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3. Agenda: 85) by Raggio and others to the Council;

Mr Aigner; Mr Amdt; Mr Price; Mr Welsh;
Mrs Hammerich; Dame Shelagh Roberts; Mr
Arndt; Mr Fich; Mr Hutton; Mr Amdt . . . 2

4. Deadline for tabling amendments:
Mr Cicciomessere; Mr C. Beazley; Mr Hut-
ton . . . . . . .. 4

5. Waiving of immunity — Reports (Docs. A
2-13/85 and A 2-14/85) by Mr Donnez:
Mr Donnez; Mr Plaskovitis; Mr Alavanos;
Mr Donnez; Mrs Fontaine

6. Employment and unemployment — (Oral
questions with debate (Doc. B 2-5/85) by Mr

IN THE CHAIR: MR PFLIMLIN
President

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

1. Resumption of the session

President. — I declare resumed the session of the
European Parliament which was adjourned on
15 March 1985.

2. Approval of minutes

President. — The minutes of the sitting of 15 March
1985 have been distributed.

(Doc. B 2-111/85) by Mr Tognoli and others
to the Commission and (Doc. B 2-124/85) by
Mrs Squarcialupi and others to the Commis-
sion:

Mr Dido; Mr Ciancaglini; Mrs J. Hoffmann;
Mrs Salisch; Mrs Squarcialupi; Mr De Mich-
elis (Council); Mr Pfeiffer (Commission); Mr
Sutherland (Commission); Mr Bachy; Mr
Brok; Sir Jack Stewart-Clark; Mrs Larive-
Groenendaal; Mrs Chouraqui; Mr Ulburghs;
Mpr McCartin; Mrs Daly; Mrs Tove Nielsen;
My Fitzgerald; Mr Seligman . . . . . . . 9

Are there any comments?

Mr Tomlinson (S). — Mr President, as the Minutes of
Proceedings of the Friday of the last part-session will
show, I raised at the beginning of that Friday morning
what appeared to be an irregularity in the voting that
had taken place on the agricultural price-fixing. I
enquired at that time whether there would be a full
investigation by the Bureau into those irregularities
but so far nothing seems to have emerged. An exami-
nation of the voting lists will show quite clearly that
during the vote on the agricultural price-fixing votes
were recorded of Members who were not recorded as
being present during the Thursday sitting. I would
appreciate your advice and guidance as to what action
the Bureau have taken because, in view of the very
small majority against the Commission proposals, any

appearance of irregularity makes that vote very suspect
indeed.
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President. — I must point out, Mr Tomlinson, that
even Members who have not signed the record of
attendance may take part in a vote. The record of
attendance may be consulted to check whether a
Member was present, as in the payment of allowances,
but it has nothing to do with the right to vote; they are
two quite different things.

Mr Marshall (ED). — Mr President, many will not
find your answer very satisfactory. There have been
occasions in the past when Sir Peter Vanneck and Mr
Cottrell have pointed out cases of double voting.
Could you not a least ask for a sworn statement by
those who are alleged to have voted but are so public
spirited that they do not want to claim their per diem,
that they were in fact here? At least some attempt
should be made to investigate what could become an
international scandal.

President. — Let us not exaggerate! There are so
many other occasions on which the word scandal can
be properly used that it is really going too far to use it
in this context!

(Applause)

That said, I am perfectly prepared to make a formal
request to our colleagues concerned. I believe that
their statement will be accurate.

(Parliament approved the minutes) !

3. Agenda

President. — At its meeting on 12 March 1985 the
enlarged Bureau drew up the draft agenda which has
been distributed.

At the meeting this morning the chairmen of the polit-
ical groups instructed me to propose a number of
amendments.

(The President read out the amendments to Monday’s
agenda)?

Tuesday:

At the meeting this morning the group chairmen
decided not to propose amendments to business and
thus to continue the social debate tomorrow morning
at 9 a.m., reports on the budgetary discharge 1o be
considered after the social debate.

! Petitions — Authorization to draw up reports — Referral to
committee — modification of referral — Transfer of appro-
priations — Written declarations (Rule 49) — Documents
received — Texts of agreements forwarded by the Council
— Request to waive immunity of Members: See Minutes.

2 See agenda.

We have, however, received a request from the Group
of the European People’s Party and the European
Democratic Group to amend tomorrow’s business by
scheduling from 9 a.m. the debate on discharge and, at
the end of the debate on discharge, continuation of
the social debate.

Mr Aigner (PPE), chairman of the Committee on
Budgetary Control. — (DE) Mr President, the dis-
charge can be granted by a single legislative act, with
the corresponding consequences for the Community.
That is why I considered it wrong for that particular
debate to be interrupted. I would also ask you to
remember that ten other committees worked on the
report too. It is an important report by Parliament, an
annual report, so I ask you to show sympathy for the
request by the committee and the groups that we
should debate the discharge first thing tomorrow
morning.

Mr Arndt (S). — (DE) Mr President, I object to the
idea of splitting the debate on such an important ques-
tion, the question of social policy, which we have put
off for so long that it has only just come on to the
agenda in April, by holding part of the debate this eve-
ning, then interrupting it with the budgetary control
debate, and continuing to debate social matters tomor-
row afternoon.

That will not produce any results, for as I have heard,
the issue is simply that the vote must take place at
6 p.m. on Tuesday. In my view we will manage that
anyway — and if not we can still vote at 6 p.m. on
Wednesday.

So I am opposed to this attempt basically to split the
social policy debate, which this Parliament considers
at least as important as the debate on the discharge, by
inserting the latter in between.

Mr Price (ED). — Mr President, I should like to sup-
port the proposal made by Mr Aigner and also to put
forward the one on behalf of my group which is ident-
ical, namely to take the continuation of the social
affairs debate after the joint debate on the discharge
on Tuesday. If this request is not agreed, it is very
likely that our discharge debate will take place in three
small parts: the latter part of Tuesday morning, the
last part just before the vote on Tuesday afternoon
and, finally, on Wednesday morning. Three small par-
cels of time.

In the discharge we are dealing with one of the Parlia-
ment’s main powers — not just the expression of its
views, but the actual exercise of one of Parliament’s
powers — and auached to discharge we have a quite
unique power, namely to pass comments which are
binding on the other institutions.

Mr President, if we are not to give that sort of matter
priority on our agenda, what will we be saying on
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Wednesday when we come to talk about the powers of
this Parliament? This Parliament must first exercise
the powers that it has and then go on on Wednesday
to claim more.

(Parliament approved the request of the EPP and ED
Groups)

President. — The group chairmen decided this morn-
ing that tomorrow evening we shall be voting, first on
the motions for resolutions on discharge, next, on the
motions for resolutions on social problems and, fin-
ally, on the report by Mr Tuckman carried over from
the previous part-session (Doc. 2-1753/84).

I would just point out that there are 271 amendments
to these texts so voting may continue until around
9p.m.

Mr Welsh (ED), chairman of the Committee on Social
Affairs and Employment. — Mr President, I would like
to make a proposal which I hope will help you. There
are, | understand, over 160 amendments tabled to the
report by Mrs Marinaro on migrants® rights. Unfor-
wunately, these have not yet been circulated and there-
fore Members have not had time to have a look at
therh. Indeed, I have not myself had time to look at
them but I understand that no less than 76 come from
one particular group who did not even have the cour-
tesy to send a representative to speak at the committee
meeting when the report was discussed.

Under those circumstances, Mr President, I would like
to propose that we defer the vote on the Marinaro
report until Thursday’s voting time which will give all
Members time to look at the amendments and perhaps
give that particular group the opportunity to reflect
whether it would not be more polite to their col-
leagues not to insist on tabling all the amendments. I
would like to propose that.

(Parliament approved the request by Mr Welsh — the
President read out the amendments to the agenda for
Wednesday, Thursday and Friday)!

Mrs Hammerich (ARC). — (DA) I am not particu-
larly surprised to note that an illegal question has been
tabled for question time on Wednesday. It is question
No 110 by Mr Toksvig, who is from Denmark. He is
keen to promote greater Community solidarity, and he
thinks the way to bring that about is for the Com-
munity to produce military aircraft.

I should like to point out that military production falls
outside the ambit of the European Community and is
not covered by the Treaty of Rome. And I would
remind Mr Toksvig that the Danish government and

I See Minutes.

his own party, the Konservative Folkeparti, is opposed
to Community production.

I wish to lodge an objection to the inclusion of this
question in the agenda.

President. — Mrs Hammerich, this is a question to the
Council which will be taken at Question Time. It will
not therefore be appearing on the agenda we are now
considering. Nonetheless, we take note of your state-
ment.

Dame Shelagh Roberts, chairman of the Committee
on External Economic Relations, and 13 other signa-
tories request the inclusion on the agenda of the
Aerssen report on trade relations with Taiwan (Doc.
2-1765/84).

Dame Shelagh Roberts (ED), chairman of the Com-
mittee on External Economic Relations. — Mr Presi-
dent, I would like to speak in support of the proposi-
tion that the Van Aerssen report on Taiwan should be
placed on the agenda of this plenary.

The position is that this report was adopted by the
REX Committee on 21 February. It was adopted
unanimously with only one abstention so there is clear
support for the report. I was asked by the committee
to write to you to request that it be placed on the
agenda for either the March or the April plenary. It
was agreed by the meeting of committee chairmen,
which takes place at each plenary session, that it
should be proposed to be put on the agenda for the
April part-session. By some curious mishap, Mr Presi-
dent — and I choose my words carefully — that pro-
posal did not seem to get properly considered, if it was
considered at all, in the enlarged Bureau before the
agenda for this part-session was published.

It is an open secret that there has been a certain
amount of activity to persuade members of the REX
Committee as to the shape that this report should take.
There has also been a certain amount of activity to
persuade Members that perhaps the report should not
be taken at all. I submit to the House that it would be
bad for the democratic rights of Members and for the
integrity of this House if Members were to succumb to
such persuasions.

If there are Members who are opposed to this report
then the democratic thing for them to do is to speak
and vote against the report and not to try to suppress
its debate. I hope, therefore, Mr President, that the
House will agree that we should take the report at this
part-session.

Mr Arndt (S). — (DE) Mr President, that report is
not shown in the agenda before us. Nor was it
included at the last meeting of the enlarged Bureau. So
it is not a question of taking away anyone’s demo-
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cratic rights but of whether we will stick to this
agenda.

There are in fact very good grunds which, alas, were
not put forward now, for deferring this debate. All the
groups, and the members of the delegation for rela-
tions with the People’s Republic of China who have
concerned themselves with this question, were not in
fact against the report, but they were not in favour of
discussing it now, preferring to take it at a later date.

That is partly to do with certain diplomatic customs.
For we now have an agreement to be signed, and it is
possible that if the Taiwan report is adopted now it
will not fit into the diplomatic timetable. So may I
urgently request that we keep to the enlarged Bureau’s
proposal for the present. The President once again
expressly agreed today that of course the report will be
placed on the next possible agenda — but I beg you,
not before the signing of the agreement with the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China on 22 May!

(Parliament rejected the request)

Mr Fich (S). — (DA) Mr President, I am surprised
that there is no item on the agenda under which the
Commission can present its new provisional proposal
for the 1985 budget. It can only be because it has not
made any request to do so, and that rather surprises
me. It is after all normal for the Commission to pres-
ent its proposals in plenary here in Parliament, just as
it does to the Council of Ministers, so that we can
inform the Council of Ministers in advance of our
expectations in respect of its forthcoming first reading
of the new provisional proposal for the budget.

Mr President, I therefore request that we give the

. Commission an opportunity to reconsider whether it
would not be worthwhile to inform us of its decisions
regarding the new provisional proposal for the 1985
budget so that, if appropriate, we can have a short
debate here in plenary. I realize that the Commission
has only produced a corrected version, but the extent
and significance of the corrected version is such that
there is, in the nature of things, some justification for
us to deal briefly with it here. In my opinion, it is up to
the Commission, But I ask you, Mr President, to
approach the Commission and inquire whether it
intends to inform us of its decisions.

President. — May a Commission spokesman reply to
the question pur?

Apparently not.
Mr Fich, I shall put the question to the Commission.
Mr Hutton (ED). — Mr President, I think I may have

been absent from the Chamber when you told the
House that the Newman report was to be deleted from

the agenda. Is this correct, and can you tell the House
what reason there is for deleting this report from the
agenda?

President. — It was the committee responsible that
asked for this report to be taken off the agenda, with
the Commission’s agreement. :

Mr Hutton (ED). — Mr President, 1 am informed
that this matter was not put to the committee but that
it is perhaps the wish of the chairman acting by him-
self. I wonder if the chairman, if he is present, could
say what his reason is.

President. — We have received a letter from the com-
mittee chairman. One can normally assume that when
a committee chairman writes to you, it is on behalf of
his committee. We shall try to locate the letter, and I
shall then acquaint you with its contents, Mr Hutton.

Mr K.H. Hoffmann and 20 other signatories asked for
the report by Mr Marshall (Doc. A2-9/85), now
entered on the agenda for Thursday under No 52, to
be taken on Friday as the first item after voting.

Mr Arndt (S). — (DE) Mr President, the group
chairmen discussed at great length whether we should
do so or not. For if the Chamber starts to decide on
Monday what the best times are and at what point this
or that report shoul be discussed, we will never settle
our agenda.

I do not think any serious practical consequences are
involved anyway, for at present, as I see, The Marshall
report is the last report with debate on this agenda. So
we would either have to discuss it as the final report
on Thursday — then simply vote on it on Friday — or
we have votes on Friday and then debate the Marshall
report, which means it would be debated exactly when
they wanted it. But in principle I do not think it is a
good thing for Parliament to decide on Monday at
what point — whether Thursday evening or Friday
morning — a report should be debated, for that way
will lead to chaos in fixing the items of our agenda.

(Parliament rejected the request and adopted the agenda
as amended)

4. Deadline for tabling amendments

President. — The deadline for tabling amendments to
all the reports has expired with the exception of the
following reports for which the deadline is extended
until 8 p.m. this evening:

— report by Mr Seeler (Doc. A 2-16/85)
— report by Mr Beumer (Doc. A 2-15/85)
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President

— report by Mr Marshall (Doc. A 2-9/85)

The deadline for tabling amendments to all the reports
added to the agenda is set at 12 noon on Tuesday,
16 April.

The deadline for tabling motions for resolutions on
the European Council Meeting and on the oral ques-
tions added to the social debate is set at 8 p.m. this
evening, and the deadline for tabling amendments
thereto at 12 noon on Tuesday, 16 April.

Mr Cicciomessere (NI). — (IT) From the draft
agenda it is apparent that the deadline for submitting
amendments to certain documents was set at Thurs-
day, 11 April. This means that the Assembly would be
adopting a retroactive deadline for the submission of
amendments. That goes against every principle of par-
liamentary law. Obviously, if this Assembly were to
support such a principle, then a majority of the Assem-
bly could, in theory, suppress the very right to submit
amendments.

The Assembly can fix the deadline for even a minute
after the vote, but it cannot fix a deadline that
obviously precedes the vote by several days.

Therefore, Mr President, I ask for the deadline to be
moved to 8 p.m. this evening, the same as for the other
cases.

I should like to point out that this is not a question
that concerns my Group specifically — in regard, that
is, to any amendments that may have been submitted
— it is a question of principle. It is possible to fix a
deadline one minute after the start of the sitting, but
not three days before the vote.

President. — I wonder if there has not been an error
in the interpreting, Mr Cicciomessere. In point of fact,
there is no question of taking retroactive decisions. It
was the Bureau, when drawing up the draft agenda,
that set for a number of reports deadlines that would
expire on 11 April. I indicated to you a moment ago
that the deadline for tabling amendments to a number
of reports had run out since 11 April is now past, and I
also mentioned that the deadline was extended till
8 p.m. this evening in the case of three reports: those
of Mr Seeler, Mr Beumer and Mr Marshall.

Mr Cicciomessere (NI). — (IT) 1 beg your pardon,
Mr President, but I would point out that the proposal
of the Bureau must be approved by the Assembly,
which therefore cannot approve — as it is now
attempting to do — a retroactive deadline.

This is the basic problem. Although the enlarged
Bureau can propose a deadline that follows the
approval of the document, it cannot propose a dead-

line prior to approval of the draft agenda. This appears
to me more than logical.

President. — The Bureau, which set these deadlines
for tabling amendments, has not exceeded its powers.
Setting the deadline for tabling amendments is within
its sphere of responsibilities. That is'why I did not ask
the Assembly today to fix deadlines expiring on
11 April. This decision was taken previously and prior
to 11 April, of course, by the Bureau. The proposal
being made today is that the deadline be extended
until this evening in respect of three reports. Any
member of the Assembly may, if he so wishes, request
similar extensions on other reports provided he does
so for good reasons and can justify the request. The
position is that we have not received any request to
extend the deadline with the exception of the three I
have mentioned twice already. Consequently, I think
We can now move on.

Mr C. Beazley (ED). — Mr President, I do not wish
to delay the business of this House, but I would like to
refer to the question put to you by Mr Hutton in
reference to the Newman report. He did ask you for
what reason this report has been withdrawn, as it was
not withdrawn with the agreement or approval of the
committee in question — the Committee on Regional
Policy and Regional Planning. You did undertake to
find the letter and to report back to this House. I
would not like to see that report being removed with-
out your specific ruling, as it certainly was not
removed with the approval of the Committee on
Regional Policy and Regional Planning.

President. — I have in front of me a letter from the
chairman of the Committee on Regional Policy, Mr
De Pasquale, dated 2 April, informing me that the
Commission representative has notified the wish of the
Commissioner responsible, Mr Varfis, to have this
report entered on the agenda for the May part-session
since the Commissioner cannot be present in April.
This same letter from Mr De Pasquale states that the
rapporteur, Mr Newman, also prefers this solution,
namely that the report be held over until May. Thus
Mr De Pasquale himself requests the inclusion of the
Newman report on the agenda for the May part-
session. So the position is extremely clear: when a
committee chairman makes a request of this sort, and
gives reasons therefore, it is perfectly proper, it seems
1o me, that we take account of it. This is why I have
proposed that the report be deleted from the agenda
for the present part-session.

I hope this time I have managed to convince you.

Mr Hutton (ED). — Mr President, I quite see the
problem that you are faced with. You have received
what appears to be a perfectly proper request from the
chairman of a committee. However, I would not like it
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to be thought that the agenda of this Parliament is
decided by the availability of commissioners. The
report refers to a period when Commissioner Varfis
was not in his present post and his contribution there-
fore could only be on the advice of officials. It would
be unthinkable, therefore, if the agenda of the Parlia-
ment were to be made up on the advice of officials of
the European Commission, able as they all are and
dependent as we are upon them for our work.

President. — To repeat, Mr Hutton. When we are set-
tling the agenda, as we are today, it is natural that we
take account of the positions of the committee respon-
sible, that is the committee of the European Parlia-
ment. It so happens that that proposal takes account of
a wish expressed by a Member of the Commission —
this is a sound enough reason — and I feel that we
really should abide by what has been decided. This
matter will be taken up again at the next part-session,
in May, and I do not think that this deferral will have
serious consequences.!

5. Waiving of immunity

President. — The next item is the report by Mr Don-
nez, drawn up on behalf of the Committee on Legal
Affairs and Citizens’ Rights, on the request to waive
the parliamentary immunity of Mr Michael Klsckner
(Doc. A 2-13/85),

Mr Donnez (L), rapporteur. — (FR) Ladies and Gen-
tlemen, this afternoon we have to consider two
requests for waivers of parliamentary immunity, one
concerning Mr Kléckner, the other, to which we shall

be coming in a few moments, concerning Mr Klsckner
and Mr Hirlin.

In referring immediately to both cases, I of course
have no intention of treating them as being on a par
with each other, but simply wish, in connection with
both, to draw your attention to the principles that we
have established in what I for my part would describe
as a consistent body of case law, which the House
reaffirmed in its unanimous vote in the case of Mr
Tortora, which is no doubt still fresh in all your minds.
These principles are derived from Article 10 of the
Protocol on the Privileges and Immunities of the
European Communities annexed to the European
Communities Treaty defining the respective roles of
the Council, the Commission and the Parliament.
Under Article 10 when they are on the territory of
their respective countries, Members of the European
Parliament enjoy the same immunities as those granted
to Members of their respective national Parliaments.

It is on the basis of this legislative text that we have
established this body of real case law to which I have

! Speaking time: see Minutes.

just referred, and to which we have thus far adhered
very strictly, for two essential reasons: first, out of res-
pect for the nationality of each of us; secondly, out of
respect for the political allegiance of each of us. And
we have always tried to ensure that, irrespective of
political allegiance, irrespective of nationality, these
principles were scrupulously adhered to, especially
since, as far as nationality is concerned, our various
national Parliaments have their own case law, which
does not necessarily coincide with our own and some-
times varies from one country to another.

This said, we have always maintained that our parlia-
mentary immunity is not a privilege but a guarantee
for our parliamentary institution, a guarantee of its
independence in relation to all other authorities. In
addition, we have held that a waiver of immunity by a
Member against whom charges have been laid has no
legal effect, precisely because our purpose is to safe-
guard the independence of Parliament, sometimes
even where our action conflicts with the opinion of the
Member concerned.

We have further decided that the immunity covers the
whole period of a Member’s term of of office, regard-
less of the date of any offence that he or she may be
alleged to have committed, on the understanding, of
course, that this parliamentary immunity may be
watved by the House.

This afternoon we have to deal with two requests for
waivers.

I would add, to leave nothing unsaid, that, under the
terms of a judgment of the Court of Justice, since the
parliamentary sessions are annual, Members’ immunity
subsists even during recesses; in other words, it is
annual throughout our term of office.

It is on the basis of these principles that we have estab-
lished the fundamental criterion according to which
parliamentary immunity can apply only to matters fall-
ing within the scope of Members’ political activities. In
applying this criterion, we have also adopted the
familiar Roman law rule of Jumus persecutionis, or the
presumption that the inspiration behind a criminal
prosecution is the intention to do harm, where this is
indicated either by the form of the information laid or
by a delay in bringing the prosecution.

Finally, it goes without saying that we refuse to allow
parliamentary immunity to be extended to actions
which, by their very nature, are abhorrent. These prin-
ciples are now fresh in our minds, and we must apply
them today to the request that we have received con-
cerning Mr Klockner.

The Presiding Judge of the 32nd Criminal Chamber of
the Berlin Landgericht has made this request for a
waiver of parliamentary immunity on the following
ground: on 11 June 1982, when on his way, without
official authorization, to a political demonstration, Mr
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Klsckner was in possession of a stone and a corrosive
gas aerosol spray which he had ready for use against
persons or property at the scene of the demonstration.

Mr Klsckner was subsequently prosecuted before the
Landgericht for Berlin-Tiergarten, which acquitted
him. This judgment was upheld by the 33rd Criminal
Chamber of the Landgericht for Berlin in a judgment
which was subsequently set aside by the Oberlandes-
gericht for Berlin. The case is currently pending before
the 32nd Criminal Chamber of the Landgericht for
Berlin, the Presiding Judge of which has made this
request for a waiver.

According to this now well-established case law which
I have referred, we must decide whether or not the
facts alleged against Mr Klockner are connected with
his political activity, and we must do so without exam-
ining the merits of the evidence. I must emphasize this
last point. The very terms of our Rules of Procedure
preclude us from considering the evidence; we cannot
disucss the evidence. We must simply decide, in the
light of the charge that has been laid, whether or not
we should maintain parliamentary immunity, whether
or not we should waive parliamentary immunity.

In the present case, I for my part am not saying that
the circumstances as set out by the judge seeking the
waiver are accurate. Mr Klockner denies that they are
— perhaps with some justification, it would seem to
me, since the first two judges dismissed the charges
against him.

However, that is not our concern. We do not have to
ask ourselves whether or not, specifically, Mr
Klockner was in possession of an aerosol containing
corrosive gas. He maintains that the gas was not cor-
rosive. The first two judges found that this was true.
The prosecution maintains the opposite. Once again,
this is not our concern. Our only task is to decide
whether or not, in the light of the charge, there is in
this case a criterion of a sufficiently political nature to
justify, if appropriate, a waiver of Mr Kléckner’s par-
liamentary immunity.

Clearly, taking part in a political demonstration is a
normal political activity in a democratic country. But
taking objects capable of causing personal injury or
damage to property, possibly with a view to using
them for such a purpose, is not a democratic political
activity in law-abiding countries such as ours.

Democracy means not only freedom of expression but
also respect for the rest of society. We would be in
dereliction of our duty if we did not reaffirm these ele-
mentary principles, in the light of which, and having
regard to the nature of the charge, of which you are
now aware, the Committee on Legal Affairs and Citi-
zens’ Rights recommends that parliamentary immunity
be waived in this case.

I thank you for your anention.

(Applause)

Mr Plaskovitis (S). — (GR) Mr President, since the
rapporteur has already maintained that Parliament is
not competent to examine the essentials of a case in
deciding whether or not immunity is to be waived, but
only to assess the extent to which an action of which
one of its Members is accused constitutes a political
activity, I feel that taking part in a demonstration, as
the rapporteur has alr¢ady accepted, is indeed a polit-
cal act. Whether and to what extent it is true that the
Member brought with him potentially offensive
objects is a question relating to the essentials of the
case, and is thus subject to judical judgement and
establishment of the facts of the matter. I therefore
think that our Parliament is not competent to decide
on this point; it suffices that the participation of one of
its Members in a political demonstration has been sub-
stantiated, and this is a political fact, a political action.
Clearly he cannot be expelled for this political action.
As for the rest, these are matters concerning judicial
judgement, and we should not go into them here.

Consequently, I am in favour of rejecting the report by
the Committee on Legal Affairs, because what is
involved is clearly a political action concerning which
Parliament cannot approve the waiving of immunity.

Mr Alavanos (COM). — (GR) Mr President, I would
like to say that the Members of the Greek Communist
Party will vote against the Legal Affairs Committee’s
proposal, for the reasons explained by Mr Plaskovitis
but also because we think this creates a dangerous
legal precedent, in that for example in Article 5, it is
mentioned that while the action was a political one, it
was only loosely connected with political activity as
such. Now, this permits the intrusion of subjective cri-
teria in deciding whether or not matters of this kind
are political in nature.

Secondly, we also disagree with Article 4 of the report,
which states that a Member is not covered by parlia-
mentary immunity for events that took place before he
acquired the immunity in question. We think that the
aim of parliamentary immunity is to protect 2 Member
in relation to events that took place either before he
acquired parliamentary immunity, or after. And one
final point. We think this proposed resolution comes at
a critical time, and we consider that it constitutes an
encouragement, a guideline as it were, for the adop-
tion of certain — one could say intimidatory — mea-
sures against the Members themselves in view of the
forthcoming visit by Mr Reagan to the European Par-
liament. Finally, I would like to say that the Legal
Affairs Committee and its former Chairwoman Mm.
Veil sometimes exceed their authority, both by going
into matters such as the waiving of parliamentary
immunity and in other ways that constitute interfer-
ence in the internal affairs of Member States.
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Mr Donnez (L), rapporteur. — (FR) I should like to
make a final point, Mr President, in connection with
what was said by the last speaker.

No pressure was brought to bear on the Political
Affairs Committee, since the matter was not refeired
to it, so I can reassure the Honourable Member. It was
to the Committee on Legal Affairs, not the Political
Affairs Committee, that the matter was referred. Oth-
erwise there was an error in the interpretation, in
which case I apologize.

But nor was any pressure brought to bear on the Com-
mittee on Legal Affairs. So far is this from the truth
that, in the next case, which also involves Mr
Kléckner, I shall be asking you not to waive parlia-
mentary immunity. And as you will see, it is a consi-
derably more serious matter than this one.

I trust this will convince you that we have been at
pains to apply the principles rigorously, and nothing
else.

In reply to the first speaker, I would say this. You
refer to the political nature of the demonstration. [
agree with you. But that is not relevant to the charge.
The charge on which the competent German judicial
authority is relying is that Mr Klockner went to a
demonstration carrying objects which could possibly
have been used against persons or property. It will
indeed be for the judges to decide whether or not the
charge is proven. But before they can do so, we will
have to waive immunity.

And, up to a point, Mr Klockner hopes that his
immunity will be waived. This is something which has
far wider implications. I therefore urge you to rest
assured that the Committee on Legal Affairs has
endeavoured to be as objective as possible in its exami-
nation of this request, as in all such cases, and to be
guided by the principles which the House has now
adopted and must apply strictly when discharging our
task of recommending responses to the questions put
10 us.

President. — The debate is closed.

(Parliament adopted the proposal for a decision)

President. — The next item is the report by Mr Don-
nez, drawn up on behalf of the Committee on Legal
Affairs and Citizens’ Rights, on the request to waive
the parliamentary immunity of Mr Michael Kléckner
and Mr Benedikt Hirlin. (Doc. A 2-14/85).

Mr Donnez (L), rapporteur. — (FR) In fact, we have
prepared a single report concerning both Mr Klsckner
and Mr Hirlin. For two basic reasons we opted for a
single report, whereas we could have considered sub-
mitting a report for each of the Honourable Members.

A single request alleging identical facts in both cases
was referred to us, as I shall be explaining in a
moment. Since a single request was made, I consider
that a single report from the Committee on Legal
Affairs and a single decision by Parliament in plenary
sitting will be perfectly adequate to satisfy the compe-
tent German authority.

This matter was referred to us, as I was mentioning,
following a request submitted by the Presiding Judge
of the 2nd Criminal Chamber of a Landgericht in the
Federal Republic of Germany, the competent auth-
ority in the matter, in which it is alleged against Mr
Klsckner and Mr Hirlin that, as publishers of the
magazine Radikal, they approved arson, bomb awtacks
or other acts of violence, giving support through pro-
paganda to the activities of the ‘Revolutionary Cells’,
an organization dedicated to the subversion of the
legal and social order in the Federal Republic of Ger-
many. \

On 1 March 1984 the 2nd Criminal Chamber of the
Landgericht sentenced Mr Klsckner and Mr Hirlin to
prison terms of 2 years and 6 months respectively.
Their cases are currently pending before the Court of
Appeal, where the proceedings have been stayed by
the parliamentary immunity enjoyed by our two col-
leagues, a waiver of which is now being sought by the
Presiding Jugde.

The facts as just set out can, in my view, be clarified
by the following further details: Mr Higlin was
involved in the formation of two publishing firms or
cooperatives, where he worked in a managerial capa-
city; these firms allowed publication of the magazine
Radikal, and Mr Klockner, for his part, is said to have
given material and financial support for publication of
this magazine. In other words, the primary charge
against Mr Hirlin and Mr Klockner is that they
allowed publication of this magazine. To avoid any
misunderstanding or misinterpretation of what I am
saying here, I must of course immediately make plain
that there can be no question, to my mind, of regard-
ing terrorist activities of whatever nature or complicity
in such activities as coming within the definition of
political activity in respect of which parliamentary
immunity is guaranteed.

Let us be clear about this, we shall never condone ter-
rorism: In the present case, however, it has to be ack-
nowledged that the charges against Mr Klockner and
Mr Hirlin are not of such an order. Publication of a
magazine, freedom of expression, freedom to publish,
these things are of the very essence of political activity
in a democratic community such as ours.

Publication of Radikal has not, to my knowledge, ever
been suspended or banned. Mr Klockner and Mr
Hirlin have not been accused of having written pub-
lished articles alleged to have supported a terrorist
movement. The conclusion therefore becomes clear.
The activities forming the basis of the charges against
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Mr Klockner and Mr Hirlin undoubtedly fall within
the scope of their political activity, even though they
predate their election to this Parliament. To demon-
strate what I was saying to you in connection with the
first case, namely that the Committee on Legal Affairs
approached both these requests with all the objectivity
at its command, I now recommend, following the very
long discussion of this case — as of the other one, at
the same meeting — that Mr Kléckner and Mr
Hirlin’s parliamentary immunity be maintained and
that the request for a waiver submitted to us be
rejected.

(Applause)

President. — The debate is closed.

Explanation of vote

Mrs Fontaine (PPE), in writing. — (FR) 1 should like
to thank Mr Donnez for the clarity, balance and coh-
erence of the report that he has just presented to us.

Once again Mr Donnez has demonstrated that the
often very delicate issues involved in these requests for
waivers of parliamentary immunity can be dealt with
satisfactorily by reconciling the demands of law,
equity and the principles: which we in the European
Parliament have adopted as our own on this subject.

In considering the two cases referred to him on this
occasion, which he has presented to us today, Mr
Donnez has reaffirmed the distinction between ‘politi-
cal activities’ and those which cannot be regarded as
such.

As we know, this distinction is of paramount import-
ance since, as we have just seen, it has a very strong
influence on the position adopted by the European
Parliament to each brought before it.

In the second report, concerning Mr Kléckner and Mr
Hirlin, the nature of the charge, in the strict sense of
the term, namely incitement to violence, could well
have prompted Mr Donnez to take the opposite line.

Mr Donnez has of course offered no opinion or judg-
ment as to the substance or seriousness of the charge;
that is no part of the European Parliament’s role in
such matters. But he has adopted a broader view of the
circumstances of the case, concluding that the activi-
ties in question came within the scope of the exercise
of freedom of opinion, one of the basic freedoms in
our democracy, and that they were closely connected
with the political activities of the persons concerned.
We agree with the rapporteur on this.

Secondly, Mr Donnez has pointed out in his report
that Mr Klockner and Mr Hirlin have not been

accused of any terrorist activity, or of incitement to
such activity, not least because they were not the
authors of the articles in question.

We thank him for having taken the trouble to check

this. This is an important fact, perhaps in this context

especially, since, as Mr Donnez himself has said, it is

obvious that such activities could not be regarded as

‘political activities’ warranting the maintenance of
immunity.

In the light of these additional details, and also bearing
in mind the grounds stated in the first report which we
have now adopted, we accept our rapporteur’s recom-
mendations.

(Parliament adopted the proposal for a decision)

6. Employment and unemployment

President. — The next item is the joint debate on the
following oral questions with debate:

— by Mr Didé and others, to the Council (Doc.
B 2-5/85) and the Commission (Doc. B 2-93/85),
on the special Community job creation scheme for
unemployed young people;

— by Mr Klepsch and Mr Ciancaglini, on behalf of
the EEP Group to the Council, on a European
employment plan (Doc. B 2-6/85);

— by Mr Raggio and others, to the Council, on
youth unemployment in the Community (Doc.
B 2-4/85);

— by Mr Tognoli and others, to the Commission, on
measures for a policy to assist SMUs and the craft
industries: creation of a European Centre (Doc.
B 2-111/85);

— by Mrs Squarcialupi and others, to the Commis-
sion, on the new professions (Doc. B 2124/85).

I extend a respectful and cordial welcome to Mr
Michelis, Social Affairs Minister of the Italian
Government, who is with us in his capacity as Presi-
dent in Office of the Council.

(Applause)

Mr Dido (S). — (IT) Mr President, Mr President-
in-office of the Council, the debate on the dramatic -
question of uneployment, and above all, youth unem-
ployment, seems finally to have entered a new, more
concrete stage. This was apparent in the speeches
made by President Jacques Delors, and in the pro-
gramme presented by the Commission. And there was
evidence of it also in the speeches made at the recent
Conference in Venice of the OECD countries on the
same subject, which was organized by the Italian Cov-
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ernment — just as there was in the proposals that you,
yourself, put forwad, Mr De Michelis.

As Members of Parliament we can only note this with
satisfaction, having regard to the many resolutions
long since adopted by this Parliament and its predeces-
sor — resolutions that, in all truth, have always
received scant attention.

At a ume when unemployment in Europe is assuming
proportions that are intolerable from the social point
of view, and dangerous from the political point of
view, because of the destabilizing potential of such a
situation for the democratic life of our countries, it is
no mere retoric to recall that mass unemployment was
an essential factor in the rise and spread of fascism and
nazism — whose defeat, forty years ago, we shall be
celebrating in a few weeks’ time — just as it is today
for the drugs scene, delinquency, terrorism and resur-
gent racism.

What we call for, Mr President, is a move from words
to deeds. We propose to suggest once again concrete
measures for a drastic reduction, in the short term, of
present levels of unemployment, aware as we are of
two things. The first is that in the next ten years the
problem will be very serious because we are going
through a phase of far-reaching change, and hence,
transition. The second is that the problem of unem-
ployment cannot be solved by spontaneous market
mechanisms, which means that at every level — Com-
munity level, and national, regional and local govern-
ment level — the public authorities have a direct res-
ponsibility.

In addition, we are equally convinced that we have to
stress the principle of seeking agreement with and
between the social partners in tackling the necessary
modernization of the economy, and in maintaining,
moreover, the essential guarantees for the protection
of the workers. We have to do away with certain trad-
itional but old-fashioned attitudes: flexibility and
mobility are the inevitable result of the use of new
technology. But the way to tackle the question is not
through wild ‘deregulation’ — the abandonment of all
controls: we need instead new regulations that must be
negotiated between the social partners, and that must
respect the fundamental rights of the workers.

On this basis we give our agreement and all our sup-
port to the efforts of the President of the Commission
1o promote a real resumption of the social dialogue at
Community level, and in this context we call upon the
Council to approve, finally, the ‘Vredeling’ and Fifth
directives.

Our proposal for employment covers a number of
aspects — it can be summed up in the call for a mul-
tiannual European plan for work and employment. It
consists of the implementation of specific, complemen-
tary policies in support of employment generally and
the employment of youth in particular, in parallel with

the policies for economic recovery and the revival of
investment that the Commission has already outlined.
The measures to be adopted, which include Com-
munity support for projects for major infrastructure in
the field of transport, telecommunications, the protec-
tion of the invironment and the new technologies, are
however specifically concerned with the creation of
new jobs. All of these measures ought to be
co-financed by the Community, exploiting all the pos-
sibilities offered by the ECU, including 2 Community
maxi-loan, which should be made available to the
European Social Fund and Member States. The poli-
cies should cover various aspects. In the first place, the
labour market must be up-dated, from the standpoint
of mobility and flexibility. For this reason we call on
the Council to approve the directives on part-time
working and temporary, fixed-duration working.
Secondly, we have to reduce and reorganize working
time so as to safeguard and increase employment,
using for this purpose part of the productivity gains
resulting from the introduction of new technology,
from the increased utilization of plant, from a bal-
anced wages policy, and from any help that is forth-
coming from the public authorities or the Community,
as is already provided for by the Social Fund. Any act-
ion in this field must obviously be the result of agree-
ment between the social partners, not least at Com-
munity level.

Thirdly, there has to be forward-looking management
of the employment situation; through the identifica-
tion of employment ‘catchment areas’ that can consist
of regions or territorial areas with the same economic
and social characteristics. We have to set up ‘employ-
ment monitors’ who must be in a position to collect
data for forecasting the prospects as to the type and
number of jobs in relation to the prospects for produc-
tion and the need for services — whether these are in
support of production or for the satisfaction of social
needs related, for example, to those fields which are of
communal interest, such as the protection of the envi-
ronment, the use to best advantage of cultural assets,
and so on.

The aim of these action must in the first place be to
plan a training programme, with concrete job pros-
pects in view. Another aim of prime importance is the
creation of new jobs, in both the production and ser-
vices sectors. Using analytical forecasting techniques
we have to make use of existing structures — public or
private enterprises — or we have to create streamlined
structures of expert ‘development agents’ — as envis-
aged by the Social Fund — 50 as to introduce promo-
tional initiatives that will create new jobs or small craft
undertakings or cooperatives recruited from the young
or the unemployed, who will be offered appropriate
training, even of an entrepreneurial nature.

The European Social Fund already provides for the
co-financing of measures of the type referred to, but
there is dissipation of the Fund’s resources, so that it is
not possible to implement meaningful experiments that
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are recognizably maintained by the European Com-
munity. For this reason we ask that the Commission
should be made responsible for drawing up and man-
aging — in agreement with the authorities and the
social partners, both national and regional, in Member
States — a programme of pilot schemes designed to
create new jobs for the unemployment and, in parti-
cular, the young. This experimental approach, under
the direct responsibility of the Community, should
enable Member States to gain valuable experience in
the field of job creation.

Mr President, these proposals, which ate set down
even more precisely in the resolutions that will be pre-
sented, at the end of the debate, for the Assembly to
vote on, are the outcome of an initiative taken by the
Socialist Group, but which have been drawn up in col-
loboration with members of the PPE and of the Italian
Communist Group, and they also take account of the
views of the European Trade Unions Confederation.
We trust, therefore, that they will receive the broadest
approval of Parliament, and will be given serious con-
sideration by the Council and the Commission.

Modernization and full employment represent a diffi-
cult challenge for Europe, but we have the resources
and the instruments to meet this challenge and thereby
to confirm the superiority of the European social
model, which is the result of victory in so many demo-
cratic workers’ struggles. It is a challenge that we can
win, provided — and this is essential — that Europe is
united, and really does exist.

IN THE CHAIR: MRS CASSANMAGNAGO
CERRETTI

Vice-President

Mr Ciancaglini (PPE). — (/T) Madam President,
ladies and gentlemen, Mr President-in-office of the
Council, the question presented by me on behalf of the
PPE Group is no mere chance question, and reither
are the other questions included in this discussion.
“They express the anxiety of this Parliament at the
meagre results so far obtained, and for the lack of firm

. initiatives, coordinated at European level, in the fight
against unemployment.

Despite the existence of proposals and assumptions
that are valid from the macro-economic standpoint,
such as the Herman Report on economic recovery,
and the Council’s resolution on long-term unemploy-
ment of 19 December 1984, we are still waiting for
something concrete to be done about them.

Despite some signs of economic recovery, unemploy-
ment in Europe continues to grow. The number of
unemployed has reached 13 million, and represents

12% of working capacity. Of this 12%, 40% are
young people. I cannot, today, Mr President of the
Council, avoid a reference to the comparison between
the United States and Japan and ourselves, in the light
of the Venice Conference on new technology, from
which it emerged that, whereas in Europe we are con-
tinuing to lose jobs, the United States created 15 mil-
lion jobs, reducing.their unemployment level from
12% to 7%.

These figures, far from tempting us to try to emulate
them the easy way, make us understand that the trend
is not irreversible, but that — at the same time — it
cannot be tackled, using ordinary methods. Hence the
idea of a European.:plan which will go further than
mere general statements of principle and superfical
commitments, and will enable us to mobilize all the
forces and resources that we have available in Europe,
calling on the responsible cooperation of the auth-
orities at Community, national and local level, as well
as that of the social partners and individual citizens.

The creation of new jobs can no longer be seen as an
issue separate from the impact of new technology.
This does not mean that new technology automatically
creates jobs: however, the fact remains that there is no
longer any choice, and new technology is a necessity
with no alternative, if we are to improve our produc-
tivity and make our economies more competitive. New
technology can create, indirectly, many jobs, espe-
cially in the service sector, and can sometimes bring
new jobs into existence — provided, however, that the
available manpower can meet the new requirements.
Hence the importance of a European policy for the
job market, together with forward-looking manage-
ment of the employment situation, which will adapt
the vocational training systems to the new require-
ments arising from the process of technological inno-
vation, and will also consider the restructuring of
working time. Such a policy would of course not be
entirely painless, but it would be the expression of
genuine social solidarity designed to promote the
broader sharing of the work that is available. We see
this measure as being directly linked with the more
intensive utilization of more productive plant, by very
virtue of the new technologies that make it possible to
produce more, whilst at the same time distributing
more work.

These efforts would be in vain unless there is coordi-
nation at European level as far as both the new tech-
nology and the reorganization of work are concerned.
One indispensable prerequisite for successful Com-
munity action is the establishment of a single big
European market in high technology. As far as the
public sector is concerned, we wonder whether the
relaunching, on a European scale, of major infrastruc-
tural works that are indispensable for the development
of the regions of the Community — including trans-
port, trunk communication, plant for the protection of
the environment — might not represent a worthwhile
means of absorbing manpower.
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One favourable field for job creation is the small and
medium-sized undertakings sector, together with that
of the craft industries and cooperatives which, partly
because of their smaller size, offer better guarantees in
terms of flexibility and the ability to accept change. It
is on the small and medium-sized undertakings, and
on local initiatives for job creation, that the Com-
munity’s financial instruments must be concentrated,
especially the new Community instrument.

The Social Fund must have the essential role of stimu-
lating initiatives for vocational training and job crea-
tion through a programme of pilot schemes that are an
urgent priority for the less advantaged regions, but
which at the same time, once and for all, must go
beyond the mere provision of aid.

Finally, we call upon the Council to adopt the idea of
launching a Community loan in ECU, for the direct
purpose of creating new jobs. The success of our ini-
tiatives will however depend also on the ability to
associate them firmly with the social forces in Europe.
In this context the idea of a European dialogue
between both sides of industry — which the Commis-
sion already referred to when first it was appointed —
seems to us of fundamental importance.

On these questions and these aims, Mr President, we
await concrete initiatives from the Council.

There must be a European way of beating unemploy-
ment.

Millions of young people are awaiting an answer from
this Europe that otherwise would have no reason to
exist.

(Applause)

Mrs J. Hoffmana (COM). — (FR) Youth unemploy-
ment is probably one of the most serious problems of
our time. It is a tragedy not only for young people
themselves but also for the economic future of each of
our countries. Many statistics have been quoted in the
debate, but figures alone can give no idea of the anx-
iety and instability to which these young people are
prey. These are people aged between 20 and 25, some-
times more, for whom it is impossible to plan ahead,
impossible to know what the future holds. Can there
be anything worse than to be starting out in life with a
feeling of being unwanted, of being rejected by
society?

A survey carried out in France has found that 89% of
young people consider work to be very important in
their lives. What they want is to have a place in society
and to be really valued by others. They want 10 play a
full part and to take advantage of all the opportunities
offered by the scientific and technical advances of our
age. What they in fact aspire to is interesting, skilled
employment. But all their aspirations are confronted

with the harsh and disabusing realities of capitalist
society in the throes of crisis. And so they are reduced
to taking whatever jobs are available. In France half
the young people under the age of 25 are in unstable
employment. The employers are taking advantage of
unemployment to accentuate their exploitation of
those who are in work and to undermine job stability.
Experience shows, however, that less stability of
employment does not reduce unemployment but on
the contrary makes for higher unemployment.

The failings of the training system, and of the school
system in particular, are a further cause of the rise in
unemployment among young people, which is unfor-
tunately more marked among yeung women than
among young men. Government and employers have
taken various forms of action supposedly aimed at
combating unemployment in recent years. It can only
be said that this action has merely exacerbated the
problem. In France, the effect of various schemes, such
as the community jobs scheme, has been to protract
the experience of crisis and underemployment for
young people. Unstable, low-paid, unskilled jobs are
being institutionalized, but this is doing nothing to
prevent the growing shortage of useful skilled jobs.

This extremely serious problem of youth unemploy-
ment cannot be solved by the policies of austerity and
industry-wrecking currently pursued in Europe. There
must be an end to the layoffs and action to create jobs
in industry and services in which all available financial
and material resources are mobilized at national and
Community levels. Only a new approach to the use of
these resources will develop employment and training
for workers and meet the needs of millions of young
people who want jobs. Even allowing that the new
Social Fund places greater emphasis on combating
youth unemployment, the Community has yet to take
action on anything like the scale of the challenge con-
fronting it. It has merely been patching up, as best it
can, the disastrous consequences of austerity policies.

In our view, on the contrary, economic development
and social progress are intimately bound up with each
other. Instead of opposing them, instead of bowing to
the employer’s dogma which is plunging our societies
deeper and deeper into crisis, the Community would ‘
have the means, if it really had the political will, with
which to launch initiatives combining technological
progress, vocational training -and job creation. Young
people are entitled to modern training and jobs. In
order to modernize it is necessary to train workers in
new technology. So is it possible to claim to be
engaged in modernization while leaving the vast
majority of young people on the sidelines? Of course
not. Young people do not want the language of
demagogy, they want to hear the truth. This is why we
tell them that they must not give way to despair,
because they represent a tremendously powerful force,
once they get together and organize. We call upon
them to make the International Year of Youth a year
of resistance to the underhand treatment that govern-
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ments and employers throughout Europe have in store
for them.

Mrs Salisch (S). — (DE) Madam President, ladies
and gentlemen, it may be a coincidence that this part-
session is taking place two years after our Parliament
met for a special session on employment in Brussels
where it adopted a comprehensive plan to combat
youth unemployment.

I am now speaking mainly to the question to the Com-
mission and addressing myself directly 1o Commis-
sioner Pfeiffer. I can only hope that his endeavours to
combat youth unemployment will be crowned with
greater success than those of his predecessor.

I know that the Commission was committed to this
objective, and I am certain it is equally committed in
its new composition, but it all came to nothing because
of the Council’s failure to act, and I very much hope
that Parliament and the Commission can achieve more
in future, working together.

I consider it very narrow-minded for Conservative
governments, associations or organizations to believe
they can still apply old models to the drastic worsening
of the situation. Those days are past and enough croc-
odile tears have surely been shed about these poor
young people looking for work! Now is the time for
action — that is to say it is really past the time! We
should have done something ages ago, but this House
— Mr President of the Council, I am addressing
myself to you here — can no longer accept that
although a general consensus exists, in the final ana-
lysis the resources available to us are being cut and cut
again. That means we can certainly call for pilot pro-
jects, but afterwards the Council is not prepared to
make the necessary resources available. Mr De Mich-
elis, | am aware of your concern in this question and I
know we have you on our side. But do please urge
your colleagues to ensure that this does not remain
some cut-price arrangement and that something really
comes of it in the end.

We are at present betraying millions of young people
in Europe because in the end we are really offering
them nothing. I just said we were applying old models.
We are trying to shove young people into a siding,
perhaps to quieten our consciences, but these young
people then reappear on the labour market and have
no chance of being integrated in it.

What is the background to our renewed discussion of
this problem? Since direct elections, there has not been
a single part-session at which we have not discussed it.
We are discussing it — and Mr Ciancaglini spoke of it
again — against what I regard as the wrong back-
ground, namely the myth of the success in the USA.
We referred to this last time too, when we were talk-
ing about the Commission programme.

The myth is for us to believe — my dear Mr Ciancag-
lini, I would be glad if you would listen to me — that
we really could create jobs for young people by means
of the key technologies. The USA case has shown that
the mass of young people who have found work there
are employed in ‘bad jobs’ and have certainly not dis-
covered any future prospects in the key technologies.

On the contrary! I can refer you to the IG Metall
figures. They show that by the mid-1990s we will lose
170 000 assembly jobs by the introduction of micro-
electronics, and of these 120 000 are women’s jobs,
some of them young women’s. Anyone who pretends
high technology will create jobs is not telling the truth!
We will maintain our competitiveness — that may be
true — but at the price of jobs. I think we really
should consider this properly.

One thing we must do — and I would ask the Com-
missioner to take very careful note of this — is to den-
ounce the insidious effects of actions by the public
authorities, for neither the governments nor the public
administrations feel embarrassed about using resources
we make available in the European Social Fund to
finance projects which they ought to have carried out
in any case.

I think, Commissioner Pfeiffer, that in future one of
the Commission’s major tasks will be to take care in
the reform of the Social Fund that precedence really is
given to the employment effect.

The motion for a resolution before us calls not only
for training measures but above all for jobs to be
created. May I now ask you, Commissioner Pfeiffer
and Mr President of the Council, to excuse my dis-
courtesy in not being able to be present for the
answers to these questions, because I must urgently
return to my home town tonight. Perhaps, though, 1
will have a happy surprise tomorrow, when I read
your answer in the verbatim report of proceedings.

(Applause from the left)

Mrs Squarcialupi (COM). — (IT) Madam President,
I ought to thank the Bureau for having this morning
included my question on new jobs on the agenda, but I
consider that, in effect, this question — which was
presented many months ago, and the text of which has
still not been distributed — did not deserve to lie for-
gotten in some drawer. Despite its not having been cir-
culated, therefore, I shall stll explain it, because I con-
sider that, in the end — that is to say, when this debate
is concluded — a note as definite and topical as this is
may be of use.

The points around which it revolves are the following:
how many jobs have ‘died’ in the last fifty years, or
even more so in the last thirty years — not to speak of
the last five years? How many jobs become pointless in
the space of a few years, and how many people will
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this happen to in the space of even fewer, very few
years; how many job skills will then be wasted and
destroyed, with really harmful consequences, espe-
cially where certain categories who are new to the
employment field are concerned — and I mean
women in particular?

Which are the new jobs?

Various research reports originating in the United
States — and studies have moreover been made in my
country as well, and in other States — list hundreds of
new types of job with, as a result, the possibility of
creating millions of new jobs. It is true that new tech-
nology sheds jobs, but it can also help to create others,
aimed above all at satisfying new needs — needs relat-
ing to the environment and the abolition of discrimi-
nation against the aged and the handicapped — and at
solving the problems regarding new rights, the new
organization of society and even the new dimensions
of the economy. At the same time, changes are taking
place in the type of employment and the spirit with
which young people approach work. No young person
today, I believe, would do what we have done — take
on a job for a lifetime. Youth today likes a different
approach to the world of employment, but above all it
likes, and shows that it wants, an independent, self-
managed approach to enterprise, with a preference for
independent professions. In this connection may I be
allowed to make an observation regarding a ‘class’
problem: generally speaking, where these independent
approaches to enterprise are concerned, it is mainly
the young people from well-off families who do best.
In Milan, for example, which is my city, the young
people, who come mainly from professional families,
have set up an organization for the door-to-door
delivery of letters and parcels, and it is hard to find the
son of a manual worker amongst these young people.

Other preferences find expression in the configuration
of jobs based on solidarity, such as, for example, coop-
eratives. Young people, moreover — and I would say
particularly women — are inventing a whole range of
new jobs. And they have to be identified: we have to
identify these vacant slots in the market, in civil
society, and we have to help by distributing loans for
carrying on such activities, at the same time providing
administrative information and information on taxa-
tion. In short, we have to help those who want to do
something, who want to work, who want to invent.

And, in identifying the new jobs, we must also identify
the possibilities offered by new technology, which is a
subject that is far from new, but one that we have still
not examined in sufficiant detail. And these possibili-
ties can only be identified if an increasing number of
young people will make contact with these new ‘lan-
guages’ so as to be able, through them, to identify
where and in what way the new technology should be
used, and for whose benefit.

I put various questions to the Commission and I will
read them, since many members are probably without

the text. First, the studies and forecasts that have been
made in various countries have to be gathered
together, amalgamating and consolidating them at
Community level. The forecasts regarding the
decrease or increase in job opportunities in the various
sectors of agriculture, industry and the services must
be studied; guidance must be given — and this is very
important — on teaching methods and training initia-
tives to enable the teachers to cope with the new job
changes; we have also to check, gentlemen of the
Commission, to what extent the Social Fund is moni-
toring this need for new professional skills; and fin-
ally, we have to study the experiments relating to self-
employment and creative work, and the support that
the public authorities are able to give to this type of
work. Finally, we have to check the extent to which
Community policies — above all in the environmental
field and the fields of development, culture, transport,
agriculture and social affairs — could contribute to
the creation of new professional skills.

Mr De Michelis, President-in-QOffice of the Council. —
(IT) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, I think
it should come as no great surprise that the questions
from Messrs. Dido, Vetter, Salisch, Raggio, Hoff-
mann, Klepsch, Cincaglini and others should confront
the President-in-Office of the Council of Ministers of
Social Affairs with the problem of unemployment and,
in particular, youth unemployment. It is not surpris-
ing, because I think that — not only as far as the lead-
ers of all political parties are concerned, but in the eyes
of public opinion as a whole in the countries of
Europe — the social, economic and, I would say, ethi-
cal urgency of the problem is now accepted as a fact.
Hence the absolute necessity for democratic institu-
tions — both national and supranational, starting with
this European Community — to be able to respond,
with action, to this urgency and the awareness that
everyone has of it. ‘
Moreover, as we can see month after month, in this
field the situation is not merely serious — it is getting
worse. Whereas in other sectors — the economic and
social fields, for example — the trends in recent
months have taken a turn for the better, where unem-
ployment is concerned the situation has gone on deter-
iorating. And, of course, there can be no consolation
for us in the fact that the figures for February indicate
a halt to the increase in a statistic that, both qualita-
tively and quantitatively, is already totally unaccepta-
ble today.

Every day there are signs — in the debates, the discus-
sions, the statements at national, European and world
level — that this urgency is being acknowledged. As
far as the European countries are concerned I would
remind this Assembly, as a last example, of the very
recent presentation, at the end of March, of a white
paper by the British Government, entitled ‘Employ-
ment: the Challenge for the Nation’. I would also
recall numerous official statements on different deci-
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sive occasions emanating from the European Com-
munity — the European Summit at Fontainebleau, the
Dublin Summit, the annual report on the economic
and social situation of the Community for 1984-1985,
which was adopted by the Commission at the end of
1984 and,'one more example, the last European Coun-
cil meeting in Brussels at the end of March.

Throughout the world this subject is now also being
discussed as a matter of urgency in countries in geo-
political areas such as the Far East of Asia and in
North America. And again, recently in Venice, at an
international conference in which 24 countries took
part, as well as at the OECD in Paris, this question
was considered one of the questions to be tackled:

I repeat that the matter is all the more urgent since the
situation is getting worse and, amongst other things, is
taking on aspects of an absolutely new kind. I should
like to refer to one aspect that is mentioned in the
questions — the problem of so-called long-term youth
unemployment, which is a euphemistic way of saying
that we are running the risk that, in the near future,
part of the new generation in Europe will never work:
and that is something totally without precedent in the
recent or less recent history of the advanced indus-
trialized nations of the European Community.

It must be said, amongst other things — for the sake
of realism and not out of any preconceived pessimism
— that we have to recognize that from some angles
the worst is still to come, because the phenomenon of
change, transformation and technological innovation
that will go on — as it is only right that it sould go on
— during the next few years will create further prob-
lems from this point of view, in many sectors of prod-
uction and the economy. And, in the short and
medium term, neither demographic development nor
the legitimate, natural tendency of women to enter the
labour market on an increasing scale, is any help. We
have, therefore, to act, and act quickly.

I said last week in Venice that, as in previous years,
the leaders of the democratic countries, the countries
that are governed democratically in Europe and else-
where in the world, were able to face up to and take
decisions on such delicate and urgent problems as
inflation or the indebtedness of the developing coun-
tries. It would be beyond all understanding if we could
not immediately succeed in taking decisions and tak-
ing steps to bring to a halt a state of affairs that is just
as dangerous as inflation or the indebtedness of the
developing countries. That is true everywhere, but it is
particularly true in Europe.

Since we know that, today, the challenge for Europe is
its strengthening, its enlargement, its progress towards
an increasingly broad union on an increasingly gener-
alized scale, there is scant possibility of our making
progress in this direction unless we are successful in
creating strong confidence in Europe, in public opi-
nion, in the foundations of our societies and above ali,

amongst the young, ‘for whom this better, stronger
Europe that we wish to construct is intended.

But how can there be this greater confidence in
Europe, if this Europe is not able to give these young
people concrete proof of action and efficiency as far as
their main worry is concerned, which, today, is about
their future in terms of work?

It is therefore in order to strengthen Europe, to make
concrete progress towards greater and increasingly
better European unity, that the Community and Mem-
ber States must succeed in showing effective capacity
for action regarding this problem of unemployment.

Moreover, this is in the spirit of the Treaty — may I
recall Articles 145 and 103. I think that this is the logic
that induced the governments at that time to voice
such precepts. I also remember a great, important
decision of ten years ago, at the beginning of this crisis
and this change. I refer to the decision of the Euro-
pean Council of 18 February 1974 when, in the imme-
diate aftermath of the first oil shock, a policy for the
convergence of economic and social policies was
agreed in order to cope with the problems which at
that time were new, so as to guarantee, so it was said,
then — better, more durable growth, in relation also
to levels of employment.

Ten years later, that decision has not been sufficiently
translated into action and deeds, above all in this field
— above all as an answer to the problem of unemploy-
ment.

I would recall the decision of the Council of Ministers
of Social Affairs of June 1984, which was repeated by
the Fontainebleau Summit, at which we decided to
implement what we called a ‘medium-term social pro-
gramme for the Community’ which was an important
political decision, which however will only become
credible and effective to the extent that it is translated
into directives, programmes and concrete action.

Let us be frank about this: as I reply today on these
subjects on behalf of the Council of Ministers, I can
only give disappointing answers. The text of the offi-
cial speech prepared on behalf of the ten governments
that I represent as President-in-Office will be circu-
lated. I only propose toé summarize it now, seeing that,
whilst I consider that this answer — a ‘photograph’ of
the situation — is due, I want also to state that this
answer is totally inadequate to the situation. It is a
photograph of the situation up to today, and, as far as
the Italian Presidency is concerned, up to December
1984, because — as you know — the first concrete
opportunity that the Council of Ministers of Social
Affairs, of which I am Chairman, will have to take
decisions will be in June, because it is only then that
there will be a formal meeting and, until today, I have
only been able to have informal talks with my col-
leagues.
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Naturally, the answer, inadequate as it is, acknow-
ledges what has happened; it summarizes what the
Council of Ministers have wanted or been able to do
in the past, where this problem is concerned — a list of
important statements, on important points, indicating
also solutions tackling the problems in terms of voca-
tional training — vocational training connected with
the new information technology — and in terms of the
harmonization of professional qualifications and the
promotion of youth employment; in terms of longterm
unemployment, and policies regarding social security
and retirement in relation to the need to give the
young greater access to jobs; in terms of knowledge of
the employment market and how it operates, and in
terms of guidelines for the management of the Euro-
pean Social Fund.

What the Council of Ministers have achieved is consi-
derable. But I think I must sincerely tell this Parlia-
ment — which now raises this very delicate and urgent
problem — that these statements, which are always or
nearly always totally ineffective documents that are
never translated into either Community or national
action, now represent an absolutely unacceptable
answer.

And it is for this reason that, aware of this as I am, as
President-in-Office, trying to interpret as best I can

what was informally discussed in the Council of Min-_

isters at Venice — and, yet again at Venice, last week,
in a meeting that was not a Community occasion, but
which enabled all the countries in the Community to
express their views on these matters — I think I can go
some way towards answering the speeches that I have
listened to, and the questions that have been put,
because the Italian presidency attaches great import-
ance to the guidelines, the indications, the impulse that
can be given to the Council of Ministers — and, I also
think, the Commission — by Parliament, by whatever
resolutions it may adopt, not least on the basis of this
debate.

I think we have to work pragmatically and realisti-
cally, and, at the same time, with a strategic plan,
coming in some way to a decision as to what the prior-
ities are, and what changes need to be made in the way
our economic and social mechanism works, as well as
what decisions can be taken — also at Furopean level
— without in this way clashing with the peculiarities
of individual national situations, so as to do something
already in 1985 to reverse this situation.

I do not want to make a long speech, not least because
I think that the speeches that I have heard already
contain much along these lines, but I think that some
points can be emphasized.

These strategies, for the truly successful reversal of a
situation such as that in which Europe now lies —
without abandoning what President Delors described
in Venice as the ‘European model’ and without
betraying the specific ethical, social and political

aspects of what has been the economic and social his-
tory of our continent — can, I think, be summed up in
the following way. First, large-scale, completely new
measures are needed in the field of education and
vocational training: greater resources must be devoted
to this, and they must be used in a way thdt is better
suited to the changing world and to the need to keep
abreast of innovation and new technology. The opera-
tion of the employment market must be made more
flexible. As I took the liberty of saying to the OECD
in Paris — we need more ‘market’ in the employment
market. This does not mean abandoning the necessary
protection for the workers, and it does not mean viol-
ating principles that are the fruits of social struggle
that has been carried on for decades. It simply means
taking into account, and recognizing, the fact that this
is a changing world. Moreover, when we speak of
greater flexibility in the employment market, we have
to take into account all those factors that go to make
up the way this market operates. Some of these con-
cern interests that are more specifically those of the
workers; others concern interests that are more specif-
ically those of the employers. We must however speak
of them both together, and against this background I
think we should emphasize the importance of what we
today refer to, very briefly, as ‘the restructuring and
reduction of working time’.

To create more employment, we have to apply our-
selves, energetically, to the creation of new enter-
prises. Experience has now shown us that new jobs are
not created, broadly speaking, in existing enterprises,
but by creating new enterprises, mostly small and
medium-sized, in all sectors, in manufacturing indus-
try and in the traditional fields. Those companies that
have used their human capital to best advantage in
recent years are the ones that have created conditions
in which new enterprises could be set up more easily
and more freely. In a situation such as we have in
Europe today, however, it is necessary to proceed
intelligently, to enable enterprises to develop freely,
and to allow the entrepreneurial spirit, the potential
for which is so great in our societies, to express itself.

Together with these measures there has to be a
macro-economic policy energetically aimed at growth
without inflation, orderly growth, growth that can
endure in a stable manner and with continuity in the
medium term, without being interrupted by set-backs
of a recessionist nature. This must take place in a con-
text of social dialogue, avoiding what President Delors
recently called ‘social dumping’ — a kind of rivalry
within the Community itself, between one Member
State and another, between one national and social
situation and another, using the play of social factors
in a ‘dumping’ context.

These indications are general but not generic, and
they can be translated into deeds, decision and action.
Moreover, to emphasize the importance that the
Countil of Ministers of the Community attaches to
these points, I need only recall the document that was
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adopted a few days ago at Brussels, which not only
reaffirms the priority of the fight against unemploy-
ment but, on the specific points that it emphasizes,
shows four fields of action, three of which go exactly
in this direction. The Brussels Council spoke firstly of
action to promote the creation and development of
small and medium-sized undertakings, particularly
through a significant reduction of the administrative
and legal obstacles that they encounter. Secondly, it
spoke of action to change and update the working
conditions and the new social, economic and technol-
ogical situations, so as to increase the efficiency of the
employment market. Thirdly, it spoke of specific act-
ion to expand employment, including a study by the
Commission on the possibility of using the Social Fund
to promote innovatory, exemplary experiments, as
well as programmes for solving the employment prob-
lemes of certain disadvantaged categories.

This is a political decision that the governments of
Europe have taken, to give a political answer to these
questions. Our task today — the task of the European
Parliament, the task of the Commission, the task of
the Council of Ministers — is to translate these indica-
tions, these fields of action, these guidelines into acts,
deeds, decisions, and operational programmes.

From this standpoint, in answer to certain precise
points contained in the questions, which I have also
heard repeated in the speeches that preceded my own,
I want particularly to emphasize — regarding the third
point that I referred to earlier, the document of the
Brussels Council of Ministers — the need for special
action, that must be planned, programmed and imple-
mented at European level, action that will be directly
effective — albeit, obviously, partially so — in reduc-
ing the level of unemployment. That is to say, special,
exceptional action. Naturally, such special, exceptional
action must be selective, because we cannot think of
general programmes of this type: it must be aimed at
very clear priorities. I think that the question that have
been submitted contain the elements for identifying
these priorities, and from amongst them all I pick out
one — the priority of the long-term young unem-
ployed. Moreover, let us not forget that 1985 is Inter-
national Youth Year and, perhaps — rather than hav-
ing all those conferences, events of one kind or
another, posters, or heavens knows what — a concrete
programme of this kind, a programme, along these
lines, would be the best way of marking this Interna-
tional Youth Year.

This programme presents various problems, especially
to the Commission, which has the honour and respon-
sibility of being the operational arm of the Com-
munity, just as it will, in turn, present problems to the
governments, who will obviously have to respond with
the necessary decisions. It presents problems of
resources, and from this standpoint. I think that the
suggestions contained in the question and the
speeches, regarding the possibility of using loans
expressed in ECU, can be ‘explored’ positively; it pre-

sents methodological problems, and I think that it
must be said quite clearly that the methods used must
be such as to avoid any step in the direction of provid-
ing aid, or towards operations that are not in some
way or other able to give the young people, at whom
they are directed, an effective start in the real employ-
ment. The methods must have a definite purpose.

I spoke, in Venice, using a metaphor that may proba-
bly seem somewhat journalistic in character, of the
desirability of a new European ‘Marshall Plan’, a Mar-
shall Plan that we ourselves finance — because the one
of forty years ago was financed by another part of the
world.

President Delors was kind enough, at that same con-
ference, to recognize — shall we say — the possibility
of ‘exploring’ this line of action. The self-financing of
a special operation is also along the lines of what,
today, many people consider to be necessary — that is
to say, a concerted, non-inflationary operation of
reflation of the European economy. I realise, however,
that, to carry out an operation of this type, we must
have clear ideas as to what has to be done. Moreover,
we must not forget that the official name of the Mar-
shall Plan was the ‘European Recovery Programme’
— ERP. Probably at that time ‘recovery’ signified
‘post-war reconstruction’. Today, we have not just fin-
ished a war, but ‘recovery’ can best be translated as the'
‘relaunching’ of growth.

This is, I think, something that can and must be dis-
cussed. The Italian Presidency, with the agreement of
the Commission, intends to take to the Council of
Ministers of Social Affairs in June a set of concrete
proposals, on which we are working and which are
partly — as I can see — covered in one way or
another by the questions.

There are areas that we might describe as being on the
fringes of the market that have an economic signific-
ance, in which modern democratic civilized societies,
that want to be able to ook confidently towards the
future, can invest their resources in the knowledge
that, in the short term, the market as such would not
invest resources. They are the areas connected with
the modern infrastructuring of our countries, with the
protection of the environment and the territory, with
the utilization of what we might today call the ‘cul-
tural deposits’, that is to say, cultural assets in the
sense not only of something to be protected or to be
exploited, but something to be used from an economic
point of view in a society that is not called by coincid-
ence the ‘information society’. They are areas where it
is possible to ‘explore’ concrete programmes which
involve private operators — who would be allocated
resources — and which would employ a considerable
extra number of young people — men and women —
who otherwise are in danger — and I say this again —
of facing the prospect not of long-term unemploy-
ment, but of unemployment for life.
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Obviously, we have to discuss, to examine in detail, to
have very clear ideas; but we also have to have the
courage to make mistakes, because when we act we
can make mistakes provided we do so realistically and
pragmatically. The grave danger would instead be to
do nothing, for fear of making mistakes; to surrender,
to give the outside world, public opinion, the feeling
that these democratic societies of ours, this democratic
leadership, is not capable of coping with what we our-
selves say is the main problem.

That is why — and I am about to finish — the propo-
sal that I have seen in a number of questions for the
formation of a plan — it was called a ten-year plan, at
any rate a long-term plan — for employment also
appears to the Presidency of the Council of Ministers
10 be of interest. We have naturaliy to proceed in a
concrete manner, because the young unemployed do
not need words and plans that are nothing more than
empty shells. I think that this is a direction in which,
where social problems are concerned, we can really
show that Europe exists, has a meaning, is a force to
be reckoned with, and that it is something worth fight-
ing for, worth strengthening, worth enlarging, whilst
at the same time enhancing its unity.

This, then, is my answer to the questions that have
been put to me. So far as the Italian Presidency is con-
cerned, we shall be able in the next few weeks, taking
the opportunities provided by the European timetable,
and especially at the Council of Ministers of Social
Affairs on 13 June and the European Council in
Milan, 1o have these indications recognized, and to see
that note is taken of what the European Parliament, at
the end of this debate, tells the Council of Ministers
and the Presidency.

(Applause)

Mr Peiffer, Member of the Commission. —
(DE) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, the
Commission welcomes the fact that Parliament is once
again drawing attention to one of the most urgent
Community issues with these questions. It surely needs
no further confirmation that the Commission and Par-
liament are at one as regards this depressing phenome-
non. No responsible person in Europe can tolerate the
serious effects of unemployment, especially youth
unemployment, both for the individual for society in
Europe as a whole. The questions before us today
concern many aspects of this complex problem. Mr
Sutherland will deal mainly with the question of voca-
tional training and the use of the Social Fund while I
will try to discuss economic and employment policy
aspects.

In agreement with the European Parliament, the Com-
mission has repeatedly and insistently emphasized that
unemployment is the most important issue facing the
Community today. That means that we must use all
possible resources to make tangible and sensible pro-
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gress in this area. That is why President Delors gave
priority to this subject when he presented the Commis-
sion’s work programme to you here. In that pro-
gramme, the Commisson emphasized that the Com-
munity’s economic policy and the macro-economic
policy mix must be directed more firmly towards more
employment-intensive growth and stability. I am
happy to add that in formulating its economic policy,
the Commission was naturally also guided by this Par-
liament’s economic and employment policy initiatives.

In its work programme, the Commission established
the following: although we must primarily seek to
resolve the employment problem at general economic
level, complementary specific policies are a necessary
component of any employment strategy likely to suc-
ceed. Special emphasis must be placed on combating
youth unemployment and long-term unemployment.
Even in its earlier communications to the Council on
promoting youth employment, on the role of local
employment projects and the problem of long-term
unemployment, the Commission underlined the need
for an active labour market policy to create new long-
term jobs.

Moreover, in its programme for 1985 the Commission
announced that it will draw up communications, and
where appropriate proposals, in the course of the year
on general and specific economic and employment
policy questions, the details of which I cannot antici-
pate. But these activities will look at the following
priorities: principles and procedures for a forward-
looking labour market policy, sectoral employment
trends with special reference to the introduction of
new technology, the adaptability of the labour market
and the reorganization of working hours. The Com-
mission will also endeavour to ensure that the employ-
ment policy measures already decided by the Council
really are implemented. This is especially true of those
aimed at promoting youth employment and helping
the long-term unemployed.

The Commission proposed a package of measures to
combat youth unemployment, which is the central
question put today, in its communication on the prom-
otion of youth employment. Can I just remind you
briefly of the four main ones: when shortening and
reorganizing working hours, attempts should be made
to reach agreements that ensure that a substantial
number of new jobs are filled by young people.
Recruitment aid should be given to promote the
employment of young people in undertakings. Young
people must be given support in the founding of
undertakings. The employment prospects for young
people in the public and non-profit-making area must
be expanded. The advice and care facilities for young
people for their vocational career and the fulfilment of
their interests must be improved. On the basis of this
communication from the Commission, the Council
took a decision last year following which the Commis-
sion is implementing various measures to give young
people more information on the labour market. Mr
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Sutherland will report in detail on the special voca-

tional training measures and the aid under the Social
Fund.

In this context may I simply add that the Commission
is working on a memorandum on youth policy to
ensure the effective integration of the various policies.
The Commission hopes these proposals will give rise
to Community-wide discussion and act as an impetus
for further measures to help young people.

As for granting Community loans to promote employ-
ment, may I point out that the Commission has long
since been carrying out active borrowing and lending
operations to promote investment and economic
recovery. In this way it is also contributing to the crea-
tion of new jobs and the maintenance of existing jobs.
The conversion loans granted under Article 56 of the
ECSC are specifically directed at the creation of new
jobs. In the past the Commission has granted loans of
over 1 000 m ECU for this purpose. In view particu-
larly of the worsening situation on the labour market,
the Commission will pursue this policy intensively and
vigorously.

As stated in its work programme, the Commission will
also submit proposals for extending the New Com-
munity Instrument which will, things, among other
promote specific investment by small and medium-
sized undertakings. You know that the investments of
these undertakings generally produce more employ-
ment than the investments of large undertakings. We
are also considering whether and to what extent we
can also embark on fairly large-scale infrastructure
measures in the interest of the Community.

As part of its borrowing and lending activities, the
Commission has also made quite considerable use of
the ECU in the past. It will continue to pursue that
policy, but we must point out that further progress
also depends on whether the Member States give more
access to the capital markets. The Commission will
endeavour to secure this wider access; and the support
of the European Parliament, with which the Commis-
sion knows it is in agreement, is of special value here.

May I conclude by stating clearly once again: mea-
sures to combat unemployment, especially youth
unemployment, need the resolute use of all the forces
and all the resources of all those concerned at all lev-
els. The very scale of the problem of youth unemploy-
ment and the millions of jobs needed to overcome it
make it clear that the only way to resolve the problem
on a wide scale is at general economic level.

‘What is important is to have a general economic policy
whose instruments are resolutely aimed at combating
unemployment as the top priority. In its proposals the
Commission has tried to show ways and means of
tackling this problem and will continue to do all in its
power to achieve practical improvements. Whether
and to what extent that works will very much depend,

however, on whether all the others concerned are
equally prepared to make the same effort.

Lastly, may I ask for your understanding for the fact
that I have not answered every single question in
detail. As I have said, the Commission is currently
working on communications and proposals on this
range of questions. I have thrown light on some cen-
tral issues. Naturally the Commission will take serious
account of all the views put forward and of any addi-
tional opinions of the European Parliament in its own
considerations.

Mr Sutherland, Member of the Commission. — Madam
President, ladies and gentlemen, I also hope that I can
be brief in response to the issues which have been
raised pertaining to the Social Fund. I can do so, I
think, because I have already discussed in some detail
a number of these issues in the debate on the Bachy
report.

I would like to take the issues specifically as they have
been raised. In the first instance, the suggestion has
been made that the Fund budget should be doubled in
five years. Let me preface my remarks in regard to that
particular issue by saying that the resources are clearly
totally inadequate in terms of the application of the
Social Fund to the problems of unemployment. Of
course, we all know that a number of factors have
combined to increase the demand made on the Social
Fund budget. The most important of these is the rising
trend of unemployment in the Community, especially
amongst young people. As a reflection of increasing
demands, the volume of applications for Social Fund
assistance in 1985 increased by 39 % in comparison
with 1984. The value of applications was 5 000 m ECU
compared to the draft budget availability of 2010 m
ECU. There is no reason to doubt that those trends
will be continuing in the coming years. So the Com-
mission’s long-term policy objectives also include, as
has been indicated to be the view of many in this Par-
liament, that there should be significant increases in
real terms for all structural funds of the order of mag-
nitude indicated by the question and that the current
budgetary situation requires that proposals for the
budget of the Social Fynd in 1986 must be within an
overall framework which is reasonable.

The second point that I want to deal with is that of
innovatory pilot projects which have been referred to
by a number of questioners. At present the part of the
Social Fund budget reserved for specific operations
cannot exceed 5% of the entire appropriations avail-
able in any one year. This limit, as Parliament will be
aware, was imposed by a decision of the Council on
17 October 1983. This and other features of the cur-
rent rules of the Fund will be looked at again at the
next review of the regulations which will be scheduled
for 1988. However, it must be said — and perhaps this
is pertinent to some of the contributions which have
been made — that the resources at present available for
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experimental or innovative projects are not fully taken
up for applications. So whilst there may be demands
for more money, the existing resources are not even
being fully utilized. Supply of Fund aid for this type of
scheme therefore already exceeds demand and it is dif-
ficult therefore to see how at present an increase in
this part of the budget could be justfied, however
apparently justified it may be as a matter of logic. The
pressure on resources therefore does not lie in this
area but in the main part of the Fund, the purpose of
which is the funding of mainstream schemes in the
Member States.

As an addendum to this question, the issue has been
raised as to whether the Commission itself should
organize job creation schemes directly. It is very
doubtful, I think, that the Commission would fulfil
such a task better than the Member States themselves,
having regard to the very limited available manpower
and resources which the Commission can rely upon.
The Commission lacks the specialized local knowledge
that is a basic requirement for setting up and running
such schemes, as opposed to applying parameters
within which those schemes can operate.

I would like to mention now very briefly the question
of the introduction of new technology and the recon-
struction and reconversion of farms and the reduction
in working time. The activities outlined in this ques-
tion are central to the aims of the Fund as it exists
now. A major part of the Social Fund resources is
already being spent on training for new technology,
restructuring operations and local job creation
schemes. There have been plenty of applications in this
area during the course of 1984. In particular, aid for
young people’s schemes was concentrated largely on
basic training which had to include an introduction to
new technology. This is an essential element, and
schemes offering a high job creation potential were
also required. The guidelines for the Social Fund
which are now being considered and which the Com-
mission will adopt on 30 April will reinforce the con-
centration of the Fund on such schemes and pilot pro-
jects, especially as regards the introduction of new
technology.

Finally, dealing with the issues raised by Mrs Squarci-
alupi, the Commission has already launched several
comparative analyses of the position in regard to the
adaptation of traditional occupations to new produc-
tion and the maintenance and management situations
as well as new occupations affected by the automation
of production. Specific attention has been paid in this
context to problems encountered by young people and
also to new didactical approaches such as the use of
computer-related technologies as tools for education
and training. Further, in relation to both the Council
resolution of June 1983 and the resolution adopted on
19 September 1983 concerning the introduction of
new technologies into education, the Commission has
adopted two specific work programmes in which
priority is being given to the training of teachers and

of trainers. In this context a European seminar will be
held in Bologna in May 1985 and a further seminar
will take place in Berlin next November on the specific
subject of the training of trainers and vocational edu-
cation in relation to new technologies.

Finally, as indicated in its work programmie for 1985,
the Commission intends to put forward specific and
concrete  proposals regarding university-industry
cooperation and advanced training in response to
technological change in relation to present and fore-
seeable developments. Therefore I think that there are
concrete proposals which have been made.

In conclusion, I would say, taking up the point made
by Mr De Michelis, that the approach which will be
taken by the Commission and, we hope, by the Coun-
cil will be pragmatic and realistic but nonetheless will
conform with an overall design or policy and will have
an effect, we hope, on the developing problem of
unemployment.

Mr Bachy (S). — (FR) Ladies and Gentlemen, this is
not the first time that Parliament has debated the
employment situation. As a rule, when it has done so
in the past, the initiative has come from the Socialists,
and so it is again on this occasion, with the oral ques-
tion put by Mr Mario Dido, on behalf of our group,
and the accompanying motion for a resolution.

There ought to be a consensus in this House on the
need for action on this front. Unemployment is very
costly to industry. It represents the most phenomenal
economic waste imaginable, since the community has
to foot the bill for benefits. Above all, however, it is an
aberration that millions of workers should be excluded
from the labour market and hundreds of thousands of
young people in Europe who want to find work
should be driven to despair.

High-flown principles aside, is there or is there not a
European political will to defeat unemployment? The
answer to this question, as we Socialists see it, depends
on three factors in particular.

The first of these is the credibility of Community
machinery for action. As long as the financial
resources allocated to the European Social Fund
remain so meagre, credibility will be lacking. We are
fully aware of the budgetary constraints, to which Mr
Sutherland has just referred. But we hope that there
will very soon be at least a significant increase in the
funding of pilot schemes to finance net job creation.

The second factor is the organization of a European
plan for employment. The parties of the Right often
tell us that planning kills initiative. And yet everyone
knows that, in order to succeed, it is necessary to look
ahead. Let us therefore hear no more of the myth of
the bogus liberalism after the American example which
would provide a so-called miracle cure for the crisis.
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What is it that the large private-sector firms do, if it is
not forward planning? Why is it that what is good for
the multinationals should be wrong for the European
institutions?

Dispersal of effort and scattering of resources
obviously make for inefficiency. Efficiency demands
forward management of the labour market and
Europe-wide coordination, spanning several years, of
policies on vocational training and job creation, espe-
cially for young people.

The third factor, which we regard as decisive, is the
negotiation of a pact for employment among the social
partners. Are the European employers’ organizations
willing or not to give workers the right to be kept
informed about companies’ investment plans, which
have such a vital influence on job numbers? Are we or
are we not going 1o see the conservative parties and
governments in Europe desisting from their obstruc-
tive tactics and prevarication over implementation of
the draft directives on this subject which are unfortun-
ately still gathering dust?

Everyone is in favour of businesses modernizing and
improving their productivity. But who is to benefit
from improved productivity? Can we or can we not
take it that all the parties in this House, all the groups,
agree with us that industrial modernization must not
result in wave upon wave of redundancies? Will they
agree to make a serious examination of ways and
means of channelling the resources derived from
increased productivity into the creation of new jobs?
Everyone knows that the combination of improved
productivity and job creation cannot be achieved with-
out economic regeneration and a reduction in working
hours. Are all the parliamentary groups prepared, as
we in the Socialist Group are prepared, to support the
proposals that have been made by the European Trade
Union Confederation, among others, on two points:
first, the earmarking of 1% of Europe’s combined
gross national products for stimulation of job-creating
investment; secondly, support for the idea of a Euro-
pean programme for a simultaneous phased reduction
in working hours until the 35-hour week is reached?

Ladies and Gentlemen, one cannot build Europe’s
economic recovery, one cannot combat unemployment
effectively on the basis of retrograde social policies.
On the other hand, it is possible in the short term 1o
make significant gestures on the three pointsI have
raised here, which are contained in the motion for a
resolution tabled by the Socialist Group. In the cir-
cumstances, I hope that this motion for a resolution
will be widely supported by the House.

Mr Brok (PPE). — (DE) Madam President, I would
like to ask the Socialist Group not to start creating any
legends here suggesting that this subject is being dis-
cussed mainly at their initiative. For instance, we also
have the Ciancaglini question before us. We must also

note, I think, that the decisive reports and initiatives of
this Parliament, for instance on youth unemployment,
have not come from the ranks of the Socialists. We
must also realize — and it so happens I have figures,
namely a comparison of youth unemployment in the
OECD countries — that in those countries where
Socialists form part of the government, the proportion
of unemployed young people in the total unemploy-
ment figure is highest. )

So if we have to argue in party political terms like Mr
Bachy, we should put the true facts on the table. Just
to speak from the heart and then not to offer anything
useful does not seem the right way to help people!
Surely the point is that we in the European Com-
munity must finally take measures in the field of youth
and long-term unemployment, which has reached an
alarming scale, that are not just confined to new plans
— vide 1% of GNP — but finally put an end to the
mental block against investment.

When I hear Mrs Salisch say that new technology may
improve competitiveness but also destroys jobs, I find
that a rather ridiculous argument. If we create compe-
titiveness, then that alone creates jobs, since uncompe-
titive technology will not help us create any more jobs
in future. We are not living on some heavenly island,
but in a world subject to a variety of influences.

We earn 30% of our GNP from exports and we can-
not pretend that this is not so. We must also accept
that we are often in danger of losing out against non-
European competitors because of our lack of competi-
tiveness. That is why we should overcome the mental
block against investment and at the same time take
sensible accompanying social measures. That will ena-
ble the state to create a margin for manoeuvre for the
two sides of industry by means of framework condi-
tions such as making working times more flexible or
shorter or taking the necessary vocational training and
further training measures. If we want more say for the
workers in the decisions of undertakings, as called for
in the Vredeling directive, we must also take the
appropriate measures. But what is most important is
for the Council finally to decide on what is lying on
the table before it, for instance the question of part-
time work that was referred to it and on which it has
not decided, the achievement of the European internal
market, European research, European Economic and
Monetary Union.

Mr Pfeiffer, I thank you for wanting to extend the
Community’s borrowing and lending activities to
smaller and medium-sized undertakings in order to
improve the infrastructure. The necessary proposals
exist, but alas the governments, which often argue
only on a national basis, have not understood the signs
of the times. What we want here is not new pro-
grammes but a decision at last on matters that have
been on the Council’s agenda for weeks, months and
years, so that we will have a sensible and forward-
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looking research policy in the European internal mar-
ket, for that is the way to create jobs again in Europe.

Sir Jack Stewart-Clark (ED). — Madam President,
my group welcomes the presence of the Italian Presi-
dent-in-Office of the Council here this evening and
also of both Commissioners dealing with employment.
Unemployment is the most crucial problem facing the
Community today. 13.7 million people in the Euro-
pean Community find themselves today without work
and often, as a result, without hope for their own
future and that of their families. What can we offer
them? What will get nearly 14 million people back to
work, into jobs, producing and creating wealth and
building the prosperity of Europe?

The President-in-Office of the Council has referred to
the informal summit which took place in Venice of
leading ministers from the major industrialized coun-
tries last week on the question of unemployment. At
this summit an American spokesman asked the very
legitimate question: “Why is Europe falling behind’?
Why are we failing to create viable new jobs? Why,
indeed, do we continue to lose net jobs at a time of
alleged recovery?

I believe that to find the answers, one must look at the
USA itself. Between 1973 and 1983 employment in the
United States rose by 13 million people whereas in
Western Europe the numbers fell. Jobs in the US were
created primarily in services and in small businesses.
Why did the US succeed where Europe failed? I
believe because of a bigger internal market; a more
dynamic recovery; an encouragement of small busi-
nesses, particularly in the public purchasing sector; by
greater flexibility; higher investment in high technol-
ogy; a more simple and homogeneous taxation system
and less bureaucracy.

To find the solution to our own unemployment prob-
lems we must emulate the United States of America, to
create a single market with freedom of movement for
both goods and people, to generate a society where it
is more satisfying and rewarding to work than not to
. work, to create the philosophy in companies where the
importance of being competitive is recognized, where
modern methods are introduced but where profits are
shared between the owners and the employees but on
a basis of performance. We must continue to invest in
high technology. It is pure fallacy to believe that high
technology is the cause of unemployment. It is quite
the reverse. Technological advance creates its own
demand. Look at calculators, home computers, video
recorders. All of these are the products of high tech-
nology. We need technology to be competitive. If we
are not competitive, we shall lose ground more than
we do already to the Americans and the Japanese. We
must recognize that large-scale high-technology prod-
uction enables prices to come down and workers to be
paid more and, therefore, the demand for products to
increase.

However, this does not mean that we have to see a
de-manning culture overall. Fewer people may not
always be the answer. We must encourage growth in
the service sector. In the United States, 70% of all
those employed are in services: in Europe, it is only
60%. We want 1o see a society which demands to be
served, in shops, banks, petrolstations and restaurants.
To recognize better service not only satisfies the cus-
tomer but it maintains more people in employment.

Finally, training. We need to see a programme for the
whole of Europe which will emulate what one sees in
Germany. In Germany, all young people are guaran-
teed training until 18 years old. The result is that 24%
of the unemployed are under 25. Compare this with
the figure of 40% in the remainder of the Community.
We want to see retraining to create flexibility and in
high technology, and I welcome Commisisoner Suth-
erland’s remarks about training trainers.

Therefore, to sum up, we need to see action, and
future generations will judge us by our policies for
employment today. We must get those decisions right.

Mrs Larive-Groenendaal (L). — (NL) Madam Presi-
dent, I am ashmed to see that the galleries are fuller
than the Chamber, but I will not go into that.

The fight against youth unemployment is indissolubly
linked to a general policy of restoring our economies
to health. The Community cannot and must not take
the place of the national authorities, but what it can
and must do is pursue a policy that creates appropriate
conditions. We sometimes wonder, Madam President,
what our countries still have in common now that
cooperation is so difficult. What they do have in com-
mon now is a lack of dynamism, a lack of flexibility
and a lack of pluck as well as a rigid labour market
and a reluctance to seize on innovations. These are the
worst enemies of employment. More market in the
labour market, as the President of the Council put it.

Our economies are so badly off that even the Euro-
pean Community has had to decide who are to have
top priority, the young unemployed or the older
unemployed, and the older unemployed are of necess-
ity beginning to become an almost abandoned cate-
gory. That is precisely why the policy aimed at achiev-
ing lasting economic recovery must be continued with
vigour, in the interests of young people and of older
workers. But the millions of young people out of work
in the European Community cannot wait for this. A
lost generation is beginning to emerge. And unem-
ployed young people will eventually become unem-
ployed older people who have never been involved in
the work process. A combination of orthodox and
unorthodox measures is therefore needed to get them
to work now. We Liberals therefore call for
coordinated specific measures, in which the European
Centre for the Development of Vocational Training
has a major role to play: youth work plans, practical
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training places, work experience projects, growth jobs.
But let it be remembered, ladies and gentlemen, these
specific measures will be no more than palliatives
unless they are aimed at integration into normal work-
ing life. Otherwise, they will even distort competition
and merely serve to make the rising unemployment
figures look as good as possible, which is, of course,
advantageous when elections are in the offing. This
reminds me of the promise made by Mr Fabius, the
French Prime Minister, that by the end of 1985 all
young people under the age of 21 would be offered a
job or training.

But the best way we have, Madam President, of ensur-
ing that young people enter the labour market and
stay there is to give them vocational training that is
attuned to the requirements of the labour market. You
may feel you are listening to a gramophone record,
but we must never tire of saying this. It is no panacea.
What is obvious is that general training makes it more
likely that a young person will become unemployed
than training in a specific field and that a full course of
training is better than half a course. The hard core of
young people who remain unemployed for more than
a year mainly consists of those with a poor training
and early school-leavers.

In this respect, we must find the courage to allow early
school-leavers to benefit from the generosity of the
political system, the generosity of the large majority of
the political system, the generosity of the large major-
ity of the electorate who are prepared to pay for a lib-
eral social system, so liberal in fact that benefits are
paid to those who are not inclined to complete a good
course of training and do their homework properly.
Instead of reporting this to those concerned, we all
implicitly adopt the ‘progressive attitude’ that society
alone is responsible. On the other hand, increasing
numbers of young people are fortunately taking their
destiny into in their own hands, taking the initiative
themselves, and we must therefore seize the opportun-
ities presented by these developments by giving young
entrepreneurs financial support, for example, and ass-
isting them with words and deeds, as I urge in the
resolution I have tabled on behalf of my group.

If it is to create more jobs, European industry needs
young people whose training has prepared them for
innovations. The European Social Fund has a major
task to perform here. We therefore call for training
which meets not only quantitative requirements,
meaning that every young person must be able to qual-
ify for a given occupation, but also the qualitative
requirements that will enable Europe to keep up with
its competitors, meaning training that is adapted to the
real needs of the labour market and to technological
developments. This entails the systematic inclusion of
practical training in existing courses and the organ-
ization of training in close consultation with industry.

Positive action must be taken to put girls on a par with
boys. And if the Council gives its perennial and non-

committal answer it shares Parliament’s concern, I will

say that we are quite willing to share — trouble shared
is trouble halved — but what we need are not shared
declarations of intent but a practical demonstration of
political will and thus practical European action.

Mrs Chouraqui (RDE). — (FRJ Madam President,
Ladies and Gentlemen, last January the President-in-
Office of the Council declared before the European
Parliament that unemployment was the vital problem
to be solved.

At the end of 1984 the number of unemployed in the
Community was 13 million, representing 11.6% of the
labour force. Only a month later the figures climbed to
13.6 million and 12% of the labour force. Of this
unemployed population, 38% are young people, or in
France 40%. We are already more than halfway
through the Italian Presidency, and the employment
situation is not improving.

The issue of new technologies which I wish to raise
today is part of this debate, just as it was an important
consideration in the Tuckman report, and I cannot
overemphasize the importance of a debate on this
problem. Although new technologies may represent a
threat to employment in certain sectors in the short
term, the fact remains that in the long term their
introduction offers the best means of making Euro-
pean industry more competitive, bringing about a
return to economic growth and boosting employment
in the Community.

We bitterly deplore the Member States’ lack of politi-
cal will and the Community’s impotence to tackle the
problem of unemployment, which has been rising
steadily for 15 years.

We invite the Council to give expression to its deter-
mination and coherence in a draft budget for 1985
which not only doubles the resources of the European
Social Fund over the: next 5 years but above all allows
scope for the adoption of new policies in the technol-
ogical sector, especially in biotechnology, data-pro-
cessing and information technologies, robotics,
research and development, transport, manufacturing,
the building industry, service industry, and small and
medium-sized businesses.

To this end, it is essential to expand the coverage of
the ambitious FAST programme, the main aims of
which are to identify long-term priorities for research
and development in the Community and to examine
the possible social and economic effects of technologi-
cal changes. This programme is concerned essentially
with the interactions between technology, labour and
employment, the emergence of systems of new indus-
trial strategies and the integrated development of
renewable natural resources.

It is an important programme which, coupled with the
Esprit projects, represents a step forward for the Com-
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munity. Any fresh training programme undertaken in
the Community could possibly be tied in with these
developments in the field of technology. There must
be no discrimination between men and women as far
as training programmes are concerned since, as for
many years past, levels of unemployment in the popu-
lation under the age of 25 are even higher among
women than among men.

We also call upon the Member States of the EEC to
make a joint, simultaneous effort to develop a policy
to boost investment and the creation of productive
jobs, as an accompainment to a policy for the social
treatment of unemployment, which is insufficient in
itself.

In this connection we stress the need to enable
employers to operate under conditions allowing them
to work to margins and generate profits sufficient to
enable them 10 develop their businesses on a sound
basis and thereby create jobs.

Madam President, there will soon be 320 million
Europeans in the Community market. We must com-
plete the process of creating the single internal market,
which will strengthen the competitiveness of Member
States’ economies and establish the Community on a
solid foundation from which it will be able to with-
stand competition on external markets and therefore
to preserve jobs and create new ones.

Mr Ulburghs (NI). — (NL) Madam President, youth
unemployment is one of the greatest disasters for our
industrialized society. It can be compared to such
natural disasters as famine and earthquakes. It can also
be compared to world wars in which millions of people

die.

Those of us who, like myself, live in a region where
youth unemployment is high feel a deep sense of
shame. We have a worthwhile job, but these young
people do not. We have good salaries, but the young
unemployed have hardly enough to live on. Over 13
million young people capable of work are unem-
ployed, they are discouraged, they have become fatal-
ists and aggressive, and they feel helpless.

Why, Madam President, can we not, firstly, redistri-
bute what work there is in Europe, giving priority to
young people?

Secondly, why can we not create new employment in
such new social sectors as adult education, public
health, environmental protection, meaningful farming
and horticulture and so on?

Thirdly, is it normal for scientific and technological
progress to reduce rather than increase employment?
Can the European Social Fund not assist

(a) special projects which encourage science and tech-
nology with a view to creating worthwhile employ-
ment for young people and

(b) basic projects in which young people themselves
take the initiative?

To conclude, Madam President, let us build a Europe
in which young people still dare to believe, in which
they can play a responsible part, a Europe in which
economic competition is not the central feature, but
where the economy and technology serve the people
and above all young people.

Mr McCartin (PPE). — Madam President, in Europe
the fight against unemployment is the story of a search
for soft options. The individual States of the European
Community have been engaged in this chase for the
past 10 years and the institutions of the Community
are plodding along on their heels. All the time, the
object of full employment is receding and in many
regions of the Community it has disappeared entirely
from view. Until such time as the governments of
Europe and the institutions of the Community come to
a clear realization that there are no soft options, the
problem will remain unsolved.

Occasionally in this Parliament a realistic solution is
proposed. Briefly we toyed with the idea of intro-
ducing effective measures such as were proposed in
the Herman report, but most of what we in this Parlia-
ment have been proposing is more in the nature of a
drug to kill the pain than a cure that will eliminate the
disease. Continually we talk about youth unemploy-
ment. Of course, if we fail to create jobs it is the
young people coming onto the labour market who will
first be affected. We continually talk about training
and retraining, but we forget that in the years when
this Community was leading the world in economic
growth the State was not nearly so much engaged in
training as it is today. Industry provided its own train-
ing schemes in those years and State interference over
a wide area was considerably less than it is today.
Rules and regulations governing employment were not
nearly so complicated or so restrictive. The State did
not regulate national wage agreements. Every industry
paid what it could afford. In the European Com-
munity of the present day, there is a widespread belief
that the State can resolve every problem, that the State
can organize an insurance policy against the failures of -
society and the weaknesses of every individual. The
lesson we do not seem to have learned is that human
nature, by and large, is much more interested in the
standard of living than in the volume of production,
and that given a choice between an income with hard
work and an income without work, a large number of
people would choose the latter.

We do not seem to realize that if we provide pay-
related benefits, redundancy pay and everything else,
it is quite natural that those at work do not fight so
hard to maintain their competitiveness and keep their
jobs and their companies on the road. Recently it has
become very popular — indeed, in this debate 100 —
for politicians to hold up the American economy as an
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example of what can be achieved in the way of econo-
mic growth, but nearly always we focus on this ques-
tion of small and medium-sized industries in the
United States and we neglect to compare the legal
environment in which this success was achieved with
our own. Rarely is it pointed out that wages in Europe
have grown much faster than they have in the United
States. Inflation-adjusted figures show that costs since
1970 have grown by 5% in the United States and by
40% here. In industrial employment the gip is 10%
there, as against 65% in Europe. Rarely is it pointed
out that in the European Economic Community it is
more difficult for industry to reduce its labour force in
changing times, and almost all the plausible solutions
to*the unemployment problem being put forward by
European politicans involve the spending of more
money, which in turn involves an increase in taxation,
and this, again, reduces opportunities for employment.

Madam President, I have not quite finished what I
wanted to say, but I see my speaking time is up.

Mrs Daly (ED). — Madam President, Sir Jack Stew-
ant-Clark has very ably presented the case for econo-
mic recovery in Europe. Working from the Herman
report, voted by this Parliament a year ago, my group
supports the coherent approach which the centre-right
groups have set out, designed to complete the internal
market, contain budget deficits and tackle labour mar-
ket rigidities. We endorse the Commission’s commit-
ment to effective completion of the market by 1992.

One very important aspect of this new approach is the
upgrading of the Social Fund and a greater emphasis
in Community decision-making on training for the
young and the long-term unemployed. A restructuring
of the Community budget based on the doubling of
Social Fund expenditure within the Community’s new
own resources is the best possible assistance that this
Parliament could give to the unemployed of Europe.
The Social Fund is the sole immediate instrument in
the hands of the Community to help restructure the
labour market and ease the plight of unemployed. Par-
liament put forward its precise views on the new Social
Fund guidelines at its plenary session last month. In
this we stressed the need for these guidelines to help
those most in need by encouraging practical training
on the job and productive job-creation schemes. These
are at risk in the latest draft of the guidelines which we
have seen. Equally we have stressed the need for the
so-called weighted reduction procedure in the Social
Fund to reflect real criteria based on the quality of the
project rather than an arithmetical reduction on indis-
criminate grounds.

The Social Fund, Madam President, is a scarce
resource. It must be used wisely and carefully, as
Commissioner Sutherland emphasized last month. I
would like to stress to the President of the Council
today that it is very important to help ensure that the
new guidelines issued by the Commission reflect the

two priorities I have just mentioned. The young,
unskilled unemployed cannot be abandoned by some
hasty decision to move the Social Fund up-market in
the way many Members of this House fear.

My group recognizes that economic change will
necessarily produce new patterns of work and employ-
ment. We want to see more flexibility in the organ-
ization of working time which preserves the competi-
tiveness of European industry. We want to see the
implementation of new policies in the technological
sector and continued action to improve training and
retraining so that we have a fully-skilled workforce in
Europe.

We believe that closer coordination of the Community
financial instruments would help support productive
investment. .
Finally, If we are to achieve the kind of economic
modernization necessary in Europe, we must have the
active participation and agreement of the social part-
ners. A basic essential is, therefore, a genuine system
of worker participation where workers’ representatives
are elected by secret ballot from all of the workforce
and where management representatives are genuinely
committed to participation. Such a system would, I
believe, lead to the social dialogue necessary for deci-
sions to be taken which can create real jobs for the
future.

Madam President, we have heard many words. What
we want from both the Commission and the Council
now are proposals for urgent effective action to com-
bat the problem of 13.6 million unemployed, particu-
larly the 40% under the age of 25.

Mrs Tove Nielsen (L). — (DA) Madam President,
the Liberal Group strongly endorses the question
which has been put by a number of our colleagues
concerning the arrangements the Commission intends
to make to create better conditions for small and
medium-sized undertakings and craft industries. The
question makes special reference to the setting up of a
centre for small and medium-sized undertakings. I
think it is an excellent initiative because it gives us a
clear indication of the reasons why we want a centre.
Parliament and the Commission have for some time
had a genuine desire for such a centre to be created.

It is therefore extremely regrettable for us in the Lib-
eral Group to note that a good and sound idea, which
has been put forward and even adopted on a number
of occasions here in Parliament, is meeting with such a
dismal fate in these months. For what happened on
31 December 1984?

Commissioner Narjes signed a contract — or 1t may
have been an agreement, I am not sure exactly what it
was — under which the Commission undertook to pay
a sum, which is entered in the 1984 budget, to certain
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organizations. I say advisedly ‘certain organizations’,
for what does that phrase cover? At all events they are
not representative of the small and medium-sized
undertakings. And in any case item 7777 was not used
for this purpose, in which it was Parliament’s wish to
get something started which we could build on: a
centre for small and medium-sized business. We do
not have much money for our work here in Parlia-
ment, the Commission and the Community as a whole,
and we should not squander this 100 000 ECU item in
the budget and throw it about without knowing what
it is to be used for. We want a centre for small and
medium-sized undertakings in Europe. We do not
want an office which is left to work out after the event
what in the world it is to do with those meagre funds.

We genuinely want to do something to create better
conditions for the many people who eke out a preca-
rious existence from day to day. It is symptomatic to
hear talk of reductions in working hours, but the many
people employed in the small and medium-sized busi-
ness and in craft enterprises, who work 45, 60 or 70
hours per week, would be glad if we only placed some
value on their work. It is not they who shout and
scream about shorter working hours and compensa-
tion for all kinds of things. Let us help them, let us
give them the information they need, for it is they who
will create the new development that is needed; it is
they who have the will to make use of new technol-
ogy; it is they whose firms have a structure which
allows them to be flexible. We need new jobs and, if
we in Parliament have the will, we can create those
jobs we talk so much about today. All these years I
have been a Member we have been declaring our wish
to get to grips with unemployment, but it has gone on
rising, and now we are frittering away 100 000 ECU
which ought to be promoting better conditions for
these enterprises and hence for all those people for
whom we seek to provide lasting employment!

Mr Fitzgerald (RDE). — Madam President, ladies
and gentlemen, on behalf of my group I would like to
thank the authors of the three oral questions for rais-
ing the issue of the employment crisis in the Com-
munity, particulary as it affects young people. At the
end of December 1984, over 5 million young people
under 25 were registered as unemployed in the Com-
munity. According to recent figures supplied by
Eurostat, the 13.6 million unemployed at the end of
January this year represents the highest figure ever. If
we could take into account those who are unemployed
but not registered, the overall picture would, I fear, be
considerably worse.

Presidents-in-Office of the Council go in and out as
regularly as cuckoo clocks. As time moves on they
each declare that the unemployment crisis is their
major priority. Yet the reality is that more and more
people are joining Europe’s lengthening dole queues.
Europe, if it acts together, can bring about a change

by strengthening and consolidating the internal mar- .

ket, by becoming more competitive. A strong Euro-

. pean economy with its 270 million consumers can be a

springboard to success in markets outside our ten
Member States. The creating of real employment pro-
spects will follow.

There is what has been described as ‘a black hole of
information’ on two-fifths of the labour market in Ire-
land. It cannot be proved yet but there is considerable
speculation by Irish economists that the reduction in
the rate of increase in unemploment is accounted for
by a new wave of emigration. This must be for Ireland
one of our saddest tragedies.

My group deeply regrets the ineffectiveness of the
Community’s institutions in dealing with the unem-
ployment problem which has been steadily worsening
for the past 15 years. The eternal wrangling over the
Community’s budget has dragged down the EEC. The
Community’s budget, while not insignificant, repre-
sents approximately 1% of the gross domestic product
of the Community and less than 3% of public spend-
ing by the ten Member States. The time for political
pointscoring is over. The development and prosperity
of the Community for all its people and the creation of
new jobs is far more important. Settle the budget issue
once and for all. We need action not meaningless
repetition about unemployment as our priority. The
Social Fund as a real Community instrument of
employment is pedalling backwards fast. Not only the
percentage but also the total amount actually paid out
in 1983 was lower than the previous year, despite an
overall 35% increase in the total payment appropria-
tions available.

It is essential that the Council acts decisively in provid-
ing a budget which will not only double the resources
of the Social Fund over the next five years but will
enable the introduction of new policies especially in all
the related areas of new technologies and also trans-
port, the construction industry, the service sector,
SME;s and local employment initiatives.

Financial assistance should be provided for supporting
existing employment initiatives in Europe such as
Community enterprises centres which have also been
successful in the US in creating employment oppor-
tunities.

Madam President, we have debated the issues of
long-term unemployment, questions of statistical
machinery, the new guidelines for the Social Fund. We
have put forward all views and social priorities. We
can wait no longer for the Council to shoulder its res-
ponsibilities. We want action for jobs now.

Mr Seligman (ED). — Madam President, a major
reason for high unemployment is mismatch between
the shortage of jobs in one area and the shortage of
skilled workers in another area. High technology firms
have serious shortages of skilled technologists at all
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levels, yet schools are pouring out large numbers of
unskilled young people who have not a single qualifi-
cation relevant to doing a useful job.

What could the EEC do about this mismatch? Unless
we can raise the proportion of young people and
adults who are technologically literate, we shall con-
tinue to lose jobs to Japan, the USA and the newly
industrialized countries. I attended recently an excel-
lent EEC conference on training in new technologies,
organized by James Elles and Lady Elles in Britain,
which brought together politicians, educationalists,
local government and, most importantly, industrialists
and employers. There should be more of these local
conferences, Mr Sutherland. I am sure you can help in
that.

The main conclusions of this conference were as fol-
lows: First, industry must make a greater financial and
organizational contribution to training in high tech-
nology at all levels — and when I say industry, I mean
trade unions as well as employers; they must collabor-

ate. Secondly, industry must release their specialists to
act as teachers for limited periods. Thirdly, industry
must release adult workers for retraining in high tech-
nology. It is quite wrong to think that employees
should only have one skill throughout their life. Tech-
nology is changing much too fast. Training and
retraining of the work force should be continuous
throughout a worker’s life. Fourthly, collaboration in
programmes like the Esprit programme of research
and development in high technology will make jobs by
recapturing from the USA and Japan a share of the
high technology market that we are losing the whole
time.

Upgrading in our industrial ability in high technology

may not be the only answer to youth unemployment,
but it is certainly one of the main solutions.

President. — The debate is closed. !

(The sitting was closed at 8 p.m.)

U Motion for resolutions with request for an early vote —
agenda for the next sitting: see Minutes.
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tion of the budget of the European Communities
for the 1983 finangial year

— by Mr Price (Doc. A 2-8/85) on the deferral of
the decisions on the grant of discharge to the
Commission in respect of the implementation of
the Second, Third, Fourth and Fifth European
Development Funds for the 1983 financial year

— by Mr Hirlin (Doc. 2-1802/84) on the proposal
for a decision on the discharge to be granted to
the Commission in respect of the ECSC accounts
for the 1983 financial year

— by Mr Schén (Doc. 2-1800/84) on the discharge
to be granted to the Management Board of the
European Centre for the Development of Voca-
tional Training and to the Administrative Board of
the European Foundation for the Improvement of
Living and Working Conditions in respect of the
implementation of their appropriations of the
budgets for the 1983 financial year.

Mr Price (ED), rapporteur. — Mr President, in pre-
senting the annual report on discharge, I am conscious
that Parliament will be exercising one of its major
powers. Under the Financial Regulation we may
attach comments to the discharge which are binding
on the other institutions. This is an exercise of the
supervisory role assigned to Parliament under the
Treaties.

In order to make our comments more effective there
are a number of innovations this year. We have
defined our terminology so that it is clear whether or
not we are using the full extent of our power to
require action.

Furthermore, instead of making a criticism and leaving
it to the Commission to devise a remedy, this year
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every criticism is followed by a prescription of the act-
ion which should be taken. In some cases this is 2 com-
plete remedy, in other cases further study is necessary
and that is what we require. The important point is
that Parliament is playing a constructive role as dis-
charge authority. The objective is to build rather than
to demolish. '

Each year a different rapporteur brings a fresh
approach to the task. My contribution has been a
detailed examination of how we implement Com-
munity policy and whether our financial machinery
enables us to achieve our aims. Of course such machi-
nery should be subservient to the policies adopted.
However, adopting policies without adopting the
means of implementing them is a grand but ineffective
view of politics. The proposals put before Parliament
in this motion for a resolution represent probably the
biggest overhaul of the Community’s financial machi-
nery ever undertaken by the European Parliament.

No doubt some Members will dismiss the report as
being essentially detailed and technical. They will say
that it does not lay down any new policy. They will
have missed the point. It is for other reports from
other committees to devise new lines of policy. It is the
function of this report to concentrate on how those
policies can be implemented. Even the most promising
of new policies will fail if it lacks the necessary finan-
cial resources in the right place at the right time.
Financial mechanisms often dictate the political
results.

This year’s discharge must be seen against the back-
ground of the refusal of discharge last year. Five
points of the resolution refusing discharge are of con-
tinuing relevance. Remedies are proposed for all of
them in this year’s discharge resolution. More impor-
tant, it is even more essential for Parliament to lay
down in specific terms the action which it requires so
that we do not find ourselves in that situation again.

The motion makes a significant contribution to
improving the effectiveness of Parliament’s budgetary
and budgetary control powers. More up-to-date and
relevant information will be available when we adopt
the budget. Similarly, more relevant and comprehen-
sive information will be available to enable us to moni-
tor and control implementation of the budget. Finally,
more information will be available for us to examine
the situation later. Some of this will focus on Parlia-
ment’s amendments to the budget so that we can
ensure that they receive the priority that we intend.
Other information will be in the form of Commission
documents so that we can understand and better
appreciate the reasons for Commission decisions hav-
ing financial implications.

Community revenue has received close scrutiny this
year. The committee considered tables which are
reproduced in my explanatory statement. Tables 1 and
2 concern value-added tax. They show that whereas

the authorities in Germany and Ireland and other
Member States collect most of their VAT — and in
other Member States they do quite well — in Italy
there seem to be large underpayments. Similarly, there
seems to be an even greater undercollection of cus-
toms duties in the same Member State. The reason for
these disparities is clear: they result from the so-called
black economies. In all Member States there are peo-
ple who fail to pay their taxes. We know that the Ital-
ian Government is concerned that it loses far more
than other governments on that account. The fact is
that the rest of us lose too.

The figures in the tables are based on the official
government statistics of the Member States for prod-
uction, consumption and trade. On this basis if VAT
and customs duties were collected in Italy to the same
extent as in other Member States, the Italian contribu-
tion to the Community budget would be at least 700
million ECU per annum more. It would probably be
higher. But I stress that these calculations are based on
official government statistics. If the statistics them-
selves are not uniformly accurate, and the pattern of
discrepancies is the same as for the collection of
revenue, my estimate might even be doubled.

There is a great deal of supposition about these
figures. The only statistics showing precisely the
amounts of VAT due are those based on what taxpay-
ers declare to the authorities. Practically all of this
money is collected. It is by constructing a model of
what payments would be expected for an economy of
that size and with that spending pattern, if everyone
declared and paid their tax liabilities, that one can
build up the basis of comparison. It can do no more
than act as a pointer.

What should we do about it? The first thing is that we
cannot simply ask the Commission to be more efficient
in collecting Community revenue. The regulations
bind them to accept what the Member States collect.
The Council seems determined to prevent effective
control by the Commission over Community revenue.
They have even refused for six years to pass regula-
tions which would require Member States to pass on
regular information on frauds and irregularities relat-
ing to the Community’s own resources.

The answer lies more fundamentally in the system’
itself. In this resolution the Commission is asked to
examine the possibility of devising a fairer system.
They will need to face the reality that Community
VAT is simply a set of statistics on which to base
national contributions. Community VAT is not identi-
fied 1o the taxpayer. He thinks that he is paying
national taxation. It is the only tax I have ever heard of
which goes up or down, but where the taxpayer pays -
exactly the same sum irrespective of the level at which
the tax is set.

In reality we replaced one system of national contribu-
tions with another. The first was defective in being
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arbitrary and inflexible. Its replacement must now be
seen as inaccurate and unfair. So radical proposals are
required from the Commission at the appropriate time.

I now turn from revenue to expenditure and I start
with the largest element in it — agricultural guarantee
expenditure. The central problem of the common agri-
cultural policy is manifested in the multitude of its
financial mechanisms. The common agricultural policy
lacks coherence as a Community policy.

It should serve the needs of the Community as a
whole. Instead it has become a Christmas tree with
presents on all the branches for different Member
States. They all abuse the system of unanimity to get
something for themselves. As a result, all pay more and
the policy lacks coherence.

If we are to give better value for money 1o the tax-
payer, we must restore coherence by a radical reap-
praisal of the policy. One way of setting this in motion
would be by the Commission inviting a small indepen-
dent group to produce a speedy report, the concept of
three wise men. This idea might be considered. In the
meantime, the Commission has set up working groups
to study separately each of the main sectors of agricul-
wural policy. We ask for early reports from them.

In a series of paragraphs in the resolution, we identify
breaches of the principle of annuality. This is not sim-
ply a point of philosophy, it is essential w0 proper
budgetary control to incur and attribute expenditure
on an annual basis according to consistent principles.
If they are lacking, expenditure is moved backwards or
forwards at the end of a year. As a result it becomes
impossible to compare like with like and make a pro-
per financial assessment.

One of the most glaring examples is the failure to
write down the value of agricultural stocks consis-
tently. This has an even more important effect. It
increases Community expenditure in the long run
because it is more difficult to sell off our stocks when
opportunities arise. If we wrote down the values of
commodities coming into stock to their true market
values in the first year and reflected any further falls in
value in subsequent years, there would be far less
expenditure attributed when these stocks are sold.
That would make the Community’s sales policy more
flexible and better able to meet market opportunities.

At the end of each financial year, the Member States
are required to submit their EAGGF accounts to the
Commission within three months and the Commission
is required to clear the accounts by the end of that fol-
lowing year. These are the requirements of Com-
munity law. However, Member States are actually
months late in submitting their accounts and the Com-
mission takes years to clear them. Five years is not
untypical.

1979 is the last year for which clearance has taken
place. Until the time of clearance, billions of ECU of

Community money are vouched for only by the
requests made by the Member States themselves and
their own accounts. When clearance takes place, large
sums are often repayable to the Community. It is
totally unacceptable that we should have to wait five
years to have accurate and final figures for the major-
ity of the budget. It makes a nonsense of discharge
that most of the expenditure is — for all practical pur-
poses — excluded from it.

In November 1982, the European Court of Auditors
published a report showing how matters might be put
right, essentially by moving from a consecutive system
of clearance to a concurrent one. In other words the
Commission would have to start checking during the
year in question and simply tie up the accounts during
the succeeding year. This would enable mistakes to be
remedied quickly before they grow to astronomic
figures. I do not doubt that annual average savings of
over 100 m ECU could be achieved by such a change,
simply by putting matters right more quickly and more
efficiently.

The Commission services do not like this radical
approach but it must be forced upon them. There have
been promises in the past from the Commission to get
clearance up to date. They have always failed — partly
because the Member States treat the mauter as non-
urgent and partly because the Commission has got so
far behind that the work is twice as difficult as it
would otherwise be.

1 have satisfied myself that the scheme put forward by
the Court of Auditors is a sound one. I have developed
it and the Committee on Budgetary Control has heard
and rejected the Commission arguments to the con-
trary. I hope that Parliament will be equally resolute so
that after years of complaint we shall put in place a far
better system.

I mentioned a few moments ago some of the problems
caused by failing to write down promptly the value of
agricultural stocks. There is a similar but different
problem relating to food aid. Around 40% of our food
aid budget is spent on milk products. Parliament has
said on several occasions that these products are far
less cost-effective as food aid than grain or certain
other commodities. But the heart of the problem lies
not in food aid policy but in the interplay between two
aspects of our Community budget. We charge the
food aid budget with world market prices for milk
products. Yet we have no hope of selling larger quant-
ities on the world market so our mountains of milk
powder will simply remain in storage costing us
money. The marginal value is very small and may even
be negative, so why charge these inflated values to the
food aid budget? All it does is to reduce the amount of
food aid the Community can send and leave us with
the stocks still in storage.

If we sent more food aid for the same amount of
money, in the first year we would have to find some
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extra sums on the agricultural budget. But in the
second year, reduced storage charges would counter-
balance this item and from the third year onwards
there is no reason why we should not achieve both
more food aid delivered and lower agricultural spend-
ing. This is a prime example of how a budgetary
mechanism has distorted an important policy.

In my main report there is one glaring omission and
that is development policy. Some readers of the report
may well wonder whether this is a reflection of a low
priority attached to that subject. They would be com-
pletely mistaken, and if they look further amongst
their documents they will find that there is a separate
discharge decision given in respect of the European
Development Fund. This year, sadly, all that you have
at this stage is an interim report asking that there be a
postponement of that decision. The reason for that is
that we have not yet received the Council recommen-
dation for the grant of discharge relating 1o the
development funds. When we receive it, we will be, of
course, submitting to Parliament the appropriate deci-
sion and resolution on that subject. It is a very impor-
tant one to which this Parliament is attaching increas-
ing importance.

Another major section of the resolution deals with
investing in the future of Europe. Here we are talking
about accepting the technological challenge of the
Americans and the Japanese. It is an area where Com-
munity action to share the massive costs of research
and development is highly cost-effective but imple-
mentation of Community policy has so far been disap-
pointing. The main reason is the Council’s long drawn
out decision-making procedures in which advisory
committees, groups of experts and working groups
within the Council all participate. It is an area in which
speed of decision-taking is essential. So we call upon
the Council to review and streamline its decision-mak-
ing procedures relating to research and technological
cooperation.

This year the role of the Council is highlighted in a
number of ways. So the Council is being asked to res-
pond, like the Commission, with an interim and final
report on the implementation of this resolution. It is
the first time that Parliament has made such a request.
It reflects our desire that the Council should join with
us in improving the Community’s financial machinery.
We respect the institutional competences in all our
requests to the Council and so we expect implementa-
tion from them as we do from the Commission.

Mr President, this resolution illustrates the determina-
tion of this Parliament to play a constructive part in
the development of the Community — to be a force
for Community cohesion and coherence. If Europe is
to achieve the great goals it has set itself, it must have
the means to do so. This resolution seeks to improve
these means across the whole budget and all our

spending policies. I hope that the House will approve
it.

(Applause)

Mr Schén (PPE), rapporteur. — (DE) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen. My report on behalf of the
Commiuee on Budgetary Control is concerned with
the so-called decentralized bodies, autonomous
organizations and so-called satellite bodies of the
European Community. All these are institutions
funded out of the European Community’s budget,
some of them receiving 100%, others up to 80% of
their money from this source.

I should like to start by taking each of these institu-
tions in turn, taking it as read that the Committee on
Budgetary Control has for years kept a careful eye on
these institutions, for it is the European taxpayer’s
money which is being spent here.

The criteria in our examination are the same as those
we apply to the Commission, for our aim is to check
that the money spent is being spent effectively, to
prevent waste and to ensure that the objectives set for
these institutions are fulfilled as effectively as possible.

And so we have for years considered it important that
internal control within these institutions should work
properly. I am happy to be able to say that some of
these institutions have acted on criticisms expressed by
the Committee on Budgetary Control, for example the
Centre for the Development of Vocational Training in
Berlin, a Community body, and the European Foun-
dation for the Improvement of Living and Working
Conditions. Excellent work was done here by one of
our predecessors in the Committee on Budgetary Con-
trol, Mr Kellett-Bowman, who is no longer a Member
of the House, and the results are most satisfactory.

The same is also true of the Euratom Supply Agency
where we were happy to find that the European Court
of Auditors had no objections to make. As regards the
European Computer Centre, a very important instru-
ment for the Commission, the Committee on Budget-
ary Control considers that the time is ripe for a further
effectiveness study. An extremely important body is
the Joint Research Centre. Although a number of
improvements have already been made — the Com-
mission must be credited with having acted on the cri-
ticisms it received — we must also remember that this
research body is, as Mr Price has just said, a prime
investment for the future of Europe. Only recently a
European Foreign Minister called for a European
technology community. If we need one, and it is
agreed that we do, then we should note that in 1983
150 million ECU was invested and spent in this field,
but that the use made of these funds by no means
yielded the desired results.

The Committee on Budgetary Control thus believes
that the Court of Auditors should compile a new
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special report on the budgetary conduct of research
activities, with particular reference to the Joint
Research Centre.

I come now to the JET project. This too is an
extremely important project. Strictly speaking it is the
biggest single project of the European Atomic Energy
Community and aims to do something for future
energy supply to the Community now that thermo-
nuclear fusion is feasible as a new source of energy. I
would remind the House that over 1000 engineers
and scientists from 12 countries are engaged on this
project. There is no disputing the fact that the esti-
mated cost for this project has been closely adhered to,
and the Court of Auditors has also found that there
are no objections to granting a discharge to this insti-
tution. We shall thus do so without reservation.

Another, somewhat worrying, question is that of the
European Schools. Our European Schools enjoy a
good public image and it is not our intention, in criti-
cizing the administration and budgetary conduct of
these schools, to criticize the schools themselves and
their achievements, but after all they did cost us
38 million ECU in 1983. I would ask you to study
closely the detailed criticism of the Court of Auditors
which I have reproduced in my report. There have
been some strange things going on, and it is not good
enough that the senior inspector of schools, who is
after all responsible for these autonomous institutions,
should have failed over the last few years to take these
criticisms as seriously as he should have done. There
have been irregularities over staff administration,
salaries, the taxes paid by European School teachers
and the rendering of accounts, so that the Committee
on Budgetary Control can grant only a conditional
discharge. In our discussions with representatives of
these schools this fact was accepted. We shall see that
pledges to improve matters are in fact kept. Here too,
then, we may have to call for a special report, and we
fully endorse the criticisms expressed by the Court of
Auditors. For this reason it was necessary to include
the demand on efficiency and effective use of funds in
these schools as a separate point in the Price report.

A few more observations on behalf of my group: as
the group of the European People’s Party (Christian-
Democratic Group) we fully endorse Mr Price’s
report. We shall have to consider the proposed amend-
ments to it this afternoon, as they were late in reaching
us. Despite considerable reservations, and I would
remind you that we refused to grant a discharge to the
Commission in spring, we shall vote in favour of
granting one for 1983. One behalf of my group I
should like to explain why.

Our impression is that the new Commissioner for
financial affairs is extremely cooperative vis-d-vis the
European Parliament. We shall take his promises ser-
iously. But, Commissioner Christophersen, we shall
hold you to your word. We respect the independence
of the Commission just as you respect the indepen-

dence of the European Parliament. Of particular
importance to us were your pledges to review the con-
trol procedures for the Member States’ expenditure.
That is important for the Commission because public
opinion very often castigates the European Com-
munity, viz. the Commission, viz. Brussels, for abuses
which are in reality the fault of Member States.

We therefore urge and encourage you, Mr Commis-
sioner, to review these procedures. Take seriously our
call for a ‘roving patrol’ — we shall support you. We
shall then of course have to discuss in the Committee
on Budgetary Control whether you have the staff you
need to do this, and if not, they should be found, for
millions of taxpayers’ money can be saved here.

My second observation concerns revision of the sys-
tem of advances in the EAGGF — Guarantee Section.
Doubtless the chairman of the Committee on Budget-
ary Control will cover this in greater detail. My third
point deals with speeding up the clearing of accounts
specifically in these areas. If we consider that only half
the total guarantee funds disbursed so far have been
cleared, then Mr Price is right; this is no way to do
things. How are we supposed to check, if we are years
behind and have to settle for figures which we can no
longer verify for ourselves?

My fourth observation: we need a more realistic
budget, particularly in the light of our excess commit-
ments. Any increase in own resources would already
be absorbed and spent, because of this excess. This
must be allowed for in the Commission’s financial
planning and we must also, again I agree with Mr
Price, move via a three-year plan to medium-term
financial planning covering a greater number of years.
We can assure you of our group’s fullest support if
you make use of your right of initiative and your com-
petence as the Commission, particularly vis-d-vis the
Council of Ministers which has hitherto been the true
culprit as regards holding back the Community.

My final remark: a number of committees have criti-
cized some of the explanations given: I am thinking of
the problems of social security and equal rights for
women. How have these items been spent or realized?
My group would have appreciated details on this.

(Applause)

President. — As Mr Hirlin does not appear to be
present, I call Mr Aigner, chairman of the Committee
on Budgetary Control, to present the report on behalf
of the committee.

Mr Aigner (PPE), Chairman of the Committee on
Budgetary Control. — (DE) Mr President, I do not
know why the rapporteur has not arrived yet, but as
we are dealing with these four reports in a joint
debate, 1 ought perhaps to step into the breach as
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chairman of the Committee and briefly introduce Mr
Hirlin’s report.

The subject at issue is the granting of a discharge for
the accounts rendered by the European Coal and Steel
Community for 1983. It is doubtless interesting to note
that the ECSC is somewhat better off than the Com-
munity as whole. We have here a balance sheet totall-
ing over 8 400 million ECU, in which disbursed loans
alone amount to 6 600 million ECU. I think these
figures say more about the effectiveness and efficiency
of the ECSC than any words could.

We propose that the discharge be granted although,
and I refer you here to paragraphs 6 and 7ff of the
motion for a resolution, we have made a number of
further requests to the Commission. We wish in parti-
cular for more detailed information on a number of
problems, namely the formation of surpluses, the
liquidity position and above all the position as regards
reserves. A community whose industry is, to put it
mildly, in a somewhat precarious position, should not
at such times have to make provisions which, in view
of the position of its reserves, are not necessary. Mr
President, I shall confine myself to this brief expose
and should be grateful if the Parliament would vote
for Mr Hirlin’s report.

Mr Christophersen, Vice-President of the Commission.
— (DA) Mr President, on behalf of the Commission I
should like to thank the Committee on Budgetary
Control, its rapporteur, Mr Price, and the other rap-
porteurs for the work involved in the preparation of
the discharge resolution for the 1983 financial year.

I was able 1o attend a number of the committee’s
meetings and felt encouraged by the committed
atmosphere that prevailed in the discussions. We did
not agree on everything; it might look somewhat sus-
picious if we were agreed on every detail, but I never-
theless felt able to conclude from our discussions in
the committee and from the report we are primarily
concerned with today that we are in full agreement on
the central issues.

The Commission and Parliament are in complete
agreement over the need we are now experiencing for
a radical improvement in the control of the adminis-
tration of the Community’s funds. We are agreed in
the first place because it is clear that in a number of
areas there has been or still is waste or bad administra-
tion; in the second place because we know that all the
Member States in these times are obliged in their
national context to impose strict financial limits, often
accompanied by increases in taxes, contributions or
duties or by cuts in social services and benefits; and in
the third place because the citizens of the Member
States — whether as taxpayers, recipients of social
benefits or wage-earners — are keenly aware of the
economic problems. In these circumstances the Com-
munity cannot expect its Member States or its citizens

to tolerate inefficiency in the administration of its
resources or losses as a consequence of bad adminis-
tration.

I wanted to emphasize this at the outset, although of
course in certain areas there is not full agreement
between the Commission and the Committee on
Budgetary Control, and perhaps Parliament as a
whole, depending on how the vote goes on the conclu-
sions to be drawn with regard to the individual prob-
lems which have been highlighted. But as in any parlia-
mentary process — and that is what we are involved in
~— I feel nevertheless that a result will finally emerge
from the cooperation and the debates, and also from

the disagreement which exists between us. This result

will improve the entire control function and, more-
over, I can inform you that the Commission is to
decide on a proposal which I have presented concern-
ing a lasting improvement in the whole process of
scrutiny and control of our resources. I have already
said to the Committee on Budgetary Control, and I
will repeat it here: it is my hope that it will be possible
for the Commission to take a final decision on this
proposal at its next meeting.

An important part of the work on the discharge reso-
lution has of course already been done in the context
of the report of the Court of Auditors. The Commis-
sion has also read the report very attentively and per--
haps, as it is the first time I have had the opportunity
to speak to Parliament on these matters, I should stress
the importance I attribute to the work of the Court of
Auditors. But I would warn against overdramatizing
the conclusions of the Court of Auditors; there is a
tendency to do this in some quarters. Overdramatizing
matters may cast doubt upon the legitimacy or capa-
city to function of the Community as a whole. That is
something I would warn you against, because it was
presumably not even in the intentions of the Court of
Auditors. On the contrary we should look seriously at
the specific points of criticism, and the comments of
the Court of Auditors are of course the right basis on
which to proceed in the work on a discharge resolu-
tion.

I should like to take up some of the main problems
raised in the reports, and it is no doubt the most prac-
tical procedure to start with one or two problems on
which the Commission and Parliament definitely disa-
gree. Once we have got them out of the way, I can
pass on to the points — and fortunately they include
almost all of the others — on which there is extensive
agreement,

The first point was touched on very briefly by Mr
Price in his intervention; I shall not therefore dwell on
it at length either. It is in part a semantic and in part an
institutional problem. It is the question how the
requests, proposals and demands which Parliament
might decide to present to the Commission are to be
interpreted.
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I shall not deal at length with the semantic aspect,
although the proposal put forward by the committee
could have prompted a very long linguistic and historic
discourse on my part. As I pointed out in the Com-
mittee on Budgetary Control, the Académie Frangaise,
for example, has for over 300 years, week in week out,
devoted all its deliberations to the interpretation of a
single word. Now we are taking it upon ourselves
here, over a shorter period of time, to interpret three
different words in seven different languages. That in
itself is ambitious. I have some difficulty in under-
standing all the interpretations and will content myself
with addressing the institutional problem linked to the
little semantic exercise which emerges from the report.

The institutional problem of course arises from the
process by which the conclusion is reached, adopting a
linguistically dubious interpretation, that Parliament
can by using certain words instruct the Commission,
and here I am bound to say — this is of course where
we disagree — that the Commission cannot accept
that view. It is in conflict with the Treaty since it
implies that the Commission should function as a
secretariat for the other institutions for, if Parliament
were able to instruct the Commission, I assume that
the Council would also have this prerogative. I do not
know whether that is what the interpretation means
but, if the Council calls on the Commission to do
something, then that must also be an instruction. That
is how I understand it. But the Commission will not be
instructed. The Commission will read and listen atten-
tively to the opinions expressed by the institutions on
its work. The Commission will study carefully the
conclusions reached and the decisions taken following
the discharge debate. The Commission will take those
decisions which it feels are called for. The Commission
will inform Parliament and the Council of these deci-
sions and, if Parliament — I have said it before but I
will repeat it — is dissatisfied with the Commission’s
responses, the appropriate sanctions are provided by
the Treaty. Parliament can express its dissatisfaction,
and it can go a step further and take a vote of no con-
fidence. I am not now challenging Parliament to take
this step, I just refer to it in passing, since we are dis-
cussing the institutional distribution of powers.

The Commission has its own responsibility and more-
over is prepared to shoulder that responsibility. When
we get down to the substance — for we should not
allow ourselves to be divided by an institutional or
semantic argument — of the account Mr Price and the
other rapporteurs have put before us, we see that the
points of disagreement are very minor ones. My only
intention in presenting these comments on matters of
principle was to provide a record from which it will be
possible to see when the time comes that the Commis-
sion has already stated its views on this proposal in
Parliament, should it make its appearance again at
some future date.

On matters of substance, on the other hand, there are
grounds for a meaningful dialogue between the Com-

mission and Parliament on the basis of the two reports
presented. I will therefore address myself to them since
they contain a number of interesting analyses and,
more especially, proposals. To begin with there are a
number of proposals for improvements to the budget
process itself, as far as the control of the utilization of
appropriations and estimates for future appropriation
requirements are concerned. Here the Commission
agrees with what emerges from the various proposals,
and we shall be glad to give both Parliament and the
Council the information they require when the time
comes and at the same time endeavour to devise the
most effective method. I welcome this proposal from
Parliament all the more, if it is adopted, since I am
convinced that the period of budgetary restrictions we
are at present passing through will necessitate the
tightening up of a number of budgetary measures with
regard to both forecasting and control.

Clearly — and it was kind of Mr Schén 1o point this
out in his intervention — this also means that the
Commission should have the working resources to
carry out its task in this respect. That is something to
be borne in mind, namely that, as Mr Schén kindly
pointed out, Parliament would be sympathetic if there
were needs to be met in the economic and staffing
areas — although I am also responsible for ensuring
that the Commission is not overstaffed.

Fourthly, and this is a point which is closely related to
forecasting and control, the motions for resolutions
demand that Parliament be given better information
on the unavoidable burdens which will bear upon
future budgets owing to commitments the Community
has entered into in the past.

That is a view I very much share, a view to which the
Commission attaches considerable importance. This is
not just because the Court of Auditors has identified
the problem, not just because we are forced to ack-
nowledge it. We consider it important because it
emerges particularly clearly from the developments of
recent years — if we analyse them — that there has
not been a reasonably proportional relationship
between the trend in appropriations for commitment
and that in appropriations for payment. It is a question
I shall return to later, but the result is that there is an
accumulation of commitments which do not immedia-
tely feature as a demand for payment in favour of the
Member States but which suddenly reappear at some
future date. I do not know whether it can be compared
with the process which has been observed in another
context. It is like getting ketchup out of a bottle: first
you bang the bottom of the bottle and nothing comes
out, then you hit the bottom of the bottle again and
still nothing comes out. When you bang it a third time,
the whole lot suddenly shoots out. We also get this
‘ketchup effect’ in the accumulation of appropriations
for commitment.

As far as the Commission is concerned, we agree that
there should be more clearly defined rules as to the
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distribution of payments still outstanding in relation to
commitments previously entered into and the number
of years over which they should be spread. Such an
analysis would relate essentially to the Community’s
structural funds and would of course cover the disso-
ciated appropriations. Clearly also, multiannual budg-
eting would necessarily take account of these ele-
ments, but it is equally clear that that is one of the
main reasons why multiannual budgeting is important.
It is all the more important since prospects for the
Community’s own resources in the coming years are
not particularly encouraging. Certainly it is to be
hoped that a clear and binding decision will soon be
taken on an increase in own resources; but that does
not change the fact that the development in our
revenue position will be slow and unsatisfactory, in
view of the continuation of the difficult economic situ-
ation and the simultaneous accumulation in our com-
mitments.

Forecasts of the requirement in payment appropria-
tions must therefore be analysed as closely as possible
in the future. But I should like to return to what I said
before on the relationship between appropriations for
commitment and appropriations for payment. The
existence of unused commitments is not wrong in
itself. It follows from our system of payments that
there will always be a certain number of commitments
which have not yet been used. There will always be a
certain number of commitments arising from our var-
ious policies which will only be released for payment
at a later stage. It is not the commitment system itself
which gives grounds for criticism. What creates the
abnormal situation is the fact that, in order to over-
come a difficult budgetary situation, we have saved on
appropriations for payment and instead have made
political concessions on appropriations for commit-
ment. At first this looked to be an easy way out. It
meant making a political concession in the form of an
expected supplementary appropriation. It is these sup-
plementary appropriation problems with which we are
now confronted and which both the new Parliament
and the new Commission have to face up to. It is these
burdens from the past which are now giving rise to all
the difficulties. We must first get out of this situation
and then prevent it being repeated. It is the Commis-
sion’s intention in the preparation of the budget for
1986 to devise mechanisms by which these problems
can be solved. I do not say that they can be solved
immediately, but we can set the process in motion. We
must start by identifying more clearly the commit-
ments we have, those we should use and the demands
from the past which are now presenting themselves.
Secondly we must devise mechanisms which may per-
haps make it possible to phase out these anomalies
over the next few years.

A second aspect of this whole discussion is that of the
hidden commitments which have arisen as a conse-
quence of the agricultural policy, in accordance with
which the large quantities of food in storage will sud-
denly trigger a demand for payment for the Com-

munity when the time comes to dispose of them. Here
I should like first to stress — it is something that is
very often overlooked in the public debate — that the
Commission has endeavoured to approach the prob-
lem in good time. For example there was an item in
the Commission’s budget proposal for 1985 specifi-
cally to cover expenditure for the reduction of stocks
or to cover the effective loss which was already
incurred when the stocks increased. The Council
removed that item from the draft budget. I therefore
call upon Parliament to give political support to the
Commission for a policy which the previous Commis-
sion had instituted and which it is this Commission’s
wish to pursue: to identify what commitments we have
and to provide the financial means of phasing them
out. That too will be easier within the framework of
multiannual budgeting, because we are dealing here
with a problem of such magnitude that it can only be
phased out over a number of years.

We can argue about ways of presenting information
on the commitments we have. It has been suggested
that we could present it in the revenue and expendi-
ture account which is published on 31 May each year.
I'am not certain that that is the right place. I think
instead that we might consider presenting it in con-
junction with the budget documents, but that does not
alter the fact that the Commission itself also wants this
information to be brought to the attention of the
budgetary authorities and published — indeed it is in
its own interest. My idea was therefore to do it in con-
junction with the budget documents, mainly because
the information in question is not the kind which can
be presented in the form of precise accounts but must
be seen in terms of an evaluation of its current relev-
ance. At all events it is clear that it must form part of
the long-term examination of budgeting trends we so
urgently need.

Fifthly, if I can return to the reports we are discussing,
a more delicate problem arises which has to do with
the entire budget procedure. It is the question of the
value of the so-called Joint Declaration of 30 June
1982. The declaration in which Parliament, the Coun-
cil and the Commission jointly determined a better
procedure for the completion of the budgetary pro-
cess. I can understand that there may be wishes for the
alteration or improvement of that procedure in all
three institutions. On the other hand, speaking for the
Commission, I would warn against abandoning that
agreement which we achieved in spite of everything. It
is constructive to discuss ways of improving the sys-
tem, but to abandon it would lead us into an institu-
tional conflict at a time when the Community is begin-
ning to function and a number of decisions of subst-
ance are being taken. The Commission feels that it is
important that we do not dissipate the momentum
which the Community is about to regain through the
decisions on enlargement, on the integrated Mediter-
ranean programmes, on the solution of the 1985
budget problem and on the strengthening of technol-
ogical and scientific development by getting bogged
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down again in institutional conflicts. Speaking for the
Commission, therefore, I readily concede that there
may be problems in connection with the Joint Declara-
tion, but I would warn against abandoning it.

The motion for a resolution calls for dissociated
appropriations to be given a greater role than they
have played in the past. I can be brief on that: it is a
view the Commission shares with the Committee on
Budgetary Control. We want to examine each of the
non-dissociated appropriations in order to see to what
extent we can meet that wish. We shall stay within the
terms of the Financial Regulation, but we can go along
with the wish which has been expressed, and moreover
we have already taken a step in that direction in the
context of food aid. I just want to stress one point: the
fact that we are discussing the question of more disso-
ciated appropriations also increases the need for mul-
tiannual budgeting. I have nothing against that, for it
gives us scope for longer-term planning. I merely men-
tion this consequence which will flow from the wish
expressed.

Mr President, there is in the motion for a resolution a
long series of proposals, important demands and
suggestions concerning the common agricultural
policy and the clearance of accounts for the EAGGF
Guarantee Section. I would stress that the Commission
is in agreement with most of the points in the motion.
With regard to the efforts to achieve better coherence
in the common agricultural policy, Mr Price has
already mentioned the initiative taken by the Commis-
sion to set up six working groups to assess various
aspects of the policy, and the main aim here was pre-
cisely that of developing a common agricultural policy
with built-in forward planning.

Clearly if the common agriculwral policy in the years
to come is exclusively given over to quota arrange-
ments and measures to limit price increases — and
perhaps also efforts to reduce price levels — it may
easily give rise to frustrations among the Community’s
millions of farmers. It is important therefore to find a
positive element in the common agricultural policy,
which will ensure that each farmer still has something
to work for in his life. 1 think that the six working
groups can make a worthwhile contribution, and of
course the Commission expects that Parliament will
also make its contribution through a debate on the
future of the agricultural policy. I think that is better
than a panel of wise men — I have said so before to
Mr Price and the Committee on Budgetary Control.
Over the years I have seen so many wise men invited
to study Community affairs that I have begun to doubt
whether they are really all that wise. We could turn it
round and say: do we not already have the wise men?
Do we not have a Parliament which by definition,
together with the other institutions, has found the phi-
losopher’s stone?

With regard to the two other key points in the motion
for a resolution, namely the conducting of cost-benefit

analyses in a number of sensitive sectors and the need
to account for expected losses in value of intervention
stocks, I have already touched upon this area. I will
return to it again in the committee, when I report on
what we intend to do to strengthen the means for con-
rolling and monitoring the use of Community
resources.

Now we come to the question of the clearance of
accounts for the EAGGF Guarantee Section. The
Commission sees no problem in following up this pro-
posal almost in its entiretly. We should like to institute
a timetable for the clearance of the accounts for
1980-84 so that we can quickly get into a normal
rhythm for this procedure. I also agree that, if we we
note that during the year expenditure has been
defrayed without sufficient basis, the Commission will
seek to act immediately — this is a question to which
Mr Price gave great prominence — SO as to prevent
unnecessary difficulties arising subsequently in the
actual clearance of accounts. We are quite willing to
make a special effort in this area. It is deplorable that,
after 25 years with a common agricultural policy, we
still have problems of a purely administrative nature.

On the other hand I should like to make one comment
on the time limits for the settlement of accounts, and
here there is perhaps a difference between the Com-
mission and Parliament. It is the demand that the
accounts should be cleared at the latest 12 months
after the end of the financial year in question. That is
fine as far as I am concerned; I might even say that
that is the intention, but in my estimation it is not real-
istic at the present time, and that is because it is unfor-
tunately not the Commission alone which is responsi-
ble for the clearance of accounts. In many areas we are
entirely dependent on the procedures of the national
administrations: they have their own deadlines, and
they are perhaps more exacting with regard to time
than we are in the Community. This problem means
that delays accumulate, and we have to wait for the
national administrations to supply the necessary infor-
mation, for neither the Commission nor Parliament
like to conclude accounts on a basis so unsatisfactory
that the final accounts have to be accompanied by a
whole series of reservations or provisos. This is not
proper clearance of accounts but provisional clearance.
The Commission is thus willing to make a proposal to
the Committee on Budgetary Control on ways of
improving and shortening the present time limit, but I
have to say today that the demand for 12 months is
not realistic. I cannot therefore give any assurance that
it will work: it will not.

The report refers to certain problems relating to the
structural funds and to research, information and
innovation policy. The Commission can accept most of
these views and is happy with the positive results we
have seen since the 1983 financial year, namely the
review of the regulations governing the activities of
both the Regional Fund and the Social Fund and, I
hope, very soon too the reorganization of the EAGGF
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development section. We can see that these results will
provide scope for a substantial improvement in the
administration of these financial instruments as a
whole. We will gladly speed up the implementation of
the guidelines detailed in the Commission document
of July 1983 on improving the efficiency of the Com-
munity structural funds, which moreover won broad
support in Parliament.

I should like now to deal with a number of proposal
concerning food aid and cooperation with the devel-
oping countries. On food aid, I should like to say first
that this is one of the areas in which criticism — at
times very forceful — from the Court of Auditors is
often given too much general significance. It is a very
delicate area — we all know that — for it is a concrete
human problem we are faced with, which we want to
solve by giving the help needed. It has to be done
quickly; it often has to be done under conditions
which are difficult to gauge in areas in which the
infrastructure has perhaps more or less broken down,

in which there is no real local administration on any .

scale, and this combination of factors of course often
results in mistakes and failure to use resources effec-
tively.

Even so I do not think that we should generalize on
the basis of these experiences, for we can ask ourselves
whether it is at all possible under the conditions in
which food aid has to be given always to provide the
administration which we are able to see, after the
event, would have been most effective. The lack of
knowledge and information on the possibilities present
at the precise moment at which we have to take the
decisions and distribute the aid is bound to result in
mistakes in many cases. We should not therefore
generalize from this criticism; we should instead try to
improve our system wherever we can. There are a
number of possibilities, and for that reason the Com-
mission will examine carefully any suggestions from
Parliament.

I can also say that for some considerable time aiready
we have been studying the advantages and disadvan-
tages of the proposal to use our stocks of farm prod-
uce for food aid. It is a proposal which is often raised
in the public debate, but I think there is reason to
stress, since it has been raised in the discussions here,
that it will be costly for the Community to have such
stocks in any circumstances, regardless of whether
they are used for food aid or not. A genuine policy of
food aid cannot be based exclusively on the existence
of such stocks, for they do not in many cases meet the
real needs for support around the world. Finally it is
also clear that the European farmers cannot them-
selves, as an isolated group, be expected to part-
finance the Community’s food aid. I merely mention
these three points, because they form a necessary ele-
ment in the debate.

With regard to support for the developing countries,
realize that the comments in the motion for a resolu-

tion are correct. The Commission is faced with a num-
ber of structural problems in this area which we must
try to overcome. They are not straightforward ones,
but I agree with the comments.

Finally I should like to say a few words on the ques-
tion of discharge for the ECSC accounts for 1983. The
rapporteur, Mr Hirlin, was not present, but Mr Aig-
ner stood in for him. It was proposed that discharge
should be granted. I welcome that, but the proposal
contains a number of comments and requests to the
Commission. To begin with, in point 5 of the motion
for a resolution there is a demand that the Committee
on Budgetary Control be supplied both with informa-
tion on loans which are covered by the banks’ rule of
confidentiality and with the names of the officials who
dealt with the business in question. I cannot meet that
request. I do not think that it will make for sound
administration in these matters if the private banking
system is obliged to provide information on its affairs
in areas in which it is subject to the rule of confiden-
tiality vis-d-vis customers and consumers. I also do not
think it reasonable to supply the names of the officials
who handle the business. The Commission, which car-
ries the political responsibility, must also be answera-
ble for mistakes. The responsibility cannot rest on peo-
ple performing a task in an administrative capacity. If
the Commission learns that the officials in question
have made errors, it must take the necessary action in
respect of those persons.

The second comment concerns various other points in
the resolution, in the first instance the request for
information on a long list of technical matters regard-
ing control, which are normally examined by the
Court of Auditors. I think that these requests should
be looked at more closely. To the extent that it falls
within Parliament’s brief, clearly Parliament should
have the information, and I will certainly come back
and discuss the matter with the Committee on Budget-
ary Control if this wish is upheld.

As I stated at the beginning of my speech, Mr Presi-
dent, the Commission will take steps to act on the
points set out in the motion for a resolution. We shall
report on the matter first in the form of a preliminary
report in Septembgr 1985 and then in the report which
accompanies the revenue and expenditure account for
the financial year 1985. Clearly we shall do all we can
to accommodate the wishes Parliament puts forward
on the initiative of the Committee on Budgetary Con-
trol. We shall also not forget the wishes contained in
the Council’s detailed proposals, and the same applies
to the wishes of the Court of Auditors. Equally clearly,
the many proposals and requests put to us will strain
our working resources, not just for one year but for
several.

The Commission therefore hopes that, in cooperation
with Parliament and the other institutions, it will be
able to solve the problems which we are now taking up
so much time to discuss and which in the vast majority
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of cases are real problems. I should like to express my
appreciation for the interest taken and efforts made by
both Parliament and the other institutions. Clearly, as
I said at the beginning, the Commission is perhaps not
able to agree with all the conclusions reached, but that
does not alter the fact that we have a common ambi-
tion which we wish to bring to fruition.

(Applause)

IN THE CHAIR: MR M@LLER
Vice-President

President. — I should like to thank Commissioner
Christophersen for his very profound, conscientious
and detailed answers to the comments made so far.

I should also like to thank Mr Marcel Mart, President
of the Court of Auditors, who is following the debate
from the gallery. :

(Applause)

Mr Wettig (S). — (DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen. Mr Price’s report on the discharge for the
1983 budgetary year contains no spectacular criticisms
by the Committee on Budgetary Control of the Euro-
pean Community’s spending policy. Nor does the
Committee propose, as it did last year, that the Com-
mission be refused a discharge for this budget,
although there were also a great number of points in
the 1983 budget year to which we had objected in ear-
lier years and which could have prompted us to refuse
the Commission a discharge for 1983 also.

The Committee deliberately refrained from doing this
and thus accepted the proposals of the rapporteur,
who wished to compile a kind of interim account,
summarizing the experience of the various discharge
years since 1979 and submitting this to Parliament in
the form of a wide-ranging report, from which con-
clusions for the future could be drawn. The proposals
put forward today by the rapporteur on behalf of the
Committee on Budgetary Control are a major contri-
bution to improving the discharge procedure. This is
one of the achievements of latter years. If they are
accepted here they will also help in future to streng-
then the European Parliament, and for this reason
they are fully endorsed by the Socialist Group.

We should have liked to see some passages formulated
more precisely, but this readiness on our part to say
things rather more clearly will not cause us to vote
against this report, should our- amendments be
rejected. We shall continue to support it. Not only in
committee, but also here today in the plenary sitting
we have noted with pleasure that the new Commis-

sioner for budgetary affairs has emphasized the Com-
mission’s readiness to open up an intensive dialogue
with the European Parliament. What he said in com-
mittee and here 100 at the plenary sitting goes beyond
a formal pledge. He has touched on a large number of
points which, if adopted in the Commission’s budget-
ary policy, could mean great progress in the future. I
think this is essential, for the constant criticisms lev-
elled at the Commission’s spending policy harm not
only the Commission but the Community as a whole,
and we must thus all work together towards finding a
solution at least in the next few years.

Let me first of all deal with two criticisms which the
Commissioner has rejected. I think the Commission
would be well advised to listen to the rapporteur when
he proposes greater precision, when Parliament says
‘calls on’, ‘recommends’, etc. I do not think it would
be right for Parliament always to have to fall back on
its two instruments of sanction against the Commis-
sion, i.e. the vote of no confidence and the refusal to
grant a discharge. These are crude weapons which can
be used only rarely and which are not usually ade-
quate to express criticism of the Commission’s budget-
ary actions. And I do not think that Parliament’s com-
petence as part of the budget authority and its full
competence as regards the discharge can be properly
appreciated if its only recourse in this area is to use its
two sanctions.

The second point concerns the confidentiality of
documents. I believe that as part of a parliament’s full
responsibility for supervisory control it must have
access under a special procedure, which we lack at
present — a weakness in our Rules of Procedure — to
documents which are confidential, or at least to docu-
ments on which Commission decisions have been
based. No one in the Committee on Budgetary Con-
trol proposes to plough through mountains of paper,
but important documents used as a basis for significant
Commission decisions must also be available to the
Control Committee, and they must also be available
for the reason that such documents have been taken
account of in the Court of Auditors’ decision and
report. If this House wishes to do justice to the Court
of Auditors’ comments it must also, where necessary,
be able to refer to confidential Commission docu-
ments.

Permit me now to make a few comments on a number
of points which the Socialist Group endorses particu-
larly warmly. Firstly, there is the question of how to
introduce greater transparency into the Commission’s
budget activities, starting with the balance sheet of the
Communities’ assets and liabilities. The Commissioner
has said a lot of sensible things on this, and we
endorse his efforts to create greater transparency here.
He also supports the Budgetary Control Committee’s
proposal for three-year financial forecasts and has
taken a positive attitude towards the problems which
have arisen in recent years over the uses of the Euro-
pean Community’s budget and have caused us concern
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particularly in connection with the budgetary control
procedure.

I will also consider the very serious questions raised by
the rapporteur in his report concerning the European
Community’s income and own resources. I believe this
is a most important point to which we and the Com-
mission should give joint consideration in the next few
years. It is, I think, no longer acceptable that we
should have a system of own resources but that these
own resources are raised by Member States in a widely
varying fashion and that the varying administrative
practices of Member States are making the problems
in this area ever more acute.

Our problem child in recent years has always been the
common agricultural policy, especially expenditure
under the EAGGF Guarantee Section. The rappor-
teur’s report makes once again a whole range of old
criticisms. We look for results from this year’s pro-
posed review of the common agricultural policy which
will then have practical consequences for the Euro-
pean Community’s spending policy. In particular we
hope that the cost-benefit analyses we keep hearing
about in this report will lead to changes in the CAP
especially in those beleaguered areas where we have
increasingly been forced to wonder in recent years
whether our conduct of the common agricultural
policy was making any sense.

This area also includes the point which the Commis-
sioner covered very positively, the question of value
losses which has caused us many problems over the
last few years. We must now find a solution which
meets the requirements of budgetary transparency.
The present system, under which the Commission has
considerable freedom to manipulate these losses and
include them in the budget or not, is no longer accept-
able.

May I also raise a few points on the subject of food
aid. I think we need to pay greater attention to this
subject in the immediate future, especially in view of
the public expectations of food aid from the European
Community. The rapporteur’s actual report contains
only a small number of points. If we take the working
document, the opinion of the committee responsible,
we find regrettably that of the 24 paragraphs adopted
no less than half begin with the words ‘regrets’, “criti-
cizes’, ‘is concerned at’. These are all the central
points of the committee’s opinion, in which it disa-
grees with the way in which the European Community
administers and gives its food aid. Action is really
required here, and we shall concern ourselves with it
in the course of this year when the Commission sub-
mits its reports on the implementation of this resolu-
tion. I can say this quite emphatically on behalf of my
group: in the conflict with the Council which will cer-
tainly ensue the Commission will have our full sup-
port, for it is also clear that although we criticize and
revile the Commission, the real fault lies with the
Council and the Member States. The Commission can

be confident of having the full support of the Euro-
pean Parliament in this matter. We hope for positive
cooperation in the years to come.

Mr Aigner (PPE). — (DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen. The members and associates of your Com-
mittee have worked hard in close cooperation with
many of Parliament’s committees over a period of
months. In my capacity as Chairman of the Committee
on Budgetary Control I should like to say a word of
thanks to all those involved and especially to Mr Price,
who has produced a remarkable report.

I do not think that all our colleagues have an oppor-
tunity of following the work of the Budgetary Control
Committee actively, so I will describe it briefly. In
close cooperation with the European Court of Audi-
tors, the Commission and particularly its internal audit
departments together with individual Commissioners
and officials, necessary corrections to the work of the
European Community are often made — unbeknown
to the public — and these are often preceded by
months of discussion and argument.

In this context I should like to express special thanks
to the members and officials of the European Court of
Auditors. I am glad to see its President here with us
today. The Court of Auditors and parliamentary con-
trol are to some extent fingers on the same hand. The
European Parliament relies on the control mechanisms
of the Court of Auditors and the Court relies on Par-
liament’s potential weapon of political sanction. But
precisely because each party acknowledges the
independence and areas of competence of the other
this particularly happy working atmosphere has grown
up between us and is evident in our relations. Mr
Vice-President, you spoke of the Court of Audi-
tor’stendency to dramatize. I agree that when isolated
examples are picked out and an issue is subjected to
public scrutiny using those isolated examples, that
could lead to a kind of dramatization. But on the
other hand the Court of Auditors is able only to take
samples, and isolated examples are then indicative of
the fact that something is wrong. That is then not dra-
matization but, I hope, a tangible illustration which
enables us to secure the blessing of public opinion.

This year’s discharge discussions naturally took place
against the background of last year’s refusal. Ongoing
responsibility is not denied by any of the parties con-
cerned. The proposal for a discharge, now before you,
does not mean, however — and we are all agreed on
that — that we think the old Commission’s policy in
1983 was any better than it was in 1982. Many, indeed
most of the European Court of Auditor’s criticisms are
acted upon, and appropriate requirements are introd-
uced. The decision to grant a discharge does not mean
that indicated shortcomings no longer exist, but that
they can only be evaluated in connection with the
recommendations and requirements expressed.
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It would be wrong for anyone in the institutions to
conclude that the granting of a discharge removes all
objections — on the contrary, it imposes a pressing
obligation actually to fulfil the instructions and direc-
tives contained in the resolution.

In this report the Committee has made clear distinc-
tions — the Vice-President has gone into them —
between recommendations, suggestions or instructions
and demands to the various institutions.

Mr Vice-President, you spoke of the semantic prob-
lems entailed over the various words. I think the dis-
cussion has made clear to all those involved what is
meant by Parliament’s demands to the Commission or
the other institutions. But the proposal for a discharge
is based particularly, and I can say this most emphati-
cally, on the attitude of the new Commission which
has shown that it fully recognizes the European Par-
liament’s claim under the law concerning the discharge
and is prepared to take follow-up measures as a result.
What we have heard today was somewhat more cau-
tious. I should thus like to say a few words on the legal
position surrounding the power to grant the final dis-
charge.

The decision to grant a discharge can only be under-
stood as a legislative act whose directives have binding
legal effect. If Parliament has the right to dismiss the
Commission, then this greater right encompasses the
lesser right to impose requirements where it possesses
legislative powers — and the decision to grant a dis-
charge is a legislative act — and this lesser right must
be acknowledged as part of the greater right.

I am also convinced that the European Court of Jus-
tice would uphold our interpretation in any conten-
tious lawsuit, provided of course, and I say this most
clearly, that the decision to grant a discharge and its
requirements did not go beyond the limits of the Euro-
pean Parliament’s legal position.

I would remind you, Mr Vice-President, that the
report’s first version contained a proposal and demand
on own resources policy. We explained that this would
be exceeding Parliament’s legal position, and after
detailed discussion we voted by a large majority and
with the approval of the rapporteur to drop this
demand. So we are well aware of the legal limitations
surrounding the decision to grant a discharge. But we
shall not cease to regard the demands as pressing ones.

Permit me a further comment on the subject. I myself
am convinced that this Parliament will, together with
the Council, obtain legislative powers. It would thus
be a good thing if the Commission and the individual
institutions would slowly get used to fulfilling the
majority wishes of Parliament. You rightly pointed
out, Mr Vice-President, that to ensure the upholding
of the lawful position the EEC Treaty granted the
European Parliament an appropriate instrument in the
form of the power to refuse a discharge and the conse-

quent vote of no confidence, which it is compelled to
use in cases of urgent need.

This also means a voluntary commitment by the Euro-
pean Parliament for the next few years. Let me say it
again: if this resolution and the decision are adopted,
this constitutes a voluntary commitment by Parliament
to follow up the requirements consistently in the next
few years. Your Committee will take great care to see
that this is in fact done.

I believe that these comments of mine on the legal pos-
ition were necessary following the Vice-President’s
statement, as I think not all of us are as yet familiar
with the significance of the vote to grant a discharge.

Unfortunately there is not enough time to repeat even
the most important of the demands made of the Com-
mission. But I would ask you to pursue the following
concerns with particular energy and enthusiasm. The
system of advances, primarily in the agricultural mar-
ket sector, together with its controls up to and includ-
ing a faster rendering of accounts, needs to be
throughly reviewed. I believe there are many ways of
disciplining the Member States. Appropriate instru-
ments must be created. If the Member States are
obliged to reckon with financial disadvantages, even
the poorest administration will often operate rather
better and faster than it would if the threat of sanc-
tions were not present.

We cannot concern ourselves here with financial
reports which are often submitted for our appraisal
when they are already five years old. We know that it
is then no longer possible to safeguard the Com-
munity’s interests as regards its income and claims.

In future budget negotiations in the Council and Par-
liament, commitments entered into which are not cov-
ered by appropriations for payment carried forward —
we have heard of this today from a number of speak-
ers — should be updated. I am always fascinated to see
that our colleagues in the national parliaments have
absolutely no idea of the huge commitments which
face us.

We shall probably, Mr Vice-President, see the exam-
ple of the ketchup bottle becoming reality next year. I
am convinced that Parliament and its Committee on
Budgets will very soon realize that even if the Com-
munity’s share of value-added tax is raised to 1.4% we
shall again find ourselves scraping the barrel next year.
We cannot discuss and impose a new income policy
with the Member States every year. This would also
go beyond the limits of what the national parliaments
can do.

The ongoing conflict between Parliaments’s budgetary
powers and the legislative powers of the Council over
initiatives for new policies in which Parliament has the
last word must not, and this is an inescapable appeal to
the Commission, lead to the blockading of Parlia-
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ment’s budgetary powers and powers of initiative. Mr
Vice-President, I call on the Commission urgently to
give a lead here soon. If the Council blocks our budg-
etary powers we must, on the basis of the draft budget
which is so to speak a budgetary law, try to push
through these new policies.

With a view to stricter supervision of own resources by
the Commission we submitted draft legislation to the
Council in 1979, 1982 and 1983 without the slightest
reaction. I believe your Committee ought soon to hold
a hearing so that the Council is forced under threat of
public sanction to do what is necessary.

May I in conclusion thank the Commissioner most
warmly. He has followed our discussions in committee
for days with sensitivity, insight and great willingness,
and has provided us with answers. I greatly appreciate
this new style on the part of the Commission. But
there is one thing, Mr Vice-President, which you must
on no account sweep under the carpet. We insist that
in cases where your own financial controller has
refused to give his approval, you should make the rel-
evant documents available to us.

You told me face to face that we should get these pap-
ers from the Court of Auditors. Of course we could do
this, but I must tell you that it is a prime right of par-
liamentary controls wis-d-vis the institutions to see the
necessary papers which led to the refusal of approval,
for it is after all Parliament which has to make the
decision here. I should be sorry if this case led to con-
flict.

Mr Simmonds (ED). — Mr President, I should like to
start like other Members by congratulating the rappor-
teur and thanking him for the vast amount of work
that he put into the preparation of this report. It is
traditional for Members of this Parliament to congra-
tulate rapporteurs, but I think members of the Com-
mittee on Budgetary Control know that this year has
seen an exceptional amount of work go into what I
believe is a very good report.

Mr Price’s explanatory statement, which I commend
to all Members of this House for bedtime reading,
starts with the quotation: ‘No taxation without repre-
sentation’. And it is interesting, Mr President, to note
that the Members of this Parliament who normally
make the most noise about abuse of Community’s or
taxpayers’ money are not here this morning when we
are discussing the accounts of the European Commu-
nities.

(Applause)

It is also interesting to note that those people who
moan that this Parliament has no power are missing on
the very day when one of Parliament’s major powers is
being exercised and its muscles are being flexed. There
can be no clearer evidence, Mr President, of the dif-
ference between those who merely talk in this place

for the benefit of their national newspapers and those
who work to promote the good of the people of
Europe and of its institutions — the job that they are
actually paid to do.

Mr President, the rapporteur has made the most of the
discharge process this year. Some Members of this
House regard the discharge procedure as being only
of retrospective and historical interest. But Mr Price
has introduced genuinely constructive criticism and
recommendations for resolving the shortcomings of
Community expenditure and hence of Community
policy. For example, for how many hours has the
Commiutee on Agriculture, Fisheries and Food and the
Committee on Development and Cooperation com-
plained about the cost of surpluses and how difficult it
is to get food to the hungry nations? Mr Price has
spelt out very clearly the sensible bookkeeping exercise
to make more aid available quicker at little or no
extra real cost. In the coming year, we in my group —
and I hope the Committe on Budgetary Control as a
whole — will monitor very closely the implementation
of this recommendation and also those relating to the
understaffing of the food aid section in the Commis-
sion. The bureaucratic procedure between the
development and the agricultural directorates of the
Commisson is far oo cumbersome for implementing
food aid decisions when they are most needed. It is all
very well for the Commissioner to say that actually
food aid is not what the hungry nations really need. It
was six months ago and that is when we should have
been acting rather faster. I accept that there is a need
now for more diversified aid.

But, Mr President, this is just one of many policy areas
which must be regularly reviewed by the committee,
and the reports which Mr Price has produced must be
very much part of an ongoing exercise by the Com-
mittee on Budgetary Control to make sure that the cri-
ticisms we have identified are actually heeded.

Mr Christophersen, I was particularly disappointed
with your argument about semantics and the difficul-
ties of interpretation into the seven languages of the
Community. Nothing, but nothing, could be clearer -
than the definition in paragraph 1 of the resolution
which states that when Parliament calls upon the
Commission to do something in the discharge decision
that institution is required to take action and to take
the action called for, failing which, a motion of no
confidence in, and to dismiss the Commission would
follow. Last year, Parliament wasted its power of
refusal of discharge by failing to have the proper
grounds to dismiss the Commission in a subsequent
resolution. I give notice that when my name is on the
list of those refusing discharge, it will also be on a
motion to dismiss the Commission. But having said
those harsh words, Mr Commissioner, may I say that
my group are very impressed by your enthusiasm and
your direction in the first months of your new job and
we intend to support you in that role and to urge you
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to even greater things in reducing bureaucracy and
increasing efficiency.

Mr President, this report is a major step forward in the
constructive work of Parliament and that is why my
group will support it.

Mrs Boserup (COM). — (DA) Mr President, I
should like to point out that I am not speaking on
behalf of the Communist and Allies Group, which
takes very little interest in the budget and discharge
debates and has granted me two minutes to deal with
the matter. I do not therefore have any time for thank
yous or pats on the back. I can only explain why I am
the reason that Mr Price’s report has not been adopted
unanimously. I have a serious objection to Mr Price’s
attempt by means of semantics to enable Parliament to
arrogate to itself power which it does not have. I could
not vote in favour of that.

I am very dissatisfied with the rather vague way in
which it gets round something that was a problem last
year, namely the provision of documents to Parlia-
ment. This is a step backwards which I cannot support.
I am equally dissatisfied with the fact that we have had
to take a step backwards — or the rapporteur pro-
poses that we take a step backwards — in respect of
information on smaller organizations which receive
money from the Commission. For that reason I have
tabled an amendment. With regard to the amendments
in general, I can also say that broadly speaking I sup-
port what has been proposed by the Socialist Group,
which of course will not be a surprise to many people.

Regarding the Communist Group and its votes, I can
only say that those communists who happen to be
present at the time will support Mr Price’s report. But
I cannot be expected to do so. I think that Mr Price in
his eagerness to support the new Commissioner — and
that is very laudable — has gone a little too far. After
all we cannot assume in advance that the new Com-
missioner, on the strength of diligence and fine words,
will also be able to implement our wishes. The Com-
mission is a collective body, and the new Commis-
sioner may, with all the will in the world, still meet
with difficulties. At all events it is not our experience
that such talk of changing the Commission’s working
procedures comes as an easy task for the individual
Commissioner.

Mrs Scrivener (L). — (FR) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I of course join all those who have thanked
the rapporteur for the enormous amount of work that
he has done and should also like to tell the Commis-
sioner how much we appreciate the efforts that he has
just made to make matters as clear as possible when
dealing with a difficult subject.

I shall confine myself to presenting the amendments
which I tabled on behalf of the Liberal and Demo-
cratic Group.

First of all, we have called for the insertion of a para-
graph at the beginning of the motion for a resolution
restating in clear terms exactly what is entailed in the
power of discharge conferred upon Parliament. This
power consists in a political evaluation of the financial
and budgetary management of the Community. In
exercising this power, Parliament, having reviewed the
management of the Community, states its position in a
series of comments on which the Commission is
required to act by reason of its responsibility for carry-
ing out the budgetary and financial activities of the
Community.

It is out of the question for Parliament to allow its role
to be restricted to a purely book-keeping approach o
the financial management of the Community, since
Parliament is a political institution and must conduct
itself accordingly. On the other hand, the discharge
should not be looked upon as an occasion for debating
all aspects of budgetary policy. In other words, the
budget forecast should not be the subject of the dis-
charge: there is a Committee on Budgetary Control to
perform the watchdog role, there is a Committee on
Budgets to attend to matters of budgetary policy. We
are therefore slightly disappointed that the report sub-
mitted to us today has failed to make this distinction
sufficiently clearly and to limit its field of investiga-
tion. It is regrettable that there should be two parlia-
mentary committees which sometimes say different
things.

Our second amendment is concerned with the Joint
Declaration of 30 June 1982, on the subject of which I
am afraid that I cannot entirely agree with the Com-
missioner. At the time, which was of course before you
ook up office, Mr Commissioner, the Liberal and
Democratic Group was opposed to the signature of
such a declaration, which had been described in some
quarters as the miracle solution which would put an
end to the successive budgetary wrangles between the
Council and our institution. We said that this declara-
tion would not result in any improvements but that, on
the contrary, we were going to lose one of our essen-
tial prerogatives, since a budget entry constituted a
sufficient legal basis for implementation of appropria-
tions.

We should have been only too pleased now to admit
that we were wrong. Unfortunately, there is no evi-
dence to suggest that we were, and the susceptibilities
of people in certain quarters will do nothing to change
that. In such a context, we find paragraph 23 of the
motion for a resolution inadequate, since it simply
issues a warning to the Council which will have no
effect whatever on its attitude, of that we may rest
assured.

We therefore hope that the Committee on Budgetary
Control will be charged with the preparation of an
alternative to the machinery designed to prevent the
blocking of appropriations, since this machinery has
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prevented nothing at all. If I am wrong, I should like
to hear of just one example.

Mr President, these are the essentials of the amend-
ments proposed by the Liberal Group. For the remain-
der, we shall of course be supporting Mr Price’s
report, granting a discharge to the Commission in res-
pect of its implementation of the 1983 budget. On the
other hand, as proposed by the Committee on Budget-
ary Control, we shall be calling for adjournment of the
decisions on granting a discharge in respect of the
second third and fourth European Development
Funds.

Mr Cicciomessere (NI). — (IT) Mr President, I think
that Parliament is now evading the fundamental issue.
We cannot in fact disregard the decision to refuse dis-
charge for 1982, just as we cannot belie or disown the
judgements, the requests underlying that decision.

The question, therefore, to which we must now reply
is very precise. In executing the 1983 budget, have the

problems that were raised in connection with 1982°

been solved? If we did not make this check, we should
be placing a question mark not only over the previous
decisions, but also over the very protection of the
powers and prerogatives of Parliament itself. All the
other questions, therefore, seen to me quite irrelevant
in relation to this basic problem.

If we read the report of the Court of Auditors and the
observations contained in Mr Price’s report, in fact,
the answer to this fundamental question can only be
negative.

Because time does not allow me to go further, I will
refer only to a sector on which the attention of the
European Parliament was focused when 1982 came
under examination — that is to say, technical coopera-
tion with the developing countries. I now ask again the
same question: has the situation in 1983 improved in
relation to 1982? Has positive action been taken, have
the problems raised in 1982 been solved? If that is not
the case it is obvious that Parliament cannot contradict
the very decisions of 1982. Well now, if we read the
report of the Court of Auditors regarding the level of
utilization of allocations for this sector, we can see
that, from a 65.3% rate of utilization in 1982, we have
fallen to 62.6% for 1983.

How, ladies and gentlemen, faced with that decision
for 1982, can we now, when the situation has got
worse, grant budgetary discharge? It is not sufficient
to limit our action to the allocation of funds: we have
to check how they are used. Well now, as far as the
programming and coordination of aid are concerned,
and the quality of the results, the reports are disturb-

ing.

I therefore propose, Mr President, that discharge be
refused for 1983, or alternatively that Parliament

investigate certain problems raised in the report of the
Court of Auditors and in Mr Price’s report, postpon-
ing, therefore, the granting of discharge.

IN THE CHAIR: MR LALOR
Vice-President

Mr Ryan (PPE). — Mr President, I wish to speak on
behalf of the Committee on Budgetary Control on the
very important matter of revenue. There are a number
of quite unacceptable disparities in payments by
national treasuries to the European Community of
revenues which are the property of the Community.
Equity demands that financial authorities everywhere
should have common standards of honesty, efficiency
and interpretation and that each Member State should
pay over the revenues due to the EEC on the same
date. Quite clearly, if the authorities in some Member
States fail to meet their obligations, radical changes
will have to be made in the system of collecting taxes.
If needs be, inefficient national authorities will have to
be replaced by Community tax collectors. At the very
least the national administrations will have to be sub-
jected to systematic and rigorous inspection.

Parliament deplores the crass fatlure of the Council of
Ministers to take corrective action on tax collections,
as sought again and again since 1979 by the Commis-
sion, Parliament and the Court of Auditors. It is into-
lerable that necessary reforms can be blocked by the
worst offenders using the veto in the Council so that
they can continue to pay less than their fair share of
revenue because of their own notorious inefficiency
and guile. They will continue to get way with this
financial scandal until the veto is abolished and Parlia-
ment’s powers are increased.

The Committee on Budgetary Control notes with
alarm and anger that while some Member States con-
sistently pay a higher proportion of the EEC’s revenue
from VAT than is called for by their respective levels
of wealth and a higher proportion of customs duty
than is required by their share of total Community
imports, others get away with collecting less VAT than
their level of wealth and consumption would justify
and apparently with under-collecting customs duty.
For instance, whereas domestic consumption in Italy
represents 18.9% of total EEC consumption, Italian
VAT returns are only 13.1% of total VAT payments
by Member States of the EEC. Italy imports 15.7% of
total imports into Europe from outside the Com-
munity, but customs duties remitted by Italy to the
Community are only 9.4% of total EEC customs
duties. By way of comparison, Ireland’s consumption
is only 0.8% of total European consumption, but Ire-
land’s VAT payments to the Community represent
0.9%. Ireland’s imports from countries outside the
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EEC are 0.9% of total EEC imports, but Ireland pays
1.4% of total customs duties received by the Com-
munity. These figures suggest that Ireland is obliged to
carry a VAT burden of 12.5% in excess of its fair
share and a customs duty burden of 55% in excess of
its share, while Italy pays only 66% of its due share of
Community revenue, or 34% less than it ought to be

paying.

Marginal differences in tax collections and payments
might reasonably be expected when 10 different
national administrations are involved, but this scale of
discrepancy and distortion is too large to tolerate any
longer. Parliament must insist upon extensive and
immediate corrective action. It is to be hoped there-
fore that there will be unanimous support for the reso-
lution today:-

The reasons for discrepancies in tax payments, assess-
ments and collections are many. Some governments
are more efficient than others. The black economy
thrives to a greater extent in certain countries than in
others. There are immense national differencies in
legal provisions, law enforcements, penalties and,
indeed, attitudes relating to tax avoidance and evasion.
Unfortunately there are less savoury reasons for varia-
tions, including fraud and other criminal activities
such as drug trafficking. For example, it is known that
in one region VAT revenues are only one-quarter of
what would be appropriate to the local level of con-
sumption, but expenditure in that region is believed 1o
be fed by incomés criminally derived from traffic in
drugs and the repatriation of monies extorted else-
where in protection rackets.

When to inefficiencies in tax collections are added
deliberate delays by certain Member States in making
due payments of revenue to the Community, inequities
grow to scandalous proportions. It is right that Parlia-
ment should supervise Community expenditure, but,
equally important is overseeing the collection of
revenue, particularly when, as now, the Community 1s
short of cash for vital policies.

Mr Schreiber (S). — (DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen. May I say a few words in this morning’s
debate on the discharge concerning the subject of fruit
and vegetables with reference to the EAGGF Guaran-
tee Section.

We have often been concerned in recent weeks and
months with this subject and I expect that we shall
shortly be concerning ourselves with it again when the
reports which have been called for are forthcoming. I
am glad to see that Mr Price has incorporated the
necessary conclusions in his report and I am confident
that Parliament will endorse them today; I shall be
happy if it does.

Fruit and vegetables, accounting for some 7% of total
expenditure in the Guarantee Section, is relatively

small. But it is politically very important to the Com-
munity. We all know that there is great public indigna-
tion over campaigns to destroy foodstuffs. MEPs from
the Federal Republic of Germany in particular are
constantly asked about this abuse, and in view of the
problems of feeding the Third World it may fairly be
described as a scandal. I think it is intolerable that we
in the Community have to spend 1200 million ECU
on intervention for fruit and vegetables when we could
use this money far better as future expenditure by our
Community.

In my view such words are necessary even in a dis-
charge debate, for the budget figures show us that we
can assume the Community to be financially in trou-
ble. The Commission would be well advised not to
play down the undesirable situation in the fruit and
vegetable sector, as one so often has the feeling that it
does.

Again in 1983 large quantities of fruit and vegetables
were produced virtually for intervention alone. Let me
give a few examples: in 1982/83 75% of lemons taken
off the market, 83% of mandarins and no less than
97% of oranges ended up by being destroyed. These
figures prove to my mind that the Commission over-
simplifies when it just lumps the enormous quantities
of products which are not marketed and are — as in
the case of citrus fruits — virtually all destroyed,
together with total fruit and vegetable production,
then concluding that only about 1% of the Com-
munity’s total fruit and vegetable production remains
really unused.

In my view there is room for change and improvement
here. It should start with decisions on prices which are
needed in the fruit and vegetables sector and not only
for cereals, of concern to the northern regions, if clear
signals are to be given for production so that surpluses
do not increase even further in the next few years. The
Commission’s proposals for the coming farm year
seem 10 be a step in the right direction.

But in this connection we should remember another
point which reflects badly on the Community, viz. the
frauds and irregularities which regrettably have
become wide-spread in this sector also. In January our
honourable friend Mr De Pasquale revealed that the
Community, and thus the tax payer, had sustained
great financial losses through fraudulent practices in
the fruit and vegetable sector. And so in future the
numbers of Commission staff carrying out on-the-spot
checks must at all costs be increased so that such irre-
gularities and frauds can be looked for consistently
and with hopes of success.

When we hear from one Member State that 400 000
tonnes of an expected harvest of 900 000 tonnes are to
be exported to the Member States, and 500 000 tonnes
withdrawn from the market, then all the alarm bells
should ring and something must be done urgently to
remedy this abuse — even if it means the financial
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consequence of reducing advances or reclaiming

funds.

Our amendment calls for a special report to investigate
these practices. We Socialists would be glad if this
amendment were endorsed by a majority of the
House. We also ask that quality controls should be
improved, production structures adjusted more
quickly and non-marketable qualities made ineligible
for intervention so that the deplorable practice of des-
troying fruit and vegetables can be consistently coun-
tered.

We think it very important that the distribution of sur-
pluses should be better organized. In the Federal
Republic of Germany, for example, we have found it
to be very unsatisfactory. To date there has been too
linle distribution free of charge of intervention fruit
and vegetables. But this is a sensible way of getting rid
of production surpluses. Welfare and charitable organ-
izations can benefit, and there is much ground to be
made up here. Over the last ten years, for example, in
the Federal Republic of Germany on average only 4%
of apples withdrawn from the market were distributed
and, as our honourable friend Klaus Wettig has said,
potential beneficiaries such as welfare organizations,
old people’s homes and prisons are largely unaware
that these intervention products can be had free of
charge.

I think the European institutions have a public rela-
tions job to do here to make the populace more aware.
Consequently we call on the appropriate national min-
istries and other government bodies to organize the
distribution of these products, with the ensuing freight
costs also being subsidized by the Community. Finally,
the Commission should lay before us as soon as possi-
ble proposals for the effective organization of free dis-
tribution.

Spending under the Guarantee Fund for fruit and
vegetables is in my view following a dangerous course.
Commitments here 1o date suggest that the Com-
munity’s agricultural policy can no longer be allowed
to rest on the crumbling foundation of subsidized sur-
plus production followed by some destruction of food-
stuffs. The 1983 budget discharge report thus shows us
that swift correction is absolutely essential,

(Applause)

Mr Marck (PPE). — (NL) Mr President, as my
particular brief in the Committee on Budgetary Con-
trol is the consequences of the dairy policy, I shall
confine myself to this subject.

1983, on which we are now called upon to grant a dis-
charge, is emerging as a key year in the assessment of
the dairy policy. The fact that in 1985 we have 300 000
tonnes of butter more than 18 months old in cold store
in Europe is due to the pursuit in 1983 of a storage

policy which now seems extremely questionable. The
policy which the Commission adopted in 1983 was
short-sighted. It was better for the budget in the short
term to store butter, and the Commission conse-
quently failed to sell it to potential customers. At that
time the world market price was some 400 dollars
above the lowest GATT price. At that time a more
active marketing policy would have stood a better
chance than the year before. Today a million tonnes of
butter has a value of 3 180 m ECU, which at financing
costs of 8% is already costing about 260 m ECU a
year, and to this must be added storage costs and loss
of value. You can work out for yourselves what impact
so short-sighted a policy, geared entirely to the
budget, will have in the long term. You have mort-
gaged the future by failing to take appropriate mea-
sures at the right time. The management of stocks in
the dairy sector must be throughly reviewed, and it is
all too easy to shift the burden of responsibility for this
on to the common agricultural policy. As part of the
budgetary authority, Parliament has a right to be fully
informed of the marketing and storage policy.

And now just a few words on the co-responsibility
levy. Not even half the revenue was spent on promot-
ing sales, developing new markets and improving
products, although this is what the additional revenue
was intended for. That at least was the reason you
gave the farmers for this new levy. But this ultimately
reduces the resources set aside for agricultural expend-
iture and disguises the appropriations for purposes like

~ those I have just mentioned. Parliament must be kept

fully informed about this too.

In short, Mr President, the dairy policy, which the
public watches closely, is devoid of openness and tran-
sparency and is all too heavily inspired by mere budg-
etary motives. Only an active marketing policy will
improve matters, and I hope that the new Commission
will adopt such a policy. The proposals which Com-
missioner Andriessen has now made for the examina-
tion of the marketing policy point in this direction. I
hope that we can talk about this at greater length next
time and perhaps detect a clearer line in this dairy
policy.

(Applause)

Mr Tomlinson (S). — Mr President, first of all, I like
many of my colleagues, would like to begin by con-
gratulating Mr Price for the very valuable work that
he did, for the great efforts that he put into this
report; a report which the members of the British
Labour Group will be voting for, but a report which
we, notwithstanding those comments, believe can be
improved if the amendments from the Socialist Group
are adopted.

We will be voting for the report not because we are
fully satisfied with the way in which the Community’s
finances were handled in 1983, but because the deci-
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sion and resolution highlight many issues and give us a
basis which we will expect to be observed fully in
future years. Vice-President Christophersen’s state-
ments of intention to the committee were well
received. The discharge resolution will form an impor-
tant basis upon which we will make judgments in
future years about how he has translated his good
intentions into reality.

I would just like to highlight particularly three or four
parts of the report before coming on to the major

thing that I want to discuss, which is Community
fraud.

We will expect the Commission to observe very strictly
paragraph 4 concerning documents. It is an untenable
position for the Committee on Budgetary Control not
to have full access to the documentation which has
been made available to other Community institutions.
If we are asserting our rights as parliamentarians, we
cannot and will not allow that situation to continue.
We will give notice in passing this resolution today
that the Commission’s activities in relation to para-
graph 4 will be fundamental to our future thinking.

Equally, paragraph 14 about 3-year financial forecasts
is important to ensure that we are not living year to
year, but have the opportunity of seeing what progress
is being made on the 3-year forecasts and the liquida-
tion commitments. Again we will look very closely in
the future to see how the Commission is responding.

But the most important parts of the report are con-
tained in a number of paragraphs: paragraph 24, con-
cerning the substantial under-collection of VAT, para-
graph 30 which points out that there is no regular
provision for systematic and obligatory transmission to
the Commission of information on frauds and irregu-
larities. There is a whole series of areas like this which
cause us concern because we do not believe that this
Parliaments is satisfying the citizens of Europe that we
are taking our responsibilities seriously enough where
the elimination of fraud within Community institu-
tions is concerned.

Fraud is a major problem, and the disillusionment with
Europe inside the United Kingdom is caused by the
fact that the main news they get through the media is
about fraud on a regular and systematic basis and the
apparent unwillingness of European institutions — in
particular the Council — to take the necessary action
to deal with this problem. I want to emphasize that the
fight against fraud, which is reflected but not dealt
with in any great detail in today’s contributions, has to
be a major priority of this Parliament and of the Com-
mittee on Budgetary Control.

Fraud diminishes our own resources. Fraud falsifies
the impact of Community expenditure and diminishes
its efficiency as a catalyst for Community involvements
in projects across the board, not merely in agriculture.
Fraud leads to a diversion of funds from legitimate to

illegitimate activities and the diversion of Community
resources acts as a support for terrorism. Fraud tar-
nishes the Community image in the eyes of the general
public. Fraud typifies the failure of the Council to do
what is necessary to meet its responsibility to legislate
in the Community interests.

This must be an important aspect of Parliament’s con-
trol duties in the coming years. To that end, the
recommendation that comes in paragraph 93 is funda-
mentally important. By passing this decision we have
decided to examine the following matters in separate
reports by the Committee on Budgetary Control. That
includes as a major report the examination of fraud,
the fraud that not only diminishes us as having failed
to deal with our discharge responsibilities properly,
but diminishes the image of the Community in the
eyes of the citizens of Europe. This is a major task that
nobody else will take on and for which this Parliament
must accept the responsibility.

Mr Cornelissen (PPE). — (NL) Mr President, it is
my task to make a few comments on the research
policy. The great source of anxiety in our Community
is high unemployment. If this problem is really to be
solved, it is essential for Europe to catch up with the
United States and Japan in the field of technology.
The Community must therefore join forces in
research. I will give you a few catchwords: informa-
tion technology, telecommunications, biotechnology,
energy generation. These industries may be more
important to the economy in the coming decades than
the coal and steel sector has been this century. And let
there be no misunderstanding: the Community can
only hold its own in these sectors if joint action is
taken.

If a European approach is adopted to research,
Mr President, a guilder will be worth as much as an
ECU. But this presupposes that we are decisive in our
attitude and decision-making. The Court of Auditors
refers to a lack of consistency in the honouring of
commitments in research. Clearer instructions and bet-
ter guidance are needed. The procedures for the con-
clusion of contracts and the supervision of their execu-
tion also leave something to be desired, according to
the Court of Auditors.

Mr President, the Council and Commission can help
out here. I therefore hope that the Commission and
above all the Council will take this harsh criticism to
heart, and I would ask them in particular to read para-
graphs 59 to 66 of the resolution carefully.

I would also call on the Council and Commission to
pay special attention to the interests of small and
medium-sized undertakings. They can make a signifi-
cant contribution both to research and to the creation
of new jobs, as the United States has shown.

Those who want Europe to emerge from the impasse
must invest in its future. Joint research is a golden
opportunity for this.
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Mr Vergeer (PPE), draftsman of an opinion for the
Committee on Development and Cooperation. —
(NL) Mr President, I should like to say a few words
on the granting of a discharge for 1983 in my capacity
as draftsman of the opinion of the Committee on
Development and Cooperation.

The Committee on Development and Cooperation is,
of course, seriously disturbed about the criticism
expressed by the Court of Auditors, especially as much
of this criticism is voiced year after year. We also note
— and | want to emphasize this — that significant
improvements have been made in the meantime, in the
two years that have elapsed. I would remind the
House, for example, of the great effort that has been
made to alleviate the shortage of food in Ethiopia. I
hardly need dwell on the mistakes which have been
made, because everyone is familiar with them: food
aid that arrives too late, unacceptable losses of quality
en route, projects that grind to a halt because local
authorities do not know how to meet recurrent costs,
supply routes which do not work, and so on. What
does the Commission propose should be done about
these things? We should like to see a study made of all
the procedures adopted from the time it is decided to
grant food aid until it actually reaches the people, with
the object of reducing the time involved and maintain-
ing quality until the final stage is reached.

As regards quality control, the appropriations prov-
ided are not being put to optimal use. Will the Com-
mission say what problems stand in the way of effec-
uve utilization? I realize that so wide-ranging a study
will again impose a burden on scarce manpower. But
we should like to see it undertaken for two reasons:
firstly, different procedures at various stages may lead
to the more effective utilization of manpower and
resources in the future, and secondly, the criticism lev-
elled at major aspects of our cooperation policy year
after year may affect public support for this policy. We
certainly cannot blame the bearers of the news for
that. But it must spur us on to make improvements.
Here again, taking a greater interest now will be an
investment in the future.

In its report the Committee on Budgetary Control
makes a suggestion which our committee was unable
to discuss. It proposes that the possibility of charging
food aid from intervention stocks at reduced values
should be investigated. I assume that the intention is
not to reduce the total budget for development coop-
eration. It would therefore mean either more food aid
or additional resources for other items in Chapter IX.
In my opinion, the idea put forward by the Committee
on Budgetary Control should be carefully examined
by the Committee on Development and Cooperation,
which should also constder what is to be done with the
resources that then become available. For these rea-
sons, Mr President, I have tabled an amendment to the
relevant paragraph, and I hope that Parliament will
approve it.

Mrs Ewing (RDE). — Mr President, I rise really just
to ask a question which will take only half a minute. I
had a long series of questions on agricultural frauds
which are a matter of record. With the new Commis-
sion I am sorely tempted to put another series because
I never seem to get satisfactory answers.

My question is this: why should perpetrators of some-
times quite vast frauds enjoy anonymity? The smallest,
pettiest criminal in our systems, if he steals five pounds
or defrauds someone out of five pounds, is disgraced
in the eyes of his fellows by the fact that his name and
address is published. For some reason best known to
the system here, when a fraud is committed — some-
tumes involving a vast amount — anonymity is the
result. I find this a very strange thing and quite against
the jurisdictions of the Community. I would like at
some point to get an answer to that.

Mr Price (ED), rapporteur. — Mr President, I think
we have had an excellent debate this morning. I would
just like to take up three issues that emerged particu-
larly from the Commissioner’s speech. The first relates
to the terminology being adopted in paragraph 1 of
the report. The Commissioner raised the point that
this was to a large extent a question of semantics. He
asked how we can establish the exact meaning of
words when, for example, the Academie francaise has
spent 300 years trying to do so. The fact is that our
definitions are designed particularly to avoid the prob-
lems of misunderstandings. If we simply use words
that take the Academie frangaise 300 years to establish
the meaning of, we shall never get our motions imple-
mented. We need to say precisely what we mean. It is
to avoid misunderstandings that we are adopting defi-
nitions.

I think the Commissioner has understood that point,
because he then goes on to object to the Commission
having to take the action that Parliament requires of
them. His point is that the Council could also then
start instructing the Commission. Really? What has the
Council being doing for years but instructing the
Commission? The Council has tied them up in every
possible degree, in every possible regulation. That is
what has been happening for years! If the Commission
is to secure independence of action, the only way is for
the European Parliament to be an adequate counter-
vailing force to the Council. It is for the Commission,
therefore, to start taking notice of this Parliament.

Furthermore, we are not talking about creating new
powers. We are talking about the exercise of powers
that are there in the Financial Regulation, there in the
Treaty. Parliament has a supervisory role, and what
we are now doing is making sure that we effectively
exercise that role.

On the question of clearance of the agricultural
accounts, the Commissioner points out reasonably that
much of the blame lies with the Member States who
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fail to make declarations on time, and so on. But the
only way of putting matters right is for the Commis-
sion to change the system that they adopt for clear-
ance. Most of the changes can be accomplished within
the Commission’s existing powers. Their approach to
clearance must be to start the work during the year in
question and put matters right immediately, rather
than waiting for years afterwards.

Finally, on food aid, the Commissioner should note
that we are totally with him in saying that food-aid
policy should be determined by the needs of the coun-
tries involved and development policy considerations.
The suggestions we make in this field are in no way
simply an effort to get rid of our agricultural stocks.
The first objective must be to meet the food aid needs.
The agricultural objectives that we attain by the same
changes of bookkeeping are actually a by-product, but
an extremely useful one.

It is not possible to cover all the points in this debate,
because the resolution has something like 80 specific
proposals. Most of them have simply remained unde-
bated here although they have received very detailed
consideration in the Committee on Budgetary Con-
trol.

I would like to thank particularly the chairman of the
committee, who is, of course, one of this Parliament’s
most experienced Members. That experience has been
very much to the benefit of the committee, both on
this occasion and on so many others.

1 would like also to thank the sub-rapporteurs —
17 members of the Committee on Budgetary Control
— who have produced reports which are annexed in
part D of the report, and also the draughtsmen from
the eight spending committees whose reports are con-
tained in part C. For the first time the motion for a
resolution draws specific attention to those documents
in paragraph 92, and they are important.

The starting-point for our work, apart from the
accounts themselves, is the Court of Auditors’ annual
report. I would like to thank the Court of Auditors not
only for that report but also for the help which they
have given me during the course of my work. Finally, I
thank the Commissioner, because he has already
shown his determination to achieve greater control
over the Community budget and greater effectiveness
in Community expenditure. This Parliament shares
most of his objectives and looks forward to working
with him on them.

The Commissioner, of course, has the support of the
Commission staff. May I draw Members’ attention to
Annex 15, in the working documents in part D, which
shows the didication of many of the Commission staff?
We depend for the implementation of Community
policy on the Commission. In that document you will
find examples of how over 10% of the Commission’s
A-grade staff on any typical weekend actually come in

without any payment to continue their work. You will
find examples in the Development Directorate-Gen-
eral of how members of the staff show their commit-
ment to the cause that they serve by making payments
to charitable bodies in the development aid field out of
their own salaries and in other ways.

I think the praises of the so-called ‘bureaucrats’ in
Brussels are usually unsung. I mention them because I
think it is important that we work with the Commis-
sion to ensure that we build a strong and united
Europe.

Mr Christophersen, Vice-President of the Commission.
— (DA) Mr President, thank you for giving me an
opportunity, since I realize that the debate is drawing
to a close, to present some supplementary points
against the background of the very positive discussion
we have had here. Clearly I have not been able to
comment on every detail of the very wide-ranging
proposal which has been under discussion here today.
In my first speech I touched upon what I considered to
be the most important points. That does not mean that
I am not attentive to other aspects which have been
raised in the report. A number of matters have been
taken up in the debate, and I should like to comment
on some of them.

To begin with I should like to thank the chairman of
the committee, Mr Aigner, for the expert way in
which he directed the cooperation in the committee
between the Commission and the committee members.
It is not always such an easy matter. I myself, in my
earlier days as a parliamentarian, had to act as a com-
mittee chairman, and in the European Parliament,
where all the members belong essentially to the oppos-
ition, clearly the task is even more difficult. I say that
because I want to repay Mr Aigner for what he said on
his attitude to the Commission by mentioning that I
am very attentive to the questions raised by him both
on appropriations for payment, which constitute a
major problem we have simply not talked about as yet,
and on all the appropriations for commitment which
are in the pipeline but in respect of which we do not
know whether or when they will become active. This is
one of the problems raised by the Court of Auditors.
Should we consider at some point — and I think we
should — how we can change our practice so that
unused appropriations for commitment at some stage
become dead, if I can use that expression, i.e. are can-
celled, or is there some other way to get better discip-
line into our appropriations system? I also think we are
in agreement on the EAGGF accounts — it is only a
matter of timescale which separates us here — but [
would stress that the Commission has the same inten-
tion as Parliament, i.e. action should be taken as soon
as at all possible. It still remains to convince the
national authorities, but there is no disagreement
between the Commission and Parliament with regard
to a rapid conclusion.
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We are of course also ready to undertake an analysis
of the system of advances. This is a key point in the
whole process of financial planning and it is clearly in
the Commission’s interest to have a system which is as
finely tuned as possible.

Mr Aigner, together with many others who contri-
buted to the debate, raised the question of access to
documents, and this is an issue which has been current
for a number of years. Some decisions have indeed
been taken in the meantime. There is a reference to
this in Mr Price’s report. I think that Mr Aigner gave a
more precise indication of what he envisaged, but I am
not naive, I am well aware that I cannot avoid dealing
with the subject by simply referring to this question
and, if Parliament presents an opinion in one form or
another, clearly we must continue the discussion with
a view to devising some procedure which will be satis-
factory to us all. But I will take the liberty of mention-
ing some points which rather surprised me, and that is
the extent to which you are preoccupied with docu-
ment access as such. Is it all that relevant to gain
extensive access to information of every conceivable
kind? Some of course will say: that’s all very well, but
the Commission can make a selection. I think that on
the face of it an arrangement which ensures greater
access to information would indeed be interesting
from a scrutiny point of view. But I think we shall have
1o return to this question. The Commission cannot get
away from that, and we shall therefore have to con-
tinue our discussion of the problem.

I shall not say any more about the linguistic aspects,
because of course it is not primarily a linguistic prob-
lem that Mr Price is concerned with. Nor did I say it
was; obviously I understood it for what it was, 1.e. in
the last analysis a political problem. And as parliamen-
tarians we all know — and I too am well aware — that
the Commission cannot interpret itself out of a parlia-
mentary conflict. Neither can Parliament. We cannot
solve a real problem by semantics. The Commission is
well aware of what lies behind the expression ‘calls
upon’. We know that the light is at red. We in the
Commission know that we must start to think ser-
iously, and Parliament has no need to worry about
that. When we get down to the real issues, I think the
area of disagreement is very small. At one point in the
discussion in the Committee on Budgetary Control I
even asked Mr Price to be more specific in his wording
and use the phrase ‘calls upon’ at a few points where
he had not originally intended to do so.

Mrs Scrivener did not agree with the Commission on
the question of the Joint Declaration. I am familiar
with the historical development on this point and I
myself do not think that the declaration is worded in
the best possible way. I just wanted to warn against
getting into a situation in which we have nothing to
hold on to, because at a time when the Community is
essentially beginning to regain its momentum it is
important not to fall back into internal institutional
conflicts but to hold on to what is of substance, to

things which mean something to the citizens of the
Community — not just things which mean something
to us here in a narrower circle. I will not therefore say
that the Joint Declaration is the best possible solution,
but for the moment it is the only one we have.

Mr Tomlinson laid great emphasis on point 30: infor-
mation on frauds and irregularities. I agree with Mr
Tomlinson that it is desirable for the national auth-
orities to supply information automatically. Generally
speaking we need the national authorities to honour
their obligations more fully. We cannot get a satisfac-
tory solution to the problem of controls unless the
Member States are prepared to supply more informa-
tion, supply it more promptly and give us better access
for scrutiny and verification, allow us a certain access
to databanks and other sources of information.

In that connection I would say to Mrs Ewing, who
raised the question of anonymity with regard to impli-
cation in frauds and abuses, that it is also offensive to
me that someone can maintain anonymity even when
guilty of extensive frauds. Here again we have a prob-
lem with the national authorities — now there is some
head-shaking — even so I am afraid we have a prob-
lem here, because it raises the whole question of the
basis on which the national authorities are disposed to
supply information. T do not disagree with Mrs Ewing;
I also think that people who divert considerable sums
of Community money should be brought to book.

Mr Cornelissen touched upon the important question
of the significance of research to the Community. I
would mention in this connection that the Commission
has proposed a doubling of the Community’s contri-
bution over the next five years, a Commission initia-
tive which received support in the conclusions to the
European Council meeting in Brussels. I think this is
one of the fields in which all the institutions work with
the same objective in view. I agree with Mr Cornelis-
sen in his analysis of the political need for such mea-
sures.

Mr Vergeer asked whether the Commission might
perhaps give an indication of the problems it has met
with in connection with food aid. If that arouses
interest, the Commission will gladly undertake an ana-
lysis and make it available to Parliament, for we have
indeed met with a number of concrete problems which
we would like to have a discussion about.

Finally I should like to address Mr Price and thank
him for his remarks on the staff in the services and the
work they do. I think Mr Price has made pertinent
comment there, for one of the consequences of the
problems of control we have is regrettably a risk that
the public appraisal of the Community will very often
concentrate on the negative aspects. That is why I
warned against overdramatizing the conclusions of the
Court of Auditors, for it is dangerous to present to the
public a picture of the Community as a large bureauc-
racy which is not even efficient, but allows fraud and
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abuse and at the end of the day does nothing. It is
important therefore that, on the one hand, we restrict
and eliminate abuse but, on the other hand, we must
also show public appreciation of the significant work
done in the departments of the Commission, Parlia-
ment and the Council alike. We must not neglect to
say this in public. I therefore wish to thank Mr Price
for the wise point he made at the end of his interven-
tion and moreover, Mr President, to thank everyone
for the wide-ranging debate we have had here. I shall
be glad to come back to Parliament with a report on
what decisions the Commission plans to take on that
basis.

President. — The debate is closed.

The vote will be taken at the next voting time.

2. Migrant workers

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

— the report (Doc. A 2-4/85) by Mrs Marinaro, on
behalf of the Committee on Social Affairs and
Employment, on the

communication from the Commission to the
Council (Doc. C 2-6/85 — COM(85) 48 final) on
guidelines for 2 Community policy on migration
together with a draft Council resolution

— the report by Mr Papapietro (Doc. A 2-12/85) on
behalf of the Committee on Youth, Culture, Edu-
cation, Information and Sport on the implementa-
tion of Directive 77/486 on the education of the
children of migrant workers.

Mr Le Chevallier (DR). — (FR) It is already some
months now since we made the distinction between
European migrants and those who are not nationals of
the European Community, and we hoped that the
Commission would find two distinct formulations.

This is why we voted against in the vote taken by the
Committee on Social Affairs and Employment, con-
trary to what was said yesterday by its chairman. We
were alone in voting against, moreover, and we
explained the reason for our proposal.

In our view, Mrs Marinaro’s report wilfully confuses
intra-Community migrant workers and extra-Com-
munity immigrants. The rapporteur is seeking by this
means to extend the benefit of Community provisions,
primarily freedom of movement and establishment, to
all migrant workers, irrespective of their nationality or
country of origin.

This is 2 clear case of distortion of the letter and spirit
of the Treaty establishing the Community, which most

certainly does not class both the European and non-
European populations as ‘migrant workers’.

President. — Mr Le Chevallier you are making a
speech or do you wish to put forward a proposal?

Mr Le Chevallier (DR). — (FR) Article 48 of the
Treaty states very clearly:

‘Freedom of movement for workers . . . within the
Community’ . ..
President. — Mr Le Chevallier, you are making a

speech on this particular report. My understanding
was that you wanted to put forward a proposal. If you
wish to put forward a proposal, please do so.

Mr Le Chevallier (DR). — (FR) Then my proposal is
as follows: I move that Mrs Marinaro’s report be
referred back to Committee and that two separate
reports be drawn up, one on European migrants and
the other on those who are not European.

President. — You have moved, under Rule 85, that
these reports be referred back to committee. Before
putting this motion to the vote I shall give the floor o
one speaker in favour and one against.

Mr Ducarme (L). — (FR) Ishall be brief, and wish to
begin by saying that my motive in speaking is not that
we share the view taken by the Group of the European
Right but that we feel that this matter has been rushed
through with unwarranted haste by the Commiuee on
Social Affairs and Employment. The clearest indica-
tion of this is that we now have 160 amendments on
the table, and I consider that it would be extremely
difficult to make an examination of such a text in plen-
ary sitting. I believe that it would be preferable, with-
out prejudging what will be decided by the Committee
on Social Affairs and Employment, to refer this report
back to committee. It would be possible to have a
more serious debate after proper discussion in com-
mittee. I therefore invite the House to vote in favour
of a referral back to committee.

Mrs Dury (S). — (FR) Mr President, I am against a
referral back to committee. As a member of the Com-
mittee on Social Affairs, I can confirm that all the pol-
itical groups and all members of the Committee on
Social Affairs were given the opportunity to discuss
this report, to propose amendments, to express their
views and to make their recommendations to Mrs
Marinaro as to the line to be adopted in the report. All
this was done, and I would stress that the report was
adopted all but unanimously.
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I believe that this issue is too important for us to refer
it back to the Committee on Social Affairs for further
examination.

Now is the time for us to state our views and vote. I do
not believe that a referral back to committee would
make any difference to the objections to this report.
They are not procedural objections, but substantive
objections in all but name.

(Applause)

(In successive roll-call wvotes Parliament rejected the

request for referral back to committee of the Marinaro '

and Papapietro reports)

Mrs Marinaro (COM), rapporteur. — (IT) Mr Presi-
dent, ladies and gentlemen, today — perhaps as never
before, where the question that we are discussing is
concerned — it has to be said that the problem is ripe,
and it is a burning one — both for itself, taken objec-
tively, and in the awareness of public opinion.

The considerable number of amendments, to the
motion for a resolution, presented on behalf of the
Committee on Social Affairs, shows clearly how great
are the obstacles and how negative are the attitudes in
‘certain quarters, where the immigrant question in
Europe is concerned, despite the fact that the urgency
and need for greater political and cultural receptive-
ness is becoming increasingly apparent.

The recent sad, dramatic events that have occurred in
France are to be blamed on causes that must induce
Europe to implement a Community emigration policy
that starts from the real needs and requirements of
millions of workers, young people and women, whose
presence in the European Community is now, I should
say, taken for granted, and no longer likely to change
very much.

The immigration question is certainly not new. Whilst
it is true that for a long time now it has been a subject
of discussion in all quarters, with wide formal recogni-
tion of the need to improve on the present situation,
we have unfortunately once more to note, despite the
repeated requests of the European Parliament — the
latest of which, in chronological order, were the reso-
lution of November 1983 on the problem of migrant
workers, and the resolution of January 1984 on the
condition of women in Europe — especially Chapter 5
of that resolution — that words have not been
matched by reforming measures and attitudes more
appropriate to the calls for effective participation that
have again been put forward forcibly, especially by the
second and third generations.

Today, with the economic crisis growing more acute,
the state of uncertainty and precariousness of the
migrant workers — whether they are from within or
outside the Community — continues to increase.

Equality of rights is increasingly denied or strongly
contested, even in the case of citizens of one of the
Member States of the European Community. Very
few governments and Member States have made them-
selves responsible for protecting the rights of immi-
grant workers and their families, despite the fact that
these have been solemnly affirmed in the UNO resolu-
tion, in the Helsinki Charter, and in the Treaties of
Rome and the recommendations, regulations and
directives that have successively been published by the
Community. Indeed, as the economic difficulties
increase, and with the progressive increase in unem-
ployment, we find examples in quite a few countries of
marked discrimination, and alarming xenophobic,
racist movements, which have also been confirmed by
the Parliamentary committee of inquiry into fascism
and racism in Europe. These are facts that are rooted
deep in history; we are dealing with a phenomenon
that rears its head strongly at every crisis, and that
today is nourished by the insidious, insistent propa-
ganda of all of those who, especially on the extreme
Right, point to foreigners as being the prime cause of
all the ills generated by the deep economic crisis, using
a perverse logic that threatens civilized communal life
and democracy itself in Europe.

That is why the Committee on Social Affairs and
Employment calls for concrete action by the Commis-
sion and the Council so as to tackle the new situation
created by the economic crisis in the countries of
Europe. Denunciations and condemnation are in fact
not sufficient to fight the recrudescence of racism and
xenophobia. Even though they may be of value, very
different instruments — more binding and more inci-
sive ones — are needed. We have to get to the very
bottom of the phenomenon, simply because the cause
of the present situation does not lie only in the crisis,
with all its fatal consequences.

There is everything else: there is the absence of a gen-
eral political plan for immigration in Europe; there are
enormous delays in adopting measures appropriate to
the social, economic and cultural changes that the
great mobility of manpower within the Community, as
well as the stream of immigrants from third countries,
have produced in the Community.

Now, in the ’80s, we see the results of at least two
generations of emigration, and the situation has also
been fuelled by certain policies practised by some
Member States which, during the boom period, used
imported manpower, encouraging the migrants to set-
tle with their families.

It therefore appears clear that the migrant workers,
after such a long persence in their countries of resid-
ence, are an integrated, indivisible part of European
society, and they represent a reality that requires an
increasing degree of action, with new, advanced poli-
cies.

Special calls for action along these lines come above all
from the young, especially those born and educated in
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their country of residence, who are seeking their own
origins, their own identity.

These are the real circumstances of the life of the
migrant workers, who are, of course also subject to all
the other problems with which the workers in their
country of residence have to deal. It is a situation that,
looked at objectively, is unjustifiable but which, unfor-
tunately, exists in virtually the same form in every
country in Europe.

It is from this reality, therefore, that we have to start
in drawing up a real policy that will enable forms of
mobility and integration to be established that will
allow the migrant worker to become a citizen of
Europe by undisputed right. We have therefore to
recognise the need to transform instruments and struc-
tures alike, changing in a positive way the concept and
strategy that must guide and, as it were, give consist-
ency and meaning to, the construction of a real ‘Peo-
ple’s Europe’ in which the freedom and fundamental
rights of people are respected.

We must therefore follow a policy for migration that
will promote integration, in the search for a rational
solution that will assist, from the bottom upwards, the
construction of a real ‘People’s Europe’.

The real problem has to do with the procedures used
in the process of integration, and the results that are
possible, and it is at this point, which is decisive as far
as the destinies and life of individuals and the com-
munity are concerned, that account has to be taken of
the irreplaceability of ones own culture, the culture
that one brings with one, if integration is not to mean
the hopeless cancellation of part of oneself and the
subordinate assimilation of other cultures, other ways,
other points of identity. Integration, therefore, in the
sense of enrichment, a synthesis in becoming that
involves languages, cultures, and concepts of different
origin which can find, however, in the special quality
of situations experienced daily, valuable opportunities
for recognition and common, reciprocal development.

We believe, therefore, that in order to tackle the pres-
ent situation in Europe, the time has come to open a
new chapter in which isolation and ‘Ghettization’ will
have no place.

That is why, although on the one hand we approve of
the proposals contained in the Commission’s commun-
ication to the Council, especially as regards the adjust-
ment of Community regulations to suit the present
situation — with regard to which we urge the Com-
mission and the Council to commit themselves to
employ all the instruments for implementing the pro-
posed actions, in particular in paragraph 44 of the
Communication, before the end of 1986 — on the
other hand we denounce and deplore the lack of a
policy and concrete proposals forintegration as an aim
and, at the same time, a method that should guide

every initiative in this field for the realization of a true
‘People’s Europe’.

In fact we consider that proposals by the Commission,
regarding the political and civil participation of
migrant workers in the countries in which they live
and in which they pay taxes, are either not far-reach-
ing enough or non-existent. And such participation is
an essential need that is strongly felt and strongly
expressed, especially by the second and third genera-
tions. There are no proposals or measures regarding
equality of access to the employment market, for
nationals and immigrants of both sexes, especially in
this period of rapid, tumultuous change in production
methods, and in ones way of life and the way one is
educated and trained. There are no clear, concrete
proposals for a real Community policy that would
make possible the development of an ethnically and
culwurally pluralistic society. There are no initiatives
designed to guarantee the equality and dignity of
immigrant women. There are no measures for improv-
ing the situation of migrant women and female work-
ers, in accordance with the requirements of Chapter 5
of the resolution approved by the European Parlia-
ment in January 1984.

We consider the draft resolution to be evasive and
inadequate as regards the protection of the rights and
dignity of workers from third countries, to whom we
consider it is essential — and we say this through no
spirit of demagogic factiousness, but with their fair
legal and humanitarian status within the Community
in mind — to extend the rights that are extended to
members of the Community, so as to avoid subdivi-
sions, which in these years of crisis can have harmful
and even fatal effects on the life together of the differ-
ent communities, the different peoples. This concern
is, moreover, shared by Commissioner Sutherland
himself, and was expressed before the annual Congress
of the episcopal commission on emigration in Ireland
last week. And it is because we are conscious that
there are problems specifically concerning immigrants
from outside the Community — different realities and
different conditions — that we call urgently upon the
Council and the Commission to arrange the concilia-
tion of emigration policies with regard to third coun-
tries, which was moreover already envisaged in the
EEC programme of action for 1974, and was repeated
in the Council resolution of February 1976 on which,
however, no positive action was ever taken.

We have already referred to the tendency towards sta-
bilization in those countries where there are immi-
grants. Whilst we recognise the existence of this phen-
omenon — to deal with which we call, in the motion
for a resolution approved by the Committee on Social
Affairs and Employment, for a policy centred on inte-
gration, in every respect, with equality of rights and
responsibilities vis-a-vis the indigenous population —
we would point out that there aré no proposals in the
Communication from the Commission regarding
another aspect of the present situation — that of the
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so-called ‘re-entries’, in respect of which we call for
coordination, not least at Community level, of the
necessary collaboration to be established both with the
countries of the Community and also with countries
outside the Community, to ensure that it is a prepared
‘re-entry’ and a free choice for the migrant worker
returning to his own country.

This is the content of the motion for a resolution that
the Committee on Social Affairs is putting before the
European Parliament, and for which we ask all those
who are sensitive to this question, and who in previous
years have committed themselves, to vote in favour, so
as to give migrant workers an indispensable instrument
in these hard, dramatic times.

(Applause)

IN THE CHAIR: MR PLASKOVITIS
Vice-President

Mr Papapietro (COM), rapporteur. — (IT) Mr Presi-
dent, ladies and gentlemen, in addition to presenting
the report on the implementation of the directive on
the education of the children of migrant workers, I
have also to explain orally in this Chamber the opinion
of the Committee on Youth and Culture on the report
by Mrs Marinaro. Shortage of time made it impossible
to present that opinion in writing.

It is my view that the European Parliament is starting
too late to discuss the problem of migrant workers and
their rights — a problem that is bound up with the his-
tory of Europe, the history of its development and its
crises — a problem that springs from the very heart of
the fundamental contradiction in the Europe of the
Community, that of the difference in development
between its North and its South. The migrant workers
who, in the last two decades from 1950 to 1970, have
eased the demand for work in their own countries and
have responded to the greater availability of work in
the more developed countries of the North, have con-
tributed to the growth of this part of Europe: but it
was also they that paid the highest human price, and
they were the first to suffer the setbacks of the crisis.
They have suffered crises of national, family and even
individual identity, as well as a linguistic crisis.

These workers have however sunk roots in the host
countries. Whereas the first migrants — the fathers
and grandfathers — were often workers with few or
no skills, their children and grandchildren have very
largely studied in the schools of the host countries,
they speak the language of the country, and they have
won for themselves, through their studies, higher qual-
ifications. Despite that, they are in many cases the vic-
tims of discrimination and an unfair obligation, aggra-

vated by the economic crises and the xenophobic atti-
tudes referred to by Mrs Marinaro, to carry on their
father’s occupations.

The Marinaro report outlines a sort of statu e of rights
for these workers, both political and civil rights. Fun-
damental amongst these is the right to vote, because
this is the only way to achieve the integration of the
workers in the host country — the type of integration
that is necessary for the very construction of the Com-
munity of Europe. These rights cannot be denied to
those who have contributed for years to the productive
and civil life of the host country. Not to recognise
their political and civil rights and the fundamental
right to choose their own representatives in the demo-
cratic institutions is to change the difference in econo-
mic development between the country of origin and
the host country into a condition of political inferior-
ity and civil minority.

One of these rights, which is certainly not negligible,
is the right to education. The Commission has acted
very intelligently on this question over the last ten
years. It is in fact only from 1974 that the question has
received attention — not when the migrant workers
were producing on the crest of the economic boom,
but when the oil crisis and the difficulties with the
economy started to cause a certain conflict of interests
in the host countries, with regard to the continuation
of migrant working. In other words, not when the use-
fulness of the migrant workers’ contribution was
beyond discussion, but when the migrants started to
become, to some extent, if not a burden then at least
an increased cost — when, furthermore, the stream of
migrant workers to the Community from non-member
countries — particularly the African countries — was
increasing.

The social action programme for the period 1974 —
1976 contained a variety of measures for integrating
the children of migrant workers in the scholastic and
social environment of the host country, for keeping
open the possibility of their re-entry into the scholastic
system of their country of origin, and for improving,
in consequence, teaching methods and material and
giving the teachers specialized training; there were
also measures to eliminate any form of discrimination.
The result of this action programme was disappoint-
ing, so that in 1976 the Commission launched a pro-
gramme of pilot projects, and then, in 1977, a real
directive. The pilot projects, like the 1977 directive,
start from a single principle that is of great interest —
that the teaching of the language of the host country
and the teaching of the language and culture of the
country of origin should be developed together, so as
to establish, both in school and outside it, a relation-
ship of reciprocal understanding between pupils who
were the children of migrant workers and pupils who
were the children of workers from the host country —
in other words, reciprocal knowledge and understand-
ing, and a dialogue between the two cultures. The
presence of foreign cultures would then no longer
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seem a tolerated interference, but a cultural enrich-
ment for both the migrant worker’s child and the child
of the worker from the host country.

The other important aspect of the pilot projects and
the directive is their awareness that this integration
and this dialogue between unity and diversity must not
take place only at school level, but on an overall social
plane involving the families, the authorities, the immi-
grants’ associations, the social services, the trade
unions and the employers, who then take charge of
the problem of the migrant workers. The problem of
the migrant workers becomes a social problem of the
‘host country, and along these lines integration is possi-

ble.

Unfortunately the implementation of the 1977 direc-
tive was minimal; it differed from one country to the
next, but, taken overall, was pitiful. The period
allowed for its application was 4 years, and this
expired, therefore, in July 1981, almost 4 years ago.
And so my report, like the report also of Mrs Mari-
naro, calls for quick solutions to be worked out by
Member States to bring about some progress in the
implementation of the directive.

The Council, whose president is currently a fellow-
countryman of mine, is thinking of allowing a two-
year period, but two years seen to me to be too long,
since the implementation of this directive would then
have taken ten years. In any event we call on the Com-
mission to institute proceedings at the Court of Justice
against any Member State that persists, after eight
years, in not applying it.

(Applause from the left)

Mrs Piermont (ARC), advisory rapporteur to the Polit-
ical Affairs Committee. — (DE) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen. Before the Political Affairs Com-
mittee, at its meeting of 20-22 March, could express
its views on the Marinaro report, the draft of which it
had received only a week before during the Strasbourg
plenary, the Committee on Social Affairs and Employ-
ment had already finally approved the report. The Pol-
itical Affairs Committee deplores the fact that it was
thus given no opportunity of expressing its opinion
before the report was approved. It recommends that in
future timetables should be set and announced in such
a way that the giving of opinions does not become a
farce. If they can be given before the report is finally
approved, logically they can be taken into account
when the competent committee votes on the matter.

To the mauter in hand: the Political Affairs Committee
approves the basic gist of the amendment and the indi-
vidual solutions proposed. The four following points
should be considered, however:

Firstly, paragraph 3a) calls for a ‘determined bat-
tle against increasing racism and xenophobia’ inter
alia by ‘coordinating the legislation of the indivi-

dual states’. The Political Affairs Committee con-
siders that racism and xenophobia cannot really be
countered by legislation but have to be tackled at
their roots. Root causes include increasing unem-
ployment, ignorance of the native population and
migrant workers about each other, lack of social
integration, the development of ghettos in certain
housing areas, and others. The Council is thus
called on to give priority to removing these causes.

Secondly, paragraph 3g) calls for ‘equal treatment
and status of immigrant women’. Unfortunately at
this level of abstraction such calls remain only
cliches. If they are to be translated into reality for
those affected the Political Affairs Committee
thinks that an individual right of establishment in
particular is needed for the wives of migrant
workers, so that if divorced they are not required
to leave the country.

Thirdly, the Political Affairs Committee thinks
that the policy of ‘return migration’ outlined in
paragraph 3h) carries the possible danger that
pressure may be exerted to force a return. This
must be avoided at all costs. Experience in the
FRG with ‘return grants’ shows, furthermore, that
unless priority is given to ensuring suitable pre-
conditions in the countries of origin, migrants
soon find themselves totally without money or
prospects, as the ‘grant’ is hardly ever sufficient to
form the basis for a new life.

Fourthly, the Political Affairs Committee fears
that the “fight against illegal immigration’ referred
to in paragraph 5 might turn into a ‘fight against
illegal immigrants’. To avoid this it considers that
the status of those already in the Community
should be legalized and a policy developed which,
instead of applying sanctions to the migrants
themselves, makes it unprofitable for employers to
employ illegal migrants by means of appropriate
tax and other measures. Above all, however, the
Committee thinks that worker representation bod-
jes in each factory or firm should be given greater
supervisory powers and more say over recruit-
ment.

(Applause from various quarters)

Mrs d’Ancona (S). — (NL) I should like to begin by
complimenting Mrs Marinaro on her report and
motion for a resolution. The Socialist Group fully
endorses her analyses of the problems relating to
migrant workers and her recommendations for joint
action to solve these problems. There is a greater need
than ever for action.

The situation of many foreign workers is now more
disturbing than ever before, not only because they are
the ones who foot the bill for the economic crisis by
losing their jobs and seeing their incomes decline, but
above all because some people are carrying on a mali-
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cious campaign against them by giving the impression
that they are to blame for this crisis. They suffer under
a shortage of money, discrimination and mental dis-
tress caused by loneliness and contempt. In short, the
migrant problem has become acute, but despite this the
1974 action programme has not been fully imple-
mented, and that is what needs to be done now, as the
Marinaro report makes abundantly clear.

Action must be taken to prevent racism and xeno-
phobia, in the fields of political and civil rights,
employment and vocational training, schooling and
culural education, and specific measures will be
needed to help women and young people.

I do not want to discuss all these points at length: you
can read about them in the report. I should just like to
refer to two aspects to which we must pay special
attention and which are particularly important, as I see
it, for the position of foreign workers. The first, which
is mentioned in the report, is the right of migrants to
vote and stand for election at local and regional level.
The second, which I believe is extremely important for
their emancipation and integration, is financial support
for foreigners’ own organizations, so that it is not
always the people and authorities of the host country,
the country in which the migrants work, who decide
what is best for them.

I should like to dwell rather longer on the question of
the return of migrants to their countries of origin. In
this respect, signs of abuse and xenophobia are to be
detected. Are we then opposed to their returning? No,
provided that the principles laid down in the Marinaro
report are observed. A start should be made straight
away, in my view, with older migrants who are on
their own in the host country. Their situation is hope-
less because they have no chance in the labour market.
The same qualities that once made them so attractive
to employers — their poor education, youth, good
health — are now to their disadvantage or no longer
apply. Ten to twenty years of hard physical labour
have left their mark on these men. As their families live
outside the host country, they also have to send home
a proportion of their paltry social benefit.

The first step should be to set up a satisfactory repa-
triation scheme. What point is there in leaving them to
grow lonely here? It is a disgrace that it has not yet
been possible to introduce a good system that allows
them to leave and have their benefits transferred to
their countries of origin. This does not mean that we
should not establish a general repatriation scheme, but
here again we must be extremely careful. A scheme of
this kind can only work satisfactorily if the following
points are taken into account.

At all events, repatriation must be completely volun-
tary, and this will only be possible if we offer them
substantial financial assistance. How much this assist-
ance amounts to must be determined by reference to
age and the time spent in a Member State. Objective

criteria will thus make it possible for each case to be
treated on its merits. The financial assistance can take
the form of a lumpsum or periodic payments. We must
also help with educational programmes in the country
of origin for children who have been to school in the
Member States, and we must inform the returning
worker fully of his rights in the Member State con-
cerned and of the opportunities available to him in his
own country.

The Netherlands Government has today published a
document on the repatriation of foreigners, which des-
cribes a scheme for covering their travel and moving
expenses and provides for a modest amount for work-
ers over 55. That is not much, Mr President, but it is a
beginning. What the Netherlands Government
excludes and what the Marinaro report proposes —
and rightly so, in my opinion — is the option of
returning to the country of departure. The right to
return to the country of departure is only retained for
a given period where the migrant worker is disap-
pointed by his country of origin.

Mr Pisoni Ferruccio (PPE). — (IT) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, once again the European Parlia-
ment is taking a wide and detailed look — albeit not
so wide nor so detailed as it should — at the problems
of the migrant workers. By so doing it shows that it is
still giving one of the most vital, most pregnant social
questions its attention, and is attempting, in the con-
struction of Europe, not to sacrifice or leave at the
mercy of their own selves those whom we may call
European citizens ante litteram.

If our Europe is to be a People’s Europe, it must
firmly implement the principles of the treaties and the
solemn declarations of the Summits and Councils of
Ministers as they relate to migrant workers as well. If
the aim is to enable these citizens to exercise the fun-
damental rights of free movement, access to work,
education, and the free participation in the political,
social and trade union life of the Community, we have
to concern ourselves with the concrete instruments for
promoting that aim.

Unemployment stands at a dramatic, pathological
level; the economic difficulties that are present in
many Member States, and the burden borne by the
social security bodies, may provide the xenophobic
factions with convenient alibis, and may spark off per-
nicious nationalistic defensive measures and intolerant
attitudes. The different rates of increase or decrease in
the population create imbalances and tensions, and are
sometimes responsible for new emigration and even
illegal immigration. The Commission’s communication
is a timely one for us on these questions. There is
nothing to disagree with in its analyses and its state-
ments. It also has the merit of taking a sufficiently
far-sighted view; it seems very much more cautious
where concrete proposals are concerned, especially
those addressed to Member States, perhaps because it



16. 4. 85

Debates of the European Parliament

No 2-325/57

Pisoni Ferruccio

does not believe them capable of an act of courage.
Promoting measures to make free movement effective
means removing every obstacle in the form, amongst
other things, of the application for a resident’s permit,
the preclusion of access to too many jobs, the applica-
tion of police regulations that are not consistent with
those of the Community, the difficult access to schools
of every type and grade for ones own children, and
the absence of any real repatriation policy that would
make emigration a free choice, and not a compulsory
condition.

The new demand that is emerging from the world of
emigration — in addition to the fundamental demand
for security — is the demand for culture and participa-
tion, and therefore it calls for schools, permanent
training, cultural stimulus, teaching of the language,
aid for emigrants’ associations, freedom of association,
the vote, and political and trade union freedom. In this
part, the draft resolution that the Commission is sub-
mitting to the Council is somewhat timid and over-
sparing when it comes to indicating concrete action.
The Marinaro report, which we agree with and sup-
port, attempts to give all the good indications and pro-
posals a more concrete character, and makes an effort

to propose measures that are incisive and are also pos-
sible.

In the Commission’s communication to the Council,
and in the Marinaro report, it is not always easy to
understand whether reference is being made to all the
workers in the Community, or to Community mem-
bers only. If that springs from a desire not to discrimi-
nate or create ghettoes, we are in complete agreement;
if, on the other hand, such a statement is designed to
keep everything vague so as to avoid commitments,
and the effect is less recognition for Community mem-
bers, we do not agree at all. We want workers from
third countries to be treated like Community members
— not Community members to be treated like those of
third countries. Being a Community member is a sta-
tus, and that must be respected to the hilt. People from
outside the Community should be offered, as far as is
possible, all the rights that are given to Community
members. They must in any event be guaranteed equal
wages and social security entitlements; they must also
be guaranteed the right of reunion with their families,
the defence of their own racial culture and an effi-
cient, respectful school for their children. Every pro-
cess of integration must safeguard the ethnic and cul-
tural identity of every citizen, and this should be the
basis for developing the benefits inherent in the var-
ious cultures.

We consider the Commission’s proposal, to educate
those in a position of authority in the sector, so that
they can take steps to see that human rights are res-
pected, is an important one. We consider it even more
important that everyone should be guaranteed the pos-
sibility of free legal aid for the defence of their rights,
in all the appropriate courts. We await with interest
the instruments for implementing the proposals, and

we are sure that if the Commission and the Council
will, as they have said, involve the emigrants’ associa-
tions that have been accepted at Community level in
their consultations, they will draw from them useful
and important indications, and the involvement of
these associations will benefit operations generally.

(Applause)

Mrs Hoffmann (COM). — (FR) Mr President,
no-one can be indifferent to the discrimination suf-
fered by the 17 million migrant workers in the Com-
munity, which has been rightly denounced by my
friend Francesca Marinaro. First of all, the deadly
canker of racism must be resisted. We must never for-
get that it was in the name of racism that the most
monstrous crimes in history, especially the Nazi holo-
caust, were committed. Racism and xenophobia can
lead to all manner of excess, even the murder of chil-
dren and young people, as has been seen in France in
recent months, We Communists do not accept the
contention made in certain quarters that racism is an
opinion like any other; it is a crime which deserves to
be severely punished by the law. In the campaign
against racism and intolerance, every resource must be
mobilized to ensure that dialogue and mutual respect
prevail.

A stronger role could and should be played by the
schools and the media, as the rapporteur suggests.
Regrettable though it is, it has to be admitted that
there has been a dangerous resurgence in racist cam-
paigns. For instance, there are those who are claiming
that expelling immigrant workers and their families
could solve the unemployment problem. Nothing
could be further from the truth. The Federal Republic
of Germany has thrown out about a million foreign
workers. Has there been a fall in unemployment in
that country as a result? It is also claimed that they are
responsible for the erosion of law and order in urban
life. That is equally untrue, so the statistics on crimin-
ality and delinquency prove. In making immigrants the
scapegoats for the crisis, the parties of the right and
the extreme right and the bosses are simply attempting
to duck their responsibilities. For decades they
resorted to massive immigration as a means of recruit-
ing labour which could be exploited at will. Today,
they have no compunction in describing this section of
the labour force as being responsible for holding back
economic development and modernization.

I believe that emigrant workers should be free to
choose whether or not to return to their home coun-
tries. With regard to freedoms, social and cultural
rights, housing, working conditions and training, we
stand for complete equality of treatment between
nationals and migrant workers from within the Com-
munity or beyond.

The fact is that equality is far from having been
attained and serious problems subsist. On the matter
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of the right to vote, several questions arise, and I note
in passing that none of the Member States has yet
managed to find solutions. Apart from the legal and
constitutional implications, there is a problem from the
viewpoint of the immigrants themselves. They are still
citizens of their countries of origin, to which they
remain deeply attached. Many hope to be able to
return home one day. Large numbers vote in their
countries’ elections. We therefore consider that
nothing should be done along the lines of compulsory
integration of these workers.

On behalf of the French Communists and Allies, I
wholeheartedly support the constructive proposals
made by the rapporteur, especially the proposal that a
migrant workers’ charter should at long last be drawn
up at Community level. These 17 million men and
women contribute to the wealth-creating process, and
the Community has a duty to uphold their rights to
security, respect and dignity.

(Applause from the Communists and Allies Group)

Mr De Gucht (L). — (NL) Mr President, no one can -

ignore the migrant worker problem any more. Nor do
we of the Liberal and Democratic group want to
ignore it, because it concerns respect for human dign-
ity, to which we attach particular importance. We
know after all that there are no ready solutions to the
migrant worker problem that are based on rather than
merely paying lip-service to human dignity and are
geared to the practical aspects. They will only be
found by dint of purposeful political action, backed up
by very fundamental considerations. Passions are
indeed alight where the question of foreigners is con-
cerned. For some political groupings it has even
become a goal, and as others believe the whole prob-
lem may blow up at some time, they are attracted to
extreme right-wing groups.

It is precisely because we believe these to be real dan-
gers that we do not think the Marinaro report is a
good one. It seriously underestimates the problem, it
assumes a generosity that is true of only a few people,
and it suggests radical solutions in the other direction
— in short, the report is so unrealistic because it runs
the risk of doing a poor service to a good cause. The
naiveté that has guided the authors of the report is not
the line we should be adopting in this difficult ques-
tion. The public are divided over voting rights for mig-
rants, even if they are Community citizens, even if a
minimum period of residence is made a requirement,
even where migrants from non-Community countries
are concerned.

The Marinaro report says that all migrants resident in
the host country for five years should have the right to
vote in local, regional and European elections. We say
that all Community citizens should have the right to
vote in such elections. If a Member State feels it can
go further, we have no objection. Quite the contrary.

But the right to vote cannot be given to all migrant
workers. The general public would not accept that.

I can give other examples. Can it simply be said that
migrant workers should be able to take all their social
rights with them on their repatriation? The payment of
unemployment benefit, for example, is subject to strict
controls and legislation, which have been tightened up
in all the Member States under the pressure of the
changing economic situation. How can such controls
be imposed on the migrant who returns to his own
country?

To conclude, let us be realistic and take politically
courageous decisions which consider the migrant
worker’s position. Let us not succumb to a flood of
hollow words that get us nowhere and are likely to be
counterproductive.

Mrs Chouraqui (RDE). — (FR) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, my group will not be voting for the
Marinaro report unless the amendments that we tabled
are adopted, this for the following reasons.

First of all, a general comment is called for: from the
very outset, the report creates serious confusion
between migrants who are Community nationals and
immigrants from countries outside the Community. It
should have been in two separate parts, but no distinc-
tion is made, and this makes for ambiguity in many
areas. Secondly, the general tone, although stemming
from a spirit of generosity and humanitarianism, in
fact makes it an unrealistic, utopian report which fails
to take any account of economic and social conditions
in our Member States.

The tone here is not the same as that of the Commis-
sion’s report on guidelines for a Community policy on
migration, nor is it consistent with the tone of the opi-
nion of the Economic and Social Committee published
in the Official Journal of the Communities in Decem-
ber 1984,

In seeking to achieve everything for the immigrant
population all at once, this report is conducive to the
opposite of the effect envisaged and may provoke a
backlash involving the worst excesses.

When dealing with a topic as serious and important as
the problem of immigration, reasonableness and mod-
eration are essential.

The Marinaro report raises three problems in parti-
cular.

First, the problem of granting the right to vote and
stand for election to immigrants. Who would be the
beneficiaries? People from within the Community or
those from outside? There can be no question, in our
view, of granting rights to men and women from out-
side the Community which we Europeans do not yet
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have in our respective countries, despite the fact that
they are members of Europe!

Moreover, do Europeans who have been resident for
more than five years in non-Community countries
have the right to vote and stand for election there? For
instance, do French cooperation personnel working in
Africa have the vote? Do they stand for election in
Africa? Did the many Swedish managers who came to
live in our European countries a few years ago have
the right to vote in our own countries?

The second problem is equality between the mother
tongue and the language of the host country. This in
my view is an unrealistic and unjust proposal. There
are many African immigrants in my country, and there
are 52 African dialects. According to Mrs Marinaro —
I put this question to her — would they rank equally
with French, English, German, Italian or the other
European languages?

If so, it is not Europe that we shall be building, but the
Tower of Babel!

(Applause from the right)

This is not the creation of a multicultural society but
the destruction of our own cultural identity, I wonder
what Mr Léopold Senghor, that great black African
poet and member of the French Academy who speaks
French so beautifully, would make of this Marinaro
report.

On the other hand, we are in favour of launching an
open educational and cultural policy which takes
account of the diversity of backgrounds and fosters
integration making for openness and respect for the
various cultural identities but keeps the language of
the host country as the priority language.

John-Paul II said on 20 September in Ouawa: ‘Every
country is enriched by the complementarity of culures
and traditions’. That is true, we approve and agree
with those words.

The third problem is the guaranteed right for an immi-
grant who has returned to his or her country of origin
and had difficulty in resettling there to come back to
the host country. Now if I understand correctly, this
report, while taking absolutely no account of the
economic situation in Europe, is setting the scene for
an uncontrollable toing and froing of men and
women, which could well be against the interests of
the people concerned.

These are three examples of the problems which have
prompted us to table extensive amendments to the
Marinaro report. This does not mean that we do not
intend to propose a coherent, balanced, responsible
and fair policy for immigrants. Europe has a universal
message, a humanist tradition to live up to.

Mr President, I believe that the way for Europe to be
true to this message is by combating xenophobia and
— I urge the House — proposing a responsible policy
on immigration.

(Applause from the centre and the right)

Mrs Heinrich (ARC). — (DE) Ladies and gentlemen.
We have not so far followed the custom of this House
which is to praise to the skies each and every piece of
paper which drops on to our table.

For this report, drawn up by Mrs Marinaro with
expertise and heartfelt commitment, we should like to
make an exception. Let me make a few comments on
it. The reason for the continuing absence of any plan
of action for migrant workers is probably that these
17 million people in the EC are not voters and are thus
not particularly interesting to the big political parties
— not even to those which pay lip service to foreigners
having the vote in local elections but do nothing
towards actually securing it for them.

The report calls for stricter checks on the implementa-
tion of Community regulations and directives. In my
view the Community should reserve the right to penal-
ize the Member States, for we are light years away
from the demands made in this report. Forty years
after the defeat of fascism in our country a continuing
latent racism is being revived in restrictive government
measures against foreigners to the extent that election
campaigns today are fought with slogans such as ‘for-
eigners go home"”.

There are few signs in our country of any fight against
racism and xenophobia. This House is perhaps una-
ware that there are still judges in the Federal Republic
who say that a cafe or restaurant owner is legally enti-
tled to put a sign on his door saying ‘no Turks’. No
attention at all is paid to calls by migrant workers’
organizations.

And now membership of the Italian Communist Party
is deemed a reason for deportation! I can quote count-
less instances of foreigners being prosecuted for criti-
cizing the political or economic conditions in their
homeland, for example Turkey — such a degree of
freedom of expression is prejudicial to the interests of
the Federal Republic, claimed the prosecution — or
instances where organizations of foreign dissidents
were banned for similar reasons.

We deplore the fact that, whilst our Community is
abolishing barriers to trade in goods and eliminating
bureaucratic obstacles to the movement of capital the
very people who produce these goods are, during the
time of crisis, finding the barriers more and more
immovable and life less and less humane. In the light
of this it is all the more imperative that the report
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should be approved. We also endorse the call for a
migrant workers’ charter.

(The sitting was suspended at 1 p.m. and resumed at 3
pm)

IN THE CHAIR: MR GRIFFITHS

Vice-President

3. Action taken on the opinions of Parliament

President. — The next item is the statement by the
Commission of the European Communities on the act-
ion taken on the opinions and resolutions of the Euro-
pean Parliament.2

Mr Pranchére (COM). — (FR) The Council of Agri-
culture Ministers failed to reach agreement on prices
by 1st April and Mr Pandolfi stated that the Commis-
sion’s proposals as submitted no longer constituted a
valid basis for the resumption of negotiations. That is
an opinion with which I in fact entirely agree, and I
should therefore like to ask the representative of the
Commission the following question: has the Commis-
sion decided to submit to the Council the proposals
which were voted by this House following adoption of
my report during the last part-session? Those propo-
sals were supported not only by a majority of the
House but also by Community farmers’ organizations,
and there is no doubt that taking them into account
would be most effective and logical way to break the
deadlock and open up fresh prospects for the major
debates on the common agricultural policy, since it is
announced that consultations are going to be held
with the organizations representing the industry and
that Parliament is to be consulted. On the subject of
farm prices, Parliament has only recently been con-
sulted, when I presented my report, which it adopted.
But the Commission is behaving as though this report
did not exist; it is persisting in its refusal to recognize
a fact, and the situation is deadlocked.

There you have my question, Mr Commissioner.

Mr Ripa di Meana, Member of the Commission. —
(IT) The Commission is, naturally, perfectly well
aware of the points of view expressed by Parliament.

As far as the outcome of this decision of the Council is
concerned, it is not up to the Commission to guess
what that will be today, but I confirm that the Com-
mission will maintain its proposal.

! Agenda:see Minutes.
2 See Annex.

Mr Cryer (S). — I wonder whether I could refer to
page 5 of the Commission’s report which gives a list of
the disaster aid supplied since the last part-session?
Can I draw the attention of the Commissioner to the
fact that at the March part-session they stated that
they had supplied 175 000 tonnes of cereals and that
the Commissioner said that they were going to see
whether improvements could be made. According to
the statement made at the current part-session less
than half the amount of cereals has in the meantime
apparently been supplied. In the case of Ethiopia, for
example, whereas at the March part-session it was
stated that some 70 000 tonnes of cereals had been
supplied, the statement given at this part-session indi-
cates that only 34 000 tonnes have since been supplied.
Surely with something like 4 million tonnes of wheat
alone — quite apart from other cereals — in storage in
the Common Market it is incumbent on the Commis-
sion to do something about getting the stores of food
to starving people. Is it not a crime against humanity
that there is plenty in the Common Market foodstores
and nothing in places like Ethiopia?

Mr Ripa di Meana. — (I7) I should like first of all to
inform the honourable member that a supplementary
text — page 5a — which contains information to com-
plete the picture, has been prepared and will be circu-
lated by the Commission.

With regard to the question itself, the Commission will
give an explicit answer to the questions raised at the
next meeting of the Committee on Development and
Cooperation of the European Parliament.

Mr Maffre-Baugé (COM). — (FR) My question is
this: given that the Commission’s position effectively
creates a freeze in the immediate term, I should like to
know how it intends to take account of the reports
adopted by Parliament to date and to ask, if it does
not take account of them, what purpose is served by
this Parliament and what purpose is served by the
promises given to our various peoples when we were
elected for this term of office? The Commission can-
not sidestep the issue. I hope for my part that it will
give a detailed reply, especially on farm prices.

I hope to receive a very clear answer. How does the
Commission intend to take account of the viewpoint
expressed by this House on the problem of farm
prices?

Mr Ripa di Meana. — (/7) Commissioner Franz
Andriessen, on behalf of the Commission, has replied
fully and at length to the question that has just been
raised. I will reiterate the information that I have
already given to another honourable member, who put
a question regarding the behaviour of the Commission
on agricultural prices, to the effect that the Commis-
sion will maintain its proposal.
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Mr Wurtz (COM). — (FR) 1 have found no mention
in the document distributed to us of action taken on
the resolution adopted during our last part-session on
safety and health in coalmines following the Forbach
disaster.

1 should therefore like 1o ask which bodies this matter
has been referred to. What work has been done in the

meantime? Does the Commission intend to draw up.

new safety standards? Have funds been made available
for this purpose?

I should like a reply, assuming that someone from the
Commission has had the courtesy to listen to what I
have been saying, otherwise I shall repeat it.

Mr Ripa di Meana. — (IT) The report referred to by
the honourable member is a report prepared by the
Parliament. This is not the time for the Commission to
reply to such reports; it does this, as you are aware, at
the six-monthly progress reviews.

Mr Collins (S). — I wonder if the Commission can
explain the extent of its satisfaction with the decision
reached by Council on the twin proposals on lead-free
petrol and car exhaust emissions. This was a com-
promise which was finally agreed and I wonder about
the extent to which the Commission is really satisfied
by it. Can it now indicate what real beneficial effect
this is likely to have on the environment and on air
pollution, or does it simply agree with us that the final
compromise is far too little far too late?

Mr Ripa di Meana. — (IT) This point does not come
under the questions that refer to the Commission’s
report. The question should therefore be put to the
competent Commissioner, at the next opportunity.

Mrs Daly (ED). — Mr Cryer mentioned food going to
some of the African countries. I would like to ask what
action has been taken to actually get medical supplies
and tents to them. Regarding long-term developments
in those countries, I accept that there is a need for
food, but it is not food alone. I would like to know
what steps the Commission has taken to get other
things to them.

Also on the subject of aid, I would like to know what
steps the Commission has taken to ensure that the
people of Tigre and Eritrea actually receive the food.
What pressure has been put on the Ethiopian Govern-
ment to ensure that the aid actually gets to the people
who need it, rather than the diplomatic niceties which
we seem to have had reported to us in the past?

Mr Ripa di Meana. — (IT) I should like to point out
to the honourable member that the Commission will
give an answer to these and other questions at the

meeting of the Committee on Development and
Cooperation, when the question now raised will be
discussed, presumably on the basis of Vice-President
Natali’s report.

Mrs Jackson (ED). — I should like to ask a question
on the draft regulation concerning the names to be
used for milk and dairy products when they are mar-
keted. This is no doubt written in Mr Andriessen’s
heart. I notice that the Commission sent the Council
an amendment to its original proposal and the number
of the document is given as COM(85) 122 final.

In a sense this moment, when the Commission reports
to Parliament, is one of the most important in our
part-sessions. It is a pity that more people do not take
it seriously. It is a sign of how litle importance it
receives that, as far as I know, no Member of the
European Parliament has been sent a copy of
COM(85) 122 final which my spies tell me is filed in
the Commission’s office under ‘Jackson’. Well, Jack-
son has not received a copy and it would be very nice
if I could have one. Unless I am given the opportunity
to follow this up in this way, I can see no possibility at
all of Parliament’s building on the present powers that
it was given in the Treaty. Can the Commission please
tell me what COM(85) 122 final means, whether it
contains any proposals to downgrade this from a draft
regulation to an amendment to the existing food-
labelling directive, and if not why not, and if it
doesn’t, how we can now follow this up with the
Council of Ministers?

Mr Ripa di Meana. — (I7) The document to which
the honourable member refers was sent to the Council
and to Parliament. It is at her disposal, and is dated
19 March.

Mr Balfe (S). — On a point of order, Mr President.
As you will recall, I always quote the rule on which I
speak, and this time it is Rule 60, on access to the
Chamber. I am informed that next month it is intended
that we shall not only have President Reagan here but
also 450 security people, and that will make it
extremely difficult to implement Rule 60(3), which
concerns the admission of members of the public to
the gallery of this House. I should like wo ask you
three questions under Rule 60 and to ask you to refer
them to the Bureau for consideration and to report to
this House.

First, what arrangements are there for Members to
gain access for interested members of the public under
Rule 60(3)?

Secondly, are the security people who will be accom-
panying the American President to be allowed to carry
loaded weapons within this building?
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Third, under what rules may they fire those weapons?
(Laughter)

I ask that you refer these questions to the Bureau, as I
think it is important that this sovereign parliament
should be aware of the situation in which these rules
might be violated.

President. — Mr Balfe, there is a meeting of the
enlarged Bureau due to take place this afternoon, and
when I go to that meeting at 5 p.m. I will ensure that
before the end of it the points you raise will be taken

up.

4. Question Time

President. — The next item is the first part of Ques-
tion Time (Doc. B 2-104/85).

We begin with questions to the Commission.

Question No 1, by Mr Ford (H-327/84):
Subject: Severn barrage

Further 10 the Commission’s answer to oral ques-
tion No H-201/84, by Mr Llewellyn Smith!, will
the Commission state what consideration has been
given to the possibility of the Community’s sup-
port for a second Severn crossing by means of a
short barrage scheme incorporating a tidal power
facility, rather than by means of another bridge?

Mr Sutherland, Member of the Commission. — First of
all, T am delighted to say that a decision has been
taken to grant from the European Regional Develop-
ment Fund an amount not exceeding £ 1050 000 to
the study currently being undertaken in regard to the
Severn crossing. The study’s terms of reference
include an examination of several forms of bridge or
tunnel or barrage. If other studies demonstrate that a
combined scheme would be worthwhile, that would be
undertaken. Also it can be said that this reflects the
maximum amount that the Community could possibly
allow under this heading.

Mr Ford (S). — I would ask the Commissioner
whether Parliament and the Commission will be tak-
ing into account the non-economic benefits that could
accrue from several of these schemes when consider-
ing which of them it finds most appropriate?

What sort of internal rate of return does the Commis-
sion regard as appropriate for alternative renewable

! Verbatim Report of Proceedings, 10 October 1984,
p. 142.

energy schemes at a pilot phase in the Community,
because that clearly is going to be a factor in deciding
whether the Community will be prepared to put
money into the scheme itself once the feasibility study
has been undertaken?

What will the comparative costs be? In an answer to
Mr Hughes earlier this year figures were given for the
comparative cost of nuclear power, coal power and oil
power in the 1990s. Would the Commissioner give
some comparison for schemes like this so that we
can judge them against conventional power schemes?

Finally, is tidal power, as it stands at the moment,
something the Commission wants to support? Of the
various alternative energy schemes it would appear to
offer the most advantages to the Community in scale
as well as in relation to the environmental problems?

Mr Sutherland. — Referring in the first instance to the
question itself, what we are concerned with here is a
major infrastructural project which will influence the
economic regeneration of South and West Wales.
That is the major issue on which the Commission
based its determination that this particular project
should be supported. It is therefore recognized that
the crossing is a vital element of the M4 and the
development of the area in question.

With regard to the various issues that were raised rela-
tive to the benefits that might accrue from one type of
project as opposed to another, which seems to be
entirely different to the approach taken by the ques-
tioner, the study itself will determine the feasibility of
the crossing. I am answering on an issue relative to the
crossing of the Severn River.

Mr Cottrell (ED). — I am grateful for the Commis-
sion’s very clear answer. I would just like a little fur-
ther information. The sum of 1 500 000 pounds refers,
I take it, to the British Government’s announced deci-
sion to investigate the feasibility of a second crossing
as such, which could take the form, as the Commis-
sioner suggests, of a bridge or a tunnel or a submersi-
bie tube. But Mr Sutherland also made specific refer-
ence to a barrage. There are at least two proposals to
incorporate a barrage in a second crossing. Represent-
ing as I do the constituency of Bristol, I think I would
be giving away no secrets if I said that people in Bristol
are very much in favour of a barrage being incorpor-
ated in the second crossing.

Will any of that 1500 000 pounds reach the area of
the second study — which has also been announced —
into the feasibility of a power-generating barrage of
some kind? Here 1 make the point to Mr Sutherland
— in case he is not already aware of it — that there is
a proposal for a ground barrage, which would be the
largest civil engineering project ever undertaken in the
history of the modern world, and also for a slightly
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smaller one, fortunately, which would be near the
existing Severn Bridge.

Mr Sutherland. — The study in question relates to the
various possible ways of providing a crossing, includ-
ing a barrage. First of all, I should correct the ques-
tioner, it is 1050 000, not 1500000 pounds. That
represents 50% of the total cost of the studies, which
in turn represents the maximum amount that can cur-
rently be allowed under the regulations for this type of
study. Following the conclusion of the study, the
Commission will consider the results. If it is then
decided to implement a project, an application for
assistance from the Regional Fund for eligible con-
" struction works can be taken into consideration by the
Commission.

Mr Stewart (S). — I am very pleased about the fact
that we are getting this finance in the United Kingdom
and for the Severn. Nevertheless, in view of the var-
ious independent reports and the reports submitted by
the Merseyside County Council which have been
given to the Commission, I would like to ask the
Commissioner if full consideration has been taken of
all the relevant factors in deciding whether the Severn
barrage should have priority over the possible Mersey
barrage?

1 have tabled Question No 10 on the barrage across
the Mersey and the feasibility study. It is a well-known
fact that Merseyside is one of the most depressed areas
in the Community and suffers from some of the worst
unemployment problems. Have all these factors been
considered?

Mr Sutherland. — First of all, I cannot and will not
link Questions Nos 1 and 10. In my answer to the
question itself, 1 indicated that the M4 corridor

between London and South Wales has been identified

as a major economic growth area. It is being dealt with
in this question sui generis and as a separate issue to
any other. Question No 10 on the Mersey barrage is a
separate question and should be dealt with as such.
The Severn crossing is being dealt with as an integral
part of an important motor route and one which is of
considerable importance for the growth of an entire
region.

Mr Smith (S). — Is the worthy Commission, in decid-
ing whether or not to support a second Severn cross-
ing and barrage in South Wales, ignoring the recent
changes in development area status in South Wales?
Male unemployment in many communities, including
my own, is running at 45%. Is the Commission aware
of the extent to which the future of South Wales
depends on a second Severn crossing and, indeed, on a
barrage?

Mr Sutherland. — As my earlier answer may indicate,
the Commission is fully aware of the importance of
maintaining and improving road communications
between this region and other parts of Britain. That is
why the Commission has granted the maximum
amount available for the study in question. So, it is a
reflection of the Commission’s concern that this appli-
cation to the Regional Development Fund has been
successful, as I have been pleased to tell Parliament
today.

President. — Question No 2, by Mr Rogalla (H-527/
84):

Subject: Abolition of personal checks at the inter-
nal frontiers

What is the Commission’s assessment of the
effects of the resolution adopted by the Council
and the Member States on 7 June 1984 at its insti-
gation on the easing of checks on persons on the
Community’s internal frontiers? Can the Commis-
sion indicate any tangible changes for the ordi-
nary traveller, compared with the previous legal or
actual situation at the Community’s internal fron-
tiers, that have come about following this agree-
ment?

Lord Cockfield, Vice-president of the Commission. — A
number of developments have taken place recently to
ease border crossings. The following might be men-
tioned.

First, on 4 January this year the Commission proposed
a directive on the easing of controls and formalities
applicable to nationals of Member States when cross-
ing intra-Community borders. This draft directive has
been referred both to Parliament and to the Council of
Ministers, and the opinion of Parliament is awaited.

Secondly, France and Germany signed a bilateral
agreement on 13 July 1984 to ease border controls.
The Benelux countries held discussions with France
and Germany on 27 February to examine whether the
five countries could come to a bilateral agreement to
ease border formalities for persons and goods crossing
their common frontiers. A steering group has been set
up to prepare a final agreement by the end of April.

The Council resolution of 7 June 1984 was addressed
to the Member States and was not binding. The
administrative arrangements for frontier controls are
the responsibility of the Member States. The Commis-
sion understands, however, that already there have
been some small but tangible improvements. For
example, I understand that Paris, Frankfurt and Lon-
don airports now operate spot-checks. Similarly, at
some other points of entry systematic controls have
been replaced by spot-checks.

Mr Rogalla (S). — (DE) The nub of my question was
concerned with the concrete changes affecting the citi-
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zen. In the light of the information I received just an
hour ago, that checks in the trains between Paris and
Brussels have actually increased and intensified,
I'should like to ask the Vice-President what explanation
he can give for this dilatory implementation of a new
policy. Is it tradition, fear of redundancy, fear of a real
security risk, or is it pure self-interest on the part of
the customs and border control officials concerned?
Does the Vice-President not agree with me that the
slow, steady, progressive introduction of a common
customs administration for checking travellers from
third countries would be a way of allaying such suspi-
cions?

Lord Cockfield. — The administrative arrangements
for frontier controls, which would, of course, include
the controls carried out on trains between Paris and
Brussels, are the responsibility of the individual Mem-
ber States. Where unreasonable measures are taken, it
is the practice of the Commission to take up the matter
with the government concerned. I will, therefore, be
very willing to look into the specific case raised by the
honourable Member. If the facts so warrant, we will
certainly raise the matter with the French Govern-
ment.

In general, our objective is precisely the same as that
of the honourable Member. We wish to see controls
between individual Member States reduced to the
absolute minimum consistent with the control, for
example, of drug traffic, terrorism and public order.

Mr Wijsenbeek (L). — Does the Commissioner, Lord
Cockfield, not think that since the Community began
there are more rather than less customs officials, and
that it is precisely these officials who are trying to
prevent the realization of a real Community of the cit-
izen?

Lord Cockfield. — I am afraid that I do not have
before me specific figures relating to the number of
customs officials employed in 1957 as compared with
the present day, but I must say that, in general, I do
not find that customs officials are unreasonable or that
they exercise their powers in a way deliberately to
cause harassment. On the contrary, we do have a very
good working relationship with the customs
authorities in the individual Member States and where
there are difficulties we do endeavour to resolve them.

Mr Patterson (ED). — Would the Commissioner
confirm that ‘internal frontiers are co-teminous with
international frontiers includes all ports and airports
where Community citizens enter another Member
State as, for example, the port of Dover and Brussels
airport? Would he also take on board the possibility
that Community citizens should be separated from
those coming to those ports or airports from third

countries as the only way of ensuring that Community
citizens enjoy free access?

Lord Cockfield. — I entirely agree that very often
internal frontiers are co-terminous with international
frontiers and that is particularly so in the case of the
maritime states. Where, as I have already indicated,
particular problems arise, it is the practice of the Com-
mission to take the matter up with the government of
the Member State concerned and we have done so
specifically in relation to difficulties which have
occurred both at Dover and at Brussels. We have also
endeavoured to ensure wherever possible that separate
entry channels are provided for Community citizens
and the honourable Member will be aware of the fact
that such channels do exist at Heathrow, as an exam-
ple.

Mr Cryer (S). — Since the Commissioner says that
customs officers are not unreasonable, why is the
Commission pressing for the diminution of customs
barriers at a time when he knows that the trafficking
in drugs is not decreasing but increasing, when the
dependence on hard drugs is increasing, when drug
abuse is increasing? Is he satisfied that this pressure
from the Commission on Member States to remove
customs barriers will in fact enable the United King-
dom to remain rabies-free? Would he not regard it as
desirable to control the illegal movement of drugs, to
reduce the abuse of drugs and to retain areas free from
the dreaded scourge of rabies?

Lord Cockfield. — There is a very clear distinction
between the rules which customs officials are obliged
to enforce and the manner in which they enforce
them. The point that I was making was that, in gen-
eral, customs officials do not exercise their powers
unreasonably. So far 