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Habsburg

organization which today extends from movements in
Japan through so-called liberation movements of the
Palestinians into Europe and is endeavouring to
destroy the principles of freedom and democracy
throughout the world. It is only too obvious for which
hegemonic power this is being done, and its stooges
have just defended the Ayatollah’s regime in a fit of
breathtaking hypocrisy by drawing attention to a
personage who should belong to the past. It is, of
course, easier to conduct mock battles with corpses
than to resist today’s Hitlers.

What we do or do not do here will have little direct
effect on the ETA fanatics. But what we have to say
should demonstrate to the Spanish people the deep
affection felt by our Parliament. We want to say to all
Spaniards that we stand by them particularly in their
hour of need, in the knowledge that Spain is a Euro-
pean country and that Europe without Spain is not
complete. The Rupérez case shows that terrorism is an
undiminished threat to everyone and that there is a
greater need than ever for our countries to cooperate
untiringly so that an end may at last be put to this
plague of our times.

The European People’s Party would also like to
express its solidarity with the family of our friend
Rupérez. May he soon, with God’s help, be returned to
them unharmed.

President. — I call Lady Elles to speak on behalf of
the European Democratic Group.

Lady Elles. — Mr President, as you rightly said, we
have already heard this morning very moving
speeches from all sides of the House — except the
one opposite me — on the freedom of the individual
and the inviolability of the human person, and it is
with some emotion that I speak on behalf of the Euro-
pean Democratic Group on the kidnapping of a good
friend, Javier Rupérez. He was head of the interna-
tional office of the UCD and chairman of the Foreign
Affairs Committee of his party. We join with all those
who have spoken and who have moved this resolution
for his immediate release.

Not long ago, in this very House, we debated with
common accord the determination of the Community
to fight international terrorism in all its forms. This,
therefore, strengthens our support for all measures
which will be taken and are being taken by the
Spanish government to suppress this violent, indis-
criminate and cruel action perpetrated on an innocent
and harmless individual. Rupérez himself has an
outstanding record for protecting Spanish citizens of
all parties and different parts of the world from
violence. He has spoken out systematically on democ-
ratic Spain and has brought Spain back into the
community of nations, after an oppressive régime, by
speaking in international fora. He himself has indeed

been elected by the Spanish people to represent them
in Congress. He has never ceased to speak out fear-
lessly on the cause of fundamental freedoms and
human rights.

So it is all the more ironical, Mr President, that this
illegal terrorist group, the ETA, has kidnapped this
particular individual. How can they imagine that their
cause can be helped by crime ? At the referendum on
25 October, already referred to, the overwhelming
majority of the Basque people voted for autonomy
within Spain. We, Mr President, in this group demand
his immediate release ; we demand his safe return to
his wife and to his child and we extend to his family
our heartfelt wishes for his safe return.

President. — I call Mr Vouel.

Mr Vouel, Member of the Commission. — (F) Mr
President, here again, the Commission shares the Parli-
ament’s concern and, at the President’s initiative, has
just sent a telegram to the Spanish Prime Minister, Mr
Adolfo Suarez, condemning the kidnapping of Mr
Javier Rupérez.

President. — The debate is closed. The motion for a
resolution will be put to the vote at the end of this
sitting.

18. Attack on the Israeli Ambassador
to Portugal

President. — The next item is the motion for a reso-
lution tabled by Mr Prag, Mr Marshall, Mr Howell, Mr
Tuckman, Mr Simmonds, Sitr Fred Warner, Mr van
Aerssen, Mrs Lenz, Sir Henry Plumb, Miss Brookes,
Mr Curry, Mr Simpson, Mr R. Jackson, Mr Dalziel, Mr
Provan, Mr Hopper, Miss Forster, Mr de Courcy Ling,
Mr Battersby, Mr Patterson and Mr Forth on the attack
on the Israeli Ambassador to Portugal (Doc. 1-520/79).

I call Mr Prag.

Mr Prag. — Mr President, it is difficult to speak on
this motion without recalling that the example in
terrorism was set by an organization which apparently
is not responsible for the attack on the life of the
Israeli Ambassador in Lisbon. It is difficult not to
recall the attacks on the school at Mar Lot when 20
young girls were killed by the Palestine Liberation
Organization, the murder of 11 atheletes at the
Munich Olympic Games, or the killing of a busload of
small children, again by the Palestine Liberation
Organization.

We have witnessed numerous attacks. We forget,
when we see the conventions of international beha-
viour destroyed, that attacks have been made on
Israeli diplomats for many years — ever since the
murder of my friend Ami Shahori at the Israeli
Embassy in London. Now what began with Israel is
spreading, and we take rather more notice of it.
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In many parts of the world terrorism and violence are
in danger of becoming standard instruments of policy.
But I believe that the terrorists would do well to
reflect not only on whether peace can be built on
such deeds but on whether terrorism can further their
aims, as it did occasionally against colonial powers.
And even there, we must remember that, in the case
of my country at least, by far the majority of the
colonies were relinquished voluntarily.

I believe, Mr President, that terrorism is already
becoming counter-productive, that it cannot succeed
against a major, powerful, legitimate, national or even
sectional interest. We are seeing that today in
Northern Ireland and in the Middle East. I believe
that terrorism will not bring about solutions if it finds
itself opposed to the wishes of a large number of the
people concerned. Therefore I believe that terrorism
in national and international relations is rapidly
becoming an end in itself : violence for the sake of
violence, bloodshed for the sake of bloodshed, linked
with a cynical disregard for the sanctity of human life.
Our hope must therefore be that we shall see a re-es-
talishment of the rule of law in international relations.
The Community, for all its faults, is a shining
example of how the rule of law can succeed in solving
problems and conflicts. But the danger, if we do not
begin the return to the rule of law, is that we shall
indeed descend once again into the dark ages. I hope
we will make it clear that we in this Parliament
believe that terrorism brings, not progress to peace,
but a multiplication of the situations from which war
can arise. I hope that by passing this resolution unani-
mously and by condemning violence and terrorism we
may help to convince those responsible that there are
better and speedier ways to achieve peace and justice.

President. — The debate is closed. The motion for a
resolution will be put to the vote at the end of the
sitting.

19. Regulation on fishing off the coast
of Senegal

President. — The next item is a joint debate on

— the report by Mr Ligios (Doc. 1-474/79), on behalf
of the Committee on Agriculture, on the

‘Community fishing' aspects of the proposal from the
Commission to the Council for a regulation approving
the Agreement between the Government of the Republic
of Senegal and the European Economic Community
concerning fishing off the coast of Senegal and two
exchanges of letters referring thereto;

— the report by Mr Enright (Doc. 1-466/79), on
behalf of the Committee on Development and
Cooperation, on the

proposal from the Commission to the Council for a regu-
- lation approving the Agreement between the Govern-
ment of the Republic of Senegal and the European
Economic Community concerning fishing off the coast
of Senegal and two exchanges of letters referring thereto.

I call Mr Ligios.

Mr Ligios, rapporteur. — (I) Mr President, the
Committee on Agriculture has been asked to give its
opinion on the ‘Community fishing' aspects of the
agreement of last June between the Communities and
Senegal ; this agreement entered into force provision-
ally on 15 June of this year. I say ‘provisionally’
because Parliament had not been consulted; this
prompts me to point out how, once again, the substan-
tial, rather than formal, provisions of Article 43 of the
Treaty have been disregarded.

Given the circumstances and pressure of time, I shall
simply summarize the key points of this agreement
between Senegal and the Community. First of all, it is
an agreement valid for two years with a tacit renewal
clause, subject to termination by one of the parties. It
provides for fees to be charged for fishing licences,
varying according to the quantity of fish landed in
Senegal ; also provided for is a contribution from the
Community of 9 million EUA to be used to develop
agriculture and the fishing industry in Senegal. This is
where the originality of the agreement lies, and I
would like to stress the point : this is not just compen-
sation for the use and exploitation of the fishery
resources of the country; this contribution should, in
the years ahead, help the development of the Senega-
lese fishing industry with the technological and finan-
cial assistance of the Community.

In my opinion, this is the most important aspect of
the agreement and the Committee on Agriculture has
given its endorsement for exactly this reason, asking
the Commission to draw up guidelines defining the
legal status of these agreements and, at the same time,
to look into everything that can be done both finan-
cially and in the way of cooperation, with the other
ACP countries with which negotiations are in

progress.

President. — I call Mr Enright.

Mr Enright, rapporteur. — Yes, indeed, Mr Presi-
dent, I do wish to speak. I shall certainly not say all
that I had intended to say at the beginning of this
week, but I do intend to make a protest against this
farce whereby something which we actually control,
about which we as a Parliament can do something, is
dealt with on a Friday afternoon. But then that is what
we are used to where items relating to the Third
World are concerned. The general system of tariff
preferences was also put on Friday’s agenda, and it
shows the sort of importance that we attach to it. Had
it been some grand motion on a subject over which
we have no control whatsoever, then we could have
had a long debate.

’
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Enright

This is a very important agreement. If I can paraph-
rase something that a gentleman at the back of the
House once said ... Where are you, Mr Pannella ?
These are practical considerations which affect hunger
in the Third World, and Mr Pannella is not there.

(Applause)

He has left to catch his plane. I have missed my plane
because I consider that it is the small things in the
agreements with the Third World that really count. If
the fact that less than a tenth of the Members are in
the House and that the Bureau should organize busi-
ness in this way is any indication of the contempt
which Parliament shows for such matter then it is
truly an indictment of everything that we are doing.

In this agreement there are some vitally important
things which must be looked at by this Parliament.
First of all, we should be looking to regional agree-
ments. We are taking over, as Mr Ligios said, from
bilateral agreements, but we must look to regional
agreements. Secondly, we have to ensure that we
monitor what is happening here. This is the first of
these agreements, it is something which has immense
potential, it is something which the ACP countries
think has immense potential ; that is why it is written
into Lomé II, and that is why the ACP countries were
extremely concerned about what was happening in
this area. Therefore, since it is the first of these agree-
ments, we must look at it very carefully and monitor
what is happening. We must make sure that we do
not have a situation in which we in Europe exploit
the Third World. This can very easily happen, as we
know full well from the way in which the middle
industries are run. The money that we are allegedly
paying over with one hand we are taking back with
the other. We must ensure that the training given —
and this has the full agreement of my committee —
benefits more than just a few fishermen. They must
be taught the more sophisticated techniques. Indeed,
my predecessor, John Prescott, in conversations with
Mr Cheysson and Mr Gundelach, was given an assur-
ance that they would look at the institute of Higher
Education as one of the areas in which they could put
some of the funds for training fishermen and those in
allied industries in the Third World. There is a whole
lot of such issues that we ought to be looking at,
which are small and, perhaps you might think, irrele-
vant in this great debate. They are the only practical
way in which we can ensure that there is no starvation
in the world, instead of just standing up there and
saying, I am against starvation. Let us get down to the
nitty-gritty and the work, Mr President.

(Applause)

President. — Mr Enright, I would remind you that is
is not the Bureau that decides the agenda, but the
Parliament.

I call Mr Pearce on a point of order.

Mr Pearce. — Could you please tell us what actually
happens to all these wonderful waffly motions that we
waste our time adopting? Does anybody ever send
them anywhere? Does anyone ever know what
happens ?

President. — That is not a point of order, sir. You
will find the answer in the rules.

I call Mr Vouel.

Mr Vouel, Member of the Commission. — (F) Mr
President, I believe the Committee on Agriculture and
the Committee on Development and Cooperation
have taken an important step in commenting very
favourably on the first fisheries agreement concluded
between the Community and a developing country. I
was particularly glad to note theat both committees
decided, after a detailed study of the agreement, that it
would be equally advantageous to the Community and
to Senegal.

Let me make clear that in the Commission’s view the
financial and other contributions that the Community
and its fishermen will have to make under the terms
of the agreement are not in the nature of aid but are
offset by the advantages offered to the Community
and its fishermen under the agreement.

The Commission shares the conviction expressed by
Mr Enright in his excellent report that agreements of
this kind between the Community and developing
countries play an important réle in strengthening
cooperation between the Community and ACP coun-
tries and that they can make a significant contribution
to the economic development of the countries
concerned.

With reference to Mr Ligios’s report and specifically
to fisheries agreements with other developing coun-
tries, the Commission is able to inform Parliament
that negotiations wit Guinea-Bissau are expected to be
concluded on 21 November in Brussels. The text of
the agreement, which is broadly similar to that with
Senegal, has been approved by both sides.

The text of an outline agreement with Mauritania was
negotiated in December 1978. An agreement
restricted to tunny-fishing will shortly be negotiated
with the Republic of the Cape Verde Islands.

So far, Tunisia has resisted negotiating a fisheries
agreement. She has, however, offered, on certain condi-
tions, an autonomous temporary arrangement which
will permit Sicilian fishermen to continue their activi-
ties.

Finally, the Community will in the near future be
requesting that negotiations be opened with Mauritius
and the Seychelles for access to these two zones by
Community fishermen from the overseas department
of Réunion.
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The Commission would certainly welcome regional
fisheries agreements, but it is very difficult to persuade
the coastal states, particularly in regions where the
state of fish-stocks is only vaguely known. In fact,
these countries want to make the best possible deal
for themselves and at the same time want to retain
full sovereignty, especially as regards their neighbours.

A current study of resources in the Gulf of Guinea on
behalf of Cameroon, Equatorial Guinea, Gabon and
the Congo, conducted and financed by the European
Development Fund, may perhaps lead to some kind
of regional approach; but no negotiations have yet
been started, and in any case one could only expect
more or less uniform agreements.

President. — The debate is closed. The motions for
resolutions will be put to the vote at the end of this
sitting.

I call Mr Enright on a point of order.

Mr Enright. — Is it possible, since we are unani-
mous about human rights, that we consider the
human rights of the staff that we employ here and the
disgraceful way in which we are abusing them at the
moment ?

President. — Mr Enright, you and the other
Members here will surely agree with me that the best
thing for us to do is to finish our work as quickly as
possible. This now hardly seems possible before 2
p.m., but we are doing our best.

I call Mr Aigner.

Mr Aigner. — (D) Mr President, I am sorry to ask to
speak again. You did promise that you would take the
vote by 2 p.m. I would be grateful if you could take
the vote now, as otherwise there is a danger that we
" will not be able to vote.

President. — Will you wait another five minutes, to
see how far we get with the rest of the agenda? I
think we shall manage to deal with the remaining
items by about 2 p.m.

I see that Mr Aigner is allowing me these five
minutes.

20. Regulation on certain fish-stocks occurring
off the West Greenland coast

President. — The next item is the report by Mr Kirk,
on behalf of the Committee on Agriculture (Doc.
1-467/79), on the

proposal from the Commission to the Council for a regu-
lation laying down conservation and management
measures for certain fish-stocks occurring in the waters
off the West Greenland coast applicable in 1979 to
vessels flying the flag of Member States of the Commu-

nity.
I call Mr Kirk.

Mr Kirk, rapporteur. — (DK) Mr President, I shall
be very brief. I agree with Mr Enright : it is intolerable
that these important matters should be debated on a
Friday afternoon, when the Chamber is virtually
empty.

On the matter in hand, however, I would recommend
Parliament to vote for this report, which reflects the
fact that, despite the Commission’s extremely difficult
task of negotiating fishery agreements with third coun-
tries in the absence so far of a common fisheries
policy, an agreement has been concluded with Canada
on fisheries off the West Greenland coast for 1979.
The report describes how quotas are distributed
among the Member States and granted to the various
non-Community countries with interests in the EEC
zone. 1 would conclude by recommending Parliament
to vote for this motion.

President. — I call Mr Vouel.

Mr Vouel, Member of the Commission. — (E) 1
should like to thank the Committee on Agriculture
for its unqualified endorsement of the Commission’s
proposal.

President. — The debate is closed. The motion for a
resolution will be put to the vote at the end of this
sitting.

21. Kegulation on the North-West Atlantic fisheries

President. — The next item is the report by Miss
Quin, on behalf of the Committee on Agriculture
(Doc. 1-477/79), on the
proposal from the Commission to the Council for a regu-
lation implementing Articles XVIII and XXIII of the
Convention on Future Multilateral Cooperation in the
North-West Atlantic fisheries as regards the scheme of
joint international enforcement.

I note that no one wishes to speak.

The debate is closed. The motion for a resolution will
be put to the vote at the end of this sitting.

22. British decision on crawfish catches

President. — The next item is the report by Mr
Pranchére, on behalf of the Committee on Agriculture
(Doc. 1-464/79), on the unilateral decision taken by
the United Kingdom in the matter of crawfish
catches.

I call Mrs Le Roux.

Mrs Le Roux, deputy rapporteur. — (F) Mr Presi-
dent, on behalf of Mr Pranchére, who was unable to

take part in this debate, I would like to present the

opinion of the Committee on Agriculture on the
motion for a resolution relating to the British decision *
on crawfish catches.
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This resolution, which had been tabled by the French
Communists and Allies and of which I was the first
signatory, has been adopted by the Committee on
Agriculture. The unilateral decision taken by the
United Kingdom has aroused strong feelings in Brit-
tany, a region traditionally steeped in activities
connected with the sea, especially fishing. Brittany
lives off fishing and everything that goes with it. For
every job at sea, there are ten jobs ashore. In pursuing
their activities in accordance with the rules currently
in force, Breton fishermen thought they were safe
from this kind of economic warfare which can only
add to the difficulties they are already experiencing
owing to the crisis that has overtaken even French
fisheries and which has been aggravated by the fact
that, in an attempt to conserve this traditionally fished
species, the industry itself has again tightened up on
the regulations.

In fact, although they are entitled to catch crawfish
down to 9 cm in length, the fishermen have imposed
a voluntary limit of 11 cm. For their own benefit, the
fishermen of the Pont I’Abbé district — those most
involved in fishing for this species — have commis-
sioned several studies on the conservation of crawfish
stocks north and south of the 48th parallel and on the
economic and biological effects of possible changes in
mesh sizes. Four studies were thus conducted by
highly respected French official scientific institutions,
and from these, two things emerged. The first was that
up to now these are the only such studies to have
been published in the EEC. Secondly, the Interna-
tional Commission for the Exploitation of the Sea was
so impressed that, when it last met in Warsaw, it
called on the Community to conduct a new investiga-
tion based on the findings of this scientific study.

I would like to add, on a personal note, that the
Commission in Brussels has so far failed to take into
account these new factors. Let me give you a few of
the scientific findings. Firstly, observations were made
of the losses resulting from increasing the mesh-size
of nets. It is a pity we could not have had the experts
themselves here, because they would have explained
their findings much better than I can. Anyway, they
found that increasing the mesh-size led to losses of
20 % — 50 %, or 30 % expressed in terms of catch
values.

Another study, dealing with the management of fish-
stocks, concluded that to protect stocks it would be
necessary to vary the length of the fishing year, not
the mesh size ; in other words, to use the same nets
but make fewer trips. Finally, the studies proved that
at present there was no threat to stocks north of the
48th parallel.

Two further studies were made on the economic
impact of these measures. The reduced landings of
crawfish would result in losses of 40 million francs in
the distribution sector, with secondary losses of some
30 to 35 million francs in the areas of transport, deep-

freezing and so on. That means a direct loss of 70
million francs in this sector alone. It would also mean
the loss of nearly one hundred jobs.

(Interruptions)

I'm sorry, gentlemen, but it is not my fault that a
report of such immense importance to an entire
region should have come up for debate at a Friday
lunch-time.

When adopting this report, the Committee on Agricul-
ture took in to consideration the decision handed
down by the Court of Justice of the European
Communities, which recently censured the United
Kingdom for its arrest of the ‘Cap Caval. Two new
cases of arrest are presently before the Court of
Justice. These arrests must cease forthwith, as ruled by
the Court of Justice. In fact, the British Government
has failed in its obligations. The Committee on Agti-
culture considers that the Breton crawfish trawlermen
should be compensated in full for the losses they have
sustained as a result of the fines imposed on them and
for the confiscation of their gear and their catches.
The Committee on Agriculture, following this case, is
calling on the Community to draw up common rules
on mesh-sizes in order to define the legitimate rights
of French trawlermen and protect them from being
prosecuted by the British and so ensure the legitimacy
of their catches.

I should add that the industry has made some very
positive proposals of its own which take account of
the vital needs of fishing and of conserving the
species. The Commission should take these proposals
into consideration when drawing up future regula-
tions.

These are the conclusions of the Committee on Agri-
culture and, on behalf of the rapporteur, I ask you to
give them your support.

President. — I call Mr Battersby to speak on behalf
of the European Democratic Group.

Mr Battersby. — In the Committee on Agriculture I
proposed that the submission of this report be post-
poned. My proposal was defeated by 12 to 12. I then
voted against the report, and I did so with very good
reason, because we must get some proportion and
reality into this subject. I am therefore going to put
the facts before this House. With reference to the
case, which involved two boats, the Cap de Gueil and
Le Bret, the International Commission for the Exploi-
tation of the Sea advised that to conserve crawfish
stocks a mesh-size of 70 millimetres should be intro-
duced on 1 January this year. The Commission of the
EEC proposed that this measure be brought in on 1
September. The United Kingdom Government intro-
duced this measure on a non-discriminatory basis on
1 July of this year, but it did not take action until
after 1 September — which was the date proposed by
our own Commission.
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Now let us look at the financial facts which are
causing all this furore. The two vessels were fined £ 2-
50 each : this is the equivalent of 114 kilos of craw-
fish, if you put it into fish terms, or 30 minutes
fishing effort. The British authorities assure me that
the catches were not confiscated. The gear, ie., the
ends of the net, ‘cod ends’, are valued at £150 each.
These are being held pending appeal. In no way can
the fines imposed be considered abnormal, excessive
or heavy. British fishermen in violation of fishing regu-
lations are fined at the same level or even higher, and
there has been no discrimination. Furthermore, since
the incident referred to, routine boardings have taken
place on British and French vessels in these waters;
no further infringements have been noted, which
means that the fishermen are now working to the regu-
lations.

The rapporteur says in paragraph 2 of his motion for a
resolution that French crawfish production is 25 % of
the total fish and shellfish production. This is a gross
distortion of the facts. Total French fish and shellfish
production in 1977 was 712 000 tonnes. Total French
catches of crawfish in 1977 in all waters was 10 000
tonnes, or 1-5 %, not 25 %. The total they caught irr
British waters was 3 792 tonnes, or one-half of 1 %,
again not 25 %.

I will now quote further OECD statistics for France :
all French shellfish catches, i.e., oysters, mussels, crabs
— everything, in all waters, 228 000 tonnes ; crawfish
in British waters were 1-5 % of the total French shell-
fish production. Coming to the other point, on
increasing the mesh-size : if it did cause a 20 % drop
in the nephrops catch or the crawfish catch, this
would be 800 tonnes a year and the value of that
would be about 6 million francs, not 40 million or
more, as has been stated.

I therefore submit that this report is based on entirely
wrong, misleading, inaccurate and distorted premises ;
and therefore, on the grounds that the information on
which the report is based is incorrect and that the
material facts have been inflated at least 50 times, I
would submit that this is a good case for not rushing
sensitive reports through before all the facts are
known, in order to gain political mileage.

Furthermore, on the grounds that the non-discrimina-
tory measures mentioned in the report are technically
supported by scientific evidence and advice from the
International Commission for the Exploitation of the
Sea, and by the Commission — I refer again to the
three dates: 1 January, 1 July and 1 September this
year — and that it is for the fishing experts, who are
non-political, to decide on mesh-sizes, and not for
this Parliament ; also, that it is not in the mandate of
this Parliament to intervene in cases under appeal or
sub judice, not to endeavour to influence the Euro-
pean Court of Justice in its deliberations or do its job
for it; and also, on the grounds that we must not
allow emotional factors or presentations to confuse or

detay Europe’s endeavours to create a common fishing
policy based on scientific evidence and aimed at
conserving our stocks and protecting the long-term
interests of all our fishing communities and of our
resources, I submit that this report should be rejected
out of hand by this Parliament.

President. — I call Mr Josselin.

Mr Josselin. — (F) Mr President, the poor atten-
dance in this House is indicative of the apathy so
often shown towards fishermen, whom one will soon
be regarding as an endangered species.

Leaving aside the matter of species, I would like to let
Mr Battersby know that the matter is important all the
same. [ do not propose to argue with him over figures.
Perhaps the discrepancies are due to the difficulties of
converting into metric terms, but the figures in my
possession have generelly been confirmed by the
industry. 1 could go into those that relate to the
Breton fishermen, but unfortunately I do not have the
time to deal with them at any length.

Neither will T dwell on the penalties imposed on the
Breton trawlermen the arrests, seizures, confiscations,
fines, and so on. I would like to move on quickly to
give three reasons which to me seem to militate in
favour of adopting this report, reasons that are based
not only on law, but also on scientific and technical
findings and economic considerations.

From the point of view of law, Mr President, I believe
we must lay heavy emphasis on the fact that Article 3
of the Treaty of Rome, Articles 38 et seq. concerning
agriculture and Article 102 of the Accession Treaty
give the Community complete jurisdiction over fish-
eries matters. This covers everything to do with the
protection of fishing grounds and the conservation of
biological resources in the sea. This applies, of course,
as much to relations inside the Community as to rela-
tions with third countries. The British order 448,
while it no doubt follows the recommendations of the
Convention on North-East Atlantic Fisheries, cannot
be regarded simply as an implementing measure
under that Convention. It is, in fact, a much broader
measure which goes beyond its requirements. Unques-
tionably, the British measures are unilateral within the
meaning of Article 6 of the Hague Resolution, which,
I would remind you, stipulates that a measure is
deemed unilateral when it is taken by a Member State
without recourse to established Community proce-
dures, even if the measure in other respects is taken in
fulfilment of an international obligation. I trust, when
the matter is referred to it again, that the Court of
Justice will renew its condemnation of Britain’s action
on the basis of this argument, particularly since, to be
serious, the United Kingdom could not possibly
justify national measures on the grounds that there
were no Community measures, because basically it is
she who by her obstructive attitude is preventing the
adoption of a common fisheries policy.
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My second reason is of a scientific and technical
nature. It is something that Mrs Le Roux has already
referred to, so I will not elaborate on it except to say
that in the final analysis it is this very study,
conducted in 1978 by the Scientific and Technical
Institute of Fisheries, which has for the first time
provided irrefutable scientific evidence in this matter.
Experiments on the selectivity of the trawl have
shown quite clearly that the adherents of the 70mm
mesh were wrong. Researchers have calculated that
the 55/60 mesh in fact lets through three times as
much undersized fish as had at first been thought.
The 70mm mesh is not justified because the smaller
mesh does not endanger reproduction of the species.

The third set of reasons, Mr President, relates to
economies. We can no longer accept the decisions of
the British Government. If the mesh is increased to
70mm, Mr Battersby, our fishermen will suffer a 35 %
drop in the weight of their catches. Now a drop of
2000 tonnes means a total of 1-5 million for these
fishermen. As to your figure of 6 million francs, there
we are in agreement, except that this represents the
losses of the vessels in my region alone.

Several hundred jobs would also be threatened in the
canning industry. Moreover this has to be said, given
the important rble of crawfish — the dynamics of
fishing along the French coasts is in danger of being
smashed by virtue of a drag-down effect. The crawfish
market would then be exposed to domination by inter-
national export groups based in the United Kingdom.
I would like to believe that that is not where the
reason for the British position lies. After all, unless
deep-sea fishing is lucrative enough we shall see fish-
ermen relying again on coastal waters, with the
consequent exhaustion of stocks.

But there are other solutions available to us, such as
the demarcation of specific zones in which suitable
gear could be wused, as suggested by the local
Committee on Fishing in Guilvinec. Morever, French
fishermen, as Mrs Le Roux said just now, have
demonstrated their sense of responsibility by volunt-
arily limiting themselves to 11-5 cm even though the
Community rule allows 9 cm. Finally, we are talking
here of the survival of hundreds of working people
and their families. For all these reasons, I ask you to
vote for the motion for a resolution.

President. — I call Mr Bangemann.

Mr Bangemann. — (D) Mr President, I realize, of
course, that this subject may be of regional impor-
tance. One of the speakers referred just now to a fair
proportion. But could you establish what would be a
fair proportion of the length of crawfish-tails to the
length of speeches ?

(Laughter)

President. — As Mr Bangemann is aware, there is no
reference in the Rules of Procedure to the length of
crawfish-tails.

I call Mr Harris.

Mr Harris. — Mr President, I shall be very brief, but
I am afraid I shall have to be controversial on this
question, because, in my opinion, this is an absolutely
scandalous report before the Parliament today. In my
opinion again, it is difficult to imagine a more
blatantly biassed document, and I really must object
that a French Communist was given the job of being
rapporteur on this issue, when Mrs Le Roux herself
said, and rightly ...

President. — I must interrupt you. The Committee
on Agriculture is entitled to do so, and I do not think
it appropriate to criticize its actions.

Mr Harris. — All right, Mr President, let me put it
another way. It would have been quite wrong if my
honourable friend Mr Battersby had been given the
job of reporting on this particular issue. However,
never mind ; that has happened.

I must protest in particular about what I see as the
really serious issue at stake here, and that is an
attempt to turn this Parliament into a Court of Justice
and that on the basis of one-sided evidence. I think
this is quite wrong. As Mr Battersby says, the issue is
before the European Court of Justice, and it is quite
wrong for us as a Parliament to rush in on this
subject. Let the European Court of Justice decide, and
I, for my part, will support the rulings of the Euro-
pean Court of Justice — unlike France on another
matter.

(Applause)
I think that needs to be said, Mr President.

To return to fishing. I would ask the French Members
to realize and to remember that their fishermen have
over-fished their own stocks and, that having
happened, they really cannot blame Britain for taking
conservation measures which are non-discriminatory :
they apply to my fishermen just as much as to the
Breton fishermen. They really cannot blame us for
taking conservation measures. Mr President. I join, I
am sure, with Mr Josselin and with Mrs Le Roux in
hoping that we do get a common fisheries policy,
because that is the answer. So let us all work towards
that end, but let us, please, reject this report today.

President. — I call Miss Quin.’

Miss Quin. — First of all, Mr President, on a
different matter, I must apologize to the House in that
I was not present a few minutes ago when my own
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report came up on the agenda. The reason for this was
that I had been here since 9 o'clock this morning, and
this had turned out to be a very long morning indeed.
I felt the need for something to eat, went down to the
self-service restaurant, where, unfortunately, there is
no television screen to say what is happening in the
Chamber, and therefore, unfortunately, because of a
few minutes’ delay, I was unable to be here. I do hope
— and I echo, I think, the remarks of one of my

* colleagues the other day — that facilities such as the
siting of television screens can be reconsidered and
can be improved upon before very long.

(Applause)

As far as Mr Pranchére’s report is concerned, I would
like to make a few very brief points. I would like to
oppose the report, which I feel is very one-sided and
very incomplete. Certain aspects are not included.
What worries me about the report is the complete
lack of concern about the necessary conservation
measures : there is no recognition anywhere that
conservation measures are sometimes urgently needed
and cannot wait for interminable negotiations
between European or international organizations.
What concerns me, too, is that nowhere in the report
is the non-discriminatory nature of the limitation on
mesh-sizes mentioned. These limitations affect British
fishermen quite as much as, if not more than, fish-
ermen from other Community countries. Indeed, the
figures show that British fishermen have been more
adversely affected and that fishing communities, parti-
cularly in Scotland, have had a very rough time indeed
as a result.

I share very much the concern of my French Socialist
colleague, Mr Josselin, as I realize the effect on
fishing communities ; but what worries me is that, if
measures like this cannot be taken quickly, there will
be no fishing industry left at all for any of our Euro-
pean countries.

(Applause)

I do not think either that the report brings out suffi-
ciently clearly that the Commission itself favours the
size of mesh adopted by the UK : the dispute between
the EEC and the UK was a technical one about the
methods of proceeding, not about the merits of the
actual mesh-sizes involved.

I feel, in conclusion, that this report is totally
unhelpful at the present time. The matter is going to
be considered by the European Court of Justice, and
bringing it up at this point just harms the chances of
constructive fishing negotiations between our coun-
tries. .

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Vouel.

Mr Vouel, Member of the Commission. — (F) Mr
President, the Commission’s position on this matter is
sufficiently well-known ; in view of the late hour I
shall not return to the details again.

President. — The debate is closed. The vote will be
taken at the end of the sitting.

23. Regulation on the marketing of aubergines
grown in the French Antilles

President. — The next item is the report by Mr Cail-
lavet, on behalf of the Committee on Agriculture
(Doc. 1-468/79), on the

porposal from the Commission to the Council for a regu-
lation establishing a system of aid for the marketing of
aubergines grown in the French Antilles.

I call Mr Sablé.

Mr Sablé, deputy rapporteur. — (F) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, the three committees of the
European Parliament studied the proposal from the
Commission of the European Communities for a regu-
lation establishing a system of aid for the marketing
of aubergines grown in the French Antilles immedi-
ately after hurricane David had ravaged Martinique
and Guadeloupe.

Though the amount of the aid may be small 638 000
ECU — it is still much needed. therefore, on 3 and 4
October 1979, the Committee on Budgets adopted the
proposal unanimously. On 30 October the Committee
on Development and Cooperation, for which I am the
rapporteur, did likewise. But on the same day, without
enquiring after the favourable conclusions of the first
two committees, the Committee on Agriculture called
for the withdrawal of the proposal by a majority of 12
votes to 7 with 5 abstentions. Troubled by its consci-
ence, however, it expressed the wish that other forms
of aid to the afflicted regions might be studied.

In 1970 and 1971 the only aubergines on the French
market were those from the South of France, the Anti-
lles and Italy. But in 1975/76 producers in third coun-
tries accounted for 16 % of consumption and this
rose to 44 % in 1977 and 1978. Taking account of the
increase in consumption, the relative share of produce
from the Antilles fell from 71 % in 1975/76 to 57 %
in 1976/77 and 46 % in 1977/78.

As is well-known, aubergines from the Antilles are
grown out of season — from October to June — so
that they cannot compete with the produce from the
Member States of the Community. The drop in prices
from 1978 onwards is primarily the result of the
steady increase in imports from Spain, which is so far
only an applicant for membership of the Common
Market, and from Israel, which has signed neither the
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Treaty of Rome nor the Lomé Convention. This was
why the safeguard clause was applied ; it would not
have been necessary if the measure proposed now had
been in force already.

Production in the Antilles totals 7 000 or 8 000 tonnes
per year and is sold on the French market only, over a
long period of eight months. Production from the
Mediterranenan areas, on the other hand, totalling
330 000 tonnes in Italy and 30 000 tonnes in France,
may be marketed throughout the Common Market
without restriction, but only from June to October.

This sudden competition from outside has very
serious implications as it may prove a permanent
obstacle to the plan being developed in the Antilles
for diversifying agricultural output in order to elimi-
nate the harmful effects of the sole production of the
traditional crops: sugar cane and bananas. The
analysis of the comparative production costs carried
out by the experts in Brussels which is included in
the written report gives ample justification for the
amendment which I have proposed on behalf of my
group and several colleagues in other groups. We are
simply concerned with providing compensation for
the costs incurred in sub-tropical regions in respect of
plant health protection and packaging which amount
to 10.69 ECU/100 kg.

My committee wishes to stress that the measure in
question is not in any way protectionist. It does not
involve any limit on imports from third countries or
associated states. It is designed simply to allow the
produce of a peripheral and deprived region of the
European Economic Community to be marketed
under normal conditions of competition and price.
One cannot countenance the disappearance of the
only agricultural crop which is able to survive the
disaster of a hurricane and allow other countries
which already have a developed and diversified
economy to monopolise the market, even if for
climatic reasons they can meet this demand for only 4
months of the year.

)

That there is a danger of creating a procedent in
favour of the applicant states or the associated states is
not a sound argument. If the applicant states do
accede, it will not be for several years yet, after the
long process of ratification by the national parlia-
ments has been completed. Furthermore, since they
are situated in the Mediterranean basin they will have
no grounds for invoking a regulation dictated solely
by the geographical position of the Antilles. The posi-
tion of the associated states is already covered by the
Lomé Convention which is binding upon the whole
Community.

With your permission, Mr President, in order to keep
the debate short I shall move on immediately to the
defence of the amendment submitted by myself
together with several colleagues from other groups in
support of the propossal by the Commission of the
European Communities. My defence is as follows, Mr

President. 40 % of pineapple plantations were
destroyed by the disaster last August. Because of this
the canning industry will lose a proportionally large
part of the aid from the EAGGF.

Also, it was very recently announced that the sugar
quota from the French overseas department is to be
cut by as much as 30 %, simply to ensure that the
ACP countries’ total production of sugar at guaranteed
prices is maintained at the level of 1 300 000 tonnes.
A proposal for a resolution with a request that this
vital issue be discussed urgently was unfortunately
rejected yesterday morning. If this proposal for sugar
is allowed to go through without amendment then all
hope of expanding our traditional industry will be
denied and the overseas departments can no longer
benefit from the financial assistance to which they are
entitled. This would be serious loss as far as their
export earnings are concerned. This is why, Mr Presi-
dent, the adoption of my amendment for the establish-
ment of systems of aid for the marketing of auber-
gines is of vital importance to the morale and the
economy of the Antilles.

President. — I call Mr Vouel.

Mr Vouel, Member of the Commission. — (F) Mr
President, the Commission made its proposal to the
Council for a regulation establishing a system of aid
for the marketing of aubergines grown in the French
Antilles in order to provide compensation for certain
differences between the production and packaging
costs of aubergines grown in Martinique and Guade-
loupe and those grown in the Mediterranean regions
of the Community, and thereby to help maintain
production of this crop which plays such an impor-
tant part in the diversification of the agricultural
output of these two French departments.

The Commission is therefore distressed at the conclu-
sions reached by the Committee on Agriculture in its
report presented by Mr Caillavet. It considers them all
the more regrettable because the points listed in the
preamble are most certainly the result of some misun-
derstanding. First, a misunderstanding as regards the
imports of aubergines, which have not increased but
have been falling since 1978/79 and are now down to
40-5 % of the French market. Also, the Community
aid is not in fact intended to cover the greater part of
the transport costs but to provide compensation for
the difference in certain production and packaging
costs applicable to aubergines from the overseas
departments because of the climatic factors and long
transportation periods which aubergines grown in the
Mediterranean regions would not be able to withstand.
Lastly, the production of aubergines in the overseas
departments is highly efficient and shows no struc-
tural weaknesses requiring highly One possible alterna-
tive to the proposed regulation clearly might be the
continued application of safeguard clauses, but this
would naturally raise other problems.
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For this reason, Mr President, ladies and gentlemen,
the Commission does not agree with the conclusions
of the report and urges you to support the amend-
ment tabled by Mr Sablé on behalf of the Liberal and
Democratic Group.

President. — The debate is closed. The vote will be
taken at the end of this sitting.

24. Regulation suspending Common Customs Tariff
duties on certain products originating in Malta

President. — The next item is the report by Mr
Welsh, on behalf of the Committee on External
Economic Relations (Doc. 1-456/79), on the

proposal from the Commission to the Council for a regu-
lation totally or partially suspending Common Customs
Tariff duties on certain products falling within Chapters
1 to 24 of the CCT and originating in Malta (1980).

I call Mr Welsh.

Mr Welsh, rapporteur. — Mr President, in intro-
ducing this report I wish to associate myself with the
remarks of my fellow rapporteurs. I think that the way
in which our agenda has been arranged this week is a
travesty. We have done our important business at a
gallop on Friday morning, when we could well have
done it earlier in the week. I would say to you, Mr
President, if you would be good enough to listen to
me, that it is not enough for you to abdicate responsi-
bility on behalf of the Bureau, because the Bureau is
supposed to give us a lead in these matters. I hope
you will communicate to the Bureau that some of us
here feel that Parliament is being ill-treated and
abused.

Having said that, I would say to honourable Members
that this report on Malta is an entirely technical report
which is designed to restore Malta’s position under
the GSP wis-d-vis other countries, and that I
commend it to the House for approval.

President. — Mr Welsh, I must say once more, in
defence of the Bureau, that the adoption of the agenda
is a matter for the Parliament, including yourself : you
too bear part of the responsibility, so that there is little
purpose in criticizing it now.

I call Mr Moreland on a point of order.

Mr Moreland. — I really must say that we elect a
Bureau to organize the business of this Parliament. It
is rubbish to pass the responsibility back to the
House. It is your job to organize the business of this
House.

President. — I call Mrs Macciocchi.
Mrs Macciocchi. — (F) It seems to me that having

stifled the debate on Iran, a subject of great impor-
tance, and passed on to aubergines, crawfish and other

subjects of great interest to many people, we now find
ourselves at the end of this debate in a fairly ridicu-
lous situation, I ask you to convey my objections to all
those responsible for drawing up the agenda of this
debate which has ended, as I said earlier, in an atmos-
phere of bitterness and absurdity.

President. — In two years’ time, you will have an
opportunity of electing another Bureau!

I shall take the opportunity, at the next Bureau
meeting, of expressing the complaints that have been
made today. I would add that most Members can also
approach the chairmen of their groups, who form part
of the enlarged Bureau.

25. Membership of committees

President. — I have recived

— from the Socialist Group, a request for the appoint-
ment of Mrs Gredal to the Political Affairs
Committee ; and

— from the Socialist Group and the Group of the Euro-
pean People’s Party (C-D), requests for the appoint-
ment of Mr Pisani to the Committee on Energy and
Research, to replace Mr d’'Ormesson.

Are there any objections ?

These appointments are ratified.

26. Composition of Parliament

President. — At its meeting of 15 November, the
Bureau verified the credentials of Mr Pisani and Mr
Fich. Pursuant to Rule 3 (1) of the Rules of Procedure,
the Bureau has made sure that these appointments
comply with the provisions of the Treaties.

It therefore asks the House to ratifythese appoint-
ments.

Are there any objections ?

These appointments are ratified.

27. Votes

President. — The next item comprises the votes on
those documents on which the debate is closed. We
begin with the three proposed decisions and two
motions for resolutions contained in the Aigner
report (Doc. 1-463/79): 1977 budget discharge

I put proposed decision I to the vote.
The decision is adopted.

I put proposed decision II to the vote.
The decision is adopted.

I put proposed decision III to the vote.
The decision is adopted.
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President

We now proceed to the motion for a resolution IV.
I put the preamble and paragraphs 1 to 7 to the vote.
The preamble and paragraphs 1 to 7 are adopted.

On paragraph 8, I have Amendment No 1, tabled by
Mr Colla, Mr Balfe, Mr Key, Mr Wettig, Mr Orlandi
and Mrs Fuillet and replacing this paragraph with the
following text. :

8. Asks the Commission to annex to the financial
accounts a table setting out particulars — both quanti-
ties and values — of fixed assets and stocks of agricul-

\ tural products held in public and private storage
arising from the operation of the Community interven-
tion system in the agricultural sphere ;

What is the rapporteur’s view ?

Mr Aigner, rapporteur. — (D) Mr President, I have
to say that it was not possible for the Committee on
Budgetary Control to discuss the four amendments.
But I would ask Mr Colla, who is still here in the
House, to withdraw amendment No 1, which merely
seeks to add ‘fixed assets’, as I can assure him that we
will be looking for a precise definition of this term at
the Committee’s next meeting and we will then ask
the Commission to incorporate this. The instructions
continued in decisions relating to controls in parti-
cular must be so clear that the Commission knows
exactly what it has to do. Fixed assets can, for
example, include pencils, and the author of the
amendment did not want to go that far. I would there-
fore say that if he will withdraw the amendment, we
will discuss the matter in full in committee.

As regards amendment No 2 we do not want — and I
believe the vast majority will agree after the discussion
in committee — an additional control but to intensify
the existing controls as they stand. I would therefore
reject amendment No 2,

As rapporteur I would agree with amendments Nos 3
and 4, but I would ask their author to omit the second
half of the paragraph because it might be regarded as
a criticism of the regional policy. I know what he
means, of course. With this reservation, therefore, I
would agree to these amendments.

President. — I call Mr Colla.

Mr Colla. — (NL) I should like to oblige Mr Aigner,
but the first amendment, that to paragraph 8, stems
from the original report by Lord Bruce I am sure that
everyone realizes what is meant : it seems clear to me
that it is not referring to pencils. I therefore wish to
uphold this amendment.

With regards to the amendment to paragraph 9, this
concerns controls based on trade statistics. As I said in
my earlier speech, the representative of the Court of
Auditors expressed the view in the Committee on

Budgets that this would raise problems. But he sympa-
thized with our point of view. I intend to uphold this
amendment as well.

The third amendment is no problem.

Mr Aigner agrees to the first part of the fourth amend-
ment ; the latter part, I fear, is the logical extension of
the first, and this, too, I should like to see upheld.

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

I put paragraph 8 to the vote.

Paragraph 8 is adopted.

On paragraph 9, I have Amendment No 2, tabled by
Mr Colla, Mr Balfe, Mr Key, Mr Wettig, Mr Orlandi
and Mrs Fuillet and adding the following at the end of
this paragraph :
. and calls for an enquiry, in cooperation with the
Member States, into the possibility of instituting, on the
one hand, supplementary Community control and, on

the other hand, control based on statistical analyses of
trade-flows ;

I put Amendment No 2 to the vote.
Amendment No 2 is rejected.

I put paragraph 9 to the vote.
Paragraph 9 is adopted.

I put paragraphs 10 to 24 to the vote.
Paragraphs 10 to 24 are adopted.

On paragraph 25, I have Amendment No 3, tabled by
Mr Colla, Mr Balfe, Mr Key, Mr Wettig, Mr Orlandi
and Mrs Fuillet and rewording this paragraph as
follows :

25. Will satisfy itself as to the effectiveness of the
controls carried out in the Member States and their
harmonization as well as the effects, on a region-by-
region basis, of Community financing in relation to
the objectives of regional policy, using for this
purpose, in particular, the statistical data to be
forwarded by the Member States;

I put Amendment No 3 to the vote.
Amendment No 3 is adopted.

I put paragraphs 26 to 29 to the vote.
Paragraphs 26 to 29 are adopted.

After paragraph 29, I have Amendment No 4, tabled
by Mr Colla, Mr Balfe, Mr Key, Mr Wettig, Mr Orlandi
and Mrs Fuillet and adding the following new para-
graph :
29a. Notes that, despite the existence of the Regional
Fund, the gap between the rich and poor regions in
the Community has widened still further, and
believes therefore that a critical analysis of the
criteria underlying the Fund is essential ;

I call Mr Aigner.
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Mr Aigner, rapporteur. — (D) Mr President, 1 would
ask you to put the first sentence to the vote on its
own, because I should like to have the first sentence
in, but not the second half of the paragraph.

President. — I put the first part of Amendment No
4 to the vote.

The first part is adopted.

I put the second part to the vote.
The second part is rejected.

I put paragraphs 30 to 50 to the vote.
Paragraphs 30 to 50 are adopted.

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

The resolution is adopted. !

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

President. — I put to the vote the motion for a reso-
lution contained in the Pearce report (Doc. 1-469/79):
Implementation in 1980 of the Community’s general-
ized system of tariffs.

The resolution is adopted. !

» x ¥

President. — I put to the vote the motion for a reso-
lution contained in the Hoffmann report (Doc
1-475/79): International action in the field of air
transport.

The resolution is adopted. !

% % %

President. — I put to the vote the Pedini motion for
a resolution (Doc 1-473/79%rev. 2): Meeting of the
Council of Education Ministers.

The resolution is adopted. !

* % x

President. — We now proceed to the Schwartzen-
berg et al. motion for a resolution (Doc. 1-527/79):
Occupation of the US Embassy in Teberan.

I put the preamble and paragraphs 1 to 4 to the vote.
The preamble and paragraphs 1 to 4 are adopted.

1 OJ C 309 of 10. 12. 1979.

After paragraph 4, I have Amendment No 1, tabled by
Mr Martin and adding the following new paragraph :

4a. Expresses, at the same time, its solidarity with the
Iranian people, which is legitimately demanding the
extradition of the Shah so that he can be tried for the
crimes, acts of torture, murders and bloody oppres-
sion which he inflicted on his people for more than
twenty-five years ;

What is Mr Schwastzenberg’s view ?

Mr Schwartzenberg. — (F) I do not quite under-
stand how one can vote against a text and then vote in
favour of an amendment to it. Is this possible under
the rules of procedure ?

I would also like to make a point of my own. I think
that extradition as requested by our communist
colleagues is possible only in the circumstances which
Mrs Macciocchi defined earlier, that is to say there can
be no question of extradition to a country whose
current legal practice does not guarantee a fair trial,
particularly if that country has the death penalty. For
this reason I cannot vote in favour of the amendment.

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

I put paragraph § to the vote.

Paragraph 5 is adopted.

I call Mr Bonaccini for an explanation of vote.

Mr Bonaccini. — (I) We voted for this motion to be
dealt with by urgent procedure yesterday and this
already is a demonstration of our attitude on certain
issues it raises.

I must say that we agree with most if not all, of the
ideas expressed by our colleagues and I shall therefore
not repeat any of these except to say that there are
two which concern us particularly.

The first concerns the serious risk involved for the
whole of the international community if, due to some
kind of pressure from somewhere, nerves should get
frayed. We hope that this will not happen and our
vote is, of course, given in this spirit.

Secondly, as has already been said, we are faced in
Iran as in Spain — and Italy too is concerned — with
a range of complex factors that tend to undermine
democracy or hopes for democracy, and even when
the texts do not please us at all, as is the case this
time, we have no hesitation whatsoever as to which
course to choose. For this reason we have voted in
favour.
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President. — I put the motion for a resolution as a
whole to the vote.

The resolution is adopted. !

x % ¥

President. — We come to the Pintat et al. motion
for a resolution (Doc. 1-513/79%rev.) : Political kidnap-
ping in Spain.

I call Mr Glinne for an explanation of vote.

Mr Glinne. — (F) Mr President, the Socialist Group
refrained from speaking in the debate earlier in order
to hurry things along, but we listened to Mr Habs-
burg’s comments. I would like to say that the reasons
which prompt us to vote in favour of this text are
quite different from the reasons which Mr Habsburg
gave for his or his group’s approval. We are voting in
favour of the text because it is a fitting condemnation
of the kidnapping of a member of the Spanish
Congress by a terrorist organization and because it
demonstrates our Parliament’s solidarity with the
Spanish Congress — a democratic parliament shortly
to become a Community partner.

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

EEEY

President. — I put to the vote the Prag et al. motion
for a resolution (Doc. 1-520/79) : Attack on the Israeli
Ambassador to Portugal.

The resolution is adopted. !

X%

President. — I put to the vote the motion for a reso-
lution contained in the Ligios report (Doc. 1-474/79):
Fishing off the coast of Senegal.

The resolution is adopted. !

I put to the vote the motion for a resolution contained
in the Enright report (Doc. 1-466/79): Fishing off the
coast of Senegal. The resolution is -adopted. !

1

XXX

President. — I put to the vote the motion for a reso-
lution contained in the Kirk report (Doc. 1-467/79):
Fish-stocks occurring off the West Greenland coast.

The resolution is adopted. !

1. OJ C 309 of 10. 12. 1979.

President. — We proceed to the motion for a resolu-
tion contained in the Quin report (Doc 1-477/79)
North-West Atlantic fisheries.

I put the preamble and paragraphs 1 to 9 to the vote.
The preamble and paragraphs 1 to 9 are adopted. On
paragraph 10, I have Amendment No 1, tabled by Mr
Kirk and deleting this paragraph.

What is the rapporteur’s view ?

Miss Quin, rapporteur. — 1 would like to ask for
these amendments not to be accepted. I do not think
that the motion for a resolution including paragraphs
10 and 11, is controversial. It was adqpted unani-
mously by the committee concerned and all that para-
graphs 10 and 11 do, if I can take them together, is to
ask for a study on a licensing system. It does not
express any views in favour of or against such a
system ; it only asks for it to be considered. I would
like the amendments to be rejected.

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

I put paragraph 10 to the vote.

Paragraph 10 is adopted.

On paragraph 11, I have Amendment No 2, tabled by
Mr Kirk and deleting this paragraph.

I put Amendment No 2 to the vote.
Amendment No 2 is rejected.

I put paragraph 11 to the vote.
Paragraph is adopted.

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

EETY

President. — We proceed to the motion for a resolu-
tion contained in the Pranchére report (Doc
1-464/79) : British decision on crawfish catches.

I call Mrs Dienesch for an explanation of vote.

Mrs Dienesch. — (F) Mr President, it is clear that
provisions of this sort have an extremely harmful
effect on Brittany and all the French coastal regions.
It is because of these adverse effects on the fishermen
that we have decided to vote in favour of the motion
for a resolution and cannot support the position
adopted by our British friends.

President. — I call Mr Glinne for an explanation of
vote.

Mr Glinne. — (F) I shall vote in favour, basing
myself on the position taken by the Court of Justice.

1. OJ C 309 of 10. 12. 1979.
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President. — I put the motion for a resolution to the
vote. The resolution is rejected.

XX¥

President. — We proceed to the motion for a resolu-
tion contained in the Caillavet report (Doc
1-468/79): Marketing of aubergines grown in the
French Antilles.

I have Amendment No 1, tabled by Mr Sablé, on
behalf of the Liberal and Democratic Group, Mrs
Rabbethge, Mrs Moreau, Mr Michel and Mr
d’Ormesson and replacing the whole of the motion by
a new text.

I call Mr Bangemann.

Mr Bangemann, deputy rapporteur. — (D) Mr Presi-
dent, I have to oppose this, since the rapporteur takes
the completely opposite view.

President. — I put Amendment No 1 to the vote.
This new resolution is adopted. !

EEEy

President. — I put to the vote the motion for a reso-

lution contained in the Welsh report (Doc. 1-456/79):

Suspension of Common Customs Tariff duties on
certain products orginating in Malta.

The resolution is adopted. !

On Parliament’s behalf, I wish to thank our staff, who
have shown so much patience with us and have stood
by us in our work until this late hour in the day.

(Applause)
I call Mr Enright on a point of order.

1 OJ C 309 of 10. 12. 1979.

Mr Enright. — My point of order concerns the way
that we treat our staff. The restaurant closed at 2-30
p.m.: many of the staff have been on continuous duty
and therefore are unable to get a meal. Could we in
future try to make arrangements to ensure that they
are properly fed ?

President. — I sincerely hope so.

28. Dates of the next part-session

President. — There are no other items on the
agenda.

I thank the representatives of both Council and
Commission for their contributions to our debates.

The enlarged Bureau proposes that our next sittings
be held at Strasbourg during the week from 10 to 14
December. Are there any objections ?

That is agreed.

29. Approval of the minutes

President. — Rule 17 (2) of the Rules of Procedure
requires me to lay before Parliament, for its approval,
the minutes of proceedings of this sitting, which were
written during the debates.

Are there any comments ?
The minutes of proceedings are approved.

30. Adjournment of the session

President. — 1 declare the session of the European
Parliament adjourned. The sitting is closed.

(The sitting closed at 3.05 pm.)
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