Section IV of para-
graph 8, ‘Measures during the first stage’. 1
would merely point out that in expressing some
hesitation over the target dates which the Com-
mission has proposed, I had in mind, in particu-
lar, the intention to move towards a common
air transport policy, to which Mr Noé has often
referred, and also a common sea transport
policy. Although our common transport policy
should clearly encompass the air and the sea
as well as the land, we should not underestimate
the problems the Community will face. My
group believes, Mr President, that the Com-
munity must press on with the common
transport policy. Although this policy represents
an essential element of European union in the
broadest sense of the term, it also represents
valuable economic ends in itself. Its success
should not stand or fall with the success of the
larger and more general aims. In fact, we believe
that it is by evolving such specific common
policies that economic union is more likely to
be achieved. We urge the Community to address
itself to these matters and see that the progress
envisaged in these proposals is achieved.

(Applause)

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

Mr Herbert. — Mr President, on my own behalf
and on behalf of my group, I wish to congra-
tulate the rapporteur for his very comprehensive
and detailed report on the principles for a Com-
munity common transport policy. I sincerely
hope that the Commission and particularly the
Council of Ministers will pay attention to the

points raised by the Parliament and take posi-
tive and expedient steps to implement a com-
mon transport policy.

It is regrettable that in the 22 years since the
establishment of the Coal and Steel Community
and the 16 years since the establishment of the
European Economic Community we have not
developed a common transport policy. Even the
few piecemeal measures that have been adopted
are totally inadequate to form even the basis
from which an effective policy can be evolved.
As the rapporteur rightly said, a common
transport policy is an integral part of European
union, and it is futile to talk of movement in
other fields or other sectors while the Com-
munity lacks this vital and essential ingredient
of a common transport policy. We are all indeed
aware of the importance of transport costs and
a transport system for the manufacturing
industries and the influence that these factors
have on the final cost of products to the con-
sumer. Before locating an industry, an industri-
alist will investigate the transport system avail-
able for transporting raw materials to his plant
and his finished products to the market.
Whether the best system available is road, rail,
canals, sea or air, it must be a good system and
it must provide transport at a reasonable cost,
otherwise the industrialist will go somewhere
else where he can find better and cheaper
transport facilities. This underlines the reason
why a common transport policy must not be
implemented in isclation but must go hand in
hand with, and complement, other policies
which are also necessary for the strengthening
of the Community.

I am referring here, in particular, to regional
policy. If we take, for example, the position of
Ireland at the present time, Ireland can offer
all the natural amenities conducive to industrial
development. These include deep, natural har-
bours and high-quality land suitable for indus-
trial development. But Ireland lacks the trans-
port infrastructures. Until such basic structural
problems are solved, problems which can only
be solved within the context of a realistic
regional policy, Ireland cannot profit from the
benefits of a common transport policy. A com-
mon transport policy cannot be implemented
while certain regions of the Community do not
have a developed infrastructure or a sound
industrial base. Thus, it is important that the
less developed areas of the Community be given
a sound industrial base with such facilities as
infrastructure and ports from which expansion
will naturally develop. This can only come about
under a realistic regional policy, a policy which
does not yet exist. If such areas are not pre-
pared, then the introduction of a common
transport policy will find them less competitive,
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less favourable for investment because of
transport costs. The development of traditional
industrial areas will continue to the further
detriment of the less developed areas.

My group is in favour of an effective common
transport policy. However, it must be stated that
the proposals of the Commission are very
ambitious. The ideas contained in the Commis-
sion’s communication and in the Mursch report
are excellent, but if we are to achieve progress,
we must first tackle the basic problems. A
number of proposals have been before the Coun-
cil for some time and have not as yet been
adopted. One of these concerns the maximum
permissible axle weight in road haulage, a prob-
lem which has far-reaching effects on road
construction costs, competition with railways
and road safety. At the moment the Council of
Ministers cannot reach agreement on this prob-
lem, even though the point at issue is merely
a difference of 0.7 of a metric ton. Some Member
States want a maximum axle weight of 11 tons
while others are prepared to accept 10.3 tons.
Although this difference is small, it has far-
reaching financial implications for certain
Member States. For Ireland, for example, it is
estimated that it would cost 90 million pounds
to provide roads and bridges adequate to the
11 metric ton limit. In addition, this 90 million
pounds would have to be provided directly by
Ireland, a burden which we cannot afford.
Furthermore, there is the serious problem of
enforcing the maximum axle weight allowed
for these vehicles, the so-called juggernauts. A
recent survey in Germany showed that 60 per
cent of vehicles were in violation of the limits.
I would like to ask the Commission to study
these problems and to submit proposals to the
Council of Ministers with a view to having this
question discussed again.

I should also like to mention the directives con-
cerning the road-burden testing of motor
vehicles and the harmonization of European
driving licences, which are at present before the
Council. Earlier this year I presented reports
on these proposals to the Parliament in which
I stressed the need for their immediate adoption
in the interests of improving road safety. As
these directives have not as yet been adopted
by the Council, I want to emphasize once more
the need to make our roads safer, in particular
when one considers that 60 000 people are killed
on Community roads every year. I think that
this figure alone underlines the need to improve
road safety, irrespective of whether we develop
a commeon transport policy or not.

The rapporteur, Mr Mursch, rightly points out
that too little attention is devoted to the import-
ance of a common transport policy for the

further development of economic and monetary
union. A Dbasic argument for the common
transport policy is the part it would play in
building the Economic Community. The Com-
munity is based on trade and free movement
of goods. Goods cannot be traded unless they
are transported. To achieve the essence of a
common market, all transport restrictions and
distortions of competition arising from transport
rules must be eliminated. If we take, for
example, a truck haulier transporting goods
from Belfast to Rome, he has to cope with
several different regulations in each Member
State he passes through. He must have a special
licence to transport the goods through the dif-
ferent States, he must present different docu-
ments at each of the customs posts, he must pay
a different price for his fuel in each State. All
these are costs that must be eliminated or
harmonized. This can be achieved under a com-
mon transport policy, and this makes such a
policy a necessary element of economic union.

The transport area is a very complicated one
requiring much work and goodwill by the
Member States so that a common policy for the
whole Community can be adopted. Our group
now calls on the Council to adopt the directives
and regulations already submitted to them
without further delay. We request the Commis-
sion to prepare a realistic timetable with detailed
descriptions of the measures to be adopted, hav-
ing due regard to the progress of the other
Community policies. This timetable must first
deal with the basic problems of transport before
getting lost among the finer points of what ele-
ments should go to make up a common transport
policy.

Thank you, Mr President.
(Applause)

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

Mr Fabbrini. — (I) Mr President, honourable
Members, I do not know what impression the
House gathered from re-reading (the text in
question is an old one) the Commission docu-
ment entitled—somewhat pretentiously, as it
strikes me—'Development of the common trans-
port policy’. If my memory serves me right, this
document was submitted by the Commission in
May 1973.

If you will allow me to be quite frank, whilst
going through this paper again recently I could
not help feeling a sense of annoyance which
comes to me with every document—and there
are plenty of them in this House—which refers
to the Paris summit, or perhaps to the Copen-
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hagen summit, and to the goal of economic and
monetary union, at a time such as this when
leading spokesmen from the nine governments
or the Community are candidly admitting that
those very summits amounted to little more than
empty gestures and that the idea of achieving
economic and monetary union within the time
then envisaged was over-ambitious, premature
and academic. What is more, a study of the
" reasoning in this document and of the solutions
put forward to deal with various problems has,
I am sorry to say, done nothing to dispel my
exasperation.

As I understand the general purport of this
Commission document—and the same applies to
Mr Mursch’s report, which reasons along the
same lines—the Commission, setting out from a
purely functional view of the whole complex
problem of transport, concerns itself almost
entirely with the need to establish suitable con-
ditions for the so-called unfettered competition
within the Community, by means of a variety
of measures of harmonization. And let it be
admitted that within these premises the docu-
ment includes valid reflections and solutions;
these are by no means disregarded and will
receive their due when they are translated into
specific proposals for the consideration of Parlia-
ment.

In our view, the great need at this juncture is
to highlight certain ideas and considerations
which we feel should be in the forefront of the
minds of those responsible for working out any
common transport policy within the orbit of the
Community. We are looking at the Commission’s
document and at that of the rapporteur at
almost a year’s distance from its submission.
And as we all know, this has been an eventful
year, full of significant developments which are
having a profound impact on the transport policy
of individual countries and in the Community
as a whole.

This is the first great weakness of this docu-
ment, a paper which, written before the energy
crisis, strikes us as having been inadequate even
for that time; how much more, then, must it
fall short of meeting the challenge as it presents
itself today with greater urgency than ever,
within the Community! To our minds, therefore,
we are faced with the necessity for a radical
revision; our ideas must be brought up to date
in a way which meets the situation which has
developed in the meantime within the Com-
munity.

Over the last few months we have lived through
a shortage of mineral oil products which, though
to all appearances momentarily remedied, might
hit us again without much warning. Add to this

the steep rise in the price of petroleum and all
its derivatives, with its disastrous effect on the
balance of payments in all countries of the
Community, as well as the worrying curve of
inflation, and we have all the reasons we need
for giving this whole question a thorough over-
haul. The problem of transport within thé Com-
munity presents a vastly different aspect today
from the one which the Commission document
reflects.

Under the conditions now prevailing, we feel
that great attention must be devoted to the
problem of making more sensible use of the
sources of energy available to us, of which trans-
port is devouring the lion’s share. We must be
in a better position to guarantee essential sup-
plies to industry, which means bread and butter
both to individual countries and to the Com-
munity, and on which transport is in so many
ways dependent.

In our view, 'this more thoughtful management
of energy consumption involves a first funda-
mental choice, which ought to have been made
even before the energy crisis was sprung upon
us, but which we seek in vain in this document.
This is the problem: who gets first share, pub-
lic transport or private? Are we going to give
every support and encouragement to public
transport, both of passengers and of goods—or
must we allow private transport to go on
developing in its own sweet way, as has been
happening up to the present?

Well, our view is this: if we want to cut down
on the irresponsible squandering of costly fuels,
if we want to keep our air breathable—a prob-
lem which is now on the tip of everyone’s tongue
and gets argued over with heat even in this
House—, if we want faster and more efficient
transport, especially for commuting workers—
who, I may say, are the chief victims within
the Community of traffic congestion caused by
the inordinate proliferation of private motor
vehicles—, if we want to save money—surely
an imperative need today—both in every single
country’s general interest and in that of the
individual family unit, if we want to reduce or
prevent these traffic jams on the roads, parti-
cularly in urban centres (a problem dealt with
in the Commission document)—if, indeed, we
want to do all these things as well as other,
équally important ones I cannot go on enumer-
ating for lack of time, we shall have to give
top priority to developing, strengthening and
modernizing all forms of public transport,
beginning with the railways. This, then, is the
first fundamental choice we are called upon to
make and on which the House must voice its
opinion today, in the situation in so many ways
unprecedented which has developed since the
events I have alluded to at the outset.
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And since I have alluded to the traffic problem
in centres with ancient monuments, let me draw
attention to the inadequacy, in the rapporteur’s
document, of passing over one extremely encour-
aging development with a mere non-committal
mention. I am alluding to the closing of urban
centres to modern traffic. The trend deserves
comment. Allow me to illustrate the point from
personal experience. As Mayor of Siena I may
be said to have been responsible for closing the
centre of that historic town to motor traffic in
1965. Enogh time has passed since that measure,
was taken to enable me to assure this House
that this experiment—the first of its kind in
Italy—which met with stubborn opposition from
certain categories of citizens, has had excellent
results, parallelled, I may add, in other cities
which decided to take similar action.

This is why I feel it is not good enough merely
to mention that these things have been done,
without giving any comment on them. In fact
I think it is our duty to take a good look at
such experiments as have already been tried out
in these cities, to relieve traffic congestion, to
economize on energy fuels, and, last but not
least, as an act of deference to an historic
heritage we have the moral and patriotic duty
to care for.

In these streets and squares our remote ancestors
built—as is nowadays so pointedly said—‘accord-
ing to the measure of man’; we pour a dense
stream of noisy traffic without thought for the
consequences. But in his report the rapporteur
is more concerned with those residential centres
which attract tourists, where in recent develop-
ments accoun. has been taken of the require-
ments of private motorists, now greater than
ever, town planners having provided under-
ground garages, etc. to accommodate the traffic.
Although even here the provision of improved
public transport would scarcely do any damage,
I think our first consideration must go to those
historic centres which are now being disfigured
and in a number of ways imperilled by the
private motor traffic which is still tearing
through them.

Of course we know as well as you do—I am
referring back to the earlier part of my address,
but the matter is mentioned in the documents
under examination—that the corporations which
run public transport services (the first to come
to mind are the railways and municipal pas-
senger transport) are in dire straits financially.
It could therefore be objected to us, champions
of priority treatment for public as against
private transport, that the course we are ad-
vocating will lead us further in the direction
of bankruptcy in this sector.

We cannot accept this as a valid argument, and
for two main reasons: in the first place, a public
service which is up-to-date, fast, efficient, able
to move unhampered, would tend to discourage
private car-ownership (it is chiefly passenger
traffic I have in mind) and could hope for better
innings and lower running costs, since it is
urban traffic congestion which sends these lat-
ter up; in the second place, and this is the most
important point, transport is, and should in our
view be regarded as, a public or social need we
have the obligation to meet.

It is indeed owing to the social nature of trans-
port that the inevitability arises of a social price
to pay. This cost must fall onto the shoulders
of the community, and the State—or the mu-
nicipal authorities as the case may be—will have
to find the funds through fiscal channels. The
conception of transport as a social service must
be the cornerstone of any sound up-to-date
transport policy, entailing a social cost to be
debited to the community. I maintain this prin-
ciple in a general way, but more particularly
for the workers in the various countries of the
Community who are the main users of public
transport; the provision of up-to-date, fast and
efficient means of conveyance at low cost is a
duty we owe to them, and if this leaves public
corporations in the red we must make it up to
them in the way I have indicated above.

Allow me, before I conclude, to put in a very
brief word on another problem, that of the major
‘infrastructures’ of modern transport. Certain
major operations involving road and rail links,
as for example the modernization of the great
Alpine tunnels (which we have already had
occasion to discuss in the Transport Committee)
and tunnel or bridge connections elsewhere, like
the Channel Tunnel or the scheme for building
a bridge across the Straits of Messina, have a
scope which transcends the national interest.
Operations such as these, though still at the
blueprint stage, are already being discussed in
this House. Whatever other problems they may
raise, they entail an enormous cost, for natural
reasons independent of man’s will, God having
made the Earth that way.

How, then, are we to approach these major ‘in-
frastructural’ works, which need to be carried
out as quickly as possible, without invoking the
principle—and this is the point I wanted to
stress—of Community solidarity and participa-
tion? And against the uneven profile of socio-
economic development within the Community,
how are we to create this major framework for
international transport which is to favour eco-
nomic development in these backward areas if
the principle of Community solidarity and parti-
cipation already alluded to does not come into
the picture here either?
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I consider that the problems of transport need
to be looked at in a modern spirit, with the
requisite degree of understanding, and in view
of the latest facts that have come to light since
the publication of the Commission’s report. By all
means, let them get on with harmonizing what
wants to be harmonized, on the basis of optimum
conditions: safety regulations, procedures for
issuing driving-licences, mechanical standards
for all categories of vehicles. In principle, we
approve of the harmonizations with which the
document is concerned, subject to periodic
reviews of the norms. But let us first be clear
in our minds about the basic axioms which should
govern a modern transport policy and let these
be the inspiration for anything we undertake
in the future. This, then, is what we recommend.

After what has been said, it will be understood
that we cannot endorse the document submitted
by Mr Mursch on behalf of the Committee on
Regional Policy and Transport.

President. — I call Mr Cifarelli.

Mr Cifarelli. — (I) Mr President, my point of
view is quite close to that of Lord Besborough
as it is to that of Mr Fabbrini, with regard to
the sceptical feelings which the reading of this
report inspires. I have no wish to belittle the
merits of the Commission or of the rapporteur,
Mr Mursch; as far as I am concerned, their
contributions receive full credit.

This report, however, lists a number of problems
and references to dates which provide us with
abundant cause for concern. And let me say, Sir,
that, having sat on the Transport Committee for
over two years, I am no stranger to these
frustrating experiences. In this field of transport
one cannot just think up a new policy or sell
an idea which at that juncture individual coun-
tries think they could well achieve on their
own; for over a century now, that is to say, ever
since the days of the first railways, the great
steam-shipping companies and the international
tunnels, it has been obvious that it is imperative
to have certain harmonizations, to achieve
postulated goals, and yet so far little or nothing
of all this has come to pass.

I am a trifle shy, Mr President, to join in this
fashionable talk of ‘political will’ which greets
every snag we encounter. This is not a matter
of ‘poiitical will’ but rather a question of
identifying the vested interests which stand in
the way: certain transport companies, question-
able pressure-groups, ‘mafias’—to resort to an
Italian term now in general use—,some segments
of the bureaucratic set up. No, the lack of
progress in the field of transport can no longer
be treated as mere inadequacy. It is culpable.

And that was the first observation I wanted to
make.

Now to the second. As Mr Fabbrini has just
pointed out, we are facing a new situation
brought about by energy shortage. I shall never
tire of repeating that our fortunes have taken a
turn which may come to put the industriali-
zed world directly or indirectly at the mercy of
the so-called fourth world, which holds the keys
to its fuel store—a new development which may
be far from over. We could summarize the si-
tuation by saying that tomorrow, perhaps, there
will be just enough kerosene for the airways,
but not all the petrol we may want for other
transport facilities—well, so be it, we shall not
let this situation become the sole consideration
to dictate our programmes; there are other
angles to be considered.

Yesterday all the excitement was about Euro-
dollars; now it is ‘petro-dollars’ which are in the
news, and there is talk of re-cycling, and of loans
which the Community would grant through the
European Bank on the basis of ad hoc agree-
ments, ensuring that the money is to be used
not as a cure for sick balances of payments in
individual states (thus invoking the grim spectre
of repayment) but to finance major operations
under an ‘infrastructures’ programme planned
and realized by the Community itself, which
would turn them into Community achievements
capable of putting such items as premiums on
slaughter or non-slaughter into a welcome shade.

I have a further comment to make. Our discus-
sions have a tendency to throw up this vague
concept of the regional policy—a large basket
with room for quite a number of different things:
the troubles of agriculture, for example, or the
problems of industrial reconversion, or fluctua-
tions in the balance of payments—these are
some of the problems that can be loaded into the
basket of regional policy. Well, there is a re-
gional side also to the problems of transport, but
this, too, will be reexamined.

Whoever has been concerned with regional po-
licy for some time will certainly recall the great
rush to build new roads. Mr Fabbrini has refer-
red to private transport. I remember that in my
home country, which is also Mr Fabbrini’'s, when
attempts were made to put a brake on the spread
of private motoring by arguing, for example,
about the trouble the railways were in, massive
opposition was encountered; progress was
blocked by the vested interests of both capital
and organized labour. A frown from Fiat, and
the state apologized. We are now faced with
serious problems which may be said to affect
entire urban populations, particularly workers
of various categories and most of all, those with
the lowest incomes. Against this background,
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Mr President, the regional policy needs in my
view to be reconsidered from the point of view
of this very provision of ‘infrastructures’; this
means putting an end to road-building within
the narrow perspectives of municipal or pro-
vincial planning or the interests of the tourist
industry or of any sectional groups you care to
name. Indeed, I regard it as one of the Com-
munity’s tasks to take these various regional
policies firmly in hand with an eye to the ‘in-
frastructures’ and the ports.

As far as my country is concerned at any rate,
Mr President, if we are anywhere up against the
walls of Jericho, it is precisely in the ports. In
order to escape from the stranglehold of the
dockers’ unions, some industries have gone to
the trouble of building private ports of their
own. This has been the case with the Steel In-
dustry in Taranto, in Liguria, on the Adriatic—
and all the while we have a growing problem
of coordinating idle and half-idle ports, or co-
ordination between Genoa and Marseilles, Rot-
terdam and the ports of the Mediterranean. These
then, Mr President, are the battles we shall have
to fight first,

A final point already hinted at concerns the
criteria which govern the choice of route for
a projected road. When we have forest fires it is
found, more often than not, that a road runs
right by where the trouble began. A road
through such an area, then, adds to the fire risk.
New roads bode no good to landscape or natural
environment, through whatever part of the
Community they may run. Among other things
they disturb the stability of soils, particularly
in hilly or mountainous country.

Coming to the motorways, in my country some
of these have actually been named after the
statesmen who undertook their construction in
the teeth of commonsense and the general in-
terest. What we have in mind, Sir, is to establish
a Community criterion which would go beyond
the normal economic considerations behind road
building to take into account the perspectives
of town-planning, the configuration of the land,
the silent claims of historic centres and ancient
monuments—indeed, I am of one mind with Mr
Fabbrini on this issue: the scruples of the
landscape architect must enter into the picture.
In my country, which I know best—and I would
anyhow not wish to presume to pass judgment
on what is done elsewhere—some of the roads
and motorways are an outrage in the sight of
God.

We are not, of course, casting the Commission
and the Community into the réle of a supreme
judge, there to right wrongs and be a guardian
angel for the environment, or a policeman ready

with a charge-sheet. Just this, that the working-
out of any sound tfransport policy presupposes
an alert regard for matters such as these. We
should concentrate our aim on the objectives
which are of especial relevance and give all our
attention to these. There’s nothing new, to a
military man—it might have been Napoleon or
Klausewitz who first thought of it—in the idea
of reserving one’s fire for chosen targets. Neither
we nor those who share our commitment—the
Commission being first among these—to the
building of a European Community have the
magic wand which would solve all the problems
on the book at one go.

President. — I call Mr Nyborg.

Mr Nyborg. — (DK) I have only a few observa-
tions. I should like to start by saying that it
can hardly be regarded as a matter of chance
that Parliament has set up a committee called
the Committee on Regional Policy and Trans-
port. After all, to be able to carry out a rational
regional policy it is essential first of all to have
a transport policy. I can therefore only wel-
come the fact that we are now getting a really
effective grip on these things.

As regards Mr Herbert's statement, I should
like to say that I can agree with what he said
to the effect that the Commission ought to deal
with the problems of axle weight on roads inside
the European Community, since in many cases
this means huge outlays if the roads are to be
equipped for a considerably higher axle weight
than the one they are at present capable of
taking.

As regards the Conservatives’ statement, I
fully agree that it is esential, not only in this
connection but in all others to do with the Com-
munity, to attempt to observe time-tables, which
is unfortunately far too often not done. I find
it entirely natural that by far the majority of
speakers have given their approval to Mr
Mursch’s report, since Mr Mursch has carried
out an excellent and exhaustive piece of work,
and I should like to join with those who have
congratulated him on his report.

One little thing I should like to mention is a
very special problem within transport policy,
namely, EEC driving-licences. The last three
countries to accede to the Community, Ireland,
Britain and Denmark, have been unfairly trea-
ted as regards these general EEC driving-
licences. I can therefore only welcome the fact
that the Commission has promised to look
favourably on the request which has been sub-
mitted, showing that there has been unfair
treatment.
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Finally, I should like to say that the whole
range of problems connected with our trans-
port policy has been dealt with in detail in the
Committee on Regional Policy and Transport,
that all sides of the case seem to have been
brought out, and I can only recommend support
for the Commission’s proposal and Mr Mursch’s
report.

(Applause from the Conservative benches)
President. — I call Mr Eisma.

Mr Eisma. — (NL) Mr President, the attempt
at considering Mr Mursch’s extensive report in
all its aspects would take us too far. Just a brief
observation then, on a point which this report
also raises, namely, Community policy on air
traffic. The report refers to this now and again
in a very cautions way, and not without reason:
so long as Article 84(2) of the Treaty is not
declared applicable to air transport, we cannot
expect to witness the birth of an EEC air
transport policy. I therefore feel that both the
Council and the Commission should take appro-
priate initiatives at the earliest possible date.

It would at this stage be pointless for the Com-
mission to open discussions with the aviation
companies, as I believe has been done, because
there is no getting down to business while we
lack the basis of a Community policy on air
traffic at government level. What is wanted is
that the article I have just mentioned be declared
applicable, so that the EEC could go ahead on
a Community air policy. Nine countries are, of
course, not enough to bring the desired mea-
sures. Perhaps the policy could be fitted in at
the second stage of the European Conference
on Civil Aviation, at which, naturally, other
countries will be represented besides the Nine
Members of the Community.

If we can bring about an air traffic policy at
EEC level, this must include more than Mr
Mursch’s report mentions. More will then be
entailed than multilateral negotiations over
landing rights. Before very long we shall begin
to see mergers of gviation companies. I do not
need to look further than the aviation company
at home and the difficulties it is having to
contend with. And I am sure it is not the only
concern of its kind in this predicament; other
aviation companies in Europe are moving in
the same direction. It is getting too expensive
for each country to have its own aviation com-
pany; that prestige is a luxury.

This is the only point I shall make, Mr Presi-
dent. I agree with Mr Fabbrini that the report
is too much a bare enumeration of facts; we
look in vain for attitudes and valuations. Even

so, I must say I admire the sheer comprehensi-
veness of the effort, for which credit is due in
the first place to Mr Mursch.

Mr President, since this is the last plenary part-
session I shall be attending, may I take this
opportunity to thank you, all the Members of
this Parliament and other persons present for
the way we have enjoyed working together in
this forum.

(Applause)

President. — I thank you, Mr Eisma, on behalf
of all the Members of this House and wish you
a further fruitful career.

I call Mr Scarascia Mugnozza.

Mr Scarascia Mugnozza, Vice-President of the
Commission of the European Communities. — (I)
Mr President, honourable Members, I have fol-
lowed with keen interest the thorough discus-
sion which the House has devoted to this issue.
In the first place, allow me to add my good
wishes to those which have been addressed
this morning to Mr Mursch, and also to thank
Mr Eisma, on the occasion of his leaving the
European Parliament, for the work he has done
and for the spirit of cooperation he has evinced.

I should like to express my appreciation both
to those who have felt able to defend the Com-
mission’s document and to those who have
expressed criticisms or reservations. And espe-
cial recognition is owing to the rapporteur, Mr
Mursch, who has succeeded Mr Guldberg in the
role of submitting a document which strikes
me as complete, even though I cannot—as is,
I dare say, only to be expected—refrain from
making some observations.

Let me say again that I am pleased at the way
the discussion has gone, reflecting the course
taken by discussions in other quarters: in the
Economic and Social Committee, during meet-
ings with interested parties and with the Unions.
It has been suggested that the Commission was
being overambitious in words, but timid when
it came to producing programmes for action.
I have to point out that in this communication
we were aiming at down-to-earth realism; I
would add that we are dealing with a factual
report and not with a decision on the Commis-
sion’s part. Might I therefore ask Mr Fabbrini
to pick up this document again and take a closer
look at it, because, although this communica-
tion was made before the energy crisis, he will
find in it reflections which that very ecrisis
might have inspired, and discover that it has
already raised many of the problems he has
brought up, even though these are often
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regarded as lying beyond the scope of Com-
munity action.

Perhaps I should begin by defining the nature
of this communication. It is, of course, not a
decision; nor is it a proposal for a directive of
for a regulation. It is a circumstantial report,
an attempt at defining an existing state of
affairs, produced in cooperation with my col-
leagues and intended to provide the Community
authorities with a comprehensive picture of the
transport policy.

Let me put it this way: I have seen that we
must face the fact that what we have called
transport policy in the past was a very hapha-
zard affair, and failed to produce results for
lack of any underlying conception to inform it.
The differing national situations could not be
made to fit into a Community pattern. In this
fact-finding effort my colleagues and I accepted
the mental discipline of surveying the whole
transport position in all its complexity, not, at
this stage, in order to put forward proposals—
there is a heap of these gathering dust on the
table of the Council and we are ready with
others—but rather to give a kind of close-up
picture of the present situation and to indicate
the lines on which, to our way of thinking, we
ought to get to work.

I maintain that, allowing for a number of argu-
ments which I have, I may say, listened to with
respect, the essence of the Commission’s analysis,
as set forth in the document, has not been chal-
lenged by anyone; nor, come to that, has anyone
questioned the urgency with which action is
called for. I should say the urgency has become
greater and also more obvious to the extent
that difficulties of an economic order have made
themselves felt, causing the realization to dawn
on the right minds that a Community transport
policy might lead to the saving of money in
various quarters.

Our idea of the substance of a common trans-
port policy is a common market for transport
based on the free circulation of transport ser-
vices and on a Community-wide transport net-
work created by integrating the various national
programmes of investment in infrastructures,
whose use could be regulated by introducing a
system of charges. Also, new technical ideas
could be utilized within the context of coopera-
tion and the mutual complementing of different
networks and types of transport.

Let me stress in this connection that this is the
first time a document—albeit only a fact-find-
ing report from the Commission—speaks in such
plain terms of the necessity for inter-relating
different national programmes for infrastruc-

tures. There is no question, as yet, of any Com-
munity initiatives at that level, such as are
being pressed for; this would be hopelessly
premature at this stage, the principle being
unknown both in theory and in practice. We
are sure that the Commission is also fully alive
to this question of cooperation and mutual com-
plementing of differing types of transport, con-
cerning which a number of critical observations
have been made.

I just wanted to make this point in a very
general way, Mr President, while underlining
my great appreciation for Mr Mursch’s work,
before entering into a few details essential for
the purpose of explaining the Commission’s
approach and the reasons for some of the atti-
tudes, as well as some of the reservations,
expressed by us; although, by and large, I can
say that the European Parliament and the Com-
mission seem to me to be moving in the same
direction and in some ways at least converging
towards the same goal.

I should like to dwell in particular on para-
graphs one to seven of the motion. As I have
pointed out above, our communication was con-
ceived in a spirit of detachment and does not
lack ideas; it is there to give us food for thought
which we can turn into specific proposals better
suited to the conditions of today. This leads me
to interpret paragraph 4 of the resolution as a
challenge to examine some of the problems
more deeply. But in paragraph 5 Parliament
asks the Commission to submit to the Council
a proposal for a decision. Let me then explain
that when we were working on this communica-
tion, we were thinking not merely of waking
up the Community authorities to the problem
of transport; we also wanted to challenge the
Council of Ministers to face up to its respons-
ibilities.

For this reason, the submission of a proposal
for a decision before there had been time for
the conceptions outlined in our document to be
absorbed and digested, might well court the
risk—in the event of disagreement in the Coun-
cil of Ministers—of narrowing down the prac-
tical scope which our overall view of the prob-
lem opens up. So we have submitted a commun-
ication. The Working Party on Transport of the
Council of Ministers is carrying on with the job
and has taken the task to heart; on the other
hand, I have kent in constant touch with the
Ministers, which has given me a chance to clear
up any points which raised problems or diffi-
culties. Finally, let me say that the permanent
contacts established between my collaborators
and the civil servants concerned are also help-
ing to sort out a number of controversial points.
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Everything considered, we have no objection
to the Commission document being turned into
a resolution after it has been discussed. Perhaps
the resolution will materialize; on the other
hand, as I think you are aware, the German
delegation has already presented a proposal for
a resolution for submission to the Council of
Ministers. All T will say to this is that the
greatest care must be taken to ensure that no
resolution which is too restrictive with regard
to the commitments which Member States may
make comes to limit our scope on the theore-
tical or practical level, at a time when, as T
shall presently explain, we are hoping by prag-
matic approaches to add a new dimension to the
perspective of transport policy.

Like Mr Mursch, I envisage an initial transi-
tional period, followed by a second phase of
practical realization. I anticipate no argument
about this. However, as regards the suggestion
made in paragraph 7 of the motion, that the
measures to be taken during the first phase be
submitted without delay for general discussion
in the Council, which is the rapporteur’s idea
of reaching agreement on a whole series of pro-
posals at a marathon session of the Council—
I have no faith in it.

In the field of trensport the methods we are
familar with in ferm policy will not do, nor
do I think these package deals have produced
many good results. It is not as if we were sitting
down to fix the price of beef or chickens and
to agree to go a point or two above or below
the mark, or, indeed, to sort out any problem
which can be settled by general agreement. We
are here to decide the fate of European trans-
port understood as one of the cornerstones of
the Community economy.

Let me say that it was not my intention to tie
myself down to sny cut-and-dried scheme by
this reference to two phases, since, as I said
above, there are already a number of proposals
from the Commission on the Council’s desk. As
you will be aware, some of these were already
approved at the last two sessions of the Council
of Transport Ministers; others are still in the
pipeline, and we are hoping that by the end
of the year some of these proposals will be
passed by the Council of Ministers.

We are assuming that some of these proposals
will still be found acceptable in the form in
which they were submitted; others will have
to be amended following approval of our com-
munication by the Council of Ministers, whilst
still others will have to be withdrawn and
replaced by new proposals. We are therefore
waiting to see how the discussion at the Council

of Ministers turns out before we put forward
any fresh proposals, draw up a time-table,
supply relevant information—since, in the
regrettable eventuality of no agreement mate-
rializing, we would not wish to see such a big
effort wasted. I am, however, confident that at
at the forthcoming Council of Ministers, due
to be held before the end of the year, conclusions
will be reached, and by the beginning of next
year I expect to see a decision on the commun-
ication which will tell us which of our pro-
posals are still valid, which of them can remain
with the Council of Ministers subject to modi-
fication, which of them, finally, must be taken
back, and what new proposals will have to be
submitted.

As regards paragraph 8, which is one of the
main features of the motion, let me say that
our intention to create a common market in
transport is in line with the indications of the
European Parliament and pursues the aim of
allowing the transport market free scope within
the framework laid down by the public author-
ity. This of course involves the clearing away
of all impediments which might stand in the
way of harmonizing the conditions of competi-
tion. On the other hand, when we say we wish
to see a free market, we also clearly recognize
the need for planning in the matter of infras-
tructures, and above all to look well ahead,
refusing to be side-tracked by improvements
limited to this or that network or this or that
country in the Community. The example I have
in mind here is Federal Germany'’s plan for the
restructuring of her railways. If this is not
matched by a similar plan for improvement and
re-structuring in other countries, even greater
dangers of congestion will arise than we have
to contend with at present; the same considera-
tion applies to the Channel Tunnel, which needs
infrastructures capable of forestalling the very
serious bottlenecks which might result.

We have been alerted to a legal side of the
question by a recent verdict of the Court of
Justice, of which I am sure the House is aware,
which will involve a reexamination of the situa-
tion on the lines we are advocating, particularly
with regard to sea and air transport and to
ports. These are the problems which are claim-
ing our major attention at the moment. The
question has been asked why Article 84 (2) of
the EEC Treaty has never so far been applied.
My reply is that none of the Member States
was ready to apply this article and extend the
scope of a common transport policy to sea and
air transport, and also that they did not con-
sider they could give free reign to the Com-
munity with a general transport policy in
abeyance.
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We have taken up this problem and, thanks to
a number of contacts which have proved extre-
mely useful, but above all after the statement
I made to the Council of Ministers that it was
not my intention to seek carte blanche on
Article 84 (2) of the EEC Treaty, only to propose
specific moves in the sectors of sea and air
transport, I feel it would be no exaggeration
to say that there is hope for progress in this
sector. The contacts we have had with ship-
owners unions and aviation companies are meant
at this stage to help us map out the territory
for new proposals. And we can say as much
about the ports, concerning which a lot of
thoroughgoing hard work has been done. Given
the stage we have reached, we shall before the
end of this year be in a position to present an
overall picture of the port situation, not only
as regards the existing structures, but also as
regards any subsidies or other forms of aid
individual ports in the Community may be
receiving. In this way we are drawing up a
comprehensive chart of data with the aim of
forestalling the appearance of dangerous con-
ditions of competition.

At this point let me dwell briefly on the time-
table given in the motion for a resolution. I
must make clear that, at the stage we are in,
not yet knowing what decisions the Council of
Ministers may have up its sleeve (I think they
are well under way), it is hardly appropriate to
draw up timetables. And we also know very
well what trouble may result from having a
timetable and failing to keep to it.

With regard to this question of timing, I should
like to mention two examples: organizing the
-transport market, and investment in infrastruc-
tures. In the matter of organizing the transport
market we have already made quite a big step
forward, and the Council has already approved
some of the proposals made by the Commission.
Unhappily, however, we ourselves have had to
ask for two years’ grace in putting these
decisions into effect because we were not in a
position to put forward proposals which were
under the circumsiances practicable.

With regard to the coordination of investments
in infrastructures, I have taken careful note of
everything that has been said in the House
today. I can tell you that an agreement on the
exchange of information has been in force for
years, and we are taking advantage of it. We
realize nonetheless that a mere willingness to
keep each other informed is not enough, since
this contains no sanction allowing the Com-
munity to take action; all it provides for is the
inter-relating of national programmes. We must
go beyond this, and we shall, as the need arises,
submit proposals aimed at extending the scope

of this agreement on exchanging information,
so as to open up the possibility of Community
action. '

This problem relates not only to infrastructures
but also concerns the forecasting of transport
requirements and the methods of valuation via
comparable schemes. We intend to undertake a
survey which will be long and arduous, but
which will open the door to a quick estimation
of Europe’s real needs in the way of infra-
structures and major works.

Getting down to more specific issues, I have
noted what has been said on the réle of trans-
port in the economy: we never tire of arguing
whether transport should be a social service
or whether it is to be treated as a commodity.
The Treaties, of course, lay the accent on the
economic side rather than on the social, but
we are well aware of the fact that, in some
countries more than in others perhaps, transport
is inevitably geared to social needs. A very
special situation arises inasmuch as transport—
and rail transport in particular—serves purposes
which transcend it: transport helps to serve the
ends of other structural policies. Account must
therefore be taken of both factors in the search
for a formula which would do proper justice
to the réle of transport.

There appears to be a feeling in some quarters—
reflected, I believe, in a proposal for an amend-
ment—that the communication pays scant
regard to the necessary connection between
transport policy and other policies, such as
the social and environmental. Let me clear
away all misunderstanding here by saying that
in our minds transport policy must be indis-
solubly linked with all the other policies of the
Community; there can be no formulating a
policy for transport which fails to take account
of social and econcmic factors in their relation
with human and environmental problems and
with all the other structural policies of the
Community.

There remains the problem of safety. Gentle-
men, I am keenly aware of the great importance
everyone attaches to this aspect. A few years
ago, when Mr Coppé was in charge of transport,
the Commission issued a communication on this
problem. I should say that we have now gone
beyond this communication, having submitted
proposals on driving-licences and vehicle-tests.
These proposals raise difficulties due to the
differing practices in various countries. We are
ready with other proposals, on alcohol tests,
safety-belts, speed-limits and the transport of
dangerous goods.

We have been told that Article 75 does not allow
the Community to intervene in the matter of
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road safety. We take the opposite view, and
as an earnest of the interest we take in these
problems, which are not only technical but
above all human, I have requested and obtained
from the governments of Member States that
these problems be examined at Community level
together with other national experts, not limit-
ing ourselves to the general issue of road safety
but bringing industrial and energy problems
within the scope of the survey. In this field
also, therefore, promising initiatives are under
way; more than that, I have every hope that
further measures will be taken during the
months to come, because 1 do regard safety
as a vital aspect of the transport problem.

The problem of weights and dimensions has
been brought up too. In my view it would have
been better not to raise this issue in the House
because, as you will no doubt remember, this
very question caused a grave split within the
Council of Ministers even before negotiations
on the accession of the three new Members
could be completed. This was towards the end of
1972. Ever since, and that’s a year-and-a-half
ago now, the problem of weights and measures
has weighed like lead on the minds of the
Council of Ministers, and we know from the
press that the progress of transport policy has
been help up by this road block of weights and
dimensions.

I have repeatedly tried to prove that this is
not really the case, and, fortunately, the last
Council of Ministers was able to agree. We have
not raised the problem, but in consideration
of the industrial aspect of transport policy,
the Council of Ministers was able to reach
decisions and, if these be less than fundamental,
they did at least show that the deadlock had
been broken and a new road opened up. Let
me finish by saying that the problem of weights
and dimensions is without doubt an essential
one for transport, but it has industrial aspects.

Well, Mr President, this was what I had to
say about Mr Mursch’s report. I thank the
European Parliament for the attention, interest
and zeal which I am sure it will devote to the
problems of transport. We on our part shall
attack them wholeheartedly, because we know
we are moving in a direction which must lead
to success. Meanwhile, we have already
achieved this, that whereas up to a year-and-
a-half ago nobody talked of transport as a
matter of particular concern to the European
Community, you will find no sector today where
this need—to us elementary, essential and
primary—is not being discussed. It is now a
question of persevering, with the views you
have expressed also in mind, with our work
of consultation with the Council of Ministers,

" Commission,

and I trust that at some part-session in the
near future our communication will secure
approval, so that, once the various speakers’
views, which I share, have been made clear,
we can take action, that is to say, proceed
towards directives and regulations.

During the work shead you may rest assured
that the uninterrupted close liaison we have
established with all sectors interested in trans-
port will make it possible to keep our feet on
the ground. We shall not be submitting any
further proposals which could be treated as
lacking in realism; all our proposals henceforth
will have faced the fire of unions, employers
and official experts. Travelling along this road
we have already met with success, and the way
ahead is clear.

May I thank you, Mr President, and express
the hope that the resolution will be approved.

(Applause)

President. — 1 call Mr Giraud.

Mr Giraud. — (F) Mr President, it is not per-
haps the custom of this House to reply to a
president or vice-president of the Commission
of the European Communities, but, since our
procedure forbids him to be interrupted, I shall
interrupt him, so to speak, after the event, with
your permission.

What I wanted to say is simply this. With regard
to decision-making, Mr Scarascia Mugnozza gave
the impression of wishing to establish an oppo-
sition between the step-by-step procedure and
the procedure of package legislation. This is not
the moment for launching on a description of
the advantages of package legislation; but if
there is anything worse than presenting the
alternative of proceeding step by step or by
means of package deals, it is paralysing the step
by step procedure by holding up the idea of
package legislation, and at the end of his speech,
Mr Scarascia Mugnozza made it quite apparent
that the problem of weights and dimensions has,
for too long, be held subject to package legisla-
tion, which has made it impossible to progress
step by step. It is, therefore, my wish that the
with Parliament’s agreement,
should confront the Council squarely with its
responsibilities by stating: either we make pro-
gress step by step, or we proceed by package
deals, but the worst method is the one we have
been pursuing for years. I have been in the
Committee on Regional Policy and Transport
for more than two years now, and I have never
made much progress.

President. — I call Mr Scarascia Mugnozza.
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Mr Scarascia Mugnozza, Vice-President of the
Commission of the European Communities. — (I)
Mr President, there would appear to be a
misunderstanding between Mr Giraud and
myself. What I said was that up to the present
transport policy had developed in a haphazard
way; proposals have been put forward, that is,
according to needs and possibilities, and as
surveys could be carried out and relevant infor-
mation obtained.

I have no objection to putting forward a
‘package’ of proposals, but that could only hap-
pen after approval of the communication. This
is because it is only after the Council of Ministers
had approved the communication that I could
know exactly what to submit with hopes of
success and what would be doomed to failure.
It therefore seems risky to go and submit pro-
posals before the Council of Ministers has had
time to come to terms with the document, since,
naturally, their approval on stated conditions
will call for particular actions, depending on
what those conditions are. Once the communica-
tion has been approved it will be no problem to
me to submit new proposals as called for, be-
cause I am sure that, though these may fall short
of a package deal, they will at least make sense
in terms of a decision I can hardly imagine the
Council of Ministers going back on.

President. — Thank you, Mr Scarascia Mugnozza.

I call Mr Mursch.

Mr Mursch rapporteur. — (D) Mr President,
I assume it will be in order for me to express
a word of thanks to all our colleagues who have
taken part in this debate and, I believe, given
serious attention to the work of the Committee
on Regional Policy and Transport.

You are not right, Mr Fabbrini, in saying that
the committee wasted a year and then submitted
a report which failed to take account of develop-
ments that had occurred in the meantime. As
you will see from page 1, the committee in fact
adopted this report on 3 July—in other words,
seven months after adoption of the Commission’s
communication. I believe that for such a com-
prehensive effort as this seven months is a short
time, so that the committee ought really to be
thanked for the intensity and care with which
it has considered this complex problem. I do
not think there is any justication for criticism
here.

(Applause)

It is also wrong, Mr Fabbrini, to say that the
committee failed to take account of subsequent
developments—in other words, of events
between 24 October 1973 and 3 July 1974. The

oil crisis occurred in October 1973 and the report
considers it in great detail. It gives attention to
the energy-policy and price-policy aspects. It
notes that the era of cheap energy is over and
that certain conclusions must be drawn from
this for transport policy. Reference to the oil
crisis surely covers the principal events which
have occurred.

I note that this debate has been conducted in a
constructive spirit and has shown recognition of
the committee’s work on all important points.
Of course, Mr President, there are differences
here and there in the assessment of individual
problems. I would mention in passing the dif-
ficulty of the timetable. Here, Mr Scarascia
Mugnozza, it is not true to say that the com-
mittee has tied the Commission’s hands, as you
claim; the committee has indeed formulated clear
ideas about deadlines, but it has always in-
dicated them for guidance only, so that I do not
think there is any question of tying the Com-
mission’s hands.

I particularly welcomed Mr Scarascia Mugnoz-
za’s closing words to the effect that the Transport
Ministers could be expected to give the green
light by the end of this year. I hope that the
Commission will also help to make sure, as Mr
Giraud just said, that the green light is in fact
given and that at least those issues which have
been pending before the Council of Ministers
for so long are at last clarified. Whether that is
done at one meeting or at two is not the decisive
issue. The important thing is for the problem
to be resolved at long last, and the time for
that is ripe.

Mr Scarascia Mugnozza, you referred to the
dimensions and weights of lorries. It is not cor-
rect to say that these data are primarily im-
portant to industry. They are, of course, im-
portant in this respect too, but the essential
point as far as dimensions and weights are
concerned is the transport-policy decision in-
volved here, because differing lorry dimensions
influence competition and a common transport
market cannot be achieved unless this question
is solved. That is the heart of the matter. In-
dustry is not the decisive factor here. We must
get the emphasis right.

A number of specific points have also been
made. Lord Bessborough, you referred to Section
3 b on the abolition of border-to-border tariffs
and asked me personally whether this referred
to trans-frontier traffic—or at least that is what
I understood you to say. I confirm that this is
so.

Lord Bessborough, allow me to make one further
point about your proposed amendment. I un-
derstood you to say that you did not wish to
speak to it in greater detail. I have some dif-
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ficulties with this proposed amendment to the
extent that what you want—namely, respect for
the social environment and safety aspects—was
in any case the committee’s intention and is
contained in the report. I would draw your
attention, for instance, to page 56 of the German
version, where environmental policy is dealt
with in great detail and the interdependence
between transport policy and environmental po-
licy—this is a formulation chosen by the com-
mittee—is shown in a most impressive manner
and the necessary action outlined. What you
want is also contained in the first part of the
sentence which states ‘in this framework of
transport policy’. That is the overall framework.
Now if we were to include certain individual
aspects—social, environmental and safety aspects
—in the overall framework, it would not be
complete and we should have to consider still
further aspects such as energy policy, economic
policy, foreign trade policy, finance policy, re-
gional policy, technology. We are in complete
agreement on the matter. But if we were to
follow your proposals we would not, I believe,
improve the text. That is why I had some dif-
ficulty here.

Quite apart from that, we are concerned here
with the transport user, with the passage to the
effect that transport users should have freedom
to choose the means of transport. But, Mr Presi-
dent, the transport user can only choose within
the framework of the means of transport
available. These aspects, environmental questions
in the first place, play a decisive rdle in the
infrastructure and in infrastructural invest-
ments. I should therefore be most grateful to
you, Lord Bessborough, if you could agree to
my proposal and perhaps withdraw your amend-
ment. I repeat that we are in complete agree-
ment on the substance of the matter, but the
systematic approach chosen in the report makes
it more appropriate to consider this point else-
where.

Mr President, I wanted to make this point at
the end of what seems to me an excellent debate.

(Applause)
President. — I call Lord Bessborough.

Lord Bessborough. — Mr President, with regard
to this amendment, I fully appreciate what the
rapporteur said.

Clearly, the social, environmental and safety
aspects have been very fully taken into account
in his report and they are, I supppse, implicit
in the motion for a resolution. I personally would
have liked to have seen some reference to them
in the motion even if it were changed to say
‘with due regard to the social, environmental,

safety and other aspects’, because by merely
saying ‘within the above limits defined by
transport policy’, the motion does not bring these
very vital questions as much to the fore as I
would have liked. I would have preferred to
see some reference to these aspects in the motion
as well as in the explanatory statement, which
I think is quite excellent on these points.

We have all mentioned the safety aspects—the
Commissioner, Mr Seefeld and others. The en-
vironment, noise and pollution are very im-
portant indeed. Mr Scarascia Mugnozza also
mentioned the social needs, especially in regard
to railways.

These are therefore questions which seem to me
to be of very great importance, and before ac-
tually withdrawing my motion, I would like to
see whether there is anyone in the House wil-
ling to support me. If there is no such support,
then I am only too willing to withdraw the
amendment, although I do attach some im-
portance to it myself.

President. — Does anyone else wish to speak?
I call Lord Bessborough.

Lord Bessborough. — If no one feels as strongly
about this as I do, I am very happy to withdraw
the amendment and assume that these aspects
are implicit in the motion for a resolution as it
stands.

I therefore withdraw the amendment.

President. Does anyone else wish to speak?

The general debate is closed.

We shall now consider the motion for a reso-
lution.

On the preamble and paragraphs 1 to 7, I have
no amendments or speakers listed.

I put these texts to the vote.

The preamble and paragraphs 1 to 7 are adopted.
On paragraph 8, I had Amendment No 1 tabled
by Lord Bessborough and worded as follows:

‘Paragraph 8 II (f)

At the end of this sub-paragraph, add the fol-
lowing:

‘... with due regard to the social, environmental
and safety aspects.”

The author, however, has just stated that he
wishes to withdraw his amendment.

I put paragraphs 8 to 10 to the vote.
Paragraphs 8 to 10 are adopted.
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President

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

The resolution as a whole is adopted™.

12. Directive on trade in poultrymeat

President. — The next item on the agenda is
a debate on the report drawn up by Mrs Orth,
on behalf of the Committee on Public Health
and the Environment, on the proposal from the
Commission of the European Communities to the
Council for a directive amending the Council
Directive of 15 February 1971 on health prob-
lems affecting trade in fresh poultrymeat (Doc.
115/74).

Before calling the rapporteur, I wish to state
that Amendment No 1/rev., which had been
tabled to paragraph 3 of the motion for a reso-
lution by the European Conservative Group, has
in the meantime been withdrawn.

I call Mrs Orth, who has asked to present her
report.

Mrs Orth, repporteur. — (D) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, the Commission’s proposal
for a supplementary directive has been discus-
sed by the Committee on Public Health and the
Environment at several meetings and adopted
by a majority. I should like to take this op-
portunity to thank the Commission for examin-
ing and in most cases accepting the changes sug-
gested by the committee.

I'do not wish to discuss further here the question
of the committee procedure, on which opinions
still differ. There was one point of controversy
in the committee discussion as to whether birds
brought onto the market should be excepted or
not. For this reason the proposal, which had
already been considered once by the plenary
Assembly, was referred back to committee. The
committee still favoured by a majority market-
ing of the birds by way of exception only.

I urge this House to approve the proposal.
(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Brewis to speak on
behalf of the European Conservative Group.

Mr Brewis. — Mr President, I also would like
to be brief and to say how sorry I am that no
British member of Mrs Orth’s committee can
be present today, because this otherwise ac-
ceptable report contains one provision which
raises passionate opposition in my country. This

1 OJ No C 127 of 18 October 1974.

concerns the so-called New York dressed pouliry.
Since time immemorial the Christmas trukey has
been sold uneviscerated, and indeed 30% of the
turkey trade is in this form in Great Britain.
As far as I know, no one has ever come to any
harm from eating the Christmas turkey, and to
the average member of the British public this
proposal seems utterly unnecessary and a case
of harmonization run mad. I would like to bring
to the notice of Parliament some very wise words
spoken by Commissioner Gundelach in this
House on 12 February of this year. He said—
and I am quoting—‘it is not this Commission’s
policy to harmonize for harmonization’s sake, to
order countries to change their legislation for
reasons more or less connected with an ideology
of integration. It is not this Commission’s policy
to force on the population of Member States a
drab uniformity for which they have no wish.
It is not this Commission’s policy to propose the
adjustement of legislation except in cases where
practical experience has shown it to be neces-
sary’, and the learned Commissioner went on
to say that this particularly applied to public
health and agricultural interests.

Now, I would like to ask our honourable col-
league. Mrs Orth, why it was not possible in
this case to choose the optional system of har-
monization, namely, that only poultry properly
dressed in accordance with this directive could
be sold in other Member States? I know that an
allowance has been made until 1980, but I very
much doubt that my fellow-countrymen will
want to change their Christmas customs by that
particular time. Two things have happened since
this directive was first put forward in February
1971. First, there has been the accession of the
new Member States and secondly, there has
been the new attitude to harmonization which
was expressed so eloquently by Commissioner
Gundelach in the passage I have read. It is for
this reason, and because it is really a matter of
principle that we should avoid unnecessary har-
monization whenever possible, that the some-
what reduced British Members of this Parlia-
ment will unfortunately feel they have to vote
against this directive.

President. — I call Mr Scarascia Mugnozza.

Mr Scarascia Mugnozza, Vice-President of the
Commission of the European Communities. — (I)
Mr President, I have listened carefully both to
the rapporteur and to the next speech, in which
reference was made to what had been said by
my colleagye Gundelach—who is here—con-
cerning the problem of harmonization. I am in
full agreement—and the Commission sees it this
way too—with Mr Gundelach’s statement. In
a case like this it is a matter of admitting the
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exception—or should I say, rather, the exception
which confirms the rule—because the problem
we are facing is not one of harmonization or
total harmonization as an end in itself, but a
problem of health and hygiene concerning which
all experts agree that we must reach certain
definite conclusions.

There is, therefore, no question of riding
roughshod over national traditions; the harmo-
nization we must establish is dictated by a public
danger arising out of the absence of measures
which have already ceased to be of application
in some countries of the Community. With
regard to harmonization, therefore I, do not
anticipate any difficulties. But there is more to
it: the Community is postulating a very long
period of time, namely, up to 1980; and such
a protracted period _of adaptation should, in my
view, suffice, especially for a problem which is
in fact not so fundamental to the life of the
Community, to achieve a lawful harmonization
unquestionably acceptable to the citizens of
Great Britain.

I conclude, Mr President, by asking the House
to give its approval to this resolution and to the
Commission’s proposals.

IN THE CHAIR: MR MARTENS

Vice-President

President. — Thank you, Mr Scarascia Mu-
gnozza.

Does anyone else wish to speak?
I put the motion for a resolution to the vote.

The resolution is adopted ®.

13. Commaunication from the Commission and
recommendations on the prevention of marine
pollution from land-based sources

President. — The next item on the agenda is
a debate on the report drawn up by Mr Premoli,
on behalf of the Committee on Public Health
and the Environment, on the

— Communication from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council con-
cerning the signing of the Paris Convention
on the prevention of marine pollution from
land-based sources;

— Recommendation for a Council decision con-
cluding the Convention for the prevention

1 OJ No C 127 of 18 October 1974.

of marine pollution from land-based sources;
and

— Recommendation for a Council decision con-
cerning Community participation in the
Working Party entitled ‘Provisional Commis-
sion’, to be set up on the basis of Resolution
III of the 1974 Paris Convention for the
prevention of marine pollution from land-
based sources

(Doc. 197/74).

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

Mr Premoli, rapporteur. — (I} Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, when I was asked to draw
up this report on marine pollution from land-
based sources, I hoped I was being called upon
to make a contribution on the kind of pollution
which is spoiling the seas, 80 per cent of which
is of land-based origin. I therefore geared
myself to the role of spokesman for those who
are worried about the red mud from Scarline in
the Tyrrhenian, the pollution of the Adriatic
by the industries of Marghera, what the Rhéne
is doing to the Bay of Marseilles, and about
equally painful news from other quarters.

I should have liked to proclaim that unless
we are quick enough in waking up to the import-
ance of the ecological care of our seas, not only
will there soon be no point in seeking to recup-
erate by taking seaside holidays, but life itself
will have vanished from the coasts, our improv-
idence having deprived it of nutriment. A fur-
ther point I wanted to make is that we cannot
afford to poison seas to which we shall one day
have to resort as sources of water and food
for rapidly-increasing populations, as was
pointed out at the conference in Bucarest last
August.

Imagine, then, my disappointment when it was
brought home to me that the essential purpose
of the report was only procedural, the problems
to be considered being the capacity in which
the Community was to take part in the Paris
conference, the ratification of the convention
and of the competences to be set up. However,
experience is showing us once again that once
the procedural problems have been sorted out
we are well on the way towards solving the
basic problems. Since, then, this is more or less
a procedural report, I shall refrain from expres-
sing any views and be content to urge the need
for the Community to take part as such in the
Paris conference, for a variety of reasons.

In the first place, our common policy in this
matter of pollution is sufficently well ahead;
moreover, at a time of crisis such as this the
Community should speak with one voice in as
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many departments as possible. And if there is an
issue which really does make nonsense of our
frontiers and our attempts at national solutions,
this issue is the ecological, since life spans the
Earth whatever fences man may choose to put
up. And in this matter I even think we ought
to devote a further effort to the mass media
within the Community, and in a general way
to the task of educating public opinion, and,
if found appropriate, of launching educational
programmes which give the discipline of ecology
its due place.

In the third place, I think the Community should
take part as such in the Paris conference in order
to safeguard the interests of Member States
which on geographical grounds do not directly
qualify; a unified approach by the Community
is the best channel for this, vis-d-vis the conven-
tion.

Let me conclude this brief address by expressing
the hope that when the European Economic Com-
munity has expressed itself with a single voice
at the Paris convention concerning pollution of
the North Atlantic, it will also—the Committee
on Public Health and the Environment backs
me up unanimously on this—accept a similar
engagement with regard to the pollution of the
Mediterranean, a closed sea with very limited
channels for changing its waters and conse-
quently particularly vulnerable to pollution, so
that a danger exists that it may turn into a dead
sea, a graveyard not only for marine flora and
fish life, but the last of our classical civilization.

A conference on the Mediterranean, then, would
do much to brighten the halo of the European
Economic Community. Admittedly, ecological
concern over the Mediterranean already has the
backing of the two London conventions of 1972
and 1973, but the gravity of the issue demands
that these conventions be followed up by the
determined and disciplined action that is needed
to stop the rot. I cannot over-stress this vul-
nerability of closed seas.

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

Mr Klepsch. — (D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, on behalf of the Christian-Demo-
cratic Group, I should first like to thank our
colleague, Mr Premoli, for his technically expert
report. He has presented it to us here on behalf
of the Committee on Public Health and the
Environment an¢ we are all aware that this
report introduces us to a problem which is not
only of immediate interest but will be of grow-
ing importance to the next generation as well.

Allow me to make a few comments from the
point of view of my group. I would stress that

we aprove without reservation the suggestion
by the Commission that it should be directly
represented on the Steering Committee estab-
lished under this agreement. That in our opinion
will be the best safeguard for the interests of
all members of the Community, including those
who could not participate in the agrement with
full status, and it seems to us that this is the
best way of coordinating Community interests.
For all matters falling within the competence
of the European Community, the Commission
must, of course, enjoy in this matter a number
of votes identical with the number of countries
acceding to the Paris Convention.

The Community must appear as an entity, not
only on the signing of this Convention but also
during its implementation. And we welcome any
measure which shows that the Community is a
unit, empowered and able to act as such.

In our view, this agreement makes an important
contribution to closing a gap in the system of
protection of the seas. It success and strict
implementation will depend essentially on how
constructively and uniformly the Member States
are able to take part, and there is certainly a
need for much better coordination of the action
of individual countries in this area. I would,
however, stress—as Mr Premoli has just said—
that the Convention only covers the North-East
Atlantic and does not therefore directly include
Italy for geographical reasons. We agree com-
pletely with his view that Italy should demand
a similar initiative for the Mediterranean, and
we urge the Commission of the European Com-
munities specifically to invite Italy as a Member
State to take this initiative, in which the Com-
mission should give that country its full sup-
port.

My group also wishes to point out once again
that in September 1973; in a report by Mr Mar-
tens, the European Parliament insisted on the
Community’s taking part as a single entity in
this agreement. The Community is therefore
also represented on the committee established
under the Paris Convention, which has, among
others, the following important tasks: the draft-
ing of programmes to limit marine pollution,
coordination and operation of the supervisory
network, control of the list of substances causing
pollution, and the definition of objectives for
the quality of the environment.

Finally, I would urge the Member States con-
cerned by the Paris Convention to sign it, as
reccomended by the Commission, by 31 Decem-
ber 1974 at the latest, so that it can take effect
at the specified time.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Scarascia Mugnozza.
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Mr Scarascia Mugnozza, Vice-President of the
Commission of the European Communities. — (I)
Mr President, let me thank Mr Premoli and Mr
Klepsch for their very timely speeches.

The Paris convention on coastal waters was
announced at a recent meeting of the Council
of Ministers on ecology, and I immediately took
the opportunity to ask Minister Poujade whe-
ther the Community could take part as such
in the work of the convention. The request was
welcomed, but problems arose over whether the
Community as such could sign the convention.

We asked to be able to sign the convention
because, since many, if not all, of the countries
of the Community were taking part, this seemed
the best way to ensure Community coherence
when a programme was approved. After this
obstacle had been cleared away, fresh problems
were raised by another member-country. This
matter being settled in its turn, a third member-
country made reservations.

Surprising as it may seem, I am glad the Euro-
pean Parliament is prepared to consider this
decision today, because I hope that as a result
this third-country, which had not at first raised
any objections but has since done so, will be
able to withdraw them.

President. — Thank you, Mr Scarascia
Mugnozza.

Does anyone else wish to speak?
I put the motion for a resolution to the vote.

The resolution is adopted’.

14. Oral Question with debate: Contacts between
the EEC and the Arab countries

President. — The next item on the agenda is
Oral Question (Doc. 205/74), with debate, by Mr
Durieux to the Commission of the European
Communities on behalf of the Liberal and Allies
Group.

The question is worded as follows:

‘Subject:Contacts between the EEC and the
Arab countries.

In view of the fact that the EEC Foreign
Ministers have decided to establish contacts
between the European Economic Community
and the Arab countries what roéle has been
assigned to the Commission in these discus-
sions?

1 OJ No C 127 of 18 October 1974.

If negotiations are opened, does the Commis-
sion intend to lead them, or would it agree
to attend simply as an interested third party
with a fairly well-defined réle?’

I would remind the House that pursuant to the
decision adopted at the beginning of this part
session, speaking-time for Oral Questions with
debate is limited to 10 minutes for the author
and to 5 minutes for other speakers.

I call Mr Baas, who is replacing Mr Durieux,
to speak to this question.

Mr Baas. — (NL) Mr President, may I begin by
apologizing on behalf of the chairman of my
group, before briefly explaining why Mr Du-
rieux felt that he had to put this question to
the Commission.

Over the last few months developments have
been constantly cropping up in the Community
which appear to put the position of the Commis-
sion at issue. As a result, there is a feeling in
the House of developments over which it can
exercise little or no influence. We wonder in
fact whether the Ministers of Foreign Affairs
who make the contacts do so within the frame-
work of the Institution or in their capacity
as representatives of individual countries.

Moreover, the Member States of the European
Community have very divergent interests.
Fondly as we may imagine that we are dealing
with twenty Arab countries, we should be fools
to forget that the divergences between the inter-
ests of these respective nations are matched by
those which exist between Member States at
our end. Is it indeed at all feasible for us to
negotiate with these Arab states? Does the
Treaty of Rome provide us with a platform for
doing so—and what, in that event, is the roéle
of the European Commission? It is amazing to
hear the French Minister of Foreign Affairs tell
us that Member States are clearly ready to
negotiate, when at the same time the role of the
European Commission is more than ever in
question.

The European Commission is given a mandate to
negotiate, as we have seen in the case of negotia-
tions which took place within the framework
of GATT, and also with Japan. I should therefore
like to ask the representative of the Commission
whether a mandate has already been given, and
where the dividing line is between the Coun-
cil’s area of responsibility and that of the Com-
mission. Uunder Article 228 of the EEC Treaty,
which deals with foreign trade, it is indeed
open to the Commission to negotiate, but only
after a clear mandate for this has been received.
To my way of thinking, whether it be agri-
cultural produce or oil that is at stake, it is the
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business of Parliament to decide just how wide
a margin the Commission is to have. The basis
for this would be provided by a report from
the Political Affairs Committee.

I should like to add to this that the statement
of the US President on energy is of consider-
able relevance to us when we are concerned
with energy supplies to Member States or its
cost. The US President expressed the view that
we should try to reserve options in the matter
of world food supply. This makes me wonder
whether the good relations between the various
countries of the world are not thereby
endangered.

Finally, may I also ask the Commission whether
it is considering moves to attract oil dollars for
investment in Europe, not merely at national
but also at Community level and whether we
may expect to see unambiguous coordination
over this in the future?

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Cheysson to answer this
question on behalf of the Commission.

Mr Cheysson, member of the Commission of the
European Communities. — (F) Mr President,
the question put by Mr Durieux and spoken
to briefly by Mr Baas consists, in fact, of two
parts. The one concerns a matter of procedure,
while the other—in my view, the more import-
ant of the two—concerns a question of content—
viz., the nature of the Euro-Arab dialogue and
the manner in which this dialogue is to develop
in view of the structure of the Community.

With regard to procedure, Mr President, I would
remind the House that the launching of a Euro-
Arab dialogue was the natural result of a series
of developments. First, there was the declara-
tion of the Nine European Ministers of 6 Novem-
ber 1973; then, in Copenhagen, the meeting
between the Heads of State or Government and
the envoys from the Arab League. In mid-
February, these episodes culminated in a decision
by the Council of Ministers authorizing its Pre-
sident to open, in conjunction with the Commis-
sion, negotations with the Arabs in those spheres
falling within the competence of the Communi-
ties.

While this Council decision authorized the open-
ing of talks in spheres falling within the com-
petence of the Communities, the Ministers meet-
ing to discuss political cooperation conceived
the idea of a common action in which the
Member States, within the framework of poli-
tical cooperation and of the Community would
work closely together for the purpose of placing

Euro-Arab cooperation in a general political
framework.

With regard to procedure, therefore, two deci-
sions were taken in February 1974: one, within
the institutional framework, to the function of
the Institutions, and the other, outside this
institutional framework, covering the whole of
the subject. These two decisions led to the draw-
ing up, in March of this year, of a report within
the framework of political cooperation, though
to a large extent directly inspired by proposals
made by the Commission. On 27 May 1974, this
report was adopted by the Ministers at Ippen-
dorf, in Germany, at a meeting attended by
the President of the Commission and a Member
of the Commission, that is to say, myself. Since
the Arab League gave favourable response, the
meetings could now begin.

Since then—we are still speaking of procedural
matters—coordination on the European side has
been conducted at the level of the Nine at
political cooperation meetings, which are always
attended by the Commission in the person of its
President, generally accompanied by a Member
of the Commission—either my colleague Sir
Christopher Soames or myself. As you know, the
last meeting took place on 16 September in
Paris.

A permanent European consultation procedure
has been established which requires the presence
of ambassadors appointed by the Nine countries
and, with an equivalent rank, a representative
of the Commission. Similarly, at meetings with
the Arabs, the Commission is represented along-
side the Nine countries and the Council of
Ministers, as provided for by the Council.

As you know, the first meeting along these
lines took place on 31 July in Paris. Mr Sauva-
gnargues, exercising his dual function as Pre-
sident-in-Office of the Council and chairman of
the Conference was accompanied by the
President of the Commission. Opposite them
were the President of the Council of the Arab
League, the Minister of Foreign Affairs of
Kuwait and the Secretary-General of the Arab
League. On this occasion, it was agreed to set
up a General Commission, designed as the
principal organ in the Euro-Arab dialogue. The
Commission has already appointed its represent-
ative who will take his place beside the represent-
atives of the Council and of the Nine. Prepara-
tions for the first meeting of this General Com-
mission, to take place in November in Paris,
will be made on 20 October in Cairo during a
meeting at which the Commission will be
represented.

On the procedural plane, therefore, I can tell
the House that the Treaties have been strictly
observed as regards all matters relating to the
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Community as such, and, in particular, that the
Commission has every opportunity of exercising
its rights of proposal and initiative—of which,
of course, it will make good use. Moreover, since
the Commission is represented on every occa-
sion, including the political cooperation meet-
ings, it will assert its right—which, incidentally,
no one disputes—to give its opinion, the opinion
of the Institutions, on all subjects of interests to
Europe, even where, as things stand, they do not
fall within the competence of the Communities
as agreed under the Treaty of Rome.

Now let us proceed to the substance of the mat-
ter, which is probably of greater importance.

What is the Euro-Arab dialogue? I think, Mr
President, there is one error which we must
avoid. Its significance was mentioned by Mr
Baas a few minutes ago. The Euro-Arab dialogue
is not simply a matter between twenty countries
on the one hand, belonging to the Arab League,
and the nine countries of the Community on the
other—between two organisms, the Arab League
and thz Community. It is something more than
negotiations designed to lead up to an agreement.
The Euro-Arab dialogue is fundamentally the
result of a political idea,” a common outlook:
twenty-nine countries—twenty on the one hand,
nine on the other—have recognized that it is in
their common and individual interests to under-
take certain actions together, to deal jointly
with whatever they can, in their common desire
for independence and a rejection of all forms of
imperialism and external domination.

It is this common desire, this common inspira-
tion, this joint orientation, that will form the
background to our relations with the Arab
countries. And when I speak of our relations,
I mean relations not only between the Nine
and the Twenty, but also between the Com-
munity of the Nine and each of the Twenty, and
finally, between each of the Nine and each of
the Twenty.

The Euro-Arab dialogue, therefore, represents
this common desire to deal in a special way,
among ourselves, with problems that are of
common interest to us, and to deal with them
jointly because this is in our joint interest;
because when a matter is dealt with by Arabs
and Europeans, it assumes a greater significance
then if it were a matter between Arabs and
countries of any other continent; because the
economic area common to us is an important
one; because our mutual dependence must be
developed; and because of this development of
the one side and the other.

That is what the Euro-Arab dialogue amounts
to, those are its absolutely fundamental aspects.

Passing now to the specific substance of this
dialogue, we can say that we hope, obviously,
that it will, at least 'in part, be dealt with by
the Twenty-nine as such—Twenty on the one
side, Nine on the other. Committees will there-
fore be set up to deal with one or the other
matter of an economic, technical, etc., nature.
But let us make no mistake: the real substance
of the Euro-Arab dialogue must be looked for
elsewhere—that is, in our relations taken as a
whole.

At the Community level, therefore, there will
in due course be negotiations inspired by the
Euro-Arab dialogue and taking place on the
periphery of this dialogue. Their aim will be
to develop a general Mediterranean approach. I
myself have already been officially received as
representative of the Commission in Damascus,
Amman, Beirut and Cairo. In all four countries,
the wish was expressed that general cooperation
agreements be concluded with the Community.
For some of these countries, this is an entirely
new approach insipired by the Euro-Arab
dialogue; legally however, it will come under
the heading of the general approach and will be
governed by the conditions laid down in the
Treaties—that is to say, it will be subject to
supervision by that eminent institution which is
the European Parliament. First, however, the
negotiations must get under way and the
mandate must be adopted. In this connection, I
would draw the attention of Mr Baas to the
fact that the three Maghreb counries belong
to the Arab League, and we have at last, been
authorized to negotiate general cooperation and,
indeed, association agreements with them. Final-
ly, three other countries of the Arab League—
Sudan, Mauritania and Somalia—are taking part
in the ACP global association negotiations, on
which this House is well informed and on which
it has frequently expressed an opinion.

The Euro-Arab dialogue is thus not simply a
series of meetings, a series of negotiations be-
tween the Twenty and the Nine: it will entail
technical and economic negotiations, on which
reports will be submitted to the Parliament and
its committees; but above all it will represent
our common concern for independence and
development—in some cases, integrated develop-
ment—, our common will to deal with our
affairs in conditions determined by ourselves.
All matters relating to the Community as such
will naturally be subject to the normal working
of the Institutions, including the supervision of
this Pariliament; while on general political
developments Parliament will be kept informed,
since these are now the background to specific
developments in all these fields. )

(Applause)
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President. — Thank you, Mr Cheysson.

I call Mr Fellermaier to speak on behalf of the
Socialist Group.

Mr Fellermaier. — (D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the Socialist Group welcomes the
fact that the Commission has clarified a number
of points regarding these talks. At the end of
his speech, Mr Cheysson said that the effective
substance of these discussions—in addition to
the technical aspects, with which he dealt in
great detail—lay in the totality of relations with
the Mediterranean countries.

I believe, Mr Cheysson, that if you have now
reformulated the question by the Liberal Group
regarding contacts between the EEC and the
Arab countries into the question of the totality
of relations with the Mediterranean States, you
must also be expected to say a few words on
the special problem of relations with Israel in
this overall context. I believe it must now be
clear in this particular area of the Mediter-
ranean that Israel is partly dependent on the
European Community, especially in its political
situation but also in economic terms. That is
one point.

My second point is this: if we are to speak of the
totality of relations and of the creation of a
number of standing committees, then it is the
Commission’s duty, having regard to the energy
problem, on which it made bold proposals to
the Council of Ministers—which it has now
renewed—even before the crisis occurred, to
make it clear as a body to the European public
that the dialogue between the European and
Arab countries must be accompanied by a solu-
tion to the oil problem for the nine Community
countries. And here, Mr Cheysson, in the man-
date given to you by the Council for the round
of negotiations with individual Mediterranean
States, we have something to offer in the area
of commercial policy; just as the American
President made an offer, in his first speech to
the United Nations Assembly, of worldwide co-
operation between the industrial countries, the
oil-producing countries and, as he said in New
York, the countries of the fourth world, so I
believe the Commission should make practical
proposals in this area in its negotiations with the
Arab States.

I therefore believe that as an addition to your
answer to the question by your colleagues in the
Liberal Group, a further point should be made
with even greater force, namely, the problem of
the dimension and the political philosophy which
the Commission proposes to introduce into this
dialogue in the long term, because it is better
able to do so as an independent body of the

Community than the multiplicity of national
interests represented in this dialogue between
the European and Arab countries; we know—
this is an open secret—that side by side with the
multinational dialogue between the Twenty and
the Nine, individual Member States of the Com-
munity are outbidding each other to strengthen
bilateral economic relations with a view to im-
proving their own oil supplies, and it is on this
particular point that the Commission is asked to
present to this Parliament a political philosophy
extending well into the future; I would ask you
to do that, Mr Cheysson, on behalf of the So-
cialist Group.

(Applause from the Socialist Group)

President. — I call Sir Douglas Dodds-Parker
to speak on behalf of the European Conservative
Group.

Sir Douglas Dodds-Parker. — Mr President, the
most interesting contributions we have just
heard from Mr Fellermaier, Mr Baas and Mr
Cheysson have, I think, rather widened what
appeared to be Mr Durieux’s original intention
with this question, because it does raise, in the
view of the European Conservative Group, a
point of fundamental significance to the evolu-
tion of Community institutions, and I would like
to make clear the opinion of my group on this.

We believe that it is incumbent on the govern-
ments of the Member States to ensure that the
increasing collaboration between them in the
field of foreign policy is organized in such a way
as will reinforce the cohesion of the Community,
and that the maintenance of a barrier between
the work of the Conference of Foreign Ministers
and that of the Council of the Communities can-
not be justified. While accepting that for the
time being foreign affairs will remain a national
responsibility and that the proceedings of the
Conference of Foreign Ministers will thus not be
subject to the disciplines of the Treaty of Rome,
we see no reason why the Conference should not
be placed under the administrative umbrella of
the Council and its meetings organized on the
same basis as those of other Ministers pending
the fusion of the two bodies when the time is
ripe.

Secondly, we share the view that the Conference
of Foreign Ministers requires a secretariat to
prepare its discussions and follow up its deci-
sions. We believe that this secretariat should
work in close liaison with the Commission or
preferably, in our view, that its functions should
be performed by the Commission itself. To apply
these beliefs of ours to the present situation, we
believe, following the point made by Mr Baas
and Mr Durieux, that the discussions which Mr
Cheysson has told us about should be conducted
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by the Commission, attending and supporting
future meetings in the closest association with
the Foreign Ministers. There is no reason to
believe, in my opinion, from what we heard from
Mr Cheysson that it is likely to be otherwise.
What he has told us convinces me that from the
outset of these discussions, which I believe began
on 30 July in Paris, there has in fact been the
closest cooperation between the Foreign Minister
concerned, the President of the Commission and
Mr Cheysson’s own department and the Secre-
tary-General of the Arab League and the Kuwait
Foreign Minister.

As regards the policy, I am very glad to hear of
the progress which Mr Cheysson told us has
been made in the discussions and of the frame-
work which is being established between the
Commission and the Member States on the one
hand and the Arab nations on the other. I be-
lieve that the point he made, that this is a po-
litically inspired meeting between 29 nations
with, as he put it, common but individual in-
terests linking individually and collectively the
Nine and the Twenty, can be a new conception
in cooperation between the Community and that
part of the outside world.

As Mr Cheysson also said, there is a common
determination to discuss issues together, and
there are certainly enough issues to be discus-
sed at this moment or in the lifetime of every-
body in the Chamber. I think those of us who
have been lucky enough to be associated with
this part of the world welcome in particular the
discussions with Egypt, a country which has, of
course, great needs, great resources and great
potential. The Egyptians need food—they have
needed that for thousands of years, as most of
us have; they have great potential in the fields
of hydro-electricity and irrigation—the develop-
ment of the Nile, Tigris and Euphrates valleys
are things which have been looked at literally
for thousands of years, and I believe that this
has the greatest potential for developing wealth
in that part of the world; and with the oil
revenues, the resources are at last available to
help carry out these projects. So both on the
procedure which Mr Durieux raised so well and
on the issues which Mr Cheysson with his usual
clarity has put before us, I at least feel reassured
that the cooperation between the Commission
and the Council of Ministers is proceeding on
the right lines, and Claude Cheysson has told
us of the great and exciting possibilities inherent
in this cooperation.

(Applause)

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

Mr Terrenoire. — (F) Mr President, having
heard from Mr Cheysson some interesting
explanations concerning the dialogue which he
himself has begun, with a measure of success,
with the Arab countries, I think all of us here
should acknowledge his exertions on behalf of
the Commission and, above all, encourage him
to continue these exertions which will be in-
dispensable in the weeks, months and years to
come,

When, in 1967, my country resumed its tradi-
tional, but for far too long interrupted, dialogue
with the Arab countries, this action provoked,
at best, sceptical interest, but more generally,
sharp criticism. This policy, since pursued
without interruption, has fully justified itself.
Who today would deny that our future—
the future of Europe, certainly, and to a large
extent of the world in general—is bound up
with a profound transformation and genuine im-
provement of our relations with the Arab world?

One thing is above all clear: never in all the
history of humanity have so few people posses-
sed so much wealth. When one reflects that, this
very day, people all over the world are dying
of starvation or are being cut off in their youth
for lack of medical aid and proper hygiene, one
has difficulty in grasping the crying injustice
of this unequal distribution of the world’s riches.

For decades, the Western world—-or rather the
industrially developed world, for the countries
of socialist Europe share the blame too—has
been profiting from the immense resources of
a few underdeveloped countries, and that
without re-investing any—or very little— of the
fabulous profits made possible for so long by
the particularly low prices of petroleum on the
world market. This is why the establishment of
new relations between the highly industrialized
countries, the countries producing primary com-
modities, especially petroleum, and the non-
industrialized countries who do not have the
good fortune to possess rich mineral resources,
is without a shadow of doubt one of the great
tasks of our time.

In some cases, decolonization, in others, the new
awareness of their potential riches, have created
a new situation for us. As a result of the deficit
in the balance of payments of most of our coun~
tries and ihe galloping inflation, which, as
everyone knows, are bound up with the rise in
price of petroleum, we must reorganize our re-
lations with the Arab countries producing this
petroleum in particular. But it is not a matter
of using these negotiations to discuss the price
of petrol, even though, for Europe, this question
is a vital one, particularly if the producing coun-
tries decide on a further increase in the price
of black gold. The most important thing now is
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to organize a true form of cooperation between
our Community and the Arab countries.

This cooperation must, of course, benefit both
parties, but it must also enable the developing
countries to share in the benefits from Europe’s
advanced technology and from the producing
countries’ wealth of raw materials and foreign
currency. For while the crisis following on the
rise in price in petrol is serious for our countries,
for the developing countries which have no
petroleum resources it is well-nigh dramatic in
that it means, for the least developed of these
countries, brutal impoverishment and almost
insuperable barriers during the first modest
steps fowards progress. For those that are more
advanced the rise in price of petroleum means a
brake on industrialization. Their development will
come to a dead end unless we find a rapid solu-
tion by means of trilateral cooperation between
Europe with its technology, the petroleum-
producing countries and the developing coun-
tries. During the forthcoming negotiations
between the Community and the Arab countries,
therefore, one thing we must not do is fo thump
our fists on the table and threaten reprisals, that
is, to indulge in neo-colonialism or imperialism.

I take advantage of this opportunity to protest
against the threatening tone adopted recently by
the American leaders. For one thing, they are
hardly in a position to give lessons on the subject
of prices, since their petroleum is as expensive
as anywhere else. Secondly, the American
government should bear in mind its many un-
happy experiences of the recent past resulting
from the use of threats and force. What we have
to do today is to set up a new and genuine form
of cooperation as rapidly as possible.

In the dialogue which we are beginning, we must
lay the foundations of a long-term economic
cooperation adapted to the interests of both
sides. Mere declarations of intent are of no avail:
we must launch out, as you have done, Mr
Cheysson, on the road of precise, specific
measures. In our view, one of the essential points
in the talks with the Arab countries, a point
which should be raised right at the beginning,
is the problem of recycling what have come to
be called ‘petro-dollars’. It has been estimated
that the additional profits that the oil-producing
countries may expect in 1974 will be in the
order of £68 000 m., and supposing an annual
increase in prices of the order of five or six per
cent, they will reach £118 000 m. by 1978.

These, Mr President, are eloquent figures. What
will become of these masses of capital? Put to
good account, they would make possible a juster
and more equitable distribution of the world’s
riches and so constitute a factor for peace. We
already know the intentions of the Arab coun-
tries, since Mr Mahmoud Riad, Secretary-

General of the Arab League, has outlined them
during a press conference. First of all, the pe-
troleum-producing Arab countries would begin
by setting up undertakings on their own ter-
ritory, giving priority to the sectors of industry
and services; they would then use their sur-
pluses of foreign currency to finance industrial
and agricultural projects in the non-petroleum-
producing Arab countries. Operations would
therefore be three-sided.

The amount of capital at their disposal would
also enable the petroleum-producing Arab coun-
tries to launch three-cornered projects with our
Community in the developing countries—in Asia
and Africa, for example. By 1980, the surplus
of foreign currency will be such that it will
have to be employed in the developed countries
—Europe, the United States and Japan. It is
therefore of supreme importance that an agree-
ment be reached without delay on short-,
medium- and long-term programmes of eco-
nomic cooperation. We are all aware here of the
danger that threatens our economies if no arran-
gement is found for reinvesting such floating
capital.

The Commission must spare no pains to ensure
that we pass as rapidly as possible onto discus-
sions of procedure (which are undoubtedly ne-
cessary) but, above all, to tangible measures. The
Commission deserves our congratulations on
already having taken this line. Although, ladies
and gentlemen, it is quite clear that this Euro-
Arab dialogue is to serve an essentially eco-
nomic purpose, it is equally clear that it must
not confine itself to this aspect alone. Coopera-
tion in the cultural or technological sphere, for
example, must be launched in parallel with eco-
nomic cooperation. It is not my purpose today to
draw up an exhaustive list of the spheres in
which the Arab countries and Europe must col-
laborate; but it is beyond any doubt that the
interests of Europe, the Arab countries and the
entire world demand an extension of mutual
cooperation to the most varied fields.

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, this dia-
logue on which we are engaging with the Arab
countries will lead us on to great designs. If we
carry it to a successful conclusion, this will be
one more proof that our Community is progres-
sing along the road to European Union.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Blumenfeld.

Mr Blumenfeld. — (D) Mr President, I wish to
support those of my colleagues who have said
to Mr Cheysson that they were well satisfied
with that part of his answer to the question
by Mr Durieux and others concerning the pro-
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cedural aspect, since this means we can be
certain that the Commission will not only be
taking part in these talks in the future, as
stipulated in the Treaty, but will be able to
take the initiative as well.

I am satisfied with that answer. I am only
sorry, Mr Cheysson, that whenever I have the
honour of discussing questions with you in this
Parliament it looks as if I wish to open an
argument with you. Nothing could be further
from my intention, but since you yourself have
described the second part of the questions—
namely, the basic problems raised in them, the
political and structural problems—as extremely
important and decisive, I wish to put a few
questions to you cn this point.

My first question is this, Mr Cheysson: what is
meant by common interests with twenty Arab
countries—ranging from the smallest oil sheik-
dom to the populous and politically important
State of Egypt? What is meant by common
interests between these Arab States and the
Member Countries of the European Community?
I see too that in the scheme of things you have
outlined one economically, and perhaps also
politically, important partner of the European
countries is lacking—namely, Iran. Iran is not
included in your picture; and there are whole
series of European states which are not—
unfortunately not yet—members of the Euro-
pean Community but which will be very inter-
ested in holding wide-ranging talks on coopera-
tion with some Arab States and Iran.

Now for my jsecond question: What is meant
by ‘overall negotiations with the Arab coun-
tries in the political sphere of the Mediter-
ranean’ referred to by Mr Fellermaier? What is
meant by these overall negotiations under the
control of this Parliament, Mr Cheysson? As
yet I do not know what you discussed in your
talks in Beirut, Cairo, Damascus and Aman. I
consider these talks which you were instructed
to hold both good and desirable, but I do not
know what situation you found yourself in dur-
ing them. I read a report in a foreign newspaper
to the effect that an attempt was made in one
particular situation to elicit a political statement
from you, that you were expected to state
your position on the question of Israel’s with-
drawal from the occupied territories and the
Community’s views on the Palestine problem.
I also read, if only in a brief report, that you
evaded—and rightly—this question, which was
certainly not the purpose of your visit. But if
overall negotiations were held, Mr Cheysson,
would there not always be a risk for the Com-
mission that in reality a major political discus-
sion would be opened with the Commission
or Council of Ministers with which we are not

competent to deal on this scale, at this time
or with our present constitution?

Now for my third question, Mr Cheysson. You
have spoken of bilateral relations between the
individual Arab States or governments of the
Twenty and individual members of the Euro-
pean Community, and you said that they should
not be ruled out in future either. But, Mr
Cheysson, have not bilateral relations existed
for a long time, are they not an established
fact, and is it not true to say that in reality
all the discussion of common interests is merely
a framework which leaves a great deal of room
for better bilateral operations?

Mr Cheysson, I have a fourth question, and
I am not thinking only of the situation with
which we are all acquainted and of which my
colleagues have already spoken here. Of course
oil, which is a political lever in the hands of
a number of Arab countries, is immediately
apparent and may still become an even greater
problem. Perhaps we can persuade the Arab
countries to use this political weapon with
greater caution, and above all with regard to
the needs of the world economy as a whole
and to the peoples, especially in the third
world. But do you not also know that, of the
80 000 million dollars or so which will flow
into the treasuries of the Arab oil-producing
countries this year, only a small part can and
will be used for investments in the industrial-
ized world while a not insignificant proportion,
I have heard this from serious sources, Mr
Cheysson, will be used for purchases of other
raw materials by some governments of the Arab
countries you have mentioned in order to inter-
vene in primary commodity policy and so
engage in politics? I consider this a very wor-
rying development, and I believe that questions
such as this should be debated and clarified
before we embark on an institutionalized dia-
logue as a second phase.

I am sorry—and this is my fifth remark, which
may perhaps also take the form of a question—
I am sorry that the common energy policy
pursued by the Commission with initiative,
vigour and real success, which should lead to
a common European group and, in agreement
with the Americans, to a group of twelve, will
probably run up against difficulties in the dialo-
gue with the Arab countries because the French
Government at least has declared, most recently
at the political colloquy in Paris—this was the
only important communication I heard—that it
would not join the club of twelve for a common
energy policy in Europe, America and Canada.
Would this not present a special difficulty in
view of the uncoordinated or at least not entirely
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concordant policy of the Community Member
States?

Now for my final question: Mr Cheysson, you
have advocated with considerable and com-
mendable vigour the fund named after you
which is designed to provide resources to the
third world adversely affected in particular by
oil-price rises and related problems. I believe
this fund is to receive 3 000 million dollars, and
you wanted to pay out a first tranche at this
stage but have not yet reached the point where
that is possible and have not been successful
because some governments of the - Member
States have not given their agreement.

Be that as it may, 3 000 million dollars, of which
the oil-producing countries would pay 1500
million, are quite out of proportion to the fact
that this year alone the third world will have
to pay 15000 million dollars or more for its
oil requirements because of the price rises, i.e,,
some 10 to 12 thousand million more than in
1973.

Mr Cheysson, we should be pleased to hear a
clarification of these and other questions not
only before we wish you success in your initia-
tive but also before we are able to approve of it.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Baas.

Mr Baas. — (NL) Mr President, may I put one
or two more brief questions to Mr Cheysson?

My first question is procedural. Mr Cheysson
mentioned setting up committees and working-
parties. Are these to be recruited from the esta-
blishments of existing directorates, with what
tasks and missions are these committees and
working parties to be entrusted, and to whom
will they be answerable?

My second observation and question relates to
the information we have been given. This is
very satisfying to us. It is of great consequence
to Parliament—and Mr Blumenfeld’s last ques-
tion hints at it too—to receive information and
to know on whose shoulders responsibility lies.
Am I to understand that we as the European
Parliament are meant to be co-responsible in
some way, as is envisaged in the Treaty of
Rome, or are we, at the appropriate time, to
be advised only of particular matters?

The third question is, shall we have the oppor-
tunity, from the floor of this House, to put
questions to the Council on aspects of such
deliberations? Perhaps Mr Cheysson is not yet
in a position to supply the answer to this, but
it seemed to me to be an important matter for
Parliament to put this question to the Council
again.

Finally, would Mr Cheysson tell me whether
the Commission is prepared to advise us con-
cerning the mandate received for these nego-
tiations, and whether we shall have an oppor-
tunity to discuss it first?

Mr Cheysson said therc was already a mandate
for the countries of the Maghreb and one within
the framework of the developing countries.
What really concerns the House, however, is to
know whether the negotiations are only to be
bilateral, or whether we may in fact expect
to see real Community negotiations and agree-
ments.

President. — I call Mr Cheysson.

Mr Cheysson, member of the Commission of the
European Commaunities. — (F) Mr President, I
shall try to give a brief reply to the various
speakers who have taken the floor: I thank
them for doing so, since this provides us with
a particularly useful guideline. This whole
question of the Euro-Arab dialogue and Medi-
terranean policy assumes widely differing
forms, and the guidance provided by Parliament
may well be of definitive value for the Com-
mission. At those meetings of parliamentary
committees which I have attended since return-
ing from my journeys, I have had an opportun-
ity of reporting on these journeys—to the Com-
mittee on Cooperation and Development:
perhaps one day I shall have the occasion to
submit a more complete report to this House.

Mr President, as I said a short while ago, some
of the countries involved in the Euro-Arab
dialogue are also involved in other negotiations
with us. I recalled that three member countries
of the Arab league are participating in the
ACP negotiations, which means that they are
there associated with 41 others. I also mentioned
that four countries in the Near East have asked
to benefit from the so-called global Mediterra-
nean approach, while three others are already
negotiating with us within this framework,
those of the Maghreb. These seven countries
are, naturally, approached under conditions
resembling those of other countries involved
in the Mediterranean policy.

While I am talking of the countries of the
Near East, Israel is, as you are aware, one of
the countries involved in the global approach,
one of those countries that are fundamental
in our campaign to build up cooperation with
the opposite shore of the Mediterranean. In fact,
the mandate we received for the three Maghreb
countries was granted at the same time for
Israel—incidentally, also for Spain—and we
want to conclude these negotiations with the
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Maghreb countries and with Israel at the same
time.

Since the question arose rather later with
regard to the other four countries of the Near
East—Egypt, Jordan, Syria and the Lebanon—
this will probably fall within the second phase,
since we have as yet no mandate. But, of course,
this global Mediterranean approach can only
be meaningful if, wherever possible, agreements
between the Community and individual coun-
tries are built up in parallel and analogous
fashion. This is what we mean by the global
approach; this is what direct Community res-
ponsibility, as laid down by the governments
and already discussed on more than one occasion
by this Parliament, amounts to.

Here I should like to echo what Mr Blumenfeld
said a few moments ago. You can well imagine
that when a member of one of the Institutions
visits one of these countries, some official or
journalist who is ill-informed on what is pos-
sible and what is not indulges in flights of
fancy on what the visitor is capable of doing.
I am sure that this has happened to every
Member of this House, whether in his own
country, in a neighbouring foreign country or
somewhere farther afield. On the other hand,
it is gratifying to be able to say—and I assure
the House of this—that not a single government,
not a single minister of these countries has put
to me the sort of questions which imaginative
journalists are fond of reporting. These govern-
ments know perfecily well that the Commission
has no direct political responsibility in fieids
such as those you have mentioned. Moreover,
the nine Ministers of Foreign Affairs, working
within the framework of political cooperation,
have made it clear right from the beginning
that the Euro-Arab dialogue cannot be extended
to subjects which are an integral part of any
peace settlement in the Near East. Hence, the
Commission, and so also the Community, is
not involved; and the nine Ministers, acting
within the framework of political cooperation,
have categorically stated that the Euro-Arab
dialogue has nothing to do with this question.

There are subjects which are of fundamental
interest to us and which will be raised in the
course of the Euro-Arab dialogue but which
within this framework can only be dealt with
imperfectly and incompletely, since the proper
approach to them has obviously to be sought
elsewhere. Thus, several speakers have men-
tioned energy problems. Obviously, since several
countries among the Twenty are producers of
petroleum, questions relating to primary com-
modities—and therefore to energy—and ques-
tions of capital—and therefore of recycling—will
be raised; but it is equally clear that the frame-

work of the Twenty-Nine is not a propitious
one for dealing in any precise fashion with
either the problems of energy or the problems
of recycling—so far as energy is concerned,
firstly, because not all the petroleum-producing
countries are represented there and, secondly,
because our interests are bound up with those of
other large-scale consumers. Our interests often
present themselves in a different light in view
of the fact that we import virtually the whole
of our energy and of our hydrocarbons under
conditions which are shared by only one other
important  indusirialized  country—namely,
Japan—that is to say, under conditions which
differ from those of the United States, as Mr
Terrenoire rightly pointed out. Nevertheless, we
have common interests as consumers. These
interests are the subject of discussion at various
levels, and it is obvious that when the nine of
us get together to talk to a few producing
countries from among the total number of coun-
tries belonging to OPEC, we shall not be able
to deal with problems of energy. The Euro-Arab
dialogue will undoubtedly entail some reference
to these problems, which are of such great
interests for us, without its being possible to
solve them there.

As for the problems—in fact, not very numerous
—which can be dealt with by the Twenty-Nine
quite specifically, how are they to be organized?
As yet it is oo early to say, and here I should
like to say to Mr Baas, Mr Fellermaier and to
Sir Douglas Dodds-Parker that we still do not
know whether there will be any standing com-
mittees, any permanent secretariat or any per-
manent working parties. What we do know at
the moment is that there will be a General
Commission, which will meet from time to time;
this will therefore be a non-permanent body. It
is this General Commission which, at its first
meeting in Paris in the middle of November,
will consider how the discussions of the Twenty-
Nine can be organized. The European Commis-
sion will be an integral part of these meetings.
Cooperation with the Council of ministers and
the political cooperation machinery is entirely
satisfactory, as I have already said, and marked
by full confidence, although the legal problems
have not yet been formulated in very clear
terms. I for one have not the slightest doubt
that if tomorrow we were to arrive at technical
structures along the lines of working parties,
the Commission would necessarily play a very
important part on the European side—for
simple reasons of common sense, for where else
could the instruments be found? It was most
striking to see how the discussion with the
governments on the part to be played by the
Commission in deliberations on the European
side began as a matter of course, for as soon
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as these governments wanted to translate the
significance of the Euro-Arab dialogue into
definite terms they quite naturally turned to
us with the question how our technical analyses
could lead us to precise and tangible conclusions.
The same would undoubtedly happen tomorrow
if permanent structures existed—although this
for the moment is not envisaged.

Mr President, the problem has been put in much
more general terms by Mr Blumenfeld, Mr Ter-
rencire and Mr Fellermaier: what, they asked,
are our common interests, what is the final
aim of all these exertions? This, I feel, is the
question which has to be answered. I share Mr
Terrenoire’s view that some grand design may
be lying ahead, since I believe that there are
common interests between the countries situated
on the one side and on the other of the Mediter-
ranean. These latfer comprise not only the Arab
countries, as has been rightly pointed out; other
countries too are situated in the same region.
Common interests exist because, to state the
point once more, what we are contemplating
jointly is being contemplated in conditions that
are more highly integrated than would be the
case with other foreign countries. This word
‘integrated’ figures in the memorandum offi-
cially submitted by the Egyptian Government
to request a cooperation agreement with the
Community. This states that the object is to
integrate certain aspects of economic life on
both sides of the Mediterranean. And this idea
of integration seems to me to be fundamental
to the interests of both sides; for with regard
to such integration, there is no substitute for
Europe. There can never be integration of the
American or the Japanese market with any
particular industry in Egypt, Syria or Israel,
whereas that integration which Mr Terrenoire
described as three-sided is possible, and I should
like to point out its constituent elements. First,
there is the labour force in certain of these
countries in which the environment is capable
of utilizing it in up-to-date processes, the space
which we lack for developing some of our
industries; and the proximity of raw materials,
some of which are consequetly of greater eco-
nomic interest there than here. The second main
feature, or group of features, would comprise
the Arab capital from the petroleum-producing
countries, which might well lend itself to more
economical utilization on the other side of the
Mediterranean than on this. In Egypt, in view
of the guarantees given to investments and the
creation of free zones, capital from the petro-
leum-producing countries is already available
for industrial investment. The third group of
features would comprise our own contribution,
in technology—although this could just as well
be contributed by other big industrial powers

—and in markets to supplement the local and
regional markets in those countries—and this
we alone can contribute, this would be the
beginning of integration, of that grand design.

It is, of course, inconceivable that this grand
design should find expression in a single agree-
ment, an agreement between the Community
and all these countries; it would find expression
on the plane of bilateral relations—yes, Mr Blu-
menfeld!—although the interesting thing is that
these countries do not want to limit themselves
to bilateral agreements, because they do not
want to be confined in a téte-a-téte or to a
series of téte-a-tétes. On the other hand, it must
be recognized—since I have introduced the
dimension of the European Common Market—
that there are problems -incapable of being
settled on a bilateral basis, since the new pro-
duction capacities to be developed in the Arab
countries must be adapted to the capacities of
the European market. And this cannot be sett-
led, the necessary measures cannot be taken
by two countries—one European, the other Arab.
Coordination is necessary: the integrated means,
of which some would be at Community level,
could make their contribution here when taken
together.

This, then, is the general significance of the
whole affair concerning all the countries in this
region, which, I repeat once more, are not con-
fined to the Arab states. The form taken would
comprise industrial agreements with undertak-
ings, bilateral agreements between governments,
agreements with the Community, perhaps even
agreements among all the Twenty-Nine. This is
the perspective which may make up that grand
design.

Mr President, the analyses offered by Mr Terre-
noire and Mr Blumenfeld go even further, rais-
ing problems which have repercussions in other
parts of the third world. Mr Blumenfeld refer-
red to the emergency campaign for the countries
most seriously affected by the crisis, the cam-
paign which has been decided upon by the
United Nations and which we hope the Com-
munity will be able to support. It is, I think,
impossible today, in the course of a few minutes,
to deal with the whole of this problem, but
the Commission would be grateful to this House
if it agreed, during one of its forthcoming part-
sessions, to devote one or two hours to a general
discussion of our policy vis-a-vis the developing
countries, whether these be rich and populous,
rich and de-populated, or populous and poor,
for these things make up a single whole, as Mr
Blumenfeld and Mr Terrenoire rightly both
emphasized. The Commission would be only too
pleased to present its views and to show how,
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in its opinion, a Community policy is beginning
to emerge on this plane.
(Applause)

President. — Thank you, Mr Cheysson.

I have no motion for a resolution on this debate.
Does anyone else wish to speak?

The debate is closed.

15. Oral Question with debate:
Energy research programme

President. — The next item is Oral Question
(Doc. 244/74), with debate, by Mr Hougardy to
the Commission of the European Communities
on behalf of the Liberal and Allies Group.

The question is worded as follows:
‘Subject: Energy research programme

At the European Parliament’s sitting of 12
July 1974, the Commission announced pro-
posals on energy research in the Community.!
Can the Commission clarify its proposals on
the energy research programme, and, in parti-
cular, define itc position on the following
questions?

1. What essential energy research projects
are at present being carried out in the
Community?

2. What energy research projects are to be
encouraged and given priority in the
future?

3. What financial ceiling is necessary for
energy rescarch to produce satisfactory
results?

4. What structure does the Commission con-
template for the implementation of its
programme?’

Speaking-time is allocated as for the previous
Oral Question.

I call Mr Baas, who is replacing Mr Hougardy,
to speak to the Question.

Mr Baas. — (NL) Mr President, could I ask
the Confmission what major research schemes
on energy are afoot at present in the Com-
munity? The accent here is on the aspect over
which we are just now being severely chal-
lenged, namely, the problems of safety which
such projects raise. Public opinion in various
Member States has become highly sensitive to
this aspect of energy research. I should there-
fore like the Commission to give its fullest

! Debates of the European Parliament No 179, July 1974.

attention to this side of the problem, particu-
larly with an eye to these popular reactions.
Does it take the view that certain risks are
admissible in the interest of getting practical
results out of certain technical and technological
developments?

In the second place, I should like to ask what
research projects in the field of energy deserve
encouragement, and to which of them priority
should be given. In particular, could I ask the
Commission to enlarge on the problems which
arise in connection with the transport of gas
and oil and of marine drilling? Also, are there
any schemes under consideration which aim at
economizing on energy or are concerned with
its distribution, since such measures may he
imminent, not because of any shortage of oil
or energy, but because the financial means are
lacking?

My third question is: what is the capital needed
to finance research in the energy sector if satis-
factory results are to be achieved?

And my final question: what organization does
the Commission envisage for the execution of its
programme? In this connection I should like the
Commissioner to tell me in particular about
the ‘Energy for Europe’ research programmes.
There is a need here for elaboration, coordina-
tion, documentation and publication—in fact, for
an organ to keep a constant check and obtain
data while programmes are being carried out.

Above all I should like to know the Commis-
sioner’s point of view on this question of docu-
mentation, in order to give the Community
an opportunity to deal with the whole subject.
If the indications point to the setting up of a
working-body of some kind, my preference
would go to the type of structure which could
ensure optimum coordination within the frame-
work of the Institutions.

President. — I call Mr Dahrendorf to answer
this question on behalf of the Commission.

Mr Dahrendorf, member of the Commission of
the European Communities. — (D) Mr President,
on 17 July the Commission adopted a commun-
ication to the Council of Ministers, entitled
‘Energy for Europe: Research and Development’,
which contains guidelines for a comprehensive
research and development policy for the Euro-
pean Communities. With this strategy the Com-
mission and the European Community are
continuing the activity which was a part of
the Community’s work from the outset, ie.,
research and development in the European Coal
and Steel Community, in Euratom and in the
European Economic Community.
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I wish to give the following reply to the indivi-
dual questions which have been put and to the
additional observations by the author of the
question.

In reply to question 1: what essential energy
research projects are at present been carried
out in the Community? For the current four-
year programme of the Joint Research Centre,
some 70 million units of account are being spent
on energy research. This expenditure is con-
centrated on a number of important subjects,
amoeng which high priority attaches to research
on plutonium and transplutonium, elements with
which work is essentially done at the Joint
Research Centre in Karlsruhe, and also research
into questions of reactor safety. I would confirm
to the author of the question thal in our view
this high priority for research into questions of
reactor safety must be maintained. Close on
one-third of our expenditure on the Joint
Research Centre goes on research projects of
this kind. T myself have always been particu-
larly interested in this subject as I am convinced
that the age of nuclear energy in which we are
already living poses entirely new problems of
safety for which the political bodies have a
special responsibility.

A sum identical to that devoted to the Joint
Research Centre is also being spent on the
important fusion project which deals with the
use of nuclear energy by nuclear fusion rather
then fission. This is a five-year project, and we
are already in its fourth year. Next year the
renewal of the credits for this project will come
up for discussion. A substantial part of the
present research project is concerned with the
development of technologies for extracting oil
from the sea-bed and the transport of gas and
oil. In 1974 the Community spent 25 million u.a.
on this project. In addition to the Joint Research
Centre, the fusion project and oil research, we
are at present spending some 6 million u.a. on
coal research and, in the framework of a three-
year project running into March 1975, rather
more than 10.6 million u.a. for a high-tempera-
ture reactor, a test reactor in Great Britain
known as the Dragon Project. That is my answer
to the first question.

The second question refers to the priorities
envisaged by the Commission for energy research
in the future. It relates to the content of the
‘Energy for Europe’ communication which we
published in July. In this communication the
Commission explained in detail why it considers
it necessary for the European Community to
deal with research and development in the
energy sector. It showed in particular that the
interdependence between the European econom-
ies, the size of the research projects necessary

in the energy sector and the obvious advantages
of an intensive exchange of views and informa-
tion in this area require a greatly reinforced
effort by the European Community here.

In the communication to which I refer and to
which the question also refers, the Commission
identified eight principal topics of Community
activity. I do not propose to state a position
here on these eight subjects in detail, but I
should at least like to list them so that the As-
sembly can hear directly from a member of
the Commission what we consider the priorities.

First of all, it is necessary to provide fuller
information on the results of energy research as
is already being done by the CREST Committee,
i.e., to open the lines of communication between
the Member States and the research institutes
in them.

Secondly, we consider that a strategic sector of
energy research and development is that con-
cerned with achieving a more rational utiliza-
tion of existing energy sources. In the Commis-
sion’s opinion, a great deal can still be done
jointly here.

Thirdly, the Commission feels that in the coal,
petroleum and natural gas sector further
research by the European Community and in
particular further development projects based
on existing research results are necessary. The
problems involved here are well known, but
the task of development is no less great. There
are possibilities for developing new technologies
in which the Community should participate.

Fourthly, the important theme of nuclear energy
remains one of the subjects which the European
Community should consider both with a view
to what I would call the peripheral questions
concerning the use of nuclear fission, including
reactor safety, as one of the main problems,
and with a view to the important central ques-
tions of nuclear fusion, a subject which is of
great importance, not least because it has much
to do with the questions of reactor safety already
referred to.

Fifthly, the Commission proposes that study of
the use of hydrogen as an energy medium should
be recognized as a strategic area of European
research and development. The problems of the
extraction of hydrogen, its use as a fuel and
as an energy medium must therefore be studied
further.

Sixthly, the Commission proposes that the Com-
munity should concern itself intensively with
new energy sources, in particular with those
which are self-renewing, i.e., we believe that the
subjects of solar energy, geothermal energy and
energy obtained from the wind and tides should
be a matter for the Community.
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Seventhly, we think that one of the strategic
subjects with which we should concern ourselves
is the relationship between energy research and
the development of new energy sources on the
one hand and the environment in which we live
on the other. We should not forget this relation-
ship at any point. A number of projects proposed
by the Commission relate to environmental prob-
lems and their relationship to energy research.

Finally, we consider that a strategic area of
energy research lies in the consideration of
energy systems themselves, ie., in determining
how we can make energy sources available to
Europe in a flexible, reliable and environmental-
ly acceptable form today, tomorrow and in the
more distant future.

Practical research projects in these eight
strategic areas are now being worked out by the
Commission. In this connexion it is of great
importance to us to note—as I wish to do
specifically here—that the aim is not to streng-
then and intensify research in the Joint Research
Centre; on the contrary, Community activity
under the Energy-for-Europe programme consists
in many respects in coordinating, encouraging
and ensuring that research of this kind is con-
ducted in Europe with benefit to all concerned.

That leads me to the third question, which
is that of the financial ceiling for energy research
of this kind. The Commission believes that
expenditure on energy research should be on
a completely different scale in future. In 1974,
905 million u.a. were spent on energy research
in the Member States and some 70 million u.a.
from the Community budget. This represents a
total of 0.1 per cent of the gross domestic pro-
duct of the European Community. The Commis-
sion considers it necessary to increase this figure
to about 0.14 or 0.15 per cent of the gross domes-
tic product in the European Community as a
whole—in the Member States and in direct
Community activity——i.e., it considers that some
500 million u.a. more should be devoted to
energy research than in the past. This would
mean—I say this not in support of that theory
but as a comparative remark—that the European
Community would then reach the same order
of expenditure on energy research as is already
characteristic of the United States or Japan,
where 0.14 or 0.15 per cent of the gross domestic
product is set aside for this work. I would stress
again that when quoting these figures we are
not assuming that all these funds are to be
spent by the Community as a Community. We
do, however, believe that the volume of expendi-
ture on research and development in the energy
sector shown in the Community budget should
gradually be increased from 25 to about 50 per
cent of the total expenditure on energy research.

That brings me, Mr President, to the last ques-
tion, which the rapporteur has supplemented by
a few further observations. In the Commission’s
view, the Energy-for-Europe programme requires
certain organizational decisions in the sphere of
research and development. In particular, it seems
necessary to us that the various services and
organizations of the Community and Commission
which are at present concerned with these mat-
ters should be brought together and a form of
organization found which will ensure the neces-
sary financial and administrative independence
for this important subject. There has been no
decision of the Commission or Council on this
matter, but the Commission considers it import-
ant that the advantages of a closer coordination
of aspects which have hitherto remained
separate should be combined with the advantages
of introducing appropriate forms of organiza-
tion. In my view, there is a need to find instru-
ments which are in every respect a part of the
Community Institutions and are subject to that
extent to continuous control by the European
Parliament and its committees responsible for
these matters.

May I say in conclusion that in the Commission’s
opinion the Energy-for-Europe project is of
central importance to the further development of
Community research and Community activity in
general. The Commission believes it would be
desirable for the Council of Ministers, when it
considers energy-policy strategy, to discuss also
the question of research and development
strategy. We believe that a debate on the subject
of certain basic decisions can and should take
place at an earlier date in the Council. At the
same time, the Commission’s services are
developing individual research projects, which
can then be discussed as such with all their
budgetary consequences.

Mr President, the Energy-for-Europe project in
the sector of research and development must be
one of the symbols showing that the Member
States of the European Community understand
the tasks which Europe has as a Community.
The Commission has made its proposals here,
as indeed on many other matters, in good time
and, I believe, in a well-founded and sound
manner. If is to be hoped that the Member
States vill do their part in embodying these
proposals in Community policy at Council level.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Springorum to speak on
behalf of the Christian Democratic Group.

Mr Springorum. — (D) Ladies and gentlemen,
I would stress that I am not speaking today
solely on behalf of my group but also on behalf
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of the Committee for Energy, Research and
Technology.

I do not wish to say much on this matter. We
have not considered the Commission’s commu-
nication on Energy for Europe in our committee,
so that it is too soon for us to make precise
comments on this matter. But I wish to take this
opportunity to thank Professor Dahrendorf for
submitting this paper. And I should also like to
take this opportunity to thank him for all that
he has done here in his capacity as Member of
the Commission. I think I am right in assuming,
Mr Dahrendorf, that this has been your last
speech to Parliament and, on behalf of our com-
mittee and group, I should like to thank you
for always having taken us seriously as a
Parliament, committee and group, for always
having been at our disposal to discuss matters
with us and for having been of such extra-
ordinary assistance to us in our work.

(Applause)

In your term of office as a Commissioner, you
have done a great deal here for Europe and
made many proposals, which have perhaps not
always suited us. But now you have become a
defender of Europe, and for that we are grateful
to you. If in the next few days you are to take
up an important new position in Europe, we
hope that you will take with you this fighting
spirit for Europe and continue in your new
activities to speak for Europe so that the Europe
we wish to be brought about will one day
become a reality. Thank you once again, Mr
Dahrendorf.

(Applause)

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

Mr Flimig. — (D) Mr President, ladies and gent-
lemen, the question by our colleague Mr Hou-
gardy has crossed with the submission of the
‘Energy for Europe—Research and develop-
ment’ report, and Professor Dahrendorf has just
outlined briefly once again the central features
of this programme. We fully realize that it is
not the Community’s energy policy but energy
research policy which is at stake here; that is,
of course, part of energy policy and also part
of research policy in general. Its immediate
interest has been heightened by the energy crisis
and the consequences of the latter, and we
believe, Mr President, it is too important to be
considered as a mere appendage of Question
Time. The Chairman of the Committee on
Energy Research and Technology has said that
the committee must consider the matter before
adopting a position. We must examine the
question of priorities and strategy in detail.

The Socialist Group of the European Parliament
would also like to take this opportunity to thank
you, Professor Dahrendorf, on your last appear-
ance before us. We read with interest in the intro-
ductory remarks to this report by the European
Research and Development Committee that it
was compiled at the urgent request of Commis-
sioner Dahrendorf. You are leaving this docu-
ment, like so many other reports and program-
mes, with us—I am thinking also of the medium-
term research programme.

Professor Dahrendorf, we are sorry that you are
leaving it with us as a kind of legacy and will
not have the opportunity to speak on the matter
again. It is indeed a legacy. We associate our-
selves with the expression of gratitude to you
and are sorry to see you leave. At the same
time we wish you every success in your new
task and I would add, Professor Dahrendorf, that
we also hope a competent and worthy successor
will soon be found to you. May we wish you
every success in your further career.

President. — I call Mr Dahrendorf.

Mr Dahrendorf, member of the Commission of
the European Commaunities. — (D) Mr President,
the two previous speakers in this debate have
spoken appreciatively of my work as Member
of the Commission.

It is not usual for Members of the Commission
to speak in this chamber as individuals, but I
hope you will bear with me if I say that I have
learnt a great deal in this House and indeed here
in Luxembourg, and that my activity as a
Member of the Commission has derived much
of its meaning from representing the Commis-
sion’s positions in your Parliament. Although I
am leaving the Commission, I am not leaving
Europe: I am simply leaving one form of activity
for Europe to take up a different activity for
Europe. Politics can only be politics in a human
context; and the people of our countries are
represented by the Members of the European
Parliament and the members of other parlia-
ments. That is where my responsibility has lain
in the past; in future it will lie in making my
contribution to ensuring that the young people
of today become the Europeans of tomorrow
and help to give Europe a lasting existence. I
have every reason, Mr President, for thanking
this House for the cooperation I have enjoyed
with it over the years as a Member of the Com-
mission, and I have every reason also for stating
to you that while I may no longer be with you
as a Member of the Commission, I shall always
be with you as a European.

(Loud applause)
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President. — Thank you, Mr Dahrendorf. On
behalf of the Bureau, I should like to associate
myself with the tributes just paid to Mr Dah-
rendorf and heartily wish him much success in
his new work.

I have no motion for a resolution on this debate.
Does anyone else wish to speak?

The debate is closed.

16. Presentation of two documents with request
for debate by urgent procedure

President. — I have received the following two
documents:

— a request for debate by urgent procedure
pursuant to Rule 14 of the Rules of Proce-
dure on agricultural prices, submitted by
Mr Cointat, Mr Gibbons, Mr Herbert, Mr
Hunault, Mr Kaspereit, Mr Laudrin, Mr De
la Maléne, Mr Nolan, Mr Terrenoire and Mr
Yeats on behalf of the Group of European
Progressive Democrats and Mr Berthoin, Mr
Houdet and Mr Emile Miiller on behalf of
the Liberal and Allies Group (Doc. 275/74);
and

— an Oral Question, with debate, on the
increase of agricultural prices, put by Mr
Bordu, Mr Lemoine, Mr Cipolla and Mr
Marras on behalf of the Communist and
Allies Group to the Commission of the Euro-
pean Communities. This question is also sub-
mitted with a request for debate by urgent
procedure.

These requests are analogous in so far as they
concern agricultural problems and certain
reports according to which the German Govern-
ment has not accepted a decision of the Council
of Ministers.

The request for debate by urgent procedure
submitted by members of the Group of Euro-
pean Progressive Democrats and of the Liberal
and Allies Group on agricultural prices is
worded as follows:

‘The Group of European Progressive Democrats
and the Liberal and Allies Group,

— having received information from the press
agencies that the government of a Member
State refuses to implement the recent Council
decision, to increase agricultural prices by 5 per
cent as from 1 October;

— having regard to the extreme seriousness of
this information; earnestly request an im-
mediate explanation from the Commission.’

The letter sent by the Communist and Allies
Group reads:

‘Mr President, in accordance with the last sub-
paragraph of Rule 47(2) of the Rules of Pro-
cedure, I hereby ask you to propose to Parlia-
ment that the Oral Question annexed to this letter
be placed on the agenda for the sitting of tomor-
row morning, 26 September 1974.

This question is worded as follows:
‘Subject: Increase in agricultural prices.

At its sitting of 16 September 1974, the European
Parliament expressed the view that an average
increase in prices of at least 6 per cent was
urgently necessary in order to cope with the
exceptional rise in agricultural costs.

At its meeting of 20 September 1974, the Council
of the European Communities adopted the 5 per-
cent increase universally recognized as inadequate
by the farmers of the Member States of the
Community, particularly those engaged in stock-
farming.

The Government of the Federal Republic of
Germany today announced that it rejected the
5 per cent increase.

In view of this and the new situation which has
arisen, the Communist and Allies Group asks the
Commission what steps it intends to take to find
solutions to the plight of the farmers’

Since questions to be dealt with by urgent pro-
cedure are given absolute priority over other
items on the agenda, in accordance with Rule
14 (3) of the Rules of Procedure, I consult the
House on the adoption of urgent procedure. I
am informed that the Commission is prepared
to answer the question.

I call Mr Fellermaier to speak on behalf of the
Socialist Group. .

Mr Fellermaier. — (D) Mr President, I join with
the Chairman of the Christian-Democratic
Group in asking for the sitting to be suspended
now to give the political groups an opportunity
to consider the urgent motion from the Liberal
and Allies Group and the Group of European
Progressive Democrats under Rule 14 of the
Rules of Procedure and the Question from the
Communist and Allies Group under Rule 47 of
the Rules of Procedure.

I wish to state on behalf of the Socialist Group
that we shall not be able, before a group meet-
ing has been held, to adopt a position on either
the procedure under Rule 14 or the procedure
under Rule 47. If a debate is to be held, it must
have a proper basis. The question of urgency
must therefore be examined; we must consider
the fact that the motions are available in only
one official language and I would therefore ask
you, Mr President, to meet the wishes of my
group and of the Christian-Democratic Group
and suspend the sitting for an appropriate time.

President. — I call Mr Yeats to speak on behalf
of the Group of European Progressive Demo-
crats.
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Mr Yeats. — May I say a word on behalf of
one of the political groups that has asked for
this urgent procedure? I would remind you with
respect, Mr President, that three political groups
have asked for this matter to be treated as an
urgent matter. I would say first of all that this
matter is in fact a great deal more dangerous
and more serious than it seemed to be at the
time we requested that the urgent procedure
be applied. I would like to quote from the offical
communiqué issued today by the German
Government: ‘The Federal Government cannot
approve, in the present situation, of the decision
of the Council of Ministers of Agriculture of
20 September 1974’.

It is not simply a matter, in fact, of 5 per cent.
It is a matter of the entire package deal agreed
by the Council. It is clearly a matter of the
greatest urgency and neither the Socialist Group
nor any other group needs to meet to decide
on its urgency. They may well meet to decide
what they are going to say about it. We all
would like to do that, and I would suggest that
the debate take place tonight at about 9 o’clock.
How can anyone, Mr Fellermaier or anyone else,
get up and suggesi it is not an urgent matter?
If ever there was a matter that was urgent and
which required a debate in this Parliament, this
is it. We are making fools of ourselves, we are
making a fool of Parliament, if we say that this
is not an urgent matter. Of course it is urgent.

(Applause)

President. — It is the custom of this House to
grant a request for suspension made by one or
more groups. I propose to thz House that we
suspend proceedings until 9 p.m.

Any objections?

That is decided.

The House will rise.

(The sitting was suspended at 7.05 p.m. and
resumed at 9.20 p.m.)

IN THE CHAIR: MR BEHRENDT

Vice-President

President. — The sitting is open.

Ladies and gentlemen. the two requests concern-
ing the latest developments regarding the prob-
lem of agricultural prices have already been
read out. In the meantime, they have been trans-
lated and distributed as working documents
270/74 and 275/74.

Since, pursuant to Rule 14 (3) of the Rules of
Procedure, questions to be dealt with by urgent
procedure are given absolute priority over other
items on the agenda, we shall first consider the
question of adopting urgent procedure. I remind
the House that the Commission has declared
itself prepared to deal with this subject.

I therefore consult Parliament on the adoption
of urgent procedure.

Are there any objections?
The adoption of urgent procedure is agreed.

Since both requests concern agricultural prices,
I would ask the authors of the Oral Question,
with debate, submitted on behalf of the Com-
munist and Allies Group to state whether they
are not prepared tc withdraw the question.

I call Mr Lemoine.

Mr Lemoine. — (F) Mr President, we consider
that the adoption of urgent procedure has been
decided. We do not withdraw our document;
we take the view that the House has given a
favourable response and that we can move on
by urgent procedure to a joint debate on the
request submitted by the Liberal and Allies
Group and the Group of European Progressive
Democrats and on the question put by the Com-
munist and Allies Group.

President. — I must remind you that there is
a difference between these two requests: the one
is governed by Rule 14 of the Rules of Pro-
cedure and the other—that is, your request—
by Rule 47; they are therefore subject to dif-
ferent procedures. I am asking you whether you
are not prepared to withdraw your question
since both requests concern the same problem
and you will in any case have an opportunity
1o speak.

I call Mr D’Angelosante.

Mr D’Angelosante. — (I) The Communist and
Allies Group withdraws its Oral Question.

President. — I note that your request has been
withdrawn. I now consult the House on the
question when, in view of the fact that the
adoption of urgent procedure is now agreed, the
debate should take place. I remind the House
that Mr Yeats proposed, before the proceedings
were suspended, that the debate should be held
this evening.

What is the Commission’s position?

I call Mr Gundelach.
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Mr Gundelach, member of the Commission of
the European Communities. — Mr President, as
you have indicated, the Commission will be
ready to participate in this urgent debate. In
view of the subject involved and of the very
few hours which have been at the disposal of
Members of this Parliament and of the Commis-
sion to ponder the serious situation which has
arisen, I would, however, suggest that the debate
take place tomorrow morning, starting, if it so
pleases this House, at 11.30 a.m. By that time
my colleague, Mr Lardinois, who is responsible
for agricultural affairs, will be at the disposal
of the House.

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

Mr Spénale. — (F) Mr President, the Socialist
Group has agreed to the adoption of urgent
procedure in this matter. I must say, having
recently become chairman of a group—a no
longer young but a new chairman—that I was
somewhat surprised by the procedure adopted
by other groups in a matter which concerns us
all equally and on which we too were prepared
to agree to the adoption of urgent procedure.
I make this point with all possible courtesy,
since it is not by my intention to provoke any
anger.

I regret that the documents have been prepared
but, instead of being distributed, have been sub-
mitted to the president. No one came to enquire
about my group’s attitude on this point: I repeat,
I regret.

I would add that the debate must be responsibly
conducted. The situation is not so straightfor-
ward as presented in the two documents we have
before us, which state simply that the German
Government has rejected the increase of 5 per
cent agreed upon by the Council of Ministers.
I believe I am right in saying that the German
Government has merely expressed a reservation
and that on one point—not on all— it has let
it be known that it could not apply this increase.
It has raised the question of the conditions
under which this increase should be applied,
and has stated that it is still negotiating. It has
expressed a wish that national measures which
are considered incompatible with fair competi-
tion in certain fields should be revised, etc.

I feel we should consider all these things and
not state baldly that a government is not exe-
cuting a Council decision. It is much less simple
than that. If we wish to undertake a serious
debate, we must have a proper basis, documents
which are not in our possession—we haven’t
even received the text of the questions. A
member of the Commission should also be able

to tell us how the Commission itself regards
this problem and how it intends to discharge
its responsibilities.

In our view, all this will only be really possible
if, as Mr Gundelach said just now, Mr Lardinois
is present. If therefore this debate is to take
place tomorrow at 11.30 am., the Socialist
Group is fully prepared to take part in it. I wish
to stress that we have never opposed the hold-
ing of a debate on this subject at the earliest
opportunity and in the most rational form: quite
the contrary.

(Applause)

President. — Do the authors of the request
agree that the debate be held tomorrow at 11.30
a.m. instead of this evening at 9.00 p.m., as
originally requested?

I call Mr Lenihan to speak on behalf of the
Group of European Progressive Democrats.

Mr Lenihan. — On behalf of the Group of
European Progressive Democrats, I should like
to agree with what has been said by my col-
league, Mr Spénale, that we should have a
constructive and responsible debate on this very
important matter. Our view when putting down
the motion was that this decision that has been
taken against the decision of the Council of
Ministers and against the views of the Commis-
sion and the European Parliament warranted a
motion on our part under the urgency proce-
dure of Rule 14. For that reason we put down
this motion and want a debate as soon as
possible. Now I appreciate the exigencies of
Commissioner Lardinois’s position, which mean
that it cannot be heard until tomorrow morning,
and in view of that we agree that the debate
should take place in the morning; but I would
emphasize that it should be an open-ended
debate, because this is not a matter that just
concerns agricultural prices: it is a matter of
the gravest political importance which concerns
the whole question of Community solidarity and
where this Community is going in the future.
Unless this fundamental matter is clarified,
there is no sense in unanimous decisions by the
Council of Ministers or recommendations from
this Parliament or from the Commission. I would
suggest that at the debate in the morning, apart
from Commissioner Lardinois, who is concerned
with agricultural prices, we also have a repre-
sentative or representatives of the Council of
Ministers present, because fundamentally this
is where the trouble stems from. I respectfully
put forward that recommendation for the con-
sideration of my colleagues here in Parliament,
since this is pre-eminently a political matter
with very serious political implications for the
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future of the Community. The question of agri-
cultural prices, while very important, is, in my
view, secondary to the fondamental matter of
the future of this Community and of its Insti-
tutions and the whole meaning of Community
solidarity.

(Applause)

President. — I conclude from your remarks
that you have no objection if the debate by
urgent procedure takes place tomorrow morning
at 11.30.

The Council of Ministers will be represented,
since there are in any case questions to be
answered by the Council of Ministers by urgent
procedure.

Are there any objections?

It is so decided.

17. Directive on the noise-level of agricultural
tractors

President. — The nexil item on the agenda is
a debate on the report drawn up by Mr Willi
Miiller, on behalf of the Committee on Public
Health and the Environment, on the proposal
from the Commission of the European Com-
munities to the Council for a directive on the
approximation of the laws of the Member States
relating to the driver-perceived noise-level of
agricultural or forestry tractors fitted with
wheels (Doc. 193/74).

The rapporteur has informed me that he has
nothing to add to his written report.

I call Mr Gundelach.

Mr Gundelach, member of the Commission of
the European Communities. — (DK) The report,
for which we express our thanks, contains no
specific proposals for amendments to the Com-
mission’s proposal for a directive, but does con-
tain a few general observations to which I must
add some remarks.

First, there is a complaint that the proposal was
not submitted in due time. The delay was due
to the lack of unanimity among the experts
taking part in the preparatory work. The Com-
mission chose to work out a proposal there
could be general agreement on rather than keep
to the time-limits and submit a proposal on
which there was disagreement. I trust the com-
mittee will understand this choice.

Secondly, the report expresses the hope that the
Council will take its decision early enough for
the directive to enter into force by the same

time as the British law at the latest. We share
this hope, and we shall do what we can to see
that the work in the Council progresses as
rapidly as possible, but it cannot be guaranteed
that it will enter into force at the same time
as the British law, which enters into force on
1 September 1975.

Thirdly, we are reproached with having chosen
optional harmonization instead of total harmo-
nization, but as I explained in this Assembly
previously, we choose optional harmonization,
where it is adequate, in principle, instead of
the more far-reaching total harmonization.

Finally, the hope is expressed that the Com-
mission will adapt the maximum noise-level
and measuring methods to technical progress,
and it is of course clear that we shall do so.

President. — Thank you, Mr Gundelach. Does
anyone else wish to speak?

I put the motion for a resolution to the vote.

The resolution is adopted.!

18. Regulation on measures of conjunctural
policy in agriculture

President. — The next item on the agenda is
a debate on the report drawn up by Mr Schmidt,
on behalf of the Committee on Budgets, on the
proposal from the Commission of the European
Communities to the Council for a regulation
amending Regulation (EEC) No 974/71 on certain
measures of conjunctural policy to be taken in
agriculture following the temporary widening
of the margins of fluctuation for the currencies
of certain Member States (Doc. 265/74).

I call Mr Gerlach, replacing Mr Schmidt, who
has asked to present the report.

Mr Gerlach, deputy rapporteur. — (D) Mr Presi-
dent, allow me to make a short introduction,
on behalf of my colleague Mr Schmidt, to a
subject which will certainly take up more of
our time tomorrow in the debate on agricultural

. questions. This is an extraordinary technical

matter which requires, however, a number of
clarifications; I wish to express my especial
thanks in this connexion-to the Committee on
Agriculture and its rapporteur, Mr Frehsee, who
supplied the Committee on Budgets with such
excellent documents for the decision.

At first sight one would say that this subject is
complicated. The factors are, however, relatively
simple and I would remind you that in 1971,

1 OJ No C 127 of 18 October 1974.
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after France had lowered the gold parity of the
French Franc in 1969 and the Deutschmark had
been revalued fairly steeply, a regulation was
adopted on certain conjunctural policy measures
necessary in agriculture after the temporary
widening of the fluctuation bandwidth of the
currencies of certain Member States. This
formulation I have just quoted corresponds to
the text of the regulation at that time, which
embodied in Community law what came to
be known as border compensation measures;
this border compensation was created solely for
Member States which revalued their currencies.
When devaluations were decided in other Mem-
ber States thereafter or when currencies floated
downwards, it became necessary to make allow-
ance for them in Regulation 974/71. The regula-
tion was reviewed in February 1973. The regula-
tion now before us is a second amendment to
the 1971 regulation. Article 4(a) of the regula-
tion, whose second paragraph we considered in
the agricultural debate last week, contain the
provision in its first paragraph that, for coun-
tries whose currencies have been devalued, the
compensatory amounts granted on imports will
be deducted from the import levy and that the
compensatory amounts charged on export will
be deducted from the export refunds in trade
with third countries.

For imports, implementation of this provision
presented no difficulties. On the other hand,
considerable difficulties arose in the case of
exports. The level of the export refunds is gen-
erally only known when the product has reached
its destination. While then the monetary com-
pensatory amounts can be levied immediately
on completion of the export duty formalities,
the export refund can generally only be granted
a good deal later.

The resulting difficulties were overcome by
almost all the Member States whose currencies
had depreciated—namely, Denmark, France,
Ireland and the United Kingdom. The United
Kingdom solved the problem by deducting
standard amounts which were as close as pos-
sible to the estimated actual export refunds.
Italy, on the other hand, found it impossible
to apply the system stipulated in Article 4(a),
paragraph 1, and did not in fact apply it. In
Italy, different offices are responsible for mone-
tary compensation on the one hand and export
refunds on the other.

The regulation now before us is designed to
legalize the practice followed in Italy. It is
unlikely that other Member States will make
use of this new provision.

In fact, the United Kingdom has already said
it will not do so. The only persons to be adver-
sely affected by this new regulation will be the

Italian agricultural exporters, who will only
receive the export refunds due to them a good
time after effecting the exports. But they are

‘already accustomed to that, they are already

in this situation.

The two committees concerned, the Committee
on Budgets and the Committee on Agriculture,
recommend you to accept this regulation and
adopt the Committee on Budgets motion for a
resolution.

The Commission’s draft regulation, however,
contains a second change: a provision requiring
the Commission to report each month on the
functioning of this monetary compensation is
to be deleted.

While the Committee on Agriculture favoured
an annual report, the Committee on Budgets
recommends you not to adopt the Commission’s
proposal but to stipulate in Article 2 of this
regulation that the Commission shall report on
the application of this regulation to the Council
and European Parliament every six months.

I would therefore ask you to accept this amend-
ment to Article 2 on behalf of the Committee
on Budgets, and apologize for having explained
this purely technical regulation in order to give
some colleagues who are not familiar with this
subject at least a brief outline of what has been
decided here.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Gundelach.

Mr Gundelach, member of the Commission of
the European Commaunities, — (DK) I should
like on behalf of the Commission to thank the
committee for an exceptionally fine piece of
work, and not least I should like to thank the
previous speaker for, if I may say so, having
done work for us both by explaining so fully
and clearly what the matter is about. I will
therefore not repeat the same thing with dif-
ferent words.

I am pleased that the committee approves this
proposal. The only question outstanding is the
one of reports, but I should prefer not to go
into detail about it, since the Commission is
prepared to accept the latest proposal put for-
ward, for reports every six months.

President. — Thank you, Mr Gundelach. Does
anyone else wish to speak?
I put the motion for a resolution to the vote.

The resolution is adopted.!

1 OJ No C 127 of 18 October 1974,
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19. Change in the agenda

President. — The next item on the agenda is
a debate on the report drawn up by Miss Flesch,
on behalf of the Committee on Budgets, on the
proposal from the Commission of the European
Communities to the Council for a regulation
amending the Staff Regulations of Officials and
the Conditions of Employment of Other Servants
of the European Communities (Doc. 253/74).

In view, however, of the late hour and of the
fact that new amendments are still being tabled
to this report, I propose to the House, with the
agreement of the rapporteur, that consideration
of this report be referred to tomorrow’s sitting.
I further propose that we decide that all amend-
ments to this report must be tabled by 10 a.m.
tomorrow.

I call Mr Gerlach.

Mr Gerlach. — (D) Mr President, the Com-
mittee on Budgets has carefully considered the
draft and also the opinion of the Legal Affairs
Committee. In view of the large number of addi-
tional proposed amendments, I would ask Miss
Flesch to agree to the proposal being referred
back to the committee. There are problems here
which still require further discussion, and
because of our full agenda for tomorrow, and
the many proposed amendments, I do not con-
sider it desirable to deal overhastily with this
document, which is very important to our offi-
cials.

In short, I would ask Miss Flesch to consider the
matter and refer the whole question back to
committee again.

President. — I call Mr Broeksz.

Mr Broeksz. — (NL) Mr President, my colleague
Mr Gerlach has requested that the report be
referred to the Committee on Budgets, but in
view of the nature of some of the amendments
I should like to ask you, in that case, also to
refer it to the Legal Affairs Committee for its
opinion.

President. — I call Miss Flesch.

Miss Flesch. — (F) Mr President, I fully agree
with the two speakers that there are a con-
siderable number of amendments to the report
which I have the honour to present. These
amendments are difficult ones, like all textual
questions relating to the Staff Regulations; they
undoubtedly demand mature consideration, since
one has to consider all the types of cases that

are possible and all the consequences for all the
annexes to these regulations. At first sight,
therefore, a proposal to refer the whole matter
to the committees and defer it to our next part-
session might well seem desirable and even
welcome.

Nevertheless, Mr President, I would put it to
this House that this proposal for a modification
to the Staff Regulations includes some important
ameliorations which representatives of the staff
have been demanding for a very long time and
whose adoption is urgently necessary. I am
thinking, for example, of the modification relat-
ing to mission expenses: on this point there is
an alarming discrepancy between the provisions
of the Staff Regulations and the present cost of
an hotel room in certain towns of the Com-
munity.

I know, from contacts I had with them only
this morning, that the staff representatives
attach very great importance to Parliament’s
being able to deliver its opinion and deliver it
soon, as, incidentally, Mr President, the Council
asked us to do in a letter when it forwarded
this text for our opinion. The staff representa-
tives are anxious that we should deliver our
opinion without delay in order that they may
start on the consultation procedure with the
Council which is laid down. Personally, I would
add that I consider it important that we should
deliver our opinion without loss of time in order
to save this Institution from the reproach of
having held up developments in this important
sphere.

This Parliament has always been concerned to
assure adequate working conditions for the staff
of our Institutions. In my view, we should be
fulfilling the task we have set ourselves if we
were to ensure that it was not our Institution
which held up measures designed to bring an
amelioration. I know that the subject is a com-
plex one, but for my part, Mr President, I would
ask the committee to agree to meet tomorrow
morning so as to enable us to deal with these
matters in plenary sitting tomorrow afternoon.
I insist that we deal with it as rapidly as pos-
sible.

President. — I should like to point out that,
according to Rule 26 of the Rules of Procedure,
the chairman of the committee responsible may
request that a report be referred to committee.
In addition, Parliament is, of course, entitled
to refer any report to committee at any time.
Perhaps the committee would like to consider
the question once more tomorrow, and then
convey its views to the House.

I call Mr Gerlach.
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Mr Gerlach. — (D) Mr President, I wish to make
the same proposal. I take all the points Miss
Flesch has made, but I would point out that
the period involved is 14 days and we cannot
be accused of having delayed consideration of
these matters, which are so important to the
officials, either intentionally or through neglig-
ence.

I do not believe that we could deal in one com-
mittee meeting tomorrow with all the additional
amendments which have been proposed by this
afternoon and which, as the President has just
said, may still be proposed until 10 a.m. tomor-
row. I would also point out that the agricultural
debate will certainly take up time tomorrow.
If we also have a debate on Greece, which again
is no light matter, we should be dealing with
this question before an almost empty chamber,
to judge by the normal demands on our col-
leagues’ time in the late afternoon.

I believe that no one, including the officials
affected by this regulation, will suffer from a
delay of fourteen days. But some of the proposed
amendments, and I have no idea how many
more remain to be added, are too important to
be dealt with hastily, and I would propose
tomorrow in the committee that we should con-
sider this question of a postponement.

I would therefore ask you, Mr President, to call
a meeting of the Committee on Budgets for
tomorrow at 9.45 a.m., and I assume that the
committee chairman will be in agreement.

President. — I call Mr Broesksz.

Mr Broeksz. — (NL) Mr President, if the matter
can be sorted out in this way tomorrow, it may
after all not be essential to call the Legal Affairs
Committee together. It could not even be done.
It would, however, be highly appreciated if the
Committee on Budgets could arrange for these
measures to be backdated in the event of a
delay. I am not sufficiently familiar with the
Staff Regulations and we have not gone into it
thoroughly enough in the Legal Affairs Com-
mittee. As a rule, however, it is possible to make
appropriate provision for backdating in a case
like this. The staff then have nothing to com-
plain of if the decision comes a week or two
late.

President. — I should like to refer to Mr Ger-
lach’s proposal. I assume that the chairman of
the Committee on Budgets has no objection to
a meeting tomorrow morning at 9.45. What you
have just said, Mr Broeksz, could be put forward
by a representative of yours at this committee

meeting, so that your proposal could be discus-
sed straight away. I would therefore suggest
that members of the Legal Affairs Committee
could attend the meeting of the Committee on
Budgets tomorrow morning at 9.45. Whether the
report would then be dealt with in this House
tomorrow would depend on the opinion com-
municated by the Committee on Budgets in the
plenary sitting.

The debate on this item is now closed.

20. Agenda for the next sitting

President. — The next sitting will be held
tomorrow, Thursday, 26 September 1974, with
the following agenda:

10.00 a.m. and 3.00 p.m.:
— Question Time;

— Debate by urgent procedure on agricultural
prices;

— Joint debate on:

— oral question with debate by Mr Amen-
dola and others to the Council on the
independence of Cyprus;

— oral question with debate by Mr Jahn
and others to the Council on the associa-
tion with Cyprus;

— oral question with debate by Mr Jahn
and others to the Commission on the
association with Cyprus;

— Report by Mr Corterier on the EEC-Greece
Association; ’

— Oral question with debate by Mr Corona to
the Commission on relations between Por-
tugal and the Community;

— Joint debate on:

— oral question with debate by Mr Amen-
dola and others to the Council on the
employment situation

— oral question with debate by Mr Bertrand
to the Commission on the employment
situation;

— Report by Miss Flesch on the Staff Regula-
tions of Officials of the European Com-
munities.

The sitting is closed.

(The sitting was closed at 10.00 p.m.)
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IN THE CHAIR: MR BERKHOUWER

President
(The sitting was opened at 10.05 a.m.)

President. — The sitting is open.

1. Approval of the minutes

President. — The minutes of proceedings of
yesterday have been distributed.

Are there any comments?

The minutes of proceedings are approved.

2. Membership of committees

President. — I have received from the Socialist
Group a request for the following appointments:

— Mr Carpentier to the Committee on Economic
and Monetary Affairs;

-— Mr Lagorce to the Committee on Budgets
to replace Mr Leenhardt;

— Mr Carpentier to the Commitiee on Social
Affairs and Employment to replace Mr Bré-
gégeére;

— Mr Brégégére to the Committee on Agri-
culture;

— Mr Leenhardt to the Committee on Energy,
Research and Technology to replace Mr
Lagorce.

I have also received from the Liberal and Allies
Group a request for the appointment of Mr De
Clercq to the Parliamentary Committee of the
EEC-Greece Association to replace Mr Bour-
dellés.

From the Christian-Democratic Group I have
received a request for the appointment of Mr
Zeller to the Committee on Regional Policy and
Transport, the Committee on Development and
Cooperation and the Joint Committee of the
Parliamentary Conference of the EEC-AASM
Association.

Are there any objections?

These appointments are ratified.

3. Documents received
President. — I have received the following
documents:

(a) from the Council of the European Com-
munities, a request for an opinion on the

proposal from the Commission of the Euro-
pean Communities to the Council for a
regulation on the financing of advertising
‘and publicity campaigns designed to pro-
mote the consumption of meat (Doc. 269/74).
This document has been referred to the
Committee on Agriculture;

(b) from the Commission of the European Com-
munities the ECSC Auditor’s Report for the
financial year 1973 (Doc. 266/74).

This document had been referred to the
Committee on Budgets;

(¢) from the committees the following reports:
— a report by Mr Vetrone drawn up on
behalf of the Committee on External
Economic Relations on the proposal from
the Commission of the European Com-
munities to the Council for a regulation
on the opening, allocation and admin-
istration of a 1975 Community tariff
quota for dried grapes falling within sub-
heading 08.04 B 1 of the Common
Customs Tariff in immediate containers
of a net capacity of 15 kg or less (Doc.
267/74);

— a report by Mr Lange, drawn up on
behalf of the Committee on External
Economic Relations on the proposal from
the Commission of the European Com-
munities to the Council for a regulation
on the common definition of the concept
of the origin of petroleum products (Doc.
268/74).

4, Question Time

President. — The next item is Question Time.
The questions have been published in Doc.
260/74.

We will deal first with the questions to the
Council of the European Communities.

The first question is No 1 put by Mr Jahn on
CSCE negotiations and worded as follows:

Can the Council confirm its opposition to the
institutionalization of the conference through the
creation of a permanent secretariat, in line with
the position so far adopted by the Community
at the CSCE negotiations?

I call Mr Destremau.

Mr Destremau, President-in-Office of the Coun-
cil of the European Communities. — (F) Mr Pres-
ident, the question put by the honourable Mem-
ber refers to the general problem of what action
is to be taken following the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe. This prob-
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Destremau

lem does not therefore specifically concern the
work of Committee 2, which covers the eco-
nomic aspect and in which the Community takes
part. The honourable Member’s question cannot
be treated as falling within a purely economic
context. In any event, in the general perspective
this remains entirely an open question within
the conference itself. I think this is now suf-
ficiently clear. Let me then stress the fact that
the Community participates only in the work of
Committee 2.

President. — I call Mr Jahn.

Mr Jahn. — (D) Is the Council unaware that
the Nine agreed at the negotiations in Helsinki
that the CSCE negotiations should not end
up with a new institution, as proposed by the
Soviet Union, but that they would be regarded
as unique in themselves?

President. — I call Mr Destremau.

Mr Destremau. — (F) I thank Mr Jahn for this
new supplementary question. I should like to
say that the problem this raises is a very general
one and concerns the competence of Member
States rather than that of the Community as
such, and that he bases his consideration on the
powers of foreign ministers or political depart-
ments, meeting as representatives of Member
States within the framework of political coopera-
tion.

President. — Question No 2 by Mr Noé on the
choice of of a single seat for the European
institutions will be dealt with later.

The next item is Question No 3 by Sir Douglas
Dodds-Parker on the European Security Con-
ference. It is worded as follows:

The Council is asked what progress has bheen
made in the European Security Conference.

I call Mr Destremau.

Mr Destremau. — (F) The work of the Con-
ference on Security and Cooperation in Europe
is now being carried on by three committees
formed for the purpose. Under the ad hoc for-
mula agreed on by the Council at its meeting
of 20 September 1973, the Community is repre-
sented only on Committee 2. Consequently, the
Council can reply to the honourable Member’s
question only in so far as its relates to the
work of this particular committee.

I have to observe that this work has not yet
achieved any positive results, particularly as
regards the completion of a draft resolution on
trade, and it is at this stage scarcely possible

to supply a general survey of such progress as
may have been made within the framework of
this conference. The question could equally well
be raised within the framework of contacts with
the House for the study of political cooperation.
May I remind the honourable Member that
talks took place in Paris a few days ago—such
as must in any case be held twice every six
months— between the Political Affairs Com-
mittee of this House and the President-in-Office
of the Council.

I would, however, also point out that, although
Committee 2 has not yet produced a draft reso-
lution, its work has led to positive and encourag-
ing results, at least in the matter of exchanges
of information and contacts, but we cannot claim
for the present to have gone beyond what I
have just indicated.

President. — I call Sir Douglas Dodds-Parker.

Sir Douglas Dodds-Parker. — Mr President, can
the President-in-Office say if he expects any
useful progress on items in Committee 2 as
long as Communist countries, especially East
Germany, are breaking the United Nations Char-
ter of Human Rights by persecuting and impri-
soning those, including foreigners, who seek to
leave these countries?

President. — I call Mr Destremau.

Mr Destremau. — (F) I have just stressed that
the Council as such as well as the Member
States attach great importance to the rights of
man and to the international obligations these
involve. It is by virtue of this common concern
for the rights of man that the governments are
insisting in particular on the need for concrete
results within the framework of what we call
the third ‘package’ of the Security Conference,
and I shall make a point of advising my col-
leagues of the views expressed by Sir Douglas
Dodds-Parker.

Let me add that there is no doubt that, as the
weeks wore on, this problem of the free move-
ment of persons has come to appear more and
more important.

At the outset the accent was of course on secu-
rity and cooperation, and as I have just pointed
out, there have been a number of exchanges
which proved fruitful in the sphere of commer-
cial relations. However, the principle of the
free movement of persons is the stumbling
block of the conference, and I can say that the
Council is very insistent on obtaining concrete
results in this field; otherwise, the conference
cannot be regarded as a success—indeed, we
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might in such a case have to write it off as a
failure.

President. — I call Mr Jahn. -

Mr Jahn. — (D) Mr President, I was pleased to
hear that the Council attaches particular impor-
tance to the third ‘package’. Could the
President-in-Office confirm that the CSCE is
not to be terminated unless the Soviet Union
gives definite assurances as regards freedom
of movement during the talks on the third
‘package’, since the attempt is at present being
made to bring the Conference to a close at the
end of the year?

President. — I call Mr Destremau.

Mr Destremau. — (F) In reply to the honourable
Member I would simply say that, whilst the ques-
tion he raises is obviously of prime importance,
the Community cannot, as we have just pointed
out, reach a decision in this field; it would be
up to the Member States to decide whether or
not they should continue taking part in the
conference.

President. — I call Mr Fellermaier.

Mr Fellermaier. — (D) May I ask the President-
in-Office why he did not give a more compre-
hensive political answer to the question initially
raised by Sir Douglas Dodds-Parker as to the
progress actually achieved at the Security Con-
ference, particularly as a result of initiatives
taken by the Member States represented in the
Council, and as to the part played by the Coun-
cil as a Community institution at the Geneva
talks? Why is the House being refused a com-
prehensive answer?

President. — I call Mr Destremau.

Mr Destremau. — (F) My reply to the honourable
Member is that, whatever the interest and
importance of the debate on this subject, I am
not, in my position as representative of the
Council, able to reply on subjects other than
those which are being handled within the frame-
work of Committee 2, in which the Community
is taking part.

President. — The next question is No 4 by Mr
Kater on a common energy policy.

As Mr Kater is not present, this question will be
answered in writing®.

1 Annex: Oral Questions which could not be answered
during Questiqn Time, with written answers.

The next item is Question No 5 by Lord O’Hagan
on the Regional Development Fund. It is worded
as follows:

What progress has the Council made towards
agreeing to set up a Regional Development Fund?

I call Mr Destremau.

Mr Destremau. — (F) As Lord O’Hagan will be
aware, the Council has for some time been
considering a number of measures to be taken
with a view to the application of a Community
regional policy. First and foremost among these
are the steps which the Commission recommends
for the setting up of a Regional Development
Fund; one of the chief purposes of such a fund
would be to assist the completion of the develop-
ment plans of Member States for the poorest
regions.

The Council has not yet been able to reach any
decisions owing to the complexity of the prob-
lems raised, and the Commission is now-—in
consultation with Member States—looking into
the problem as a whole, with a view to drawing
up a report for the Council, containing, as may
be appropriate, the outlines of solutions to the
problems raised. It is true that a lot of work
has been done by the committee concerned
under the heading of the Regional Fund and
policy, but Member States are understandably
keeping an eye on the cost of the operation, as
Lord O’Hagan will be aware. This is the stum-
bling block.

President. — I call Lord O’Hagan.

Lord O’Hagan. — Surely the President-in-Office
of the Council must be aware that this Parlia-
ment is growing ever more impatient with the
delays of the Council on this matter. Could not
the President-in-Office say something a little
more positive?

President. — I call Mr Destremau.

Mr Destremau. — (F) I cannot say anything
more definite to Lord O’Hagan, but I can under-
take to approach the Council of Ministers again
on behalf of your Parliament and impress upon
them your eagerness to see some progress in
the matter. I promise to put this to the Council
of the Communities in a very clear and firm
way.

President. — Thank you, Mr Destremau.

We will now consider the questions to the
Commission of the European Communities.

The first is Question No 6 by Mr James Hill on
comparative figures of the kilometres of motor-
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ways constructed, or to be constructed, in each
of the Member States. The question is worded
as follows:

Can, the Commission provide comparative figures
of the kilometres of motorways constructed, or
which are envisaged will be constructed by the
end of 1979, in each of the Member States, and
will they also express these figures as a percent-
age of the total kilometrage of roads in each
Member State?

I call Mr Broeksz for a procedural motion.

Mr Broeksz. — (NL) Mr President, according to
Article 47 of the collected texts, questions whose
purpose is to obtain documents or statistical
data are not admissible. Mr Hill is trying to
obtain statistical data from the Commission.
Could you therefore tell me why you have
accepted this question?

President. — Mr Broeksz, I am grateful to you
for your vigilance.

As Mr James Hill is not present, the question
will not in any case be discussed, but a written
answer will be given.!

I will, however, make a note of your remark,
which we will bear in mind for future occa-
sions.

The next question is'No 7 by Mr Premoli on the
harmonization of nuclear plant safety standards.
It is worded as follows:

In view of the expected growth in the number
of nuclear power stations and the widespread
public concern associated with it, does the Com-
mission not consider it desirable to improve and
extend measures to harmonize nuclear plant safety
standards?

I call Mr Hillery.

Mr Hillery, Vice-President of the Commission
of the European Communities. — Mr President,
the Commission has already taken certain steps
in connection with the technological safety prob-
lem through the implementation of organized
cooperation between the various areas of inter-
est. This includes the compilation of an inven-
tory of national practices and the comparison
and gradual alignment of methodologies, criteria,
codes and applied standards. I would remind
the honourable Member that all these have been
dealt with in the Communication to the Council
on the implementation of guidelines and priority
actions for a Community energy policy. The
question of the safety of nuclear installations
will, moreover, shortly be the subject of a

1 Annex: Oral Questions which could not be answered
during Question Time, with written answers.

further communication to the Council, which
will take into account the results of work com-
pleted to date. As regards the protection of
workers and civilian populations against radia-
tion risks, I would recall that provision for such
protection is ensured on a Community scale in
accordance with Chapter III of the EAEC Treaty
and, more particularly, by the basic standards
included in national legislation in this field.

President. — I call Mr Premoli.

Mr Premoli. — (I) Whilst I am satisfied with the
reply given by the Commissioner, I should be
grateful if the Commission would put us in the
picture as regards the stage reached in the
work of the committee it has set up on the
harmonization of safety standards in nuclear
installatijons.

President. — I call Mr Hillery.

Mr Hillery. — This will be made known in a
further communication to the Council soon, but
it is not quite ready yet. I do not have the
information available.

President. — I call Mr Helveg Petersen.

Mr Helveg Petersen. — (DK) Has the Commis-
sion considered the security problems raised by
such criminal offences as blackmail by threaten-
ing to blow up nuclear installations? This is a
very important question.

President. — I call Mr Hillery.

Mr Hillery. — I do not have the necessary
information on that particular question at the
moment, but would be very happy to answer
it during the next part-session.

President. — The next item is Question No 8
by Mr Deschamps on financial aid to the coun-
tries of the Sahel. The question is worded as
follows:

What practical activities are already being fin-
anced by the European Development Fund in the
countries of the Sahel with a view to reestablish-
ing a natural environment conductive to efficient
agriculture and stock-farming, which are essential
to the survival of the populations of those coun-
tries?

I call Mr Thomson.

Mr Thomson, member of the Commission of the
European Communities,. — Mr President, the
Commission, which throughout this Sahel cata-
strophe has been grateful for both the support
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and the pressure of the European Parliament,
has continually had in mind the need for con-
crete activities to deal with the fundamental
causes of the drought, at the same time as send-
ing urgent supplies of emergency aid.

In the years before the catastrophic deterior-
ation in 1972 and 1973 the European Develop-
ment Fund gave priority to animal and public
health measures and to the development of rural
water supplies and irrigation by financing 3 000
wells and borings. In the special allocations of
funds which the Community has made since
1973, amounting to more than 100 million units
of account in all, apart from the emergency
aid, priority has been given to the restoration of
roads, transport and warehousing facilities, to
the building of new water plant at points where
the people and herds concentrate, to the revival
of agricultural production by the supply of
seed and a wider use of crop facilities, to the
establishment of more effective commercial net-
works for the distribution of the food crops and
to the organization of cattle-breeding with a
view to creating a well-founded and stable bio-
logical equilibrium between the herds and the
capacity of the pastures.

With permission, I will deposit for the record
with the report of this debate full details of
these fundamental efforts to restore the means
of production and establish an ecological ba-
lance.

The Commission is glad to note that General
Sangoulé Lamizana, President of Upper Volta
and President of the Inter-States Permanent
Committee for the fight against drought in the
Sahel, has said that during the course of 1973
there has been a magnificent spirit of solidarity.
He underlined, however, that 1974 is once again
a year of famine. The Commission agrees with
that view and feels that the European Com-
munity still faces the moral obligation to show
itself by its solidarity the leader of the inter-
national effort to reconstruct a life-giving
environment for the people of the Sahel.

President. — I call Mr Deschamps.

Mr Deschamps. — (F) I thank the Commission
both for its statement of principle and for the
concrete measures taken which it has listed to
us, and would simply ask whether I could have
information as exact as that which it has just
given me, on the creation of a centre for the
zoological and agriculture survey of the Sahel,
whose permanent responsibility would be to
ensure the revival of farming and stockbreed-
ing in this part of the world, which is the only
way to achieve substantial and lasting results.

President. — I call Mr Thomson.

Mr Thomson. — I think that the suggestion
made by the honourable Member is a construc-
tive one, and I will draw its attention to my
colleague, Mr Cheysson, and the Commission
will communicate with the honourable Member
about that suggestion.

President. — Question No 9 by Mr Brewis on
alcohol regulations has been withdrawn by the
author.

The next item is question No 10 by Mr Hougardy
on graduate unemployment.

As Mr Hougardy is not present, this question
will be answered in writing.?

The next question is No 11 by Mr Durieux on
cheese products. It is worded as follows:

In view of the alarming situation facing produ-
cers of Gouda, Edam and Mimolette cheeses in
certain countries of the Community, does the
Commission, not propose to fix the threshold price
for cheese with a 45% fat content at a realistic
level and to extend the negative correction factor
for skimmed milk powder to other dairy products
and in particular to the protein content of cheese
products?

I call Mr Hillery.

Mr Hillery. — The Commission is not of the
opinion that the situation faced by the pro-
ducers of Gouda, Edam and Mimolette cheese in
certain countries of the Community is worry-
ing. It is true that production of these cheeses
in the Community has risen. On the other hand,
market prices have, since July 1974, also increas-
ed and will probably increase further. In most
of the producing member countries prices are
between 12 and 20 units of account per 100 kilo-
grammes below the threshold price. Only in
France do market prices seem to have exceeded
the threshold price of 159.05 units of account per
100 kilogrammes.

A market price above the threshold level signi- .
fies in the case where this market can be con-
sidered as representative, nothing more than a
situation where for the product in question more
than the target price for milk is being realized.
Such a situation is not sufficient reason for
increasing the threshold price for the product in
question. Concerning the negative corrective of 2
units of account per 100 kilogrammes the Com-
mission has been well aware of the consequences
of the non-application of this amount to pro-
ducts other than skimmed milk powder. This

1 Annex: Oral Questions which could not be answered
during Question Time, with written answers.
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limitation exclusively to skimmed milk powder
was decided by the Council of Ministers within
the framework of a compromise on monetary
matters.

President. — I call Mr Premoli, who is replacing
Mr Durieux in the discussion on this question.

Mr Premoli. — (F) How should the milk price
decided in Brussels be interpreted: is it the
price excluding tax, on the French model, or the
price including tax, on the Dutch model?

President. — I call Mr Hillery.

Mr Hillery. — It is the average in the whole
Community excluding tax.

President. — I call Mr Brewis.

Mr Brewis. — As the Commission has seen
reports that there is a possibility that milk may
be rationed in the United Kingdom this winter,
and in one creamery in my constituency cheese
production has been reduced to 30 %o of capacity,
does the Commissioner agree that we should be
producing more milk in the Community than
we are?

President. — I call Mr Hillery.

Mr Hillery. — The answer is no.

President. — Does anyone else wish to speak?
Thank you, Mr Hillery and Mr Thomson.

Question Time is closed.!

5. Change in the agenda

President. — Honourable Members, yesterday
evening the Assembly decided to comply with a
request by the Group of European Progressive
Democrats and the Liberal and Allies Group for
another agricultural debate by urgent procedure.
It was agreed that this debate should take place
this morning, starting at about 11.30.

In view of the heavy agenda, I suggest that we
proceed with the other items on the agenda until
11.30 a.m.

Are there any objections?
That is agreed.

1 Annex: Oral Questions which could not be answered
during Question Time, with written answers.

6. Oral Questions with debate: Association
with Cyprus

President. — The next item is the joint debate
on

— Oral Question with debate put by Mr Amen-
dola, Mr Ansart, Mrs Carettoni Romagnoli,
Mr Lemoine and Mr Bordu to the Council of
the European Communities (Doc. 243/74) and
worded as follows:

Subject: Initiative to safeguard the independence
and freedom of Cyprus

The military coup d’état in Cyprus and subse-
quent developments give rise to serious concern
at the fate of the legitimate constitutional govern-
ment of President Marakios and of the popula-
tions of the island and may well gravely jeopar-
dize efforts towads détente in the Mediterranean.

Does the Council not consider that it should
reflect these sentiments of condemnation and
alarm and express an opinion of its own on the
events in Cyprus, and that it shoud take steps to
safeguard the independence and freedom of the
island?

— Oral Question with debate put by Mr Jahn,
Mr Kirk, Mr Aigner, Mr Klepsch, Mr Alfred
Bertrand, Mr Liicker and Mr Schuijt to the
Council of the European Communities (Doc.
245/74) and worded as follows:

Subject: Association with Cyprus

— With reference to Article 14 of the Agreement
establishing an Association between the
Republic of Cyprus and the European Econo-
mic Community,

— having regard to the declaration of the Pre-
sident of the French Republic of 27 August
1974 to the effect that the inadequate political
organization of the Europe of the Nine has
allowed a conflict to arise in which three As-
sociated States are involved,

we ask the Council of the European Communities:

1. Will the Council propose a meeting of the
Association Council in order to put forward
solutions to the political problems threatening
the implementation of the EEC-Cyprus As-
sociation Agreement?

2. Is the Council prepared to propose that the
Foreign, Ministers of the Nine should formulate
a joint plan for a peaceful solution to the
political crisis in Cyprus, which representatives
of the Community could put before the As-
sociation Council? \

— Oral Question with debate put by Mr Jahn,
Mr Kirk, Mr Aigner, Mr Klepsch, Mr Alfred
Bertrand, Mr Liicker and Mr Schuijt to the

Commission of the European Communities
(Doc. 246/74) and worded as follows:

Subject: Association with Cyprus

We ask the Commission of the European Com-
munities:
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1. Will the Commission make an immediate,
comprenhensive and positive response to the
Cypriot Government’s request in August 1974
for aid to homeless persons in Cyprus? If so,
in what form and how quickly can such aid
be given?

2. In view of its p